
 
REPLIES TO QUESTIONS TO MR DE GUCHT 

 
Accounting system 
Question 1. The EDF was supposed to be integrated into the accounting system used 
by the Commission in 2006 but was postponed for technical reasons until 2009.  Is 
this integration now proceeding according to schedule?  
 
The first planning for integrating the EDF in the general accounting system of the 
Commission was indeed in 2006. During the analysis of the modifications in the 
informatics systems necessary to support the specificities of the EDF, it became very 
rapidly clear that the entry into force had to be postponed.  
 
The new planning foresaw the accounting year 2009 for the start of the new system. 
The new schedule has been respected and since beginning of this year the EDF has 
been integrated in the accounting system of the Commission. The Parliament has been 
regularly informed on the progress of the project and the Court of Auditors has also 
reflected the use of the new accounting system in their 2008 report (point 14). 
 
 
Monitoring missions 
Question 2. A standardized methodology for carrying out monitoring missions was 
adopted. How many monitoring missions to Delegations has EuropeAid made in 
2008 and so far in 2009? And how many are planned for 2010? 
 
As to ACP countries, EuropeAid undertakes project level monitoring under a 
methodology called Result Oriented Monitoring. This monitoring is performed by 
independent consultants, who assess the extent to which projects are progressing 
towards their objectives and proposes corrections as appropriate. As far as the 
African, Caribbean and Pacific countries are concerned, EuropeAid has monitored 
220 projects in 2008 increasing to 515, so far in 2009. Depending on contractual 
arrangements to be defined, for 2010 estimations are for between 500 and 600 
projects to be monitored under this methodology.  
 
Further to this project monitoring, EuropeAid carries out Verification Missions to the 
Delegations that are part of the devolution process under which Delegations took over 
the management responsibilities for project management. A standard methodology for 
verification missions of the Headquarters to Delegations was approved in 2008, the 
purpose of each mission being to review three areas: performance of the Aid 
Effectiveness Agenda and the Commission positioning; the quality of aid delivery, 
results and outputs; the adequacy of internal organisation, systems and processes to 
deliver aid. In 2008, verification missions were carried out to 3 Delegations increasing 
to 6 in 2009. For 2010, current planning is for carrying out another 6 verification 
missions.  
 
 
Participation des bénéficiaires dans l'évaluation 
Question 3. Comment la Commission assure-t-elle que les bénéficiaires des FED 
peuvent faire entendre leur voix dans l'évaluation des programmes en 2008? 
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The established methodology for evaluations foresees that: 
 
All stakeholders have to be extensively consulted during the evaluation process, 
including the intermediate and final beneficiaries. Beneficiaries take part in 
interviews, focus groups, field visits and case studies. Briefings and debriefings 
during the field phase of the evaluation are organized. 
As concerns country level evaluations, a representative of the partner is systematically 
invited to participate in the Reference group which accompanies the evaluation 
process. For practical reasons the embassy here in Brussels nominates the person. 
On the basis of the draft final report a seminar is organised in the partner country with 
representatives of all stakeholders. The draft reports, notably the conclusions are 
discussed and the final report integrates the results of the discussions.  
 
 
Corrections ex ante des erreurs 
Question 4. Dans le point 25 du rapport annuel 2008 sur les FED, la Cour note que la 
plupart des erreurs auraient dû être détectées et corrigée par les superviseurs locaux 
ou par les ordonnateurs avant que les paiements ne soient autorisés. Néanmoins, la 
Commission ne répond pas en substance à cette critique. Pourrait la Commission 
expliquer cette absence de réponse et donner sa position? 
 
The Commission endeavours to add replies to the Court of Auditors text only where it 
wishes to indicate a different perspective or complete key information to put the 
Court's remarks into a clearer context.  In this case the Commission does not contest 
the Court's findings that some mistakes can be made. In the context of the high risk 
environment in which the Commission is working, the increasing portfolio which we 
have to manage and the limited human resources at our disposal, the Commission 
considers that there will always be a level of human error in the implementation of 
our aid programmes. Angola was one of the ACP delegations audited by the Court in 
2008 and there is no doubt that the conflict situation during the period of 
implementation of some of the projects audited there last year meant that it was 
extremely difficult for the National Authoring Officer and the Delegation to ensure 
the high level of financial management and oversight that they would like. We do 
have substantial preventative controls to mitigate these risks but some errors – 
including a small level of financial error – will remain despite all our constant efforts 
to improve the system. That is why the dialogue which we have started amongst the 
Institutions on the cost and benefit of controls and the Tolerable Risk of Error is - in 
the Commission's view - so important. 
 
 
Problèmes de personnel 
Question 5. Face aux importants problèmes de personnels (taux élevé d'agents sous 
contrat à court terme, leur rotation et la perte de mémoire qui en résulte) et la 
nécessité d'une politique des ressources humaines quelles mesures concrètes la 
Commission compte prendre à bref, moyen et long terme? La résolution du Parlement 
dans le cadre de la décharge 2007 aux FED a suggéré que des ressources 
supplémentaires pourraient être dégagées par ex. en supprimant le partage des 
responsabilités sur les questions de développement entre les DG RELEX et DEV. 
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Pour quelle raison la Commission ne semble pas vouloir suivre cette suggestion 
du Parlement? 
 
 
Following the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty on 1 December 2009 and the 
orientations given by the European Council on 29-30 October on the creation of the 
European External Action Service (EEAS), development policy will remain under the 
responsibility of the relevant Commissioner.  
 
The situation of human resources for the management of the EDF should be clarified: 
in addition to the statutory staff (establishment plan posts) dedicated to the managing 
of the EDF, the Commission may, in accordance with the Internal Agreement of the 
EDF, resort to external personnel financed from the programme itself. This is not only 
true for the recruitment of external personnel in delegation (as is the case for the 
general budget), but also – and this is new under the 10th EDF- for the recruitment of 
external personnel at Headquarters (see article 6, par.2, liter c) of the 10th EDF 
Internal Agreement). 
 
As regards the EEAS, the Lisbon Treaty gives the power of initiative to the High 
Representative, who has just been appointed, and the Commission is taking the 
necessary steps in order to clarify the responsibilities which will be moved to the 
EEAS and those remaining with the Commission services. At this stage of the process 
of the creation of the new structure (on which the Parliament will be consulted and the 
Commission called upon to give its consent), the Commission can not prejudge on the 
final structural arrangements.  It is expected that the agreement on the establishment 
of the EEAS including the necessary changes to the Financial Regulation and the 
Statute applicable to the staff could be reached in April 2010. 
 
 
 
Niveau d'erreur 
Question 6. Comme la Cour le fait remarquer dans le point 32 de son rapport annuel 
2008 sur les FED, l'assurance raisonnable que les procédures de contrôle mises en 
place donnaient les garanties nécessaires quant à la régularité des opérations semble 
aller à l'encontre du niveau significatif d'erreur révélé par l'audit de la Cour.  En même 
temps, dans sa réponse, la Commission parle d'un niveau d'erreur résiduelle très 
faible. Pourrait la Commission expliquer sa position et ses arguments face à cette 
contradiction apparente? 
 
In EuropeAid our external aid approach and our control architecture is multi annual. 
The majority of our activities are the subject of a financial audit at the end of 
implementation and errors are found and corrections made at that point, most often in 
a later accounting year. If advances have been made then the correction of any non-
eligible claims or other errors takes place at the reconciliation of expenditure also in a 
later year. In contrast, the Court's approach is an annual one in which any quantifiable 
errors found contribute to the error rate unless they are corrected in the same year.  
Therefore our judgement is that the residual 'actual' rate of error based on our 
multiannual control system is most likely to be lower than the annual error rate 
estimated by the Court. Let me give you an example from my EDF portfolio. One of 
the errors included in the Court's calculations was an incorrect exchange rate applied 
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for the justification of an advance in 2008.  The Commission was already aware of 
this significant error (€ 5.6 million), had taken already action, but this action was only 
booked in the accounting system at the opening of 2009.  This finding was a 
significant contribution to the material level of error found by the Court, but it had no 
effect on the residual error rate as it was corrected during the life of the project within 
the normal multiannual architecture of our controls.  
In addition, while the Commission takes great care to analyse and follow-up the 
Court's conclusions, it can happen that, thanks to its wider number of controls and 
sources of information, the Commission reaches different conclusions on what should 
and should not have been paid. For example, in DG ECHO, a material irregularity 
was fairly identified by the Court but the Commission, in full knowledge of the 
situation and after thorough investigation, concluded that this procedural weakness 
did not imply that the whole expenditure was ineligible. 
Finally, as described in the relevant Annual Activity Reports for 2008, both 
EuropeAid and ECHO consider that, based on a wide number of controls and sources 
of information, their internal control systems give their Director-Generals sufficient 
assurance by substantially limiting residual financial error. 
 
 
Appui budgétaire 
Question 7. Concernant l'appui budgétaire, quelles mesures concrètes (en outre 
de la promesse un peu vague de réviser ses orientations) la Commission compte 
prendre afin "d'étayer ses décisions relatives à l'éligibilité d'un appui budgétaire 
au moyen d'une démonstration structurée et formelle attestant que le pays 
bénéficiaire dispose d'un programme de réforme crédible permettant de remédier 
aux déficiences dans les délais prévisibles et qu'il s'engage à le mettre en œuvre" 
comme recommandé par la Cour dans son rapport annuel 2008 sur les FED 
(point 56 (a))? 
 
The Commission is grateful for the ECA's recognition of the improvements in the 
assessments of the compliance with the eligibility criteria for budget support as set out 
in the Cotonou Agreement (see point 19 of ECA's 2008 Annual report on EDF). The 
Commission is committed to building on this progress and is developing more 
detailed guidance on how to address compliance with eligibility with yet more rigour 
and clarity at the design phase, as well as during implementation.  
 
The Commission is working on the revision of its Guidelines on Budget Support. The 
revised guide will respond to the need to assess and monitor progress in Public 
Financial Management in a more structured and formalised way. Clear guidance will 
be given on the need to set country-specific baselines and concrete milestones over 
the lifetime of the reform to better monitor progress toward the final outcomes, and 
the link between progress and disbursements will be reinforced. The main source for 
the definition of baselines will remain the diagnosis provided by the PEFA tool, and 
its repeated use in a reasonable interval (3-5 years) will help the Commission follow 
progress in the medium term. Still, it should be noted that PFM reforms are long to be 
implemented, imply a number of institutions and are highly influenced by the political 
economy and context. Therefore, these characteristics must be prudently taken into 
account during the formulation of any such programme.  
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Concerning risk assessment, the Commission also intends to better assess and monitor 
the risks that are present in operations financed through budget support and the 
mitigating measures to be implemented. This risk analysis will apply, inter alia, to the 
PFM and the related reform programme. 
 
Finally, regarding support to external scrutiny and audit, the Commission has 
developed and joined, in the last years, several initiatives and support actions in order 
to strengthen the external oversight of PFM by the Superior Audit Institutions and 
Legislatives. One of these initiatives is a global partnership between the International 
Organization of Supreme Audit Institutions (INTOSAI) and several donor agencies. 
In this context, on 20 October 2009, in Brussels the European Commission (as host) 
together with Austria, Belgium, Canada, Ireland, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, 
Switzerland, the United Kingdom, the USA, the African Development Bank, the 
Inter-American Development Bank, the International Monetary Fund, the World 
Bank, and INTOSAI officially signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) 
launching a new global strategic initiative on capacity development of Supreme Audit 
Institutions (SAIs) in aid recipient countries. 
 
 
Question 8. A la suite de la demande du Parlement dans sa résolution de 
décharge 2007 sur les FED (paragraphe 43), quand la Commission va-t-elle 
identifier et informer le Parlement des pays et des problèmes en matière d'appui 
budgétaire? 
 
The Commission is providing information on budget support programmes by country 
in the Annual Report on development and external assistance policies and their 
implementation.  
 
In addition, the Commission is in the phase of finalisation of a special guidance on 
how to manage budget support operations in countries in the situation of fragility, 
which will be published and provided to CONT committee after their finalisation.  
 
 
The European External Action Service (EEAS) 
Question 9. What the division of labour between the EEAS and the Commission 
services will be in the field of development aid, in particular in the management 
of the EDFs? 
 
The HR/VP will present a proposal for the Decision on the organisation and 
functioning of the EEAS. No final decision has been taken as regards the outline of 
responsibilities between the Commission and the EEAS on the programming of the 
geographical and thematic instruments, including the EDF. Formally, decisions 
concerning programming will still be taken by the College of Commissioners, which 
imply that preparation of such decisions will have to be done jointly between the 
EEAS and the Commission. Implementation of development aid will remain under the 
Commission’s responsibility. In any case, on programming and implementation, the 
EEAS and the Commission’s services will work in close cooperation. 
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Question 10. How does the Commission intend to ensure that the EEAS staff who 
are not Commission officials be held accountable? What kind of changes in the 
Commission's financial regulations are necessary to achieve this goal?  
 
According to the Treaty, the Commission is responsible for the implementation of the 
budget and therefore it should be ensured by Commission’s staff. The issue relates to 
the delegations of the UE which implement a large part of the EU aid. Currently, 
implementation is assumed by Commission Staff who have been sub-delegated 
implementation powers directly by their home DG (mainly AIDCO, but also DEV, 
ELARG, RELEX, ECHO and potentially TRADE). After the setting-up of the EEAS, 
delegations will contain EEAS staff and Commission staff (although functionally, the 
unicity of the delegations will be preserved). The staff in EU delegations responsible 
for aid management will continue to be part of the establishment plan of the 
Commission.  This means that the Commission will continue to be responsible for 
their appointments, job descriptions, transfers, appraisals and promotions; they will 
continue to belong to the staff of a Commission DG and will clearly work in the 
financial circuit and internal control framework defined by their Commission DG.  As 
regards the Head of Delegation who will be an official of the EEAS, it is necessary to 
provide for adjustments in the Financial Regulation to ensure that the Head of 
Delegation can still receive delegation - as today - to implement budgetary tasks from 
the Director General of the responsible Commission DGs. Through amendments to 
the Financial Regulation, the objective is to ensure that the Head of Delegation will be 
responsible and held accountable for the operations they carry out towards the 
Director General of the Commission  in the framework of the  internal management 
and control systems put in place by the  competent Director General of the 
 Commission. So, the proposed modifications in the Financial Regulation will aim to 
ensure that the Head of Delegation is subject to budgetary controls equivalent to those 
for sub-delegated authorizing officers who are Commission officials, including for 
financial irregularities. The appointment of Heads of Delegation should be subject to 
specific selection procedures, recognising in particular the mixed EEAS-Commission 
nature of Delegations' responsibilities. Since the Financial Regulation is co-decided, 
the Parliament will be fully associated to the modifications that the Commission will 
propose for that purpose. 
 
 
Question 11. How does the Commission deal with assigned financial inputs from 
the EDF to countries where the situation worsens in some cases (for ex. human 
rights in Eritrea, questionable role of Ruanda in the region etc.) and by which 
the political dialogue the Commission pursues does not lead to improvements? 
Conflicting responses from the side of the Commission and the Member States 
seem little productive. How will the Commissioner prevent this in the future? 
 
Currently a Mid Term Review of the 10th EDF is ongoing; worsening situations in 
certain countries will be reflected in their respective ratings on governance, among 
others. Reductions in the available budgets for those specific countries might then be 
a consequence of a bad rating. In all countries the Commission coordinates its 
responses with the MS, but some MS might still opt for a different approach for other 
reasons than performance of the given country within the EDF. 
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EP Scrutiny powers over Country Strategy Papers 
Question 12. Can you confirm that the European Commission aims at giving the 
European Parliament scrutiny powers over all Country Strategy papers? 
 
For country strategy papers which are programmed under Regulation 1905/2006 
establishing a financing instrument for development cooperation (DCI), the European 
Parliament currently has a formal right of scrutiny in accordance with Article 8 of the 
Comitology Decision. In addition, the Commission has agreed to enter into an 
informal 'democratic scrutiny dialogue' on these strategy papers and to take the 
comments of Parliament into account in the implementation. Furthermore, Article 
3(9) of the DCI Regulation provides the Commission shall inform and have regular 
exchanges of views with the Parliament.  
 
The country strategy papers which are programmed under the 10th European 
Development Fund (EDF) are not subject to these procedures since the EDF is not 
budgetised. The 10th Implementing Regulation (Council Regulation 617/207) foresees 
that the draft strategy papers are transmitted to the Joint Parliamentary Assembly 
(JPA) for information (see Article 4 (5)). Within the context of the second revision of 
the Cotonou Agreement, the Commission is open to strengthen the functions of the 
JPA in this regard.   
 
 
Question 13. Can you confirm that the Commission will send Parliament the 
revised Country Strategy Papers concerning the Mid-term Reviews (MTR) in 
time for consideration before the approval of the Papers? 
 
For the country strategy papers the Parliament will receive the revised Country 
Strategy Papers under the DCI through the established Comitology procedures which 
foresee sufficient time-lines. In addition, the Commission is prepared to continue the 
agreed informal democratic scrutiny dialogue.     
As for the 10th EDF country strategy papers, as explained above in reply to question 
12, the draft strategy papers were transmitted to the Joint Parliamentary Assembly 
(JPA). Within the context of the second revision of the Cotonou Agreement, the 
Commission is open to strengthen the functions of the JPA in this regard.  
Nevertheless, a full parliamentary scrutiny will only be possible upon budgetisation of 
the EDF.  
 
 
Competence of the ACP-EU Joint Assembly  
Question 14. Can you confirm that the ACP-EU Joint Assembly does not have a 
mandate regarding the discharge and testing of the EDF and do you share the 
opinion that therefore this is not an adequate control mechanism for correct use 
of tax money that is spent via the EDF? 
 
The role of the Joint Parliamentary Assembly, as a consultative body, is laid down in 
Article 17, paragraph 2 of the Cotonou Agreement, and is to:  
 
- promote democratic processes through dialogue and consultation 
- facilitate greater understanding between the peoples of the European Union-and 
those of the ACP States and raise public awareness of development issues 
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- discuss issues pertaining to development and the ACP-EU partnership 
- adopt resolutions and make recommendations to the Council of Ministers with a 
view to achieving the objectives of this Agreement. 
 
However, the control mechanisms for each European Development Fund are clearly 
foreseen in each respective Internal Agreement and Financial Regulation. 
 
For 10th EDF, Article 11 of the Internal Agreement states that "The discharge for the 
financial management of the EDF, excluding operations managed by the EIB, shall be 
given to the Commission by the European Parliament on the recommendation of the 
Council, acting by a qualified majority as laid down in Article 8" (paragraph 8).  
 
As to the 10th EDF Financial Regulation, Article 142 states that "Before 15 May of 
year N + 2, the European Parliament, upon a recommendation from the Council 
acting by a qualified majority, shall give a discharge to the Commission in respect of 
the financial implementation for year N of the EDF resources, which it manages in 
accordance with Article 2". 
 
The decision of the EU Member States to give the mandate of discharge over the EDF 
to the European Parliament is consistent with the discharge procedure for the EU 
Budget. Moreover, on the ACP side, the European Commission strongly encourages 
ACP governments to subject the EDF funds made available to parliamentary scrutiny 
within the framework of the national budgetary procedure. This process is supported 
by the European Commission also through governance programmes and in the context 
of budget support programmes. Furthermore, in the context of the second revision of 
the Cotonou Agreement, the Commission is open to strengthen the JPA insofar as it 
may also discuss EDF related matters.  
 
 
Question 15. De quelle manière pense la Commission trouver un équilibre 
efficace du point de vue du contrôle entre l'effet produit par la fragmentation 
actuel des programmes due à la prolifération des donateurs et des bénéficiaires 
et la garantie que l'aide arrive à ceux qui en ont le plus besoin? 
[orig. ES: ¿De qué manera piensa encontrar la Comisión el equilibrio eficaz desde el 
punto de vista del control  entre la reacción ante la fragmentación actual de los 
programas debido a la proliferación de donantes y de beneficiarios y la garantía de 
que esta ayuda llega a aquéllos que más la necesitan?] 
 
The Commission recognises that excessive fragmentation of aid at global, country and 
sector levels is a major impediment to aid effectiveness and improved development 
results. Aid fragmentation has been getting worse in recent years, with new 
commitments of the EU Member States and the Commission together having 
increased from 30,000 in 2003 to some 40-50,000 in 2007. Furthermore, Progress in 
improving the quality of country systems varies considerably among countries; and 
even when there are good quality systems, donors often do not use them. 
 
In order to better assess the fragmentation of aid at global, country and sector levels, 
the Commission established in 2006 and updated in 2008 the EU Donor Atlas, 
mapping out where EU aid goes. A next update for early 2010 is planned. These 
efforts have been further complemented by a study published in September 2009 on 
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"Aid on Effectiveness: Benefits of a European Approach", which seeks to estimate the 
potential cost of ineffective aid and, by extension, the potential benefits of a European 
approach. 
 
The Commission does not only assess the fragmentation of aid and other aid 
effectiveness issues but takes concrete actions to address them. In the follow-up to the 
High Level Forum III in Accra, the Commission has set out in its comprehensive "Aid 
Effectiveness Roadmap 2009" how it will address aid effectiveness with a view to the 
next High Level Forum IV in 2011 1) as a donor in its own right, 2) through collective 
action between Member States and Commission at EU level, and 3) at the 
international level. The DG EuropeAid 2009 "Strategy on Implementing the Accra 
Agenda for Action" with its annexed Action Plan sets out a comprehensive, concrete 
set of measures to be implemented by the Commission as a donor in its own right with 
the objective of making Community aid more effective. Most recently, the November 
GAERC adopted an "Operational Framework on Aid Effectiveness", setting out areas 
for concrete collective action to accelerate the implementation of the aid effectiveness 
agenda at EU level. The Operational Framework identifies three areas for joint EU 
approaches: division of labour, use of country systems and technical cooperation for 
capacity development. The recommendations also include mapping new themes such 
as cross-country division of labour, predictability of aid and mutual accountability to 
be added to the Framework in the future. The Operational Framework will also form 
the background for EU positions on discussions in these areas at international level. 
 
All these aid effectiveness aspects will be intensively followed up during 2010. 


