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Someone is sitting in the shade today because 
someone planted a tree a long time ago. (Warren Buffett)



How HIT started...
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... and how was HIT finalised
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What is the outcome of our efforts?
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Use of HIT - 24 programmes in 2018
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Use of HIT - Comparison 2015 and 2018
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Reasons for not adopting HIT tools

Reasons Answers in %

Good experience with programme-specific 

tools from last period.

31

We have to use a specific monitoring (national) 

system which couldn't be adapted to the HIT.

28

More flexibility needed to adapt tools to 

programme needs.

25

Tools are too complex for our programme. 9

Other reason. 6

Use of tools is not supported by our Monitoring 

Committee.

0



Most common type of modifications

Type of modification Application 

Form

Project 

Progress 

Report

FLC 

Control 

Report

None or only minor 

modifications (e.g. 

changes in wording)
31 % 58 % 71 %

Substantial changes to 

compulsory questions or 

tables
15 % 11 % 0 %

Omission of (compulsory) 

questions or tables
23 % 11 % 7 %

Additional questions or 

tables (other than the 

optional ones)
31 % 21 % 21 %



Why do we harmonise?
What’s in it for me, you and them?



Because...

Simplifies 
(controllers, applicants, etc.)   

Adds certainty 
(reduces “lonely programme solutions”)

Adds efficiency (reduces re-inventing of the 
wheel, makes eMS possible)



Cooperation works
All materials will be available on:

www.interact-eu.net


