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Study Supporting the Evaluation of the PIF Directive
Interview Guides for EU IBOAs
	This interview is part of a study commissioned by the European Commission to support the evaluation of Directive (EU) 2017/1371 on the fight against fraud to the Union’s financial interests by means of criminal law (the “PIF Directive”). The evaluation aims to assess the effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence, and EU added value of the Directive.
To support this, the Commission has tasked an external consortium led by the Centre for Strategy & Evaluation Services (CSES), in partnership with Asterisk Research & Analysis, Spark Legal and Policy Consulting, and Tetra Tech International Development, with conducting an independent evidence-gathering study. The evaluation covers the period from the deadline for transposition by the Member States (6 July 2019) until 2025.
Your participation in this interview is voluntary and your responses will be treated in strict confidence. No individuals will be identified in any published report or analysis. The data collected will be used exclusively for the purposes of this evaluation and in line with applicable data protection rules. We will share the full privacy notice describing how your personal data will be handled.
We greatly appreciate your time and expertise.



Opening perspective and role
Could you briefly describe your role and your organisation’s/network’s relevance to offences affecting the Union’s financial interests?
From your perspective, which aspects of the PIF Directive are most relevant to your work or to the experience of your members (e.g., cross-border cooperation, corruption, money laundering, financial intelligence, asset recovery, or coherence with other legal frameworks)?
Implementation & Effectiveness
Practical experience and cross-border cooperation
From your perspective, to what extent has the PIF Directive improved cross-border cooperation in cases involving fraud, corruption, money laundering, or other offences affecting the Union’s financial interests?
Have you observed any practical obstacles in cross-border cooperation or information exchange that appear linked to differences in legal definitions, thresholds, procedures, or institutional mandates?
From your perspective, has the EU framework in this area made any practical advantages to cross-border cooperation? If so, in what ways?
Scope, operational gaps and emerging risks
In your experience, does the current scope of the PIF Directive capture the main types of offences that are relevant today in protecting the Union’s financial interests?  
· Have you observed any practical gaps or grey areas that make detection, coordination, or follow-up more difficult across borders?
Asset tracing, recovery and financial follow-up
Have you observed recurring barriers to effective asset recovery in cross-border cases, for example linked to legal thresholds, differences in national procedures, access to information, or coordination between authorities?
Where relevant, are there particular challenges in linking financial intelligence, criminal investigation, and recovery processes across jurisdictions?
Relevance
How well does the PIF Directive respond to current and emerging risks affecting the Union’s financial interests, including digitally enabled fraud, online schemes, crypto-assets, and links with organised crime?
· Are there any provisions that now appear outdated, insufficient, or missing in light of recent developments in international cooperation or financial crime patterns?
Coherence with international and EU frameworks
From an international cooperation perspective, could you give feedback on the inclusion of corruption – bribery and misappropriation – in the PIF Directive, including gaps, overlaps and inconsistencies you have identified in the current framework relative to EU and international anti-corruption standards? 
In your opinion, how well does the PIF Directive align with the international instruments, standards, and cooperation frameworks that your organisation or network works with in practice?
From an international cooperation perspective, how well does the PIF Directive work alongside instruments establishing relevant EU anti-fraud bodies, in particular the EPPO, OLAF, Eurojust, and Europol? Are there areas where inconsistencies or gaps in concepts, definitions, or thresholds between the PIF Directive and these instruments create difficulties in practice? 
Efficiency 
From your perspective, are there particular information-sharing, intelligence, or data-related issues that affect the practical protection of the Union’s financial interests across borders?
What, if anything, would improve the practical use, comparability, or exchange of information relevant to offences affecting the Union’s financial interests?
EU added value
From your perspective, what added value, if any, does the PIF Directive bring in comparison with relying solely on national legal frameworks or broader international cooperation arrangements?
Are there areas where that added value has been more limited than expected?
Final thoughts
Is there anything else you would like to share to inform this evaluation, especially in terms of lessons learned, best practices, or systemic improvements?

Many thanks for your time!
	The information and views set out in this interview guide are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official opinion of the Contracting Authority (i.e. the Commission).
This interview guide is a tool to gather data for a study supporting the European Commission's evaluation of the PIF Directive. While every effort is made to ensure the accuracy of the data included in the final study report, the Contracting Authority does not guarantee the accuracy of raw data collected during interviews. Neither the Contracting Authority nor any person acting on the Contracting Authority’s behalf may be held responsible for the use which may be made of the information contained in the final study report.
These interview guides are used by CSES for the sake of the present assignment solely and as such they do not bind or reflect, in any way, the opinion of the European Commission or of its services.
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