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Commission discharge 2010 
 

WRITTEN QUESTIONS TO COMMISSIONER 
PIEBALGS 

Hearing on 12 January 2012 
 

1. Somalia    

The Commission has paid out large amounts to the Somali parliament, despite 
reported shortcomings in its functioning. 

How much has been paid out, year by year, directly to the Somali parliament? 

Could the Commission please describe how the money has been used, divided by 
spending areas? 

How would the Commission describe the effectiveness and the efficiency for the 
financial support to the Somali parliament? 

The EU and other donors (UK, Denmark, Norway, USA, World Bank as well as non-
traditional donors) have been supporting the Transitional Federal Institutions (TFIs) since 
their inception in  2005. 

The Commission is supporting the TFI and the (regional) institutions in Somaliland and 
Puntland with an ongoing commitment of €30 million in order to support: a) Institutional 
capacity building; b) Constitutional and electoral processes; c) Reconciliation and 
outreach and d) Security sector reform. Support to the parliament falls under the remit of 
institutional capacity building but has potential effects on all other areas.  Sitting 
allowances were paid to members of the Transitional Federal Parliament (TFP) 
with the aim of building capacity, linking them to clear progress around a series of 
core milestones of the transitional process and beyond. 

The international community, through UNDP, paid salaries to the MPs commencing with 
the first session of the Somali Transitional Federal parliament in Somalia in February 
2006. Since 2009, the EU (with bilateral contributions also by Denmark and Norway) has 
been the sole donor financing only the TFP sitting allowances, not salaries or stipends. In 
2010 sitting allowances were paid with EU funding under the Somali Institutional 
Development Programme (SIDP) managed by the UNDP. Under SIDP, MP sitting 
allowances amounted to USD 600 per MP in attendance per month.  

After an initial 4-month period of minimal conditions for disbursement, a Memorandum 
of Understanding was signed between the EU, the parliament and UNDP which linked the 
payment of sitting allowances to a set of verifiable benchmarks, including progress on the 
transitional tasks.  

On August 2, 2011, the EU assessed the performance of the TFP against the MoU and 
decided that requirements had partially been met in December 2010 and January 2011. 
Payment of sitting allowances for this period was authorised and processed. However, 
due to non-compliance, no payments were made for the rest of the original transitional 
term (until August 2011) when the EU commitment ended. 
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2. Please provide the amounts of pre-financing payments and payments for budget 
support for the financial years 2008, 2009 and 2010 for the policy area "External 
aid, development and enlargement" (excluding administrative expenditure) in the 
following table1:    

 

payments in 
million euro 

2008 2009 2010 

Budget title 19  

Total operational expenditure: 
€ 3 044 M  
 
pre-financings 
€ 1 649 M 
 
budget support: 
€    435 M  

Total operational expenditure:  
€ 3 258 M  
 
pre-financings 
€ 1 912 M  
 
budget support: 
€    621 M 

Total operational expenditure: 
€ 3 240 M  
 
pre-financings 
€ 1 960 M  
 
budget support: 
€    568 M  

Budget title 21  

Total operational expenditure: 
€    893 M  
 
pre-financings 
€    580 M  
 
budget support: 
€    140 M  

Total operational expenditure: 
€ 1 349 M  
 
pre-financings 
€ 1 046 M 
 
budget support: 
€    172 M 

Total operational expenditure: 
€ 1 322 M  
 
pre-financings 
€    892 M  
 
budget support: 
€    287 M  

Budget title 22  

Total operational expenditure: 
€ 1 463 M 
 
pre-financings 
 €  599 M  
 
budget support: 
€  0 

Total operational expenditure:  
€ 1 217 M 
 
pre-financings 
€  461 M  
 
budget support: 
€  50 M  

Total operational expenditure: 
€ 1 039 M  
 
pre-financings 
€  439 M  
 
budget support: 
€  50 M  

Budget title 23  

Total operational expenditure:
€    862 M  
 
pre-financings 
€ 701 M  
 
budget support: 
€ 0 

Total operational expenditure: 
 €    772 M 
 
pre-financings 
€ 597 M  
 
budget support: 
€ 0  

Total operational expenditure: 
€    942 M 
 
pre-financings 
€ 743 M 
 
budget support: 
€ 0 

 

 

3. Budget support    

For 2008-2010, how much of the budget support was sectoral budget support 
(directed to different spending areas), year by year? For the same period, how 
much was general budget support (non-specified budget support) directly to 
governments? 

                                                 
1 Figures taken from the Court's Annual Report 2008, 2009, and 2010 respectively. 
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The recipient country sometimes change how it makes use of received funds. 
What rules apply for making such a change? Are there cases when no particular 
rules apply, and if so, how much does this amount to 2008, 2009 and 2010 
respectively? 

And for 2008-2010, for each year, how much sectoral budget support was 
switched from its original spending area to a different one? What is the most 
common change in this regard? 

 

The split of disbursements for General Budget Support and Sector Budget Support 
for 2008 – 2010 (financed under Chapters 19 and 21 of the General Budget) was 
as follows: 

Budget Support Disbursements 2008 2009 2010 
General Budget Support €   69 M (12%) € 113 M (14%) € 196 M (23%) 
Sector Budget Support € 507 M (88%) € 680 M (86%) € 659 M (77%) 
Total (Budget Support) € 576 M € 793 M € 855 M 

Until recently the Commission was providing two types of budget support: 
"general budget support" aimed at supporting a national development strategy and 
"sector budget support" aimed at supporting a sector policy. According to the 
Commission Communication (COM(2011) 638/2) of October 2011 'The Future 
Approach To EU Budget Support To Third Countries'. the European Union will 
provide in future three different types of budget support: the Good Governance 
and Development Contract replacing general budget support, the Sector Reform 
Contract replacing Sector budget support, and the State-Building Contract in 
support of countries in situation of fragility. 

The disbursements of tranches under general as well as under sector budget 
support occur according to the financing agreement signed between the 
Commission and the partner country and once eligibility is confirmed and specific 
conditions for payments have been met. EU budget support is part of a contractual 
partnership between the EU and the partner country and the agreed approach 
cannot be changed unilaterally by the partner country.  

 

4. Responsibility gap    

The 2010 Haiti earthquake is an example of where the foreign aid responsibility 
was transferred from one commissioner to another.  

How would the Commission decribe the functioning of this transfer of 
responsibility? What lessons were made, what conclusions have been drawn and 
what changes have been implemented for how the changes are made? 

The transfer of responsibilities between Karel De Gucht, Commissioner for 
Development and Humanitarian aid at the time of the earthquake in Haiti, and 
Commissioner Piebalgs, who took over the Development portfolio in February 
2010, occurred in a consistent and coherent manner. A comprehensive briefing 
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file was provided to Commissioners Georgieva and Piebalgs, giving the state of 
play, challenges and priorities. The Commission has not identified the need to 
implement any specific measures in this regard. 

Both Commissioners visited Haiti shortly after the earthquake. Commissioner 
Georgieva (together with High Representative Ashton) visited Haiti from 28 
February to 3 March 2010 to personally assess the situation and further strengthen 
the EU’s partnership with all actors involved in the rescue and emergency 
operations. Commissioner Piebalgs visited the country on 23 to 24 April 2010 to 
launch the first projects for reconstruction funded by the EU. 

As from then, Commissioners Georgieva and Piebalgs have worked together to 
ensure a coherent approach to the EU response in Haiti and to increase synergy 
and complementarity between humanitarian assistance, early recovery and 
medium/long term development assistance. A "Linking Relief and Rehabilitation 
to Development (LRRD) Action Plan" was defined by ECHO and EuropeAid to 
this effect. The following sectors have notably been identified for joint action and 
complementarity: transitional shelter and housing to enable displaced people to 
return to their neighbourhoods, disaster risk reduction and provision of basic 
services through Haitian civil society and local authorities.  

In broader terms, the European Commission is working towards defining a clear 
LRRD framework to translate the LRRD concept into a pragmatic approach and 
developing guidance and tools that enable the EU to better address the transition 
in crisis situations.   

 

5. After the transmission of staff and parts of the budget to the EEAS: are there any 
efficiency gains in the view of DG Devco? Which kind of Service level 
agreements have been concluded and what is their objective? 

• If the recipients' countries don't deliver the Commission with the necessary 
documents and audit reports, does the Commission interrupt payments? The 
same if there are obvious indicators identifying shortcomings? How many 
payments were interrupted in 2010? In which countries? 

• Which Supreme Audit Institutions are supported by the Commission? Are 
their documents and analyses used for auditing in third countries?    

Separate answers are given below to the separate questions posed. 

The merger of the former DGs EuropeAid and Development, following the 
transfer of part of DG Development to the newly created EEAS, has produced 
significant synergies and efficiency gains. In practical terms, the reorganisation of 
the new Directorate-General for Development and Cooperation — EuropeAid 
which took place in June 2011 reduced the number of directorates from 10 to 9, 
and the number of units from 55 to 49, allowing the return of 50 posts to DG 
Human Resources for reallocation, despite the additional tasks allocated to 
EuropeAid under the new Lisbon Treaty responsibilities e.g. chairing of Member 
State Committees previously chaired by DG External Relations; logistical support 



 5

to the foreign Policy Instruments service and responsibilities for the management 
of external aid staff in delegation.  A workload assessment of resources in 
delegation is now underway. 

For reasons of efficiency and to allow the EEAS to concentrate on its policy tasks, 
the Commission has signed an overall Service Level Agreement (SLA) with the 
EEAS as well as various SLAs at service level covering services which the 
Commission continues to provide to the EEAS as it did in the past to the former 
DGs External Relations and Development (e.g. payment of EEAS salaries, 
processing of health insurance claims, buildings management, translations, IT 
services…).  Similar agreements exist between the EEAS and the Council 
Secretariat.  Staff were transferred from the Commission to the EEAS in order to 
enable it to continue to provide the same services as DG External Relations did 
e.g. in relation to support for Commission staff posted in EU Delegations.  One of 
the service level SLAs, signed between EuropeAid (on behalf of all DGs with 
staff in EU Delegations) and the EEAS, covers these issues (conditions, costs etc), 
Working Arrangements have been negotiated between the EEAS and Commission 
services (as between the relevant Commission external DGs in the past) in relation 
to day-to-day working relationships, in particular as regards staff in EU 
Delegations and the sharing of responsibilities in the programming cycle. Joint 
instructions in relation to the use of human resources in Delegations were also 
issued in December 2011.    

Also for efficiency reasons, EuropeAid provides certain corporate services (under 
a service level agreement) to the Commission's new Foreign Policy Instruments 
service. 

Recipient countries only receive funds 'directly' in the case of budget support., 
which  means a transfer of financial resources of an external financing agency to 
the National Treasury of a partner country, following the respect by the latter of 
agreed conditions for payment. A thorough analysis of the respect of the 
indicators identified at the start of the programme is done before a payment can be 
made. If these indicators are not met, payments are reduced or interrupted. 

Generally speaking, contractors or, under some management arrangements, 
implementing partners (such as international organisations) receive payments for 
their services directly from the Commission.  EuropeAid does interrupt payments 
to contractors or implementing organisations if necessary documents and audit 
reports are not delivered as set out as a requirement of the contractual agreement. 
Equally if other contractual requirements are not met payments can be suspended, 
reduced or not made. Payment suspensions and deductions are a common 
occurrence in the processing of invoice claims when missing information or 
ineligible expenditure is established. It is not possible to calculate exactly how 
many payment interruptions (suspensions, deductions, cancellations) were made 
in 2010 but the analysis reported in the EuropeAid Annual Activity Report 
indicates that more than 1 in 5 contracts had deductions made on one or more 
payment claims in that year, showing that EuropeAid's ex-ante controls seem to be 
working well. 

The European Commission has so far provided EU funding for more than 61 
projects to strengthen Supreme Audit Institutions out of which 11 have already 
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been completed and 35 are ongoing. Past and ongoing interventions amount to 
more than € 47 million. Further support is planned in Burkina Faso, Cambodia, 
Chad, Ethiopia, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Morocco, Mauritania, Mozambique, 
Seychelles, South Africa, Togo, Tunisia and Vietnam.  

Findings of Supreme Audit Institutions have to be included in the annual 
monitoring public finance management reports prepared by EU Delegations for 
budget support disbursements. 

 

6. The third EU/African Summit took place on the 29. - 30. November in Tripoli:  

• What were the costs? 

• How many people participated and what was the main outcome? 

• Who carried the costs?  

As the meeting took place in Africa, the fixed costs for organisation of the 3rd 
Africa-EU Summit itself (conference and press centre, protocol, security, catering, 
accommodation for the Heads of State and Government) were paid by Libya as 
the organising country. The Commission does not therefore know the total 
Summit costs. The only costs incurred by the Commission were the mission costs 
for officials participating in the meetings. 

The EU did, however, support some side events at the Summit, through funds 
remaining from the 9th EDF Technical Cooperation Facility. Those side events 
produced recommendations which were then reported to Heads of States and 
Government, ensuring the consultation of civil society (private sector, academics, 
youth, researchers… ) and the inclusiveness of the process. 

At the Summit, all 53 African countries and 27 EU countries were represented, a 
majority of them at Heads of State and Government or Finance Minister level 
(plus some observers such as the World Bank and Turkey.) The EU delegation 
was headed by the President of the Council and the President of the Commission, 
and included Commissioners (far more relevant than Cabinet members in an 
institutional reply) as well as officials from headquarters and the relevant EU 
Delegations (EU Delegation to the African Union and the EU Delegation in Tunis 
which was then accredited to Libya). 

The main outcomes were the adoption of the Tripoli Declaration confirming the 
Africa-EU Strategy as the key political framework for the relations between the 80 
countries, as well as the adoption of the new Action Plan 2011-2013 which sets 
out how to reach the Africa-EU common objectives. Both sides also agreed to 
hold the next Summit in late 2013 in Brussels. 
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6 (bis). How many events hosted by the EU were held in total in 2010? Concerning 
each Meeting: how much did it cost and how many participants took part? What 
was the outcome?  

In the area of development policy (budget line 21 01 02 11) a total of 30 meetings 
were organised in 2010 (external meetings and conferences), of which the total 
cost was € 170 213. Approximately 380 experts took part in these meetings. 

In addition to the above, on the budget line 21 08 02 (Awareness and 
coordination) the following events were organised in 2010: 

- European Development Days:     € 2 099 356 
- Assises de la coopération décentralisée:   €    104 000 
- EU in the World - Shanghai:     €      37 773 
- Kapuscinsky lectures - 2nd round:    €    134 050 
- 'Youth and Development Prize' Ghana:    €      28 176 
- African Contemporary Art Travelling Exhibition:     €      99 000 
- Seminar for Journalists:      €      15 171 
                                                                                     € 2 517 526 

In addition an amount of € 20 000 was contracted for the Open Doors day in 2010 
but has not yet been invoiced. 

 

7. The Vulnerability FLEX mechanism was implemented to combat the short-term 
fiscal impact of the economic crises on the most vulnerable countries. 434 million 
EUR have already been disbursed.  

• How is this money controlled by the EU? What is a possible error or fraud 
rate?  

The V-FLEX instrument was delivered by budget support and was  therefore 
governed by the Commission's rigorous approach to ensuring full compliance with 
the eligibility requirements for such assistance before any disbursements were 
made. The Commission considers that   V-FLEX was  highly successful in 
protecting key poverty-focused public expenditures in those countries most 
affected by the economic crisis. Recent  reports from the European Court of 
Auditors do not contain any findings which indicate  errors,  misuse of funds or 
fraud with regard to V-FLEX.  

 

8. Which International Organisations were funded with the corresponding amount, 
through Joint Management, by the European Union in 2010? 

• Given to the difficult circumstances under which these programmes are 
implemented, were there detected any cases of fraud? Which one? Which 
amounts are involved?  

 



 8

Since mid-2009, the overall framework guiding the EU's cooperation with 
international organisations has been thoroughly revised. In particular, the choice 
of implementing a project through an international organisation must now be fully 
justified and recorded in the management information system (CRIS).  

A large variety of International Organisations have received funds under the EU 
Budget in 2010 through Joint Management. In total, projects implemented by 46 
different organisations have been supported for a total amount of almost € 1.2 
billion. Among these international organisations, we find: 

• European Institutions (European Bank of Reconstruction and 
Development, European Investment Bank, Council of Europe, etc.): 10% 
of committed funds; 

• regional organisations (Asian Development Bank, HELCOM (the 
governing body of the "Convention on the Protection of the Marine 
Environment of the Baltic Sea Area") and other international 
organisations: 8%; 

• the World Bank Group: 10% 
• United Nations agencies and funds: 72% (24 different UN entities, those 

receiving the bulk of the funding being the World Food Programme, 
UNDP, UNICEF, UNRWA, UNHCR and FAO).  

The Commission operates under joint management arrangements with 
international organisations only if they have in place effective internal control 
systems as required by the Financial  Regulations of the Budget and the EDF. 
These arrangements have been further tightened within the proposal for a new 
Financial Regulation, following the adoption of the Communication on the 
Commission's Anti-Fraud Strategy (COM(2011) 376) in June 2011. Under these 
proposals for example, the bodies to which the Commission delegates funds (such 
as EU Member States and international organisations) will have to nominate anti-
fraud contact points for OLAF. 

OLAF has identified two cases relating to activities funded under joint 
management arrangements with an international organisation which are relevant 
for the 2010 discharge. 

The first, concerning the general budget, under joint management arrangements 
with the Council of Europe, concerns alleged fraud by Russian entity with 
financial impact of approximately € 75 000. EuropeAid is currently pursuing the 
follow-up of the case. 

The second case is one of which the Commission has already provided 
information to the European Parliament concerning the Global Fund to fight 
AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria (GFATM) and the fact that in 2010 the GFATM 
detected misuse of funds by its recipients in six African countries (DRC Congo, 
Djibouti, Mali, Mauretania, Uganda and Zambia). OLAF opened an investigation 
in one case and provided criminal assistance in another. Its findings were 
transmitted to the responsible authorities in the third countries concerned. The 
misuse of funds (including fraudulent, unjustified or ineligible use) identified by 
the Global Fund's Office of the Inspector General in these countries amounted to 
38 million USD. Only a part of this amount constitutes the EU contribution. In the 
Uganda case 10.6% of funds were provided by the EU with the remainder by 
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other donors. The European Commission reacted by freezing EU contributions to 
the GFATM in January 2011 and conducted a country level systems audit to 
follow up on its previously conducted five-pillar assessment of the Global Fund at 
headquarters level. In addition, an international high level panel review was 
undertaken. The results of these assessments as well as the reforms undertaken by 
the GFATM in response gave sufficient reassurance to resume funding to the 
GFATM at the end of 2011. 

9. There are no reservations in the annual activity reports: 

• Are all of the programmes working properly? In which programmes most of 
the irregularities were identified? What amounts were affected?  

As set out in the Directors General Annual Activity Reports, the external aid 
programmes of EuropeAid, the humanitarian aid programmes of ECHO, the 
instruments that were then managed by DG External Relations and DG 
Enlargement's pre-accession instrument (IPA) are all working well and the 
Directors General signed their respective Statements of reasonable Assurance 
without reservations for 2010. 

The European Court of Auditors reported a higher estimated error rate in the 
European Development Fund portfolio in 2010 at 3.4% than in the Budget 
portfolio at 1.7%. (However in 2009 the estimated error rate for the EDF portfolio 
was under 2% and the Budget portfolio between 2-5%.) 

For the external action policy area as a whole ( EuropeAid + DG Enlargement 
plus ECHO) the Court judged that errors affecting € 2.75 M were detected in its 
sample. 

 

10. Can the Commission give absolute figures of contributions from each EU 
Member State in the 10th EDF?    

• What happens to the contributions of Member States which are suffering from 
the financial crises? Will their payments continue or will other Member States 
have to substitute their contributions?    

The Member States contributions to EDF are fixed in Art 1 of the Internal 
Agreement (Internal Agreement between the Representatives of the Governments 
of the Member States, meeting within the Council, on the financing of Community 
aid under the multiannual financial framework for the period 2008 to 2013 in 
accordance with the ACP-EC Partnership Agreement and on the allocation of 
financial assistance for the Overseas Countries and Territories to which Part 
Four of the EC Treaty applies). The maximum amount of the 10th EDF 
contribution is € 22 682 M and the share by Member State is the following: 

Country                Share    Contribution (in € ) 

Belgium        3.53%     800 674 600      
Bulgaria        0.14%       31 754 800      
Czech Republic       0.51%     115 678 200      
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Denmark      2.00%     453 640 000      
Germany    20.50%  4 649 810 000      
Estonia      0.05%       11 341 000      
Greece      1.47%     333 425 400      
Spain        7.85%  1 780 537 000      
France    19.55%  4 434 331 000      
Ireland                   0.91%     206 406 200      
Italy    12.86%  2 916 905 200      
Cyprus      0.09%       20 413 800      
Latvia                 0.07%       15 877 400      
Lithuania        0.12%       27 218 400      
Luxemburg     0.27%       61 241 400      
Hungary        0.55%        124 751 000      
Malta      0.03%         6 804 600      
Netherlands     4.85%  1 100 077 000      
Austria                 2.41%     546 636 200      
Poland                 1.30%     294 866 000      
Portugal        1.15%     260 843 000      
Romania        0.37%       83 923 400      
Slovenia       0.18%       40 827 600      
Slovakia        0.21%       47 632 200      
Finland                   1.47%     333 425 400      
Sweden        2.74%     621 486 800   
United Kingdom   14.82%  3 361 472 400     

    

Neither the EDF Financial Framework (Council Decision No 1/2006 of the ACP-
EC Council of Ministers of 2 June 2006 specifying the multiannual financial 
framework for the period 2008 to 2013 and modifying the revised ACP-EC 
Partnership Agreement (2006/608/EC)) nor the Internal Agreement make 
provision for the inability or refusal of an EU Member State to pay its 
contribution. The possibility of late payment by Member States is however 
foreseen in Article 60 of the Financial Regulation (which requires the Member 
State concerned to pay interest in respect of the unpaid amount). 

Same question N° 30/EDF. 

 

11. What are the administrative costs of the EDF in 2010? 

a. in total; 

b. broken down by delegation and, for each delegation, by Directorate-General?    

In 2010 a total of € 89.4 M was contracted and € 78.12 M was paid out of EDF 
administrative expenses. (This represents 2.42% of amounts contracted (€ 3.7 
billion) and 2.37 % of amounts paid out (€3.3 billion) from the EDFs in 2010.) 
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The administrative expenses of the EDF are managed in accordance with Article 6 
of the Internal Agreement between the Representatives of the Governments of the 
Member States, meeting within the Council, on the financing of Community aid 
under the multiannual financial framework for the period 2008 to 2013 in 
accordance with the ACP-EC Partnership Agreement and on the allocation of 
financial assistance for the Overseas Countries and Territories to which Part 
Four of the EC Treaty applies which covers expenditure on the administrative 
support needed to manage operations financed under the ACP-EC Partnership 
Agreement and the Association Decision. 

The expenses for managing the EDF in delegation were until the end of 2010 
managed by DG External Relations and are now managed by the EEAS with the 
exception of contract agents in delegation who are paid directly by the 
Commission.. The following table gives the breakdown by delegation. However 
the cost of the contract agents is not split by delegation. These costs (for all 
delegations) are listed under 'Headquarters', as are other costs contracted globally 
by HQ e.g. telecommunications. There is no share-out of EDF administrative 
funds by DGs within Delegations. 

Same as question N° 34/EDF 
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Delegation Attributed Committed (closed) Paid (closed)
ANGOLA 1 828 649 1 752 222 1 393 774
BARBADOS 2 008 061 1 953 106 1 827 868
BENIN 578 224 570 161 510 198
BOTSWANA 634 999 614 085 590 804
BURKINA FASO 1 067 398 1 051 021 1 017 900
BURUNDI 474 780 468 117 464 781
CAMEROUN 815 743 810 537 762 766
CAP-VERT 190 649 188 208 171 643
IVORY COAST 1 088 523 1 079 026 952 932
DELEGATION TO AFRICAN UNION - ETHIOPIA 450 565 444 599 411 815
DJIBOUTI 488 980 483 959 477 423
ERITREA 334 892 328 974 316 829
ETHIOPIA 764 111 682 681 555 929
FIDJI ISLANDS, REP. 746 912 723 559 581 774
GABON 982 731 971 154 896 850
GAMBIA 316 194 298 431 286 451
GHANA 760 879 736 864 670 138
GUINEA CONAKRY 598 542 580 964 530 194
GUINEA-BISSAU 608 206 573 791 540 810
GUYANA 807 228 790 446 675 847
HAITI 831 020 798 631 716 458
SOLOMON ISLANDS 269 266 247 530 216 215
JAMAICA 665 600 661 714 613 874
KENYA 1 450 708 1 432 112 1 327 992
LESOTHO 315 336 314 384 291 738
LIBERIA 671 925 642 226 552 490
MADAGASCAR 829 472 809 279 714 280
MALAWI 985 523 963 895 898 572
MALI 867 208 841 102 765 362
MAURITANIA 650 349 647 436 620 680
MAURITIUS, REP. OF 756 289 736 446 683 487
MOZAMBIQUE 916 764 890 646 768 687
NAMIBIA 420 479 415 385 385 193
NIGER 908 390 903 458 801 438
NIGERIA 1 745 439 1 698 703 1 622 207
NEW CALEDONIA 264 658 239 193 216 435
UGANDA 1 468 163 1 445 688 1 409 038
PAPUA NEW GUINEA 876 484 857 382 821 333
CENTRAL AFRICAN REPUBLIC 966 715 965 049 925 408
DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF CONGO 1 503 593 1 491 383 1 344 455
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 811 315 804 884 757 871
REPUBLIQUE DU CONGO 966 853 953 173 934 007
RWANDA 807 259 787 690 678 755
SAMOA 91 447 81 975 73 116
SENEGAL 1 390 732 1 380 775 1 294 782
SIERRA LEONE 553 431 543 823 512 090
SOUDAN - Juba 946 248 891 815 673 142
SOUDAN - Khartoum 1 102 503 1 053 997 1 016 260
SURINAM 485 067 459 009 409 209
SWAZILAND 253 608 240 471 232 014
TANZANIA 903 065 862 110 707 980
TCHAD 1 155 676 1 145 271 1 049 645
TIMOR LESTE 210 581 200 679 157 552
TOGO 479 835 465 299 426 589
TRINITE ET TOBAGO 359 166 355 992 339 822
VANUATU 84 403 81 362 74 958
ZAMBIA 1 057 220 1 053 317 975 915
ZIMBABWE 759 880 759 592 737 708
HEADQUARTERS 34 405 627 34 062 980 31 139 128  
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12. The Court found a high frequency of non-quantifiable errors in DG ELARG 
(78%). What is the evolution of this error rate for the last 5 years?  What is the 
reason for this high percentage of non-quantifiable errors and what measures are 
considered to be taken by the Commission in order to tackle the problem? p.159 - 
ECA report     

Most DG Enlargement transactions sampled by the Court were found to be free of 
error (74% i.e. 26 of the 35 transactions audited). Of the 9 transactions on which 
errors were found (26% of the sample), it is indeed the case that the vast majority 
i.e.7 (78% of the transactions with errors) had errors with no quantifiable financial 
impact. The issues related to these errors without quantifiable financial impact 
mainly concerned procurement procedures and extension of contracts. In relation 
to these particular findings, DG Enlargement is making significant efforts in the 
provision of procurement training and introducing more thorough checks on 
ongoing procedures.  

The statistics below show - for the last 3 years - the percentage of DG 
Enlargement errors which had no quantifiable financial impact(of total errors):  

2010 : 78% (7/35 operations from the 9/35 transactions affected by error) 
2009 : 88% (7/38 operations from the 8/38 transactions affected by error) 
2008 : 67% (6/40 operations from the 9/40 transactions affected by error). 

Please note the European Court of Auditors did not provide this breakdown prior 
to 2008. 

 

13. According to the Annex 5.1 on page 159 of the ECA report all of the quantifiable 
errors in DG ELARG and DG ECHO were related to eligibility issues. How could 
you explain these figures? Is the complexity of rules a possible reason of these 
results?    

For the Court's ECHO sample of 22 transactions, 5 transactions - out of the 8 
affected by an error - were considered quantifiable. The ineligibility concerns 
some expenditure incurred outside the eligibility period and some VAT 
expenditures charged to the Commission when they should have been considered 
ineligible. These kind of errors can happen in emergency humanitarian situations 
which are often characterised by difficult implementation conditions (access, 
security, emergency…).  

In relation to the Court's DG Enlargement sample of 35 audited transactions, 2 
were subject to quantifiable errors, both being indeed related to eligibility issues. 
For the first one, the Court considered that the works audited had been carried out 
after the execution deadline established by the contract and in a different period 
from the one declared in the expenditure certificate. For the second, the Court 
considered that part of the services was delivered by key experts not foreseen in 
the contract. 

The Commission judges that for the cases cited the results cannot be explicitly 
linked to the complexity of the current rules. 
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14. In the overall assessment of supervisory and control systems of the policy group 
External aid, development and enlargement, the Court assessed the existing 
systems as partially effective. What steps are considered by the Commission in 
order to improve the situation? p.160 ECA report    

All the Commission's external action DGs are committed to a continuous process 
of improvements to their internal control architecture, notably through 
preventative measures such as training / guidance and simplification / streamlining 
of the legislative environment (the Financial Regulation and the external aid 
legislation within the Multi-Annual Financial Framework). The aim is to achieve a 
more efficient and cost effective internal control framework. 

Please also see reply to Question 15. 

 

15. Regarding EuropeAid, the Court highlighted remaining weaknesses in certain 
control systems and that the payments were affected by material error. What 
further steps does the Commission intend to take in order to improve the control 
instruments of this DG?  p.161 - ECA report    

EuropeAid is engaged in a continuous process of review and improvement of its 
internal control system to improve the effectiveness, efficiency and regularity of 
its activities. Specific steps were presented by Commissioner Piebalgs in the 2009 
Discharge hearing in relation to the effectiveness of EuropeAid’s control systems, 
accountability for results and staff issues. These measures have been put into 
action as announced. For example, new Guides (The Financial Management 
Toolkit) and training (e-learning available on the internet) have been designed for 
and made available to beneficiaries. A new web based reporting tool has been 
introduced for delegations (External Assistance Management Reports) and a 
workload assessment of all delegations has been launched. A number of other 
actions are currently underway including the improvement of the external audit 
framework, proposed changes under the new Financial Regulation / Multi-Annual 
Financial Framework and an annual audit of the net rate of residual error on 
closed contracts (in 2012). 

 

16. Could you provide us with more details about the Action plan established by the 
Commission for 2011 to implement the EU Global Health policy? What are the 
main objectives of the plan? p.158    

The "Action Plan for 2011 to implement the EU Global Health Policy" guides the 
work of the Commission's internal Inter-Service Group on Global Health.  

The Communication on the "EU Role in Global Health" is being implemented in 
the different relevant policy areas and at different implementation levels, in 
particular 1.) regarding the EU development assistance in the health sector, as 
managed by the European Commission,  2.) regarding the coordination and 
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harmonisation of the EU Member States' development assistance in health, and 3.) 
regarding policy coherence for development. The particular Action Plan 2011 
referred to by the Parliamentary Question deals with this third area: It serves as an 
basis of the work of the Commission's Inter-Service Group on Global Health. As 
such, it deals essentially with questions of policy coherence for development in 
the area of Global Health, and is supposed to contribute to better coherence of the 
different EU policies. The main topical areas covered were access to medicines, 
global health governance and human resources for health.  

Regarding the previously mentioned policy areas related to the implementation of 
the European Commission's and the EU Member States' bilateral development 
assistance in the health sector, these are object of regular exchange with the EU 
member states at expert level and based on the policy laid out in "The EU role in 
Global Health", a joint strategy document and programme for action on its further 
implementation will be prepared (preparation starting in 2012). Meanwhile, the 
EDF programming, in the context of the MDG Initiative, has already put an 
emphasis on the health related MDG 4 and 5, and has resulted in additional 
support programmes in the health sector. 

The Commission has also took into consideration the recommendation expressed 
by the EP in its resolution of October 7 2010 on the Health System in Sub-
Saharan Africa in particular by aligning support behind comprehensive health 
plans as through the process of the International Health Partnership. 

* * * 

 
Commissioner Semeta's Questionnaire: 
 
41 EU external (humanitarian) aid    

Two thirds of quantifiable errors in this policy area detected by the Court of Auditors 
in the 2010 Annual Report were found in final payments which had not been detected 
by Commission control. Can the Commission quantify the volume of these errors and 
what measures does it intend to take to reduce the error rate in the EU humanitarian 
aid in the future?  
 

According to the Court's summary table in Chapter Five of its Annual Report, the 
majority of quantifiable errors in the external aid chapter of the ECA 2010 Annual 
Report were found on interim and final payments. This is because there are 
potentially many more errors which can be made on a payment for which the 
eligibility of the claim and justifying documents has to be checked than on an 
advance / prefinancing.  

However interim and final payments are not the completion point of the 
Commission's controls on a contract and detective and corrective measures take 
place after payments – most commonly through ex-post auditing.  

For humanitarian aid, DG ECHO's supervisory systems rely, inter alia, on these 
ex-post audits that are carried out after the final payment is made. Therefore and 
as mentioned by the Commission in its reply to the Court's Annual Report on 
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2010 §5.16, "potential irregularities can still be corrected ex-post through the 
launching of ex-post audits and appropriate recoveries". These ex-post audits 
allowed ECHO to identify and recover a total amount of € 1.3 M in 2010.  

The specific information on amounts in error (error table) provided by the Court 
to the European Commission does not set out which erroneous amounts were 
found on advances and which on interim and final payments thus its is not 
possible to quantify the volume of these errors separately. The total amount found 
to be in error for ECHO on all errors in the Court's sample was € 246 271. 

All the Commission's external action DGs are committed to a continuous process 
of improvements to their internal control architecture, notably through 
preventative measures such as training / guidance and simplification / streamlining 
of the legislative environment (the Financial Regulation and the external aid 
legislation within the Multi-Annual Financial Framework). The aim is to achieve a 
more efficient and cost effective internal control framework. 

 
42 European External Action Service   

Being established in December 2010 the European External Action Service (EEAS) 
will be subject to discharge by the budgetary authorities in 2012. What is the 
Commission's experience with the audit of the EU's budget used by the EEAS and 
the Union Delegations? How is the cooperation with member states in this respect?  

 

The parts of the EU budget (administrative expenditure) used by the EEAS and 
the Union Delegations has not yet been subject to external audit. The Court will 
report for the first time in relation to the new (Lisbon Treaty) framework for the 
EU Delegations in 2012 on the 2011 exercise.  

There has been no change in the use or audit of operational funds for external aid 
in relation to the Lisbon Treaty changes, which remain under the responsibility of 
the European Commission. 

EU Member States have no role in the EEAS or Commission external audit 
process. 


