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2011 Discharge to the Commission 
 

WRITTEN QUESTIONS TO COMMISSIONER  
PIEBALGS 

Hearing on 18 December 2012 
 

I. Development Aid to Pakistan 

1 According to the annual report 2012 of the EU's Development and external 
assistance policies (SWD(2012) 242 final) the EU gave Pakistan a total of €184,54 
Million in development cooperation aid in 2011 (page 185), which is nearly 14% of 
the total EU financial commitment to South and Central Asia of €1337 Million. 35 
Million are directly managed by EuropeAid and €149,47 million are not.  

a)For which projects have these €149,47 Million been earmarked? 

b) Can the Commission provide us with a figure illustrating how many percent of 
European Commission funds have been used in reality? 

c) Which control systems have been implemented by the European Commission in 
order to ensure that funds are being used correctly? Do we solely rely on the 
reports being sent by the Pakistani government?  

d) Are there any EU observers on the ground ensuring our funds are not being 
spent for the wrong purpose? 

e) In what ways could the EU better monitor the flow of its financial assistance 
within aid receiving countries? 

Commission's answer:  

a) In relation to the ODA funds which Commission services other than EuropeAid 
committed for Pakistan in 2011, DG ECHO committed EUR 92.5 million for 
humanitarian assistance (see ECHO Annual report at 
http://ec.europa.eu/echo/files/media/publications/annual_report/annex_2011_tables.pdf).  

Thirty four projects were funded in the following sectors:  Food and livelihood support 
(41%), Shelter and Non-Food Items (29%), Water and Sanitation (18%), Health (9%), 
Disaster Risk Reduction (3%). 

Of the € 92.5 M committed in 2011, 82% had been paid out by 13/12/2012. 

b) The level of disbursement (use of funds) of EU bilateral development cooperation 
funds for Pakistan during 2011 amounts to EUR 26.3 million which is approximately 
88% of EU new aid commitments (EUR 30 million) made during 2011 under the EU-
Pakistan bilateral development cooperation programme and managed by EuropeAid. 
Roughly 45% of the funds have been used out of the total pipeline of on-going EU 
bilateral cooperation programmes. 
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All disbursements were done in conformity with the EU financial regulation and the 
contractual obligations towards the implementation of the actions for which the EU 
financing has been provided.         

c) Apart from sector budget support for primary education, which is disbursed after 
results have been achieved and subject to reconfirmation of eligibility criteria for EU 
budget support, no funds are directly disbursed to the Government of Pakistan. Instead,  
NGOs, UN agencies and private service providers responsible for the implementation 
of the activities are financed through grants, contribution agreements or service/supply 
contracts in conformity with the rules and regulations of the EU budget. All 
interventions are subject to thorough auditing. Regular financial and operational 
reporting is required from the implementing partners and conditions the release of each 
instalment. Additional on the spot checks and monitoring are carried out directly by the 
EU Delegation in Pakistan. Final external financial audits by accredited auditors are a 
standard procedure. 

Moreover, the Commission maintains a system of results oriented monitoring (ROM), 
covering financial and operational performance. Monitoring is performed by external 
monitors contracted by the Commission and is conducted on an annual basis. In 
addition, on the spot checks and monitoring are carried out directly by the EU 
Delegation in Pakistan as far as the security situation allows. 

d) All project implementation sites are accessible, generally both for expatriate staff 
from the Delegation as well as externally contracted consultants and auditors. In 
specific cases, where access for foreigners is subject to Government restrictions, the 
Delegation uses Pakistani nationals. In compliance with regulations Pakistani nationals 
for monitoring, evaluation and auditing are independent from the project implementing 
agents or GoP.  

As far as humanitarian assistance is concerned, the Commission carries out regular 
monitoring visits to the funded projects through its humanitarian experts based in 
Islamabad. Given the significance of the EU humanitarian budget, there are currently 8 
humanitarian experts based in Pakistan. The monitoring by the Commission comes on 
the top of regular reporting from partners and audit and evaluation. 

e) See reply to question 4.1 below 

 

2 Additionally the EC provided €150 Million in humanitarian aid in 2011 in 
order to address the impact of the floods on the Pakistani people in 2010. This aid 
has been managed by the EC's Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection department 
(ECHO). (http://ec.europa.eu/echo/aid/asia/pakistan_en.htm).  

a) Can we receive reports from ECHO staff on the ground on how these funds 
have been used?  

b) Which system has been implemented by ECHO in order to ensure the funds are 
being used for flood victims to a full extent? 

Commission's answer:  

a) The EU provided EUR 150 million in humanitarian aid from the 2010, and EUR 94.9 
million from the 2011 humanitarian assistance budget to Pakistan. Regarding the EU 
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humanitarian response to the 2010 flood, 23 Situation Reports (ECHO SitReps) have 
been compiled based on information from ECHO staff in the field. Situation reports are 
transmitted systematically to the EP and can be made available again upon request. 
Information on the flood response based on first hand observation by ECHO staff is 
also available on the ECHO website. 

b) EC Humanitarian assistance is implemented through a network of accredited partners 
(non-governmental organisations, United Nations agencies and international 
organisations such as the International Committee of the Red Cross). Projects are 
selected based on strict evaluation with input from both by ECHO field staff and 
headquarters staff. Projects are monitored by ECHO staff and there is close scrutiny of 
interim and final reports. The fact that ECHO works in partnership with accredited 
humanitarian organisations and monitors projects in the field provides guarantees that 
that assistance is delivered in line with needs on the ground and ECHO's general 
strategic guidelines. It ensures that there is accountability both to the beneficiaries and 
the EU taxpayer. ECHO funded actions are also the subject of evaluations and audits. 

 

3 As per the National Corruption Perception Survey executed by Transparency 
International in 2009, in the three year period that preceded 2009; corruption in 
Pakistan had grown 400%. The government and Police were the most corrupt 
sectors.  

In what ways does the European Commission combat corruption within the 
government and the police in Pakistan? 

Commission's answer:  

In response to the security crises and the transition to a civilian government, there has 
been increased EU support for good governance combining resources from the 
Instrument for Stability and DCI. Several initiatives have been launched related to 
strengthening of the functioning of democratic institutions, capacity building in the 
police and judiciary and support for reform of public financial management. 

4 According to a 'Country Report on Terrorism 2011', released by the US State 
Department there are many indications of Pakistan using international aid in 
order to foster certain terrorist groups. 

a) How can the European Commission ensure that EU funds are not being used 
for financing terrorist activities and thereby against our own soldiers in 
Afghanistan?  

b) What measures are being taken against indirect funding of terrorists by the 
European Commission?  

Commission's answer:  

a) In line with OECD/DAC criteria, EU ODA funds are destined towards clearly 
earmarked and monitored development and/or humanitarian activities. Controls in place 
which are in line with the EU Financial Regulation ensure that the EU funds are used 
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for the activities for which they were earmarked and do benefit the intended 
beneficiaries and are not used for financing terrorist activities. 

b) See answer 4a above. Under the EU-Pakistan Strategic Dialogue launched in 2012, 
EU relations with Pakistan increasingly focus on political and security concerns. In 
January the EU started a regular political dialogue on counter-terrorism with Pakistan. 
The aim of this dialogue is to work together with the Pakistani authorities  in order to 
improve the fight against terrorism and to mitigate its root causes, using the various EU 
and MS political and cooperation instruments in a comprehensive and coordinated 
way.   At the same time the EU is supporting projects which are intended to improve 
the quality of law enforcement in Pakistan, not least with the police and prosecution 
services. After the adoption of the EU counter terrorism /Security Strategy for Pakistan 
by the June 2012 Foreign Affairs Council, it is expected that EU activities in support of 
security and counter-terrorism in Pakistan will be reinforced. 

II. Cooperation with International Organisations 

5 A part of the EDF is channelled to beneficiaries through International 
Organizations. What is the amount that is being spent in this way and for what 
amount do we not receive audit reports?  

Commission's answer:  

The question refers to the EDF, for which a separate questionnaire was received and 
answered, incl. this question. Please see reply to question 4 in the EDF Questionnaire. 

6 Regarding the Financial and Administrative Framework Agreement 
(FAFA) between the European Commission and the United Nations, what is the 
Commission's assurance that the financial interests of the EU are 
safeguarded in the context of this agreement? How does the cooperation work with 
the World Bank and what are possible shortcomings in the cooperation between 
the European Commission and World Bank? 

Commission's answer:  

United Nations 

1.  Cooperation is framed within an inter-institutional agreement (the FAFA) and the 
audit, internal control, accounting and procurement procedures of the UN Organisations 
are assessed before any transfer of funds.  

2. Each individual contribution is framed within a Standard Contribution Agreement 
which ensures:  

 adherence to the provisions of the EU Financial Regulation and its 
Implementing Rules; 

 regular progress and final reports (at least 1 narrative & financial report per 
year); 
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 the right to request additional information at any time; 

 strict criteria to determine the eligibility of costs; 

 possibility to refuse payments and recover amounts unduly paid;  

 performance of Result Oriented Monitoring (ROM) missions; 

 possibility to perform verification missions; 

3. To avoid diverging interpretations there are open communication channels at country 
level and at HQ within the Joint Reference Group (Technical) and annual meetings of 
the Working Group (general). Further guidance is provided by the Frequently Asked 
Questions and the guidelines on: reporting, recoveries and offsetting, visibility and 
verification missions. 

4. The UN provides access to the internal audit reports of the UN agencies which 
receive most of the EU contributions (so far UNDP, WFP, UNICEF, UNOPS, FAO, 
UNRWA) and makes available annual UN external audit certified reports for all 
actions.  

5. The Commission is invited to participate in the main monitoring and evaluation 
missions and in the governance bodies overseeing the implementation of the projects. 

World Bank 

Cooperation with the World Bank (WB) can be considered to work well overall.  

The political level is represented by the Commissioner for Development as observer in 
the Development Committee of the IMF/WB Annual and Spring Meetings, formally 
known as the Joint Ministerial Committee of the Boards of Governors of the Bank and 
the Fund on the Transfer of Real Resources to Developing Countries. The 
Commissioner is commonly granted a speaking slot at the Development Committee 
which meets to advise the Boards of Governors of the Bank and the Fund on critical 
development issues, including on trade and global environmental issues, and on the 
financial resources required to promote economic development in developing countries. 
Furthermore, the Commissioner meets regularly with his High Level counterparts in the 
World Bank to ensure good coordination and collaboration of the two key development 
actors. 

At operational level, working with the WB allows the EU to intervene in situations 
from which it might otherwise be absent, such as where normal development 
cooperation has been interrupted or in a (post-)conflict context; and the pooling of 
funds with other donors in a Multi-donor Trust Fund (MDTF) yields positive synergies 
in terms of donor coordination. 

The accountability and supervision provisions of the latest Framework Agreement 
signed with the WB in 2009 are deemed sufficient overall. The Framework Agreement 
sets up, inter alia, requirements for the WB regarding financial information and 
progress reports and on verification and monitoring by the Commission and the 
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European Court of Auditors. It is complemented by other mechanisms that contribute to 
ensuring the efficient and effective use of funding channelled through the WB, 
including regular exchanges (formal annual consultation, video-conferences, etc.) 
between the WB and the Commission.  

With respect to possible shortcomings, an independent evaluation1 in 2008 showed that 
results for smaller contributions to WB Trust Funds were more mixed, particularly for 
single-donor trust funds, while positive results were achieved for the majority of the 
Commission’s major contributions to WB Trust Funds. The Commission therefore tries 
to give preference to larger contributions, ideally being involved in the early stages of 
the creation of a trust fund, which puts it in a stronger position in relation to the 
governance of the fund.  

In the area of audit and control the relations with the World Bank Group mark a 
positive development. The WBG has agreed to share with the Commission Services 
their internal audit reports. Discussions are underway to find long-term, sustainable 
solutions and procedures for provision of the necessary financial information from the 
World Bank Group to the EU institutions in each and every case. Finding mutually 
acceptable rules and procedures which are in compliance with the internal rules and 
procedures of two large and complex organisations is a challenging process. 

 

 

IV. NGO Financing 
 

7 How much money in the area of external aid has been channelled through 
NGOs in 2011? Can you list the most important partner organisations involved? 

Commission's answer:  

The total disbursements for ODA projects funded by the European budget for the 
implementation of programmes provided through NGOs and civil society amount to EUR 1,208 
million. 

The table below lists the NGOs through which the EU channelled EUR 20 million or more in 
external and humanitarian aid in 2011. 

                                                 
1 Evaluation of Commission's Aid Delivery through Development Banks and EIB - ref 1255, November 2008 
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                                       Disbursements to NGO's > MEUR 20 - BUDG 2011  
  
  

NGO  
Total Amount 
disbursed, in EUR 

  

COMITE INTERNATIONAL DE LA CROIX-ROUGE 
ASSOCIATION*INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE OF THE RED CROSS 

                            
93,496,574    

OXFAM GB LBG* 
                            
52,187,332    

THE SAVE THE CHILDREN FUND LBG* 
                            
41,625,467    

ACTION CONTRE LA FAIM*ACF 
                            
24,192,392    

FEDERATION INTERNATIONALE DES SOCIETES DE LA CROIX-ROUGE ET DU 
CROISSANT ROUGE*INTERNATIONAL FEDERATION OF RED CROSS AND 
RED CRESCENT 

                            
23,687,779    

AGENCE D'AIDE A LA COOPERATION TECHNIQUE ET AU 
DEVELOPPEMENT*FRANCEAGENCY FOR TECHNICAL COOPERATIONAND 
DEVELOPMENT 

                            
23,554,010    

MEDICAL EMERGENCY RELIEF INTERNATIONAL CHARITABLE 
TRUST*MERLIN 

                            
21,901,288    

SOLIDARITES INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION* 
                            
21,571,177    

INTERNATIONAL RESCUE COMMITTEE UK* 
                            
20,508,188    

FUNDACION ACCION CONTRA EL HAMBRE*ACTION CONTRE LA FAIM-
ESPAGNE 

                            
20,143,531    

 

 

 

8 NGO-Finanzierung: In einer Studie des Haushaltskontrollausschusses zur 
Finanzierung von Nichtregierungsorganisationen aus dem EU-Budget wurde 
festgestellt, dass ein zu hoher Verwaltungsaufwand zu einer Effizienzverringerung 
führen kann. Es wurde eine regelmäßige Durchführung von systematischen 
Untersuchungen der Effizienz von Förderprogrammen empfohlen.  

Commission's answer:  

The grant procedure is transparent and gives all bidders an equal chance. It is the 
quality of a proposal alone that counts.  

The Commission is accountable for the way in which funding is allocated and spent. 
Audits have pointed to the high quality of most projects. 

The Commission is concerned by the procedure's excessive administrative burden. To 
limit this burden, the Commission has established a "Structured Dialogue" to analyse 
the different possible options with all stakeholders. The dialogue has led to several 



 

 8

alternative procedures becoming formal. They have progressively been put in place in 
line with the new Financial Regulation. 
 
In the framework of the Special Report of the Court of Auditors, the Commission has 
made additional efforts to improve the quality of its work and the relationship with civil 
society organisations at the Headquarter and Delegation level. A better explanation and 
presentation of our procedures before each publication of a call for proposals and 
through regular meetings aims to facilitate access to funding. As regards civil society 
consultation, statistics show a significantly increasing number of consultations in 2011 
with the following data: 850 formal consultations with CSOs in the programming stage, 
953 on-going projects promoting Structured Dialogue, 495 information sessions during 
the implementation phase, 868 consultations during the implementation phase, 497 
dialogue on sector policies, 4754 informal meetings, 33.423 people attending those 
meetings and 1008 on-going projects aiming at including CSOs in policy making.  

 

9 Hat die Kommission die Effizienz der von NGOs durchgeführten Programme 
geprüft? Was waren die Schlussfolgerungen? 

Commission's answer:  

An evaluation report of EU aid channeled through civil society organisations has been 
produced to analyse the effectiveness of programmes implemented by CSOs. The 
overall statistical analysis carried out by the evaluation shows how important, also in 
quantitative terms, the cooperation through CSOs is.  

It is recognised that the added value of the CSO channel is its effectiveness in 
supporting populations out of reach of the main instruments or in remote areas. It is also 
a good tool to promote governance and to foster local (economic) development. 

The Court of Auditors produced Special Report 4/2009 on NSAs. The Commission 
accepted all recommendations of this report. For each of them, the proposed response 
has been accepted by the Court. In its final report, the Court gave very positive 
feedback on the improvements reached. 

One of the main recommendations was to reduce the negative impact of cumbersome 
procedures on the effectiveness of the programmes implemented by CSOs. Through the 
dialogue process with all stakeholders, alternative procedures have been formalized to 
simplify access to funding. These new options are being put in place progressively in 
line with the new financial regulation.  

The conclusions of these reports, the analysis of the implementation of programmes, 
and the ongoing dialogue have led to the drafting of the recent Communication " The 
roots of democracy and sustainable development: Europe's engagement with Civil 
Society in external relations' (COM(2012) 492)". This Communication is the 
response to improving the effectiveness of CSO financing. 
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10 Transparenz der NGO Finanzierung: Wie veröffentlicht die Kommission die 
Finanzdaten der Förderprogramme von NGOs? Gibt es eine zusammenhängende, 
Kommissionseinheitliche Liste in der nur NGOs aufgelistet sind und in der sie sich 
klar von anderen Empfängern unterscheiden?  

Commission's answer:  

A search tool is available on Europa giving results corresponding to defined criteria.  
Through this search tool, information on funding per call for proposal or per contract is 
available.  
The type of beneficiary like "NGO" is not specified:  
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/work/funding/beneficiaries/index.cfm?lang=en 

The Commission does not produce a public, unified list with financial data of funding 
of NGOs. Such a list can be produced on an ad hoc basis upon special request. 

11 Hat die Nichtregierungsorganisation "Council for European Palestinian 
Relations" (CEPR), Brüssel und London, im Haushaltsjahr 2011 Mittel aus dem 
Gesamthaushalt der EU erhalten? Wenn ja: in welcher Höhe, und für welche 
Zwecke? 

Commission's answer: 

The Commission has no record of the "Council for European Palestinian Relations" 
receiving any grants or other EU funds from contracts managed by EuropeAid Co-
operation Office during this period. The Commission has no record either of this 
organisation being a beneficiary of EU grants at all, even outside this period. 

 

 

V. Cooperation with ECHO 

12 Zusammenarbeit mit ECHO: Inwiefern wird die Arbeit von Europeaid mit der 
Generaldirektion Humanitäre Hilfe koordiniert? Gibt es einen aufeinander 
abgestimmten EU-support? Gibt es Synergieeffekte, wenn ja welche? Werden 
Beschäftigte für spezielle Aufgaben zwischen den beiden Generaldirektionen 
ausgetauscht? 

Commission's answer: 

Cooperation between DEVCO and ECHO has considerably increased over the past 
year, with a specific focus on ensuring smoother transitions from humanitarian to 
development aid. This can be testified at three levels:  i) Policy and conceptual (joint 
drafting of the new Communication "The EU Approach to Resilience- learning from 
food crisis", adopted by the COM on 03/10/2012, which takes the LRRD agenda 
forward within the resilience policy framework); ii) operational (LRRD operational 
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guidance currently under development and addressing flexibility in financial 
instruments and programming guidelines aimed at better responding to LRRD 
challenges); iii) practical approaches on the ground (with successful cooperation in 
initiatives such as SHARE for the Horn of Africa, AGIR Sahel, etc).   

At services level, high-level meetings between ECHO and DEVCO management take 
place on a regular basis. The policy and operational LRRD work is steered through the 
Transition Inter-Service Group, co-chaired by DEVCO and ECHO, with participation 
of the EEAS and of the FPI. Moreover, as of January 2013, DG DEVCO will have a 
single entry point for ECHO (unit DEVCO 05), with the aim of further facilitating the 
dialogue and streamlining cooperation between the two Directorates Generals.  

 

13 DG ECHO uses a specific method to calculate the residual error rate, which is 
not sufficiently explained in its Annual Activity Report according to 7.25 b) of the 
ECA Annual Report. Could the Commission explain this specific method? 

Commission's answer: 

The residual error rate calculated by DG ECHO is built up on the implementation of 
DG ECHO's audit strategy.  Every ECHO partner organisation is selected for audit 
every 2 to maximum 4 years.  A broad sample of contracts with each chosen partner is 
then selected for audit covering 25% to 100% of signed contracts with that partner. The 
contract sample is designed to be a cross section of high and low value contracts, 
covering different countries and decision types while at the same time including any 
contracts judged to be higher risk (based on previous audits, specific requests or other 
risk assessments). Audits are then carried out on all the costs incurred on these contracts 
using sampling and extrapolation audit methodologies. If any systemic errors are found 
auditors are asked to audit all transactions within the same budget heading on that 
contract (rather than extrapolate based on a sample). Once the auditing work is finalised 
and a 'detected error rate' established, recoveries can be made in relation to the errors 
found. These corrections are then taken into account in order to calculate the residual 
error rate (and the amount at risk) on the full reporting year's expenditure for the 
purposes of the Annual Activity Report. 
 
This method will be explained in detail in the Annual Activity Report for the year 2012. 

 

VI. Budget support 

14 Wie viele Mitglieder hat das Budget Support Steering Committee (BSSC)? 
Welchen Besoldungsgruppen gehören sie an? Wie häufig und wo sollen die Treffen 
stattfinden? Es sollen alle Good Governance and Development Contracts, State 
Building Contracts sowie einige risikobehaftete Sector Reform Contracts an das 
BSSC weitergeleitet werden. Wie viele der jeweiligen Verträge gab es im Jahr 
2011? Gibt es bereits ähnliche Einrichtungen wie das BSSC, für die EU-
Außenpolitik? 
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Commission's answer: 

The BSSC "Budget Support Steering Committee" comprises EU officials from DG 
DEVCO, the EEAS and DG ECFIN. It is chaired by the Director General of DEVCO 
and includes: 
 

• DG DEVCO Geographical Directors 

• DG DEVCO Thematic and Policy Directors 

• Representatives of the EEAS  

• One representative from DG ECFIN  

• One representative of unit DEVCO A2 (secretariat) 

 
The BSSC meetings are held in DG DEVCO's premises. The BSSC meets as regularly 
as necessary. Its frequency is determined by the timing of commitments and 
disbursements, with every effort made to avoid delays in the decision making process.  
 
The BSSC's working arrangements have been jointly agreed with the EEAS in the new 
Budget Support guidelines prepared in 2012, following the adoption by the 
Commission of the Communication on Budget Support in October 2011 and subsequent 
Council Conclusions adopted in May 2012. All the GGDCs and the SBCs should be 
submitted to the BSSC, as well as all SRCs with substantial or high political or policy 
risk or sensitivity.  
 
The Risk Management Framework, which is part of the new Guidelines, is used to 
assess the risk of Budget Support operations.  No decision was taken in 2011 because 
the BSSC only started working in May 2012. Since May 2012, eleven BSSC meetings 
have been organised. The BSSC has already taken 18 decisions related to the choice of 
type of contracts (8 GGDC, 5 SBC and 5 SRC) and 41 decisions related to 
disbursement issues.   

 

15 Neue regionale Teams/ Hubs sollen eine unterstützende und beratende Rolle 
für verschiedene Zielgruppen der KOM und den EAD haben. Wie viele hubs soll 
es geben? Wie viele Beschäftigte in welcher Besoldungskategorie arbeiten in einem 
hub? Was ist der Mehrwert? Wurden Berechnungen der KOM durchgeführt 
diese hubs ins Headquarter nach Brüssel zu verlagern? Wie sehen diese 
Berechnungen aus? 

Commission's answer: 

 
Number of hubs: Four regional hubs are foreseen: one for Africa (located in Kenya), 
one for ENP (located in Egypt), one for Asia and Pacific (located in Bangkok) and one 
for Latin America and Caribbean (located in Nicaragua).  

Number and level of staff: 
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The composition of the regional teams per category of staff could be as follows: 

Africa Hub:    5 AD officials 
  18 Contractual agents GF III or GF IV 
  11 Local Agents (from category 1 to 3) 

Neighbourhood Hub:   3 AD officials 
11 Contractual agents GF III or GF IV 

  8 Local Agents (from category 1 to 3) 
Asia & Pacific  Hub:   3 AD officials 

  9 Contractual agents GF III or GF IV 
  7 Local Agents (from category 1 to 3) 

Latin America &  
Caribbean Hub:    2 AD officials 

  5 Contractual agents GF III or GF IV 
  4 Local Agents (from category 1 to 3) 

 
The heads of the regional hubs will be at level of managers, as decided in the Commission's 
decision in July 2012. The AD posts will be published according to the normal procedures 
for staff in Delegations.  

Added value: Regional Hubs reinforce the support to EU Delegations and HQ in 
programming, designing, and monitoring budget support programmes. 

Location of hubs: The decision regarding the location of regional hubs in the main 
geographical regions (instead of reinforcing the delegations or locate them in Brussels) is 
based on three elements: 

- Aid effectiveness:  

The mapping of expertise conducted by the Commission services confirms the repeated 
criticisms of the Court of Auditors: there are severe gaps in our expertise in the field both 
for Budget Support and for other thematic needs.  

A significant effort on expertise to improve the effectiveness of BS operations, and 
cooperation in general, is crucial to be up to the challenges of our new policy on Agenda 
for Change and Budget Support. 

- Cost- effectiveness:  

The regional hubs are a cost-effective compromise to enhance BS operations that maintains 
de-concentration of aid implementation, and allows for pooling the necessary expertise 
regionally. 

Reinforcing each and every Delegation managing BS operations would require totally 
unrealistic numbers of posts, whereas Regional Hubs will only require 86 (redeployed) 
posts.  

As regards the Brussels option, with the current staff headcount ceiling freeze (for officials) 
and credit freeze (for contract agents) and the fact that local agents cannot be repatriated to 
Brussels, this option is simply impossible.  
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- Geographic proximity 

The option of regional Hubs represents a reasonable and adequate compromise, which 
maintains de-concentration of aid management to the field and is very economical in staff 
terms. Geographic proximity is essential for quick mobilisation and intimate understanding 
of local conditions. 

 

16 What proportion of EU development aid in general, and in particular, what 
proportion of assistance from the general EU budget, is delivered via budget 
support? What is the proportion of general budget support vs sector budget 
support? What was the proportion of sector budget support to general budget 
support in the financial year 2011? 

Commission's answer: 

 
In 2011, 17.9% of ODA was disbursed through Budget Support.  This equates to EUR 
1650.5 million out of total ODA of EUR 9213 million. Of this, EUR 736.3 million was 
disbursed as General Budget Support and EUR 914.2 million as Sector Budget Support. 
 
European Commission GBS and SBS disbursements in 2011 (in millions of EUR) by 
region 
 

Region GBS SBS Total BS 
Disbursements 

Sub-Saharan Africa 513.4 304.7 818.1 
Asia (Central Pacific) 22.9 171.4 194.3 
Latin America and 
Caribbean 

55.1 113.9 169.0 

Neighbourhood 144.9 324.2 469.1 
TOTAL 763.3 914.2 1650.5 

 
 

17 In its communication on the Future Approach to EU Budget Support to Third 
Countries (COM(2011)638) the Commission undertook to strengthen its risk 
management framework for EU budget support in line with the Court of Auditors' 
recommendations (including close monitoring of progress in the fight against 
corruption and fraud with a view to ensuring sustainable development benefits). 
What initiatives have the Commission taken up to date in that respect and what 
results can be seen/expected? 

Commission's answer: 

In response to a key recommendation from the European Court of Auditors, the 
Commission has developed an improved risk management framework. The framework 
aims at identifying and managing the specific risks related to budget support in a 
structured way.  
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The framework uses a questionnaire to identify risks in five categories covering 
political, macroeconomic, developmental, public finance management and corruption 
and fraud risks. A risk register summarises the main risks, defines mitigating measures, 
and monitors the implementation of the mitigating measures. For decision makers, the 
information is summarised in country risk profiles.   
 
The framework is to be updated at least yearly and used continuously during the 
programme cycle. It is a central tool in the new budget support governance structures. 
Risk levels determine referral to the Budget Support Steering Committee, chaired by 
the Director-General, and the risk framework is a key input in the decision making 
process. 
 
As part of the new budget support guidelines, the risk management framework will be 
in full application from 1 January 2013. With the Budget Support Steering Committee 
in operation since mid 2012, the framework has already been extensively tested with 
positive results. The methodology and format of the template have proven their use in 
identifying and managing risks in a structured and consistent manner, allowing decision 
makers to agree on appropriate risk responses.   

 

VII. Administration and staff related matters 

18 Given the planned cuts in spending and staff, how can the Commission 
guarantee that projects are adequately followed up and evaluated? This is 
especially crucial in countries like Uganda where national laws violating human 
rights makes it difficult to implement projects supporting civil society.  

Commission's answer: 

Whilst the figures on the cuts in spending and staff for the next multi-annual period are 
not known exactly at this stage, the Commission is anticipating scenarios in which 
fewer staff will have to implement an equal or bigger amount of operational funds than 
today. To minimise the negative impacts of the cuts, DG EuropeAid intends to proceed 
with a review of its processes, with a view to simplifying them where possible, and to 
better measure the time requirements of each aid delivery method. These measures will 
serve to improve staff allocation with a view to ensuring that DEVCO fully delivers its 
mandate, which includes an adequate follow-up and evaluation of projects.  

With regard to staffing in Delegations, the Commission has already carried out a 
workload assessment of the Delegations work on development cooperation in 2011, 
which concluded that some Delegations' staffing levels had to be reinforced or 
maintained whilst others had to be reduced. To correct these imbalances, the 
Commission is implementing a staff rebalancing exercise (to be concluded before the 
end of this Commission's mandate). DG EuropeAid will proceed with such workload 
assessments at regular intervals (at least once per Commission for Delegation staff) to 
ensure that the workload is matched with an appropriate staffing level.  

Finally, the EU has endorsed the orientations of the 2011 Communication of the 
Commission on the "Agenda for Change", which proposes overall to concentrate aid on 
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fewer countries and fewer sectors such as the human rights and good governance. In 
line with the 2012 Communication on Civil society, the strategic engagement with Civil 
society organisations will be mainstreamed in all programmes and sectors of cooperation to 
enhance CSO's role in democratic governance. Putting these orientations into practice will 
mean that the Commission will stop fragmenting its aid in too many sectors and countries, 
whilst strengthening its cooperation with civil society. Its expertise on focal sectors such as 
human rights will also improve. This shall overall have a positive impact on the Commission's 
ability to deal with the implementation of projects, including in countries violating human 
rights.  

 

19 Der Europäische Rechnungshof weist in seinem Sonderbericht 1/2011 auf eine 
Fluktuationsrate von 40 % des Amts für Zusammenarbeit EuropeAid unter den 
Vertragsbediensteten hin. "Diese hohe Personalfluktuation verursacht 
Schwierigkeiten beim Aufbau der erforderlichen Fachkompetenz, eine Schwächung 
des institutionellen Gedächtnisses und eine geringere Effizienz der Maßnahmen." 
Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen, um die Fluktuationsrate zu 
senken? Wie hoch war die Fluktuationsrate der Vertragsbediensteten und 
Beamten im Jahr 2011 und 2012? 

Commission's answer: 

 
 Turnover of officials in Headquarters is very low. Only 6% of DEVCO staff in 2011 

and 4% in 2012 have left DEVCO for another DG or another Institution. It is rather 
the turnover of Contract Agents (CA) in HQ which is a real matter of concern (loss 
of expertise and of continuity). The Commission is trying to address this with its 
proposals on the new staff regulations (extension of contracts from 3 to 6 years).  
 

 As to Delegations, staff turnover is  less of an issue:  
o The general rule is that officials rotate every 4 years (with the notable 

exception of hardship countries such as the Afghanistan where rotation is 
more frequent – every 2 to 3 years). As a result of this rotation, officials are 
transferred to another Delegation or to HQ. Such compulsory mobility is a 
way to mitigate risks in jobs carrying responsibilities in financial or human 
resources management. 

o Most CA and all Local agents (LA) in Delegations receive indefinite 
duration contracts following an initial probation period. LAs are with few 
exceptions nationals of the country in which they are employed and 
constitute the permanent backbone of the Delegations.  They therefore play 
an important role in ensuring continuity and historical memory in the 
Delegations. 
 

 Business continuity is ensured in Delegations by staggering as far as possible 
rotations of officials and limited moves of CA, by drafting appropriate handover 
notes and by providing appropriate training to the new jobholders.  
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 Institutional memory is also safeguarded through the set up of a Central Archives 
service that collects and preserves in a structured manner all the official files 
established by its services. 
 

 In addition, DEVCO has launched a vast programme of training and assistance to 
Delegations regarding the registration and preservation of documents. At the end of 
2012, 15 Delegations will be using ARES and in 2013 40 more delegations will 
have completed their migration as well. The objective is that all the EU Delegations 
will be using ARES at the end of 2015, hence ensuring a consistent basis for the 
capture and the preservation of the institutional memory. 

 

 

 

20 Could you provide us with the training strategy of your Directorate General? 
How many staff operate as internal trainers (how many hours)? How many days 
does the staff of DG DEVCO spend on average on training (internal/external) in 
2011? How much money does the Directorate General DEVCO spend on training 
measures in total/ per employee (contract agent/ official)? What amount of money 
is used for external trainers? What was your experience with the, in the meantime 
abolished, career development maps? Were they useful for the staff development? 
Were they followed by staff and controlled by Managers? In regard to training 
courses, what is the procedure for identifying the needs of staff?  

Could you provide us with the training strategy of your Directorate General? 

Commission's answer: 

DEVCO's training in 2011 was based on its biannual (2011 – 2012) Learning & 
Development Framework (LDF). The LDF provides a framework for provision of 
training on core-business learning priorities (financial procedures and its related 
information systems, aid delivery methods, polices and thematic topics). It establishes 
the needs assessment in HQ and Delegations to define the learning programme, foresees 
an increased online learning offer (through a "learning portal") and introduces an 
impact assessment of training.  Great attention has been paid to teambuilding (following 
reorganisation) and training of internal trainers. Coaching for managers has been 
strengthened. DEVCO's learning programme is coordinated with the EEAS.  
 
A draft DEVCO learning and knowledge management strategy for 2013-2020 is under 
preparation, in parallel with the preparation of the Commission's new learning strategy.  

How many staff operate as internal trainers (how many hours)?  

There were around 100 internal trainers in DEVCO that delivered roughly 350 trainer 
days in total in 2011. 

How many days does the staff of DG DEVCO spend on average on training 
(internal/external) in 2011? 

In line with the Commission’s overall training targets, in 2011 staff in headquarters 
followed an average of 7.5 training days per year. 80% of the training followed was 
provided by DEVCO. The remaining 20% were mainly courses provided by DG HR 
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and the European School of Administration.  External training counted for less than 1% 
of the training followed 
 
In 2011 DEVCO offered 438 courses on 153 different subjects - in headquarters, in 
delegations as well as online.   
 

DEVCO 2011 training offer (courses offered by DEVCO counting for 80% of training 
followed) 

Location Nº of courses Nº of participants Training days 

Headquarters 272 4831 9794 

Delegations 59 857 3023 

Online 107 1123 742 

Total 438 6811 13559 

 
While courses in Delegations are exclusively followed by Delegation staff, courses in 
headquarters are followed by staff from HQ, from Delegations and staff preparing for a 
posting in a Delegation.   Additionally, DEVCO staff followed locally provided training 
in Delegations out of which 70% covered language training. 

How much money does the Directorate General DEVCO spend on training measures in 
total/ per employee (contract agent/ official)? 

DEVCO spent EUR 4 709 000 on training in 2011 equivalent to EUR 1120 per staff 
member (no differences between contract agents and officials).  

What amount of money is used for external trainers?  

DEVCO spent EUR 889, 992.11 on external trainers for training its staff.  
 

What was your experience with the, in the meantime abolished, career development 
maps? Were they useful for the staff development? Were they followed by staff and 
controlled by Managers? 

Training maps were not considered very useful for staff development.  

There were no career development maps, only training maps. Training maps were not 
considered very useful for staff development, focusing on courses rather than on 
learning needs in a particular field of expertise. 

In regard to training courses, what is the procedure for identifying the needs of staff? 

Needs were identified through a web-based survey, consultations with the DG’s training 
stakeholders, according to the DG’s mission statement and in main policy documents 
(e.g. the Agenda for Change) based on previous years’ data. 

 
 

21 Could you please provide us with statistical information regarding the 
application of the flexitime regime applied by Commission officials and temporary 
agents (each grade AD/AST 5 - 16) in your DG in 2011? 
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Commission's answer: (HR, DEVCO) 

The participation ratio by grade, representing the DEVCO population that has 
effectively registered for the flexitime regime, divided by the number of eligible 
persons, is as follows: 

AD14 AD13 AD12 AD11 AD10 AD09 AD08 AD07 AD06 AD05 Total

 9.7%  22.0%  29.2%  30.3%  25.3%  31.2%  39.6%  32.9%  36.3%  47.7%  29.1%

AST11 AST10 AST09 AST08 AST07 AST06 AST05 Total

 45.8%  28.2%  30.3%  46.6%  36.5%  28.2%  29.4%  35.1%
 

The recovery ratio by grade, which represents the proportion of extra hours recovered 
(for those registered for flexitime, is as follows: 

AD14 AD13 AD12 AD11 AD10 AD09 AD08 AD07 AD06 AD05 Total

<=5 37.30% 29.80% 42.40% 35.30% 38.80% 32.10% 41.60% 30.70% 21.30% 33.00%

AST11 AST10 AST09 AST08 AST07 AST06 AST05 Total

48.60% 59.80% 57.20% 74.40% 67.00% 45.80% 59.90% 61.90%  

In order to ensure compliance with Regulation (EC) No 45/2001 on the protection of 
individuals with regard to the processing of personal data, when the number of people 
(same category and grade) applying flexitime in the DG, is under or equal to 5, the data 
are not presented 

In summary, 33 % of (registered) extra time worked by AD's and 61.9 % by AST's was 
recuperated. That means that 67 % of (registered) extra time worked by AD's and 
38.1% by AST's was not recovered. 

 

 

22 Berufständische Vertretungen in EU-Delegationen: Wie viele gemeinsame 
Sitzungen des Büros der Leiter der Verwaltungsabteilungen gab es im Jahr 2011 
und wie lange dauerten sie jeweils einschließlich der Reisetage? Wie viele 
Personen nahmen jeweils daran teil? 

Heads of Administration are EEAS officials. The Bureau of Heads of Administration 
liaises with the EEAS administrative services (EEAS.MDR). Their missions are paid 
for from the EEAS budget. The Commission services are only very rarely included in 
contacts with the Bureau of Heads of Administration. Therefore, we do not have 
information on their missions to Brussels. 

Commission's answer: 

Heads of Administration are EEAS officials. The Bureau of Heads of Administration 
liaises with the EEAS administrative services (EEAS.MDR). Their missions are paid 
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for from the EEAS budget. The Commission services are only very rarely included in 
contacts with the Bureau of Heads of Administration. Therefore, we do not have 
information on their missions to Brussels. 

 

23 Could the Commission provide the Parliament with the report on Inspections 
of Delegations? 

Commission's answer: 

The Commission cannot provide the Parliament with the report on Inspections of 
Delegations because these fall under the responsibility of the EEAS and the HRVP 
Baroness Ashton. The Commission has forwarded the question to the EEAS. 

24 Wurden im Jahr 2011 Flugzeuge für Kommissionsbeschäftigte oder 
Kommissare gechartert? Wenn ja - wie oft und wohin? Wie hoch waren die 
Kosten für jeden dieser Flüge? 

Commission's answer: 

This question falls under the responsibility of Vice-president Šefčovič. 

 
The answer is positive, the Commission effectively chartered air transport in 2011, as it 
does every year. 
 
Commissioners may use use chartered air transport which can be considered only when 
commercial flights are not available to reach a destination or when they cannot fit with 
the Commissioner's diary or for security reasons. As foreseen in Annexe II of the code 
of conduct for Commissioners, the use of chartered air transport can only be authorized 
by the President under these exceptional circumstances and all other commercially 
available alternatives having been verified. 
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AVIONSTAXI 2011   
  

Trajets et dates               Coût en EUR 

Bruxelles - Strasbourg - Stuttgart - Liège-Bruxelles  19/01 au 20/01/2011 22,746.00 

Bruxelles - London - Tel Aviv - Budapest - Bruxelles  05/01 au 06/01/2011 62,899.00 

Strasbourg - Bruxelles  16/02/2011 7,954.00 

Lisbon - Strasbourg   14/02/2011 25,698.00 

Bruxelles - Baku - Achgabat  13/01 au 15/01/2011 119,816.00 

Bruxelles -Berlin - Bruxelles  25/01/2011 11,854.00 

Brussels - Budapest - Brussels   07/01/2011 52,460.00 

Bangkok - Mae Sot - Bangkok 13/03/2011 2,618.96 

Bruxelles - Budapest - Cairo - Paris - Bruxelles  13/03/2011 au 14/03/2011 57,163.00 

Bruxelles - Paris - Helsinki - Turku - Bruxelles  04/03/2011 au 05/03/2011 64,544.00 

Bruxelles - Tunis - Djerba - Genève - Bruxelles  du  02/03/11 au 03/03/2011 43,167.00 

Bruxelles - Djerba - Tunis - Bruxelles  30/03/2011  au  31/03/2011 39,572.00 

Bruxelles -  Cairo - Berlin - Bruxelles  13/04/2011 au 14/04/2011 51,427.00 

Bruxelles - Berlin - Riyadh - Doha - Abu Dhabi - Brussels 17/04/2011 au 20/04/2011 103,038.00 

Bruxelles - Kiev - Bruxelles  18/04/2011 au 19/04/2011 37,889.00 

Bruxelles - Tunis - Bruxelles  le 12/04/11 40,339.00 

Bruxelles - Zagreb - Sarajevo - Podgorica - Tivat -  Ohrid -Brussel  du 07/04/11 au  09/04/11 92,602.00 

Bruxelles - Aahrus - Bruxelles  le 15/04/2011 14,149.00 

 Strasbourg - Berlin - Bruxelles   11/05/2011 11,396.00 

Bruxelles -Belgrade - Pristina - Bruxelles  19/05/2011 au 20/05/2011 55,994.00 

Bruxelles -Baku - Kayseri - Stuttgart  - Bruxelles   08/06/2011 28,069.00 

Bruxelles - Nizhny Novgorod - Bruxelles  09/06/11 au 10/06//2011 69,842.00 

Bruxelles Amman-Tel Aviv-Cairo-Tela Aviv-Luxembourg   16/06/2011 84,452.00 

Bruxelles -Cairo - Bruxelles  13/07/11 au 14/07/11 85,496.00 

Brussels -Warsaw - Brussels   08/07/2011 53,147.00 

Bruxelles -Berlin - Strasbourg   12/09/2011 19,122.00 

Strasbourg - Munich  28/09/2011 8,571.00 

Strasbourg-Tunis-Warsaw 28-29/09/2011 57,492.00 

Strasbourg - Berlin - Amsterdam   27/10/2011 9,390.00 

Bruxelles - Sofia - Tours - Paris - Bruxelles   du 13/10  au  14/10/2011 40,907.00 

Bruxelles - Marseille  08/12/2011 25,371.00 

Bruxelles - Lubmin Heringsdorf - Bruxelles     08/11/2011 11,934.00 

Lisbon - Prague - Lisbon  23/12/2011 32,143.00 

Strasbourg - Bruxelles  14/12/2011 13,748.00 

Bruxelles - Warsawa - Bruxelles  15/12/11 au 16/12/2011 27,573.00 

Brussels-Baku-Tbilisi-Yerevan-Moscow-Brussels 15-18/11/2011 95,816.00 

Nombre total : 36                                                                                                   1,580,398.96
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25 High staff turnover, lack of continuity, and the risk of loss of institutional 
memory has been a persistent problem over the years. What steps were taken to 
overcome these difficulties and what steps are envisaged?  

Commission's answer: 
 
 Turnover of officials in the Headquarters (HQ) is very low. Only 6% of our staff in 

2011 and 4% in 2012 have left DEVCO for another DG or another Institution. 
However, turnover of Contract Agents in the HQs is a  matter of concern  (loss of 
expertise and of continuity) which the Commission is trying to address with its 
proposals on the new staff regulations (extension of contracts from 3 to 6 years). 

 As to Delegations, staff turnover is less of an issue: 
o The general rule is that officials rotate every 4 years (with the notable 

exception of hardship countries such as the Afghanistan). As a result of this 
rotation, officials are transferred to another Delegation or to HQ. Such 
compulsory mobility is a way to mitigate risks in jobs carrying 
responsibilities in financial or human resources management. 

 Most Contract agents (CA) and all Local agents (LA) receive indefinite duration 
contracts following an initial period of employment. LAs are with few exceptions 
nationals of the country in which they are employed and constitute the backbone of 
the Delegations.  They therefore play an important role in  ensuring continuity and 
historical memory in the Delegations,  CAs in Delegations are also a quite stable 
population, with limited turnover.  

 Business continuity is ensured in Delegations by staggering as far as possible 
rotations of officials and limited moves of CA, by drafting appropriate handover 
notes and by providing appropriate training to the new jobholders.  

 Institutional memory is also safeguarded through the set up of a Central Archives 
service that collects and preserves in an structured manner all the official files 
established by its services. 

 In addition, DEVCO has launched a vast programme of training and assistance to 
Delegations regarding the registration and preservation of documents. At the end of 
2012, 15 Delegations will be using ARES and in 2013 40 more delegations will 
have completed their migration as well. The objective is that all the EU Delegations 
will be using ARES at the end of 2015, hence ensuring a consistent basis for the 
capture and the preservation of the institutional memory. 

 

 

VIII. Financial Management and Audit 

26 Wie werden die von KOM und EAD gemeinsam getätigten 
Verwaltungsausgaben (z.B. Kosten für Gebäude in Delegationen) der jeweiligen 
Institution korrekt zugerechnet? 

Joint administrative costs such as those for buildings are divided between COM and the 
EEAS using distribution keys. These are calculated yearly by the EEAS, depending on 
the number of staff from each institution in each Delegation. 

Commission's answer: 
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Joint administrative costs such as those for buildings are divided between COM and the 
EEAS using distribution keys. These are calculated yearly by the EEAS, depending on 
the number of staff from each institution in each Delegation. 

 

27 On the spot checks: Im Sonderbericht des Rechnungshofs 1/2011 weist der Hof 
darauf hin, dass es "Anhaltspunkte  dafür gibt, dass die Kontrollbesuche nicht 
systematisch, sondern eher auf ad-hoc-basis, je nach Verfügbarkeit von Zeit und 
Mitteln, durchgeführt wurden. Häufig räumen sowohl die mit operativen Fragen als 
auch die mit Finanzfragen befassten Bediensteten der Bearbeitung von Unterlagen 
zu den Aufträgen und Zahlungen Priorität ein, während die Vor-Ort-Kontrollen 
vernachlässigt werden. Dieser Trend wird dadurch verstärkt, dass die Delegationen 
keine strategischen Überwachungspläne, die regelmäßige Besuche bei den Projekten 
gewährleisten, ausgearbeitet haben." Was hat die Kommission unternommen um 
Vor-Ort-Kontrollen zu verstärken? 

Commission's answer: 

The Commission is striving to improve planning for project visits, based on the risks 
attached to the projects. The Commission services are working on a portfolio 
management tool to help Delegations better screen their portfolio of projects and give 
priority to visits to projects in particular need of monitoring.  

 One monitoring element that will help in the planning process has already been 
introduced through key performance indicator 15 of the EAMR (External Assistance 
Management Report) which relates to the percentage of projects visited during the year. 
Given the current resource constraints – that will probably increase in the future – the 
Commission needs to keep in mind cost-effectiveness aspects.  
 
One should also keep in mind possible security constraints: in some of the recipient 
countries on-the-spot checks may put at risk the designated staff, or be very difficult to 
carry out, for instance due to the existence of air carriers whose operations are subject 
to a ban within the EU (airline black list).  
 
Finally, the Commission recalls that for projects with critical expenses or very large 
projects, including budget support operations, there is a structured dialogue with the 
authorities of partner (recipient) countries. For smaller projects, some information can 
emanate from the result-oriented monitoring (ROM) or from external audits.   
 
 

28 Inwieweit arbeiten Kommission und Auswärtiger Dienst in der 
Rechnungslegung der einzelnen Delegationen zusammen? 

According to the Service Level Agreement signed between the Commission services 
and EEAS, the EEAS manages the administrative costs of the Commission in the 
Delegations. The EEAS keeps an accounting record of these expenses by type and by 
Delegation, and sends to the Commission a cumulated monthly report on the execution 
of the credits. It also draws up an annual report with a declaration of assurance on the 
expenses managed on behalf of the Commission. 
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Commission's answer: 

According to the Service Level Agreement signed between the Commission services 
and EEAS, the EEAS manages the administrative costs of the Commission in the 
Delegations. The EEAS keeps an accounting record of these expenses by type and by 
Delegation, and sends to the Commission a cumulated monthly report on the execution 
of the credits. It also draws up an annual report with a declaration of assurance on the 
expenses managed on behalf of the Commission. 

 

29 Does the Commission plan to increase the number and widen the scope of on-
the-spot checks and direct testing of the expenditures declared, or does it consider 
any further increase as not cost -efficient? 

Commission's answer: 

Given the current resource constraints – that will probably increase in the future – the 
Commission needs to keep in mind cost-effectiveness aspects and considers that it is 
very unlikely that on-the-spot checks can be increased in number. Therefore a Portfolio 
Management Tool is being developed to combine, in a single document, information 
about the status of implementation of the operations (traffic lights) and on the risks 
attached to it, the conclusions of external monitoring (ROM) missions and project 
evaluations as well as those of previous on-the-spot missions by the Delegation. This 
information will enable the screening of the portfolio and setting priorities in the 
allocation of resources, with regard to projects which need particular attention in terms 
of monitoring. 
 
One should also keep in mind possible security constraints: in some of the recipient 
countries on-the-spot checks may put at risk the designated staff, or be very difficult to 
carry out, for instance due to the existence of air carriers whose operations are subject 
to a ban within the EU (airline black list).  
 
Finally, the Commission recalls that for projects with critical expenses or very large 
projects, including budget support operations, there is a structured dialogue with the 
authorities of partner (recipient) countries. For smaller projects, some information can 
emanate from the result-oriented monitoring (ROM) or from external audits.   
 

 

30 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? 

Commission's answer: 

The error rate for external aid has been very low historically. This is a good result, 
given the fact that this policy is implemented in an operational environment 
characterised by a high level of risk (geo-political, social, institutional and 
administrative) in developing countries. Nevertheless, there is always room for 
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improvement. Specific internal control weaknesses identified by the ECA in its 2011 
Annual Report were addressed through visits to Delegations identified by the Court 
report followed by a corrective action plan. The terms of references of verification 
missions will be reinforced in 2013. The workload assessment of staff in delegations is 
being followed by a number of specific measures such as a rebalancing of staff and the 
creation of regional hubs. Furthermore, a second Directorate has been created in 
EuropeAid dealing with development aid to Africa to increase its operational and 
financial management capacity in this part of the world. 

 

IX. Follow-up on Information provided within the Working Document Part VII  to 
the Draft Budget of the European Commission for the financial year 2013 

31 Mit welcher Begründung bekamen die Northern Marianas im Jahr 2011 rund 
11 Mio. EUR aus den Töpfen der Europäischen Union? 

Commission's answer: 

The Northern Marianas are an American associated territory, which is neither a member 
of the ACP nor the OCT groups, and is not receiving any development assistance from 
the EU, neither from the EDF nor from the EU budget, including EU-funded regional 
Pacific programmes. 
 
In 2011, the EU approved the funding of the programme "Increasing Climate Resilience 
of Pacific Small Island States (SIS) through the Global Climate Change Alliance 
(GCCA)" with an EU contribution of EUR 11.4 million from the Global Climate 
Change Alliance (GCCA under DCI-ENV). The purpose of the programme is to 
promote long term strategies and approaches to adaptation and planning, and to pave 
the way for more effective and coordinated aid delivery on climate change at the 
national and regional level for the 9 Small Island ACP States of the Pacific: Cook 
Islands, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Nauru, Niue, Palau, Tonga, and Tuvalu. 
This programme is implemented by the Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC). 
This programme does not include the Northern Marianas, and we hence believe the 
question is the result of a misunderstanding. 

 

 

32 Wie rechtfertigt die Kommission die Zahlung von rund 700.000 EUR an den 
Iran im Jahr 2011? 

Commission's answer: 

As a consequence of the dispute over Iran's nuclear programme,  EU cooperation with 
Iran is limited and channelled only through NGOs. 
 
The majority of projects are funded through DCI thematic programmes "Non State 
Actors and Local Authorities in Development" followed by the European Instrument on 
Democracy and Human Rights and the DRUG budget line. EIDHR contracts are EU 
Restricted. 
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A total of EUR 725,379 was paid in 2011 through thematic budget lines: "DCI Non 
State Actors": EUR 467,860; "Drug": EUR 178,561 and "EIDHR": EUR 78,958. 

 

33 Im Working Document Part VII zum Draft Budget of the European 
Commission for the financial year 2013 werden im Abschnitt 2 die operationellen 
Ressourcen des Jahres 2011 nach einzelnen Länder aufgebrochen.  

a. Welche Delegationen verwalten Mittel, die nicht oder nicht nur im Sitzland der 
Delegation verwendet werden?  

b. Für den Sudan wird nur ein Posten aufgeführt, welcher Sudan ist gemeint?  

c. Wie viel der 112.590.000 EUR gingen in den Nord- und wie viel in den Süd-
Sudan?  

d. Welche Delegation verwaltete diese Summen? 

Commission's answer: 

a) In 2011, 14 Regional Delegations had dependent Delegations to manage. They were: 
Colombia (Ecuador), Dominican Rep. (Cuba), Fiji (Samoa, New Caledonia), Guyana 
(Suriname, Trinidad & Tobago), Jamaica (Belize), Lesotho (Swaziland), Mauritius 
(Seychelles, Comoros), Nicaragua (Costa Rica, Honduras, Guatemala, Panama, El 
Salvador), PNG (Vanuatu, Solomon Islands), Senegal (Gambia), Sudan (South Sudan), 
Thailand (Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar), Ukraine (Belarus), Uruguay (Paraguay). 

In addition, 19 delegations had mandates beyond their host country. They were: Barbados 
(managing also Antigua & Barbuda, Dominica, Grenada, St Kitts & Nevis, St Lucia, St 
Vincent & the Grenadines, Montserrat, Anguilla and the British Virgin Islands), Botswana 
(relations with SADEC), Burkina Faso (relations with 3 international organisations: 
UEMOA, CILSS and ECOWAS/WRCU), Centre African Republic (ECCAS), China 
(Mongolia), Fiji (Tonga, Kiribati, Nauru, Cook Islands, Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Niue, 
Palau, Tuvalu, French Polynesia, Wallis & Fortuna and Pitcairn), Gabon (Equatorial 
Guinea and Sao Tomé e Principe), Guyana (Netherlands Antilles and Aruba), India 
(Bhutan), Jordan (Iraq), Kenya (Somalia), Mauritius (Mayotte), Mozambique (PALOP), 
Nicaragua (SICA), Peru (Andean Community), Sri Lanka (Maldives), Tunisia (Libya), 
Uruguay (Mercosur) and Zambia (COMESA). 

b) The reason for a single item listing is that until 9 July 2011, when South Sudan 
declared independence and was recognised as a sovereign state by the international 
community, the Sudan item line covered both entities. In addition, the Delegation in 
Juba at the end of 2011 had not yet opened. 

c)  EUR 49.5 million was allocated to Sudan and EUR 87.5 million to South Sudan. 

d) The funds are still managed by the Delegation in Sudan (including those funds 
implemented in South Sudan), and this will continue to be the case until 31 December 
2012. On 1 January 2013 the devolution process will commence in the Delegation to 
South Sudan, at which time it will be able to manage the funds implemented in the 
country autonomously. 
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34 Im Working Document Part VII zum Draft Budget of the European 
Commission for the financial year 2013 werden im Abschnitt 1.2.2. werden die 
administrativen Kosten in den einzelnen Delegationen im Jahr 2011 aufgelistet.  

a. Wie analysiert die Kommission die effiziente Mittelverwendung? 

b. Was sind die Ergebnisse der internen Analyse?  

c. Welche Fonds sind am Ressourcen intensivsten? 

d. Welche Schlüsse zieht die Kommission für die folgenden Jahre aus der 
internen Analyse? 

e. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission bereits ergriffen? 

Commission's answer: (DEVCO, BUDG, EEAS) 

With respect to the efficient use of administrative funds, of which human resources 
form by far the most important part, in 2011 DG DEVCO launched a thorough 
assessment of the workload of staff in delegations (as decided by the College of 
5/04/2011), known as the "WLAD" (WorkLoad Assessment of Delegations). DGs 
DEVCO, ELARG and TRADE carried out their respective staff workload assessments 
in delegations using methodologies adapted to the nature of their particular tasks. 
 
The WLAD was based on a series of workload indicators also taking into account the 
working environment of partner countries and aid delivery modalities. For example, one 
indicator evaluated the perceived level of corruption in the partner country, while others 
looked into the splitting of portfolios between budget support operations (less HR-
intensive) and standard project approach (more HR-intensive, particularly when it 
comes to implementing small grants with civil society).  
 
The results of the WLAD (approved by the College in July 2012) show a need to 
rebalance Commission staff in Delegations to obtain a fairer distribution of work per 
staff member, whilst increasing productivity at the same time. These productivity gains 
should enable DEVCO to strengthen certain Delegations to reflect political and/or 
policy priorities.  The exercise has also provided the resources for creating regional 
hubs for Budget Support and Thematic Expertise.  
 
As soon as the College adopted the WLAD report, DEVCO started the rebalancing of 
Delegations staff. This exercise will see the removal (and corresponding creation) of 
more than 300 posts across the world. It will run over a period of 2 years (until the end 
of the current Commission mandate). 

 

X. Follow-up on the External Assistance Management reports  

35 Welche Schlüsse zieht die Kommission aus den Berichten der Leiter der 
Unions-Delegationen (EAMR)? Welches sind die, gemäß den Berichten, am 
besten/ schlechtesten managende Delegationen (Ranking)? Wie wird die 
Kommission gegen die  Defizite in den Delegationen vorgehen? Wie gedenkt die 
Kommission die Berichte zu verbessern? 
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Commission's answer: 

What are the conclusions the Commission draws from the reports of the head of the 
Union Delegations (EAMR)?  

The External Assistance Management Reports (EAMRs) provide DEVCO HQ with 
information on the progress made and obstacles encountered in the implementation of 
EU policy and priorities for external aid and cooperation (i.e. Aid effectiveness) and in 
the execution of the related programme and projects in each Delegation.  
 
The EAMR is also an accountability report which includes a statement of assurance 
signed by the Heads of Delegation on the management of the funds sub-delegated to 
him by the Geographic Directors of DG DEVCO. The DEVCO Directorates in charge 
carefully examine the EAMR and reply individually to each Delegation. The EAMR is 
used as a management tool which provides a structured channel of communication 
between delegations and HQ. 
 
The online application of the EAMR, containing Key Performance Indicators (KPIs), 
was introduced for the first time in July 2011. A detailed analysis of the KPI values by 
Delegation for year 2011 was carried out by DEVCO. One of the conclusions of the 
analysis is that the values of the KPIs displayed in the EAMR have to be handled very 
carefully. Indeed, the possibility to aggregate the values for the KPI is limited by the 
fact that some Delegations did not provide any value for some of the indicators. 
Moreover, the definition of some of the KPI left room for interpretation by the different 
Delegations making any comparison impossible. Based on this first experience and a 
subsequent survey, DEVCO has created a working group to improve the quality of the 
EAMR and in particular the KPIs.  

What are the most, according to the reports, the best / worst-manage delegations 
(ranking)? Has/will the Commission taken/take action against the deficits in the 
delegation? 

The purpose of the EAMR is for the Heads of Delegation to inform DEVCO HQ on the 
progress made and obstacles encountered in the implementation of EU policies and in 
the management of External aid. The primary objective of the EAMR is not to compare 
the performance of Delegations or to rank them.  
 
Moreover, the online EAMR is still in a pilot phase. For the time being, the KPI values 
presented in the EAMR are not comprehensive and reliable enough to draw any 
conclusions on the performance of the different Delegations.  
 
DEVCO is currently working on an improvement of the data quality in the information 
system "CRIS" and on the clarification of the definitions of the Key Performance 
Indicators (KPIs). An important revision of the EAMR will take place in 2013. The new 
version should be operational in 2014.  
 
When revised and fully reliable, horizontal aggregation of KPIs may allow a 
comparison between Delegations. 
 

How can the Commission improve the reports? 
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The online application of the External Assistance Management Report (EAMR) 
containing Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) was introduced for the 1st time in July 
2011. A detailed analysis of the KPI values by Delegation for year 2011 was carried out 
by DEVCO and in addition a survey was launched amongst the users of the EAMR.   
 
While the online EAMR was a big step forward, we have to admit that weaknesses 
remain and DEVCO is making great efforts to address these. A dedicated working 
group has been created to this end.   

Enhanced data quality in CRIS is of paramount importance and a thorough analysis of 
the KPIs is necessary to determine their relevance and clarify their definitions. An 
important revision of the EAMR will take place during the course of 2013. The new 
version should be operational in 2014. 

 

36 Das Europäische Parlament erhält die Berichte der Leiter der EU-Botschaften 
(EAMR) im PDF-Format. Die Weiterverarbeitung der 115 Delegationsberichte 
erfordert damit einen hohen Zeitaufwand. In welchem Format erfolgt der 
Informationsaustausch der Kommission mit dem EAD: generell und bei den 
EAMR-Berichten? 

Commission's answer: 

There are constant exchanges of information between EEAS and Commission services. 
They take place in form of meetings, notes, formal reports, emails, etc, whichever is the 
most appropriate and efficient depending on the issue.  
 
As to the EAMR, these are produced by an online application which generates a PDF 
report for each Delegation. 
 
As foreseen in the Financial Regulation (art 14.3), copies of these reports are annexed 
to the Annual Activity Report produced by DG DEVCO for the budgetary authority. 
The EEAS receives a copy of the EAMR directly from the Delegations or from the 
DEVCO Geographic Directorate in charge. The EEAS is also consulted by the 
Geographic Directorates on the draft replies on the EAMR which are sent to the 
Delegations. 
 
As the EAMR is also the basis for the statement of assurance of the HoD, it is important 
to keep a PDF format to protect the integrity of the document.  

DEVCO launched the online EAMRs for the first time last year. We are now analysing 
the results of this first experience, examining how we can further improve the Key 
Performance Indicators (KPIs) and developing a report in the Data WareHouse to allow 
for a comparison and/or aggregation of KPI values from the different Delegations. 

 

37 Für welche Delegationen wurden fehlende oder offensichtlich falsche Werte bei 
den einzelnen Key Performance Indicators in den Berichten der Leiter der 
Unionsdelegationen zurückgemeldet? Was sind die richtigen Werte? 

Commission's answer: 
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It should be noted that EU Delegations in candidate and potential candidate countries 
are requested to report to DEVCO only on the activities funded through budget lines 
where a sub-delegation from DG DEVCO has been received. These Delegations have 
therefore been instructed to produce a simplified version of EAMR and to provide 
values for a limited set of indicators.  
 
The online application of the EAMR was launched in July 2011 and is still at the pilot 
stage. As a result, some Delegations have had problems understanding the definition of 
some KPIs and/or on the data to be provided. DEVCO HQ does not have the necessary 
information for the correction of the values provided by the Delegations or for the 
calculation of the missing ones.  
 
DEVCO is currently working on the improvement of the data quality in CRIS and on 
the clarification of the KPI definitions which should result in a better quality of the KPI 
values in 2012. An important revision of the EAMR will take place in 2013. The new 
version should be operational in 2014. 

 

38 Wie bewertet die Kommission die Aussagekraft der einzelnen Key 
Performance Indicators? 

Commission's answer: 

The list of the KPI and their definition were established in 2010-2011 by the EAMR 
User Group which included representatives from the different DEVCO Directorates. 
The choice of the indicators was based on DEVCO priorities and reporting needs as 
defined at that time.   
 
A review of the EAMR, and in particular the relevance of the KPI, will be carried out in 
2013 on the basis of the results of the EAMR Survey launched in October 2012 and of 
the lessons learned from the analysis of KPI values for 2011. Potential changes could 
cover the improved functionality of the system and clarification of existing questions 
and KPI definitions.  

The relevance of existing questions and indicators and the advisability of creating new 
ones will also be discussed, subject to respect for the core content and framework 
decided initially by the DEVCO Management. 

 

39 Genauigkeit und Einheitlichkeit der Berichte der Leiter der 
Unionsdelegationen in den kommenden Jahren sicherzustellen? 

Commission's answer: 
 
The quality of the EAMR depends heavily on the quality and timing of the data 
encoded in CRIS by the Delegations. An extensive study on the data quality in CRIS 
was carried out in 2012 by an external auditor at DEVCO's request. As a result of the 
study, errors were detected and subsequently corrected. Specific action will be taken by 
DEVCO in the coming weeks in order to capitalise on the lessons learned from the 
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study. Action points will cover the hard and soft aspects of the data encoding in the 
information systems. 

The quality of the EAMR also reflects the quality and timing of the feedback provided 
by DEVCO HQ to the Delegations. Special efforts will be made by DEVCO in 2013 in 
order to develop the necessary reports in Data Warehouse for the analysis and 
aggregation of the KPI values provided by the Delegations. Efforts will also be made in 
order to speed up the reply process at HQ. Analysis of the actions taken following the 
reply will also be done. 

 

40 Aus Sicht der Kommission:  

a. Was führt in den Delegationen in Bangladesh, Nigeria, Äthiopien, Indonesien, 
Süd Afrika, Ägypten, Vietnam, Marokko und Afghanistan zu den hohen 
Summen an ausstehenden Vorfinanzierungen, die nach 18 Monaten immer 
noch nicht beglichen sind?  

b. Welche Maßnahmen unternimmt die Kommission in Zusammenarbeit mit 
dem Auswärtigen Dienst um dem Abhilfe zu verschaffen? 

Commission's answer: 

a. General reply 
 
For the Delegations in Asia, the outstanding pre-financing mostly concerns projects 
implemented by International Organisations in joint management (World Bank; ADB; 
UN) where important amounts are paid in order to allow these International 
Organisations to implement the projects. Clearing is only done at a later stage when 
detailed information is provided about eligible costs incurred. An important part of the 
outstanding pre-financing has been cleared in 2012. 
 
For the Delegations in Egypt and Morocco, the fact that pre-financing is not fully 
cleared after more than 18 months is linked to the nature of the projects, in particular 
for EIB interest rate subsidies and NIF (Neighbourhood Investment facility). For the 
EIB: pre-financing covered the full amount of the subsidy and was cleared each year for 
the annual part of the reimbursement. For the NIF: a large amount is paid as pre-
financing at the beginning of the project and covers a period of several years. These 
projects used to request an audit only at the end of the project, which does not allow for 
regular clearing.  
 
In the EU Delegation to Ethiopia, the pre-financing invoices not cleared since 18 
months are roughly related to the World Bank or to works contracts. For one project 
implemented by the World Bank, audit findings are under discussions between the 
donors and the Government with a follow-up verification mission foreseen in 2013. 
Concerning the works contract (Djibouti-Ethiopia Railway) advanced amounts will be 
recovered by the first quarter 2013 but the financial risk is quite limited since that the 
total amount estimated to be recovered for non-performance of the Contractor is 
covered by valid bank guarantees.  
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In relation to un-cleared open advances for South Africa, the historical backlog mainly 
relates to projects with a substantial component of decentralised grants (local authorities 
being contracting authority) concluded under work plans.  As a result, the Delegation 
needs to coordinate between two local stakeholders (National and local contracting 
authorities) in order to obtain the relevant information in regards notably to open 
advances.  This situation is challenging in terms of timely getting the relevant 
information. 
 
b. Welche Maßnahmen unternimmt die Kommission in Zusammenarbeit mit dem 
Auswärtigen Dienst um dem Abhilfe zu verschaffen? 

In most contracts, the pre-financing cover yearly costs, paid at the beginning of the 
period. These contracts are often followed by audits/verification of expenditures, on the 
basis of which the pre-financing is cleared. Depending on the contract amount, this 
takes place either annually or at the end of the contract implementation. In this situation 
it is quite normal not to be able to clear the pre-financing within 18 months. 

Contract templates and internal instructions will be adapted as from 01.01.2013 to 
allow for regular clearing of pre-financing as foreseen by article 90 of the revised 
Financial Regulation. In particular, the Commission intends to systematically request 
International Organisations to provide further details in the financial reports during the 
implementation period of the projects in order to allow for more regular and systematic 
clearing of pre-financing. For some contracts, timely auditing is not conditional to the 
release of further pre-financing. This point is intended to be included in main contracts 
in the future.   

The first projects signed under the NIF only foresaw a final audit with clearing of pre-
financing only at the end. The recent contracts signed include now intermediate/annual 
audits that will allow more regular clearing of pre-financing. 

Additionally, DG DEVCO headquarters have made in 2012 a detailed review of all pre-
financings that are older than 5 years or that did not have any clearing for 2 years.  Each 
responsible Delegation was requested to take all necessary actions to ensure that 
clearing can be made without delay. If the clearing was not possible, the services had to 
provide detailed reasons why clearing was not yet possible or necessary.  DG DEVCO 
intends to repeat this exercise regularly. 

 
Details per country / region 
 
Bangladesh 
The majority of open outstanding pre-financing is related to International Organisations 
(World Bank, ADB and UN family). Important amounts have already been cleared in 
2012 (approximately 1/3) on the basis of reports received from the Organisations 
concerned.  An important amount has still to be cleared mainly concerning ADB for 
which reports have been received but further verifications are on-going before final 
clearing. Contracts with UN family and the World Bank are still on-going. 
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Indonesia 
The amount of pre-financing not cleared as disclosed at the end of 2011 is mainly 
related to contracts concluded with International Organizations (World Bank Group 
largely). An important part of this amount has been cleared during year 2012. 
Moreover, 90% of the contracts for which pre-financing was not cleared are on-going 
contracts, finalising in 2013 and 2014 
 
Vietnam 
More than 70% of the amounts reported as open pre-financing for 2011 have been 
cleared in 2012 (when reports provided sufficient detailed information where received 
and approved.  
 
Afghanistan 
Most of the outstanding pre-financing have been cleared in 2012 – 80%, amounting to 
68 M.  In addition, they are mainly related to contracts with International Organizations 
-UN family. 
 
Nigeria 
The Delegation has encountered delays in the reception and treatment of financial 
reports. Out of the total EUR 180mln in out-standing pre-financing, the largest part is 
related to UNDP delays in providing the final reports (EUR 98mln).  Delays have been 
experienced also on programs implemented by ECOWAS due to difficulties in 
providing supporting documents necessary for the closure of Programme Estimates. 
Steps are being taken to resolve this and reduce the amount of out-standing pre-
financing.   
 
Ethiopia 
Since 2009, the Delegation has been addressing the historical backlog of non-closed 
decisions, contracts and unclear open advances, in particular for period 1995-2005. The 
Delegation had set up a taskforce with the aim to reducing the backlog. The pre-
financing invoices not cleared since 18 months are roughly either the ones related to 
World Bank administration agreement or the ones related to works contracts.  
World Bank Administration agreement contracts:  
o Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP): the delay in processing the clearing was 

due to the discussions among Donors and with the Government of Ethiopia on the 
way to address the audit findings for the years 2007-2009. The Delegation position 
would be to use the notional approach to clear the outstanding advance payments 
early beginning 2013 along with the recovery of the ineligible expenditures; a 
verification mission of the WB is also scheduled for February 2013. 

o Protection of Basic Services (PBS): the clearing will be done on the basis of the 
audit report findings which are scheduled to be delivered by end of the first 
semester 2013. 

o Works contracts: The outstanding pre-financing amounts concern contracts related 
to Djibouti-Ethiopia railway line rehabilitation (works and construction supervision) 
for witch HQ are regularly updated. The total of the advanced amounts will be 
recovered by the first quarter 2013. We consider that the financial risk is quite 
limited since that the total amount estimated to be recovered for non-performance of 
the Contractor is covered by valid bank guarantees (pre-financing, retention and 
performance guarantees). 
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South Africa 
In relation to un-cleared open advances, the historical backlog mainly relates to projects 
with a substantial component of decentralised grants (local authorities being contracting 
authority) concluded under workplans.   
In addition to the complexities inherent to the decentralised nature of the contracts, it is 
to be noted that EU cooperation funding for South Africa is channelled indirectly to the 
projects (decentralised local contracting authorities) via the 'RDP' account at National 
Treasury in South Africa (based on a local regulation for ODA funds).  As a result, the 
Delegation needs to coordinate between two local stakeholders (National Treasury and 
the local contracting authorities concerned) in order to obtain the relevant information 
in regards notably open advances.  This situation is challenging in terms of timely 
getting the relevant information.  Nevertheless, due to National Treasury's involvement, 
as a solid partner, the risk is mitigated in that potential recoveries are paid back. 
Despite the above-mentioned complexities, the Delegation successfully addressed the 
backlog in regards open unclear advances. 
Open amounts in EUR :  
August  2009 :  154 156 161.37 
December 2011 : 101 590 132 
June 2012:    85 424 426 
November 2012:   65 451 259.93 
 
Egypt and Morocco 
In some Delegations, the fact that pre-financing is not fully cleared after more than 18 
months is linked to the nature of the projects. In particular for EIB interest rate 
subsidies; and NIF (Neighbourhood Investment facility). 
EIB interest rate subsidies are no longer used. PF covered the full amount of the 
subsidy and was cleared each year for the annual part of the reimbursement. The 
remaining open pre-financing relates to the last contracts still open. 
NIF: A large amount is paid as pre-financing at the beginning of the project and covers 
a period of several years. These projects used to request an audit only at the end of the 
project, which does not allow for regular clearing. Recent NIF project now include 
mandatory reports/declaration of costs in order to allow clearings on a more regular 
basis 
In some cases the clearing may not occur within 18 months due to the audit, and its 
follow up. 
Finally, for some contracts, timely auditing is not conditional to the release of further 
pre-financing. This point is intended to be included in main contracts in the future.  

 

41 57% der Leiter der Unions Delegationen schätzen die Qualifikation der 
Mitarbeiter im operationellen Bereich sowie in den Bereichen Finanzen, Kontrolle 
und Rechnungsprüfung als unzureichend ein für die Erfüllung der Aufgaben 
dieser Mitarbeiter.  

a. Wie schätzt die Kommission die Qualifikation der Mitarbeiter in den einzelnen 
Delegationen ein? 

b. Sieht die Kommission einen gravierenden Misstand in der Mitarbeiter 
Qualifikation?  
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c. Wie will die Kommission die bestehenden Missstände ausräumen? 

d. Welche Maßnahmen werden und wurden bereits unternommen?  

e. Wie sieht die Koordination mit dem Auswärtigen Dienst in dieser Hinsicht 
konkret aus? 

f. In wie weit lassen die Antworten der Delegationsleiter in dieser Frage 
Rückschlüsse auf die Performance der einzelnen Delegationen zu? 

g. Welche andere Möglichkeit hat die Kommission diskutiert um die 
ausreichende Qualifikation der Mitarbeiter zu messen? Inwieweit wurde diese 
Möglichkeiten mit dem Auswärtigen Dienst diskutiert? 

h. Wurden Fragen nach der Relevanz der in den Berichten der Delegationsleiter 
abgefragten Informationen mit de, Auswärtigen Dienst diskutiert? 

Commission's answer: 

In 2011, DEVCO conducted a workload assessment of its staff in Delegations (WLAD) 
in order to adapt the human resources in Delegations to actual needs. Based on a 
"Report on the use of Commission resources in the EU Delegation", the Commission 
adopted conclusions in a "roadmap for the implementation of the WLAD report" on 11 
July 2012 (ref SEC(2012)461). The roadmap chiefly provides for a major rebalancing 
of staff, to be implemented by the end of the current Commission mandate. 
 
To tackle the quality issue of the skills of our staff in the field, EuropeAid carried out 
an exercise to map DEVCO staff expertise in Delegations in 2012. The data collected 
will serve several purposes. For example, once the 2013-2020 programming becomes 
available, data collected through the mapping will be compared and expertise gaps may 
be identified.  
 
In addition, the skills of staff in operational roles and in finance, contracts and audit 
posts in Delegations is reviewed whenever a vacant post is about to be advertised, and 
during the selection procedure as well. Indeed, an EEAS staff member is invited onto 
the selection panels for DEVCO staff in Delegations and Head of Delegations are 
consulted on the proposed candidate before AA Decision is issued. In addition there are 
regular meetings at technical level between the Human resources services of DEVCO 
and the EEAS in order to evaluate the draft decisions before formal adoption. 

Furthermore, DEVCO offers a large variety of learning opportunities in order to 
develop skills: training courses either in Brussels or in Delegations and an increasing 
number of online training courses enable staff to follow training whenever and 
wherever they wish. 41 online courses (most in EN and FR, some also in ES) were 
available in 2011. In cases were the limited bandwidth of certain Delegations didn't 
allow following the courses online, CD versions were sent for enabling staff to follow 
the courses "offline". Dates for financial courses in headquarters are planned in line 
with the rotation exercise, so that courses can be taken before departure to a Delegation. 
24 different course contents on finance, contracts and audit were offered in 2011. 
Training in headquarters is organised every year in training cycles: 5 on EDF 
procedures, 4 on budget procedures and 4 cycles on audit in 2011. All cycles offer basic 
and advanced training. In total, DEVCO offered 438 courses on 153 different subjects 
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in 2011.  Finally, the performance of every staff member in a Delegation is evaluated 
on a yearly basis. 

 

42 Die Unionsdelegationen in Madagaskar, Barbados,  Liberia und Russland 
weißen überhöhte Mitarbeiterzahlen im operationellen Bereich sowie in den 
Bereichen Finanzen, Kontrolle und Rechnungsprüfung auf, bezieht man die 
Summe der Verwalteten offiziellen Entwicklungshilfe und die Anzahl der Treffen 
mit der Zivilgesellschaft in die Bewertung der Mitarbeiterzahlen in diesen 
Bereichen mit ein.  

a. Wie rechtfertigt die Kommission diese überhöhten Mitarbeiterzahlen?  

b. Wie stellt die Kommission die effiziente Allokation von Mitarbeitern auf die 
einzelnen Delegationen sicher?  

c. Welche konkreten Maßnahmen wurden und werden unternommen?  

d. Nach Maßgabe welcher Regeln werden Mitarbeiter auf die einzelnen 
Delegationen verteilt?  

e. Wie wird die Verteilung der Mitarbeiter auf die einzelnen Delegationen 
evaluiert? 

Commission's answer: 

The efficient allocation of staff to Delegations across the world is reviewed periodically 
through a complex exercise of assessment of comparative workloads (or so-called 
WLAD). Rules used to evaluate comparative delegations workloads include indicators 
related to the general environment (degree of corruption, human development index of 
the host country), to the specific complexities (number of focal sectors, local vs. 
regional delegation), to amounts involved, and to aid delivery mechanisms used to 
implement EU aid. 
 
The last exercise was carried out in 2011. Based on rules described here above, the 
results of this exercise showed that, among others, an important part of the staff of 
delegations in Liberia and Russia should be transferred to other parts of the world. 
 
The Barbados Delegation is responsible for the programmes of Barbados itself, as well 
as of 7 other countries in the Caribbean (Antigua & Barbuda, Dominica, Grenada, St. 
Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, St Vincent and the Grenadines), and 2 OCTs (Montserrat, 
Anguilla). The Delegation is also responsible for a significant number of contracts 
under regional programmes, or stemming from the sugar and banana accompanying 
measures. Given the importance of the geographical coverage, all these programmes 
deal with a variety of sectors. A number of Caribbean regional institutions have their 
head office in Barbados, and are also covered from the Barbados Delegation, such as 
the Caribbean Development Bank.  

As for Madagascar, while the cooperation with the Malagasy institutions has been 
suspended, DEVCO is very active in delivering humanitarian aid and direct assistance 
to the Malagasy population. This is a very labour intensive process as the Delegation 
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substitutes itself to the National Authorising Officer, and uses extensively grant 
contracts with NGOs.  

 

43 Wie bewertet und begründet die Kommission die positiven Korrelationen 
zwischen der Anzahl der Mitarbeiter im operationellen Bereich sowie in den 
Bereichen Finanzen, Kontrolle als auch Rechnungsprüfung und der Summe 
ausstehender Vorfinanzierungen, die nach 18 Monaten noch nicht beglichen 
waren? 

Commission's answer: 

There is a correlation between the amount of open pre-financing and the size of the 
Delegation's portfolio.  
 
Moreover, the Delegations appearing with the biggest amounts of pre-financing in the 
EAMR are amongst the Delegations classified as understaffed in the workload 
assessment carried out by DEVCO. There is therefore a correlation between the pre-
financing amounts managed by the Delegations and the fact that they are understaffed 
with regards to their portfolio.  
 
The five Delegations with the biggest amount of pre-financing balances at the end of 
2011 were the Delegations in Bangladesh (EUR 263 million), in Ethiopia (EUR 159 
million), in Indonesia (EUR 126 million), in Nigeria (EUR 200 million) and in South 
Africa (EUR 102 million).  
With the exception of Indonesia and South Africa, these Delegations will be reinforced 
as a result of the workload assessment. In accordance with the Agenda for Change and 
the principle of differentiation, the amount of external aid to emerging countries like 
Indonesia and South Africa will be reduced. These two Delegations will therefore not 
be reinforced in term of human resources. Their staffing will be kept in line with the 
phasing out of their portfolios. 
 
 
 

 
 

44 In Delegationen in Venezuela, Honduras, der Delegation bei der Afrikanischen 
Union, in Ecuador, Uruguay und Bolivien benötigen mehr als die Hälfte der 
durchgeführten Projekte (getroffenen Entscheidungen) eine zeitliche 
Verlängerung. In weiteren 26 2Delegationen benötigen mehr als ein Drittel der 
Projekte (getroffenen Entscheidungen)  eine zeitliche Verlängerung. 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür?  

                                                 
2 Zambia, Egypt, Djibouti, Panama, Guyana, Algeria, Indonesia, Peru, South Africa, Syria, Tunisia, Belarus, 
El Salvador, Eritrea, Moldova, West Bank and Gaza Strip,Yemen, Chile, Lebanon, Colombia, Nicaragua, 
Argentina, Jordan, Bresil, Guatemala, Morocco 
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b. Welche konkreten Maßnahmen unternimmt die Kommission um in diesem 
Misstand Abhilfe zu schaffen?  

c. Wie arbeitet die Kommission in dieser Hinsicht mit dem Auswärtigen Dienst 
zusammen? 

Commission's answer: 

a) Reasons:  

In the case of Honduras, a number of time extensions became necessary because of 
the Coup d’état in the country in 2009 and the consequent freezing of the 
development cooperation activities during almost one year. 
 
In general terms, time extensions can be explained by slowdown in the 
implementation of cooperation activities due to political factors (riots, change of 
government, international tensions….) or operational factors (unsuccessful tenders, 
absorption capacity of the recipient country…) impacting upon the execution of 
decentralized cooperation. 
 
Moreover, many decisions taken into account in the KPI value relate to old projects 
which activities have stopped a long time ago but are still open in CRIS due to 
difficulties in their financial closure.  

b) Concrete actions taken by DEVCO:  

The conditions for granting an extension of the project implementation periods have 
been limited to exceptional cases to be duly justified by the Head of Delegation.   

Special attention is paid for the verification of the estimated timing for the 
completion of the new projects presented in Quality Support Group (QSG).   

c) Consultation with EEAS 

The contribution of the EEAS is in the analysis it provides of the political 
environment in which the project will be implemented. On this basis the estimated 
time for completion of the project can be adjusted. 

45 In 10 Delegationen überstieg die „average vacancy rate“ (KPI 34) 20%. 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie wird diese „average vacancy rate“ berechnet – auf welche Mitarbeiter 
bezieht Sie sich? 

Commission's answer: 

The high vacancy rate in some Delegations is due the relatively low attractiveness of 
the posts (for instance Djibouti, Syria, Timor-Leste, Afghanistan, Somalia, South 
Sudan, Eritrea). With few or no candidates, the Commission services need more time to 
fill the posts, generating a gap in job occupation (e.g. need to republish or recruit 
laureates). In addition, some decisions of non-replacement have been anticipated in 
order to prepare the rebalancing exercise between Delegations - cf. decision QABD 
COM 2012/461 - (India, Bolivia, Angola, Fiji). The Vacancy rate refers to Officials 
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only. It is calculated by taking into consideration the job occupation at the end of the 
year. As the rebalancing of resources in Delegations progresses and filling hardship 
posts becomes easier, the vacancy rate should be reduced. 

 

46 Wie hoch war die Anzahl der durchschnittlich vor Ort präsenten Mitarbeiter? 

Commission's answer: 

According to figures reported by the EEAS, the total number of Commission local 
agents (staff under contract based on local legislation) working in EU Delegations in 
2011 fluctuated as follows: 
 
April: 2059, May: 2029, June, 2052; July: 2038; September: 2024; October: 2020; 
November: 2020; December: 2016. 

Therefore, in 2011, the monthly average number of local agents in EU delegations was 
2032. 

 

47 Wie viele Urlaubstage wurden von Mitarbeitern der Kommission in den 
einzelnen Delegationen genommen? 

Commission's answer: 

In 2011 the 1 170 DEVCO officials and contract agents working in Delegations at any 
moment in 2011 took a total of 47 685 days of annual leave which means an average of 
40.7 days per staff member in the year. 

As per the staff regulation, entitlement in Delegations is higher than in HQ to 
compensate for the conditions in which staff operate and live with their families, such 
as lack of security, lack of basic facilities, isolation, etc. Part of the annual leave 
entitlement is variable depending on the degree of hardship encountered in a given 
posting: staff in Afghanistan have more leave than those posted in India. 

 

48 35 Delegationen3 geben an, dass sie für mehr als 30% ihrer Mittel im Rahmen 
der „National Indicative Programs“ noch keine Verpflichtungsermächtigungen 
erteilt wurden. (KPI 1a - Rèster a Engager > 30%). 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie bewertet die Kommission diesen Sachverhalt? 

c. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen?  
                                                 
3 Sierra Leone, Timor Leste, Kyrgyzstan, Trinidad, Gambia, Peru, Bangladesh, Honduras, Malaysia, Guinea - 
Bissau, Eritrea, Thailand, Belarus, Nicaragua, Togo, Tunisia, Angola, Cuba, Algeria, Afghanistan, Egypt, 
Philippines, Ukraine, Armenia, Morocco, Tajikistan, Azerbaijan, , Vietnam, Laos, Guyana, Guatemala, 
Madagascar, Cambodia, Lebanon, Myanmar 
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Commission's answer: 

For the Budget, the 2007-2013 country programming is based on the allocation in the 
current 'Multiannual Financial Framework'. The budget allocations are annual and 
priorities have to be defined. Depending on the maturity of the programs, the absorption 
capacity of the countries and defined priorities, certain programs were implemented at 
an earlier stage while others were postponed. Two years before the end of the 
programming period of seven years it is thus not unusual that in certain countries more 
than 30% of the allocated funds have not yet been committed, while in others the 
commitment rate is higher. The Commission is confident that by the end of the current 
MMF all funds allocated will be committed. 

As to the 10th EDF NIP (envelopes A and B), the total amount of "funds to be 
committed” on 31/12/2011 was EUR 3.7 billion.  It represented 26% of the 10th EDF 
NIP. This level of commitment is in line with the remaining period of two years for the 
commitment of the 10th EDF (the 10th EDF is covering a six years period from 2008 to 
2013; thus the remaining period for commitment on 31/12/2011 was 2 years, i.e. 33% 
of the 6 years period).  

As a result of the mid-term and end of term reviews of the 10th EDF national 
programmes finalised in 2012, important reallocations between countries have been 
decided. Most important increases were attributed to Burkina Faso (EUR 131 million), 
Malawi (EUR 112 million) and Rwanda (EUR 88 million).  Main cuts have been made 
in the allocations foreseen for Papua New Guinea (EUR 26 million), Gabon (EUR 9.8 
million) and Gambia (EUR 7 million). Moreover, under the second window of EUR 
700 million for the Millennium Development Goals (MDG) Initiative, 36 projects were 
selected for financing. The implementation of the projects should start at the very 
beginning of 2013.  

DEVCO is confident that the whole envelope of the 10th EDF NIP will be committed 
before the sunset clause of 31/12/2013.  

Various reasons can justify the delay in the commitment of 10th EDF funds in some of 
the beneficiary countries: political crisis, insecurity, difficulties in the political dialogue, 
etc. 

49 15 Delegationen4 geben, dass sie für mehr als 30% ihrer Mittel im Rahmen der 
„Regional Indicative Programs“ noch keine Verpflichtungsermächtigungen erteilt 
wurden. (KPI 1b - Rèster a Engager > 30%). 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie bewertet die Kommission diesen Sachverhalt? 

c. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen? 

d. Wie soll die Situation langfristig verbessert werden? 

                                                 
4 Barbados, Peru, Nicaragua, Fiji, Thailand, Zambia, Nigeria, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Belarus, Cape Verde, 
India, Indonesia, Myanmar, Phillippines 
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Commission's answer: 

The total amount of "funds to be committed" for the 10th EDF RIP on 31/12/2011 was 
EUR 1.3 billion. This represented 69% of the 10th EDF RIP (Regional Indicative 
Programs). 
 
a) Reasons: The implementation of the regional programmes has indeed encountered 
some delay. The West African programme in particular only took off at the end of 2011 
when agreement was reached with the beneficiary organisations on the implementation 
modalities (normal project procedures instead of joint management using the rules and 
procedures of the beneficiary organisations). 
 
b) Commission's assessment: At the end of November 2012, the RAE for the 10th EDF 
RIP had decreased to EUR 0.6 billion (32% of the 10th EDF RIP). DEVCO is therefore 
confident that the whole envelope of the 10th EDF RIP will be committed before the 
sunset clause of 31/12/2013.  
 
c) Steps taken by the Commission:  Taking into account the difficulties encountered in 
the commitment of the 10th EDF Regional Programme, a new allocation of € 400 
million was decided in 2012 in order to promote access to energy under the Energy for 
All Initiative. . The table below gives an overview of the analysis: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
In Million 

EUR 
Caribbean 

Central 
Africa 

SADC Pacific 
West 

Africa 
ESA-

IO 
Total 

Initial 
Allocation 

165 165 116 95 597 645 1783 

Uncommitted 34,1 9,3 88,0 41,1 565,7 446,0 1184,2

Proposed 
changes in 

the allocation 
0 + 33 0 + 19 - 26 - 26 0 

Identified 
projects  

34,1 9,3 56,0 41,1 398,2 226,5 765,2 

Energy for 
All 

0,0 33,0 32,0 0,0 141,5 193,5 400 

 

d) Long term improvement: For the next programming period, EuropeAid is developing 
new programming guidelines for regional programmes in order to better take into 
account the special needs and constraints of the regions. 
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50 Inwiefern lässt sich die Performance der Delegationen anhand der KPI 4a, 4b, 
10, 18, 19, 23, 32, 33 bewerten? Was sind die Schlüsse, die die Kommission aus 
diesen Indikatoren zieht? 

Commission's answer: 

KPI 4a (concept notes accepted as % of concept notes received) and 4b (full 
proposals selected as a % of proposals received): These two KPI are not aimed at 
measuring the performance of the Delegations in the selection of the proposals they 
received but rather at monitoring the evolution of their practise for this activity. They 
are also used to compare the selection score in the local calls for proposals managed by 
the Delegations with the score related to global calls for proposals managed centrally by 
DEVCO. On the basis of the data reported for year 2011, it seems that the acceptance 
rate in Delegations is sensibly higher than the one in HQ. No interpretation of this 
difference has been established yet. These indicators, while useful as a comparison tool, 
do not measure the performance of the Delegations and could indeed produce perverse 
consequences – e.g., instructions to allow a fixed percentage of concept notes in order 
to achieve approximation with HQ average. Call for proposals have to take into account 
local conditions relating to local NGOs, very different from those of well-established 
EU NGOs submitting under HQ calls. 

KPI 10 - % of restricted calls for proposals compared to total number of CFP 
launched: According to data reported by Delegations for year 2011, 27% of the total 
number of CFP launched by the Delegations were restricted CFP. 6.4.2). A decision to 
launch an open rather than a restricted call must be justified by the particular technical 
nature of the call, the limited budget available, the limited number of proposals 
expected or organisational constraints (e.g. calls by regional Union delegations). It 
seems therefore that due to local reasons (limited number of potential applicants, 
limited amount of the CFP, etc), the Delegations prefer to use open CFP than restricted 
ones.  

KPI 18 (% in number and values of the contracts signed with International 
Organisations compared to the total number and values of the contracts signed) 
and KPI 19 (% in number and values of the Delegation agreements signed 
compared to the total number and values of the contracts signed) : The EU and its 
Member States have subscribed to the aid effectiveness principles stated in the Paris 
Declaration (2005), the Accra Agenda for Action (2008) and the Busan Partnership for 
effective Development Cooperation (2011). At the international level, the Busan 
outcome document underlines once again donors' responsibility to reduce fragmentation 
and to curb the proliferation of aid channels This can be achieved, among others, by 
making full use of their respective comparative advantage at sector or country level by 
delegating, where appropriate, authority to lead donors for the execution of 
programmes, activities and tasks. These indicators therefore give an idea of the use of 
Delegated Cooperation. The trend is that we expect an increase on the use of Delegation 
Agreements for 2012 and 2013. 

KPI 23 – Evolution in the establishment of new parallel Project Implementation 
Units (PIU): Deduction made of the ELARG Delegations that were not requested to 
provide any value for this indicator, the average evolution in the number of PIU in 2011 
is 7%. This increase of 7% does not reflect the general evolution in the number of PIU 
as only 9 Delegations have reported an increase in the number of PIU existing in their 
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country. The number of PIU in most of the beneficiary countries remains unchanged. 
The effort to implement the backbone strategy and reduce the number of PIU needs to 
be pursued.  

KPI 32 (% of amounts invoiced which Commission's ex-ante checks judged to be 
ineligible and KPI 33 (number of sent back visa on invoices): These KPI will be 
used to monitor the intensity and results of the ex-ante controls performed in 
Delegations. No evolution can be assessed with the data of one year only.  

 

 

KPI Values for year 2011: 

 

04a 
Concepts notes accepted as percentage of concept notes 
received  

45% 

04b Full proposals selected as a percentage of proposals received.  19% 

10 % of restricted calls for proposal 27% 

18a 
Number of contracts signed with IO / all contracts signed 
during the period 

5% 

18b 
Value of contracts signed with IO / all contracts signed 
during the period 

15% 

19a 
Number of Delegation agreements / all contracts signed 
during the period 

1% 

19b 
Value of Delegation agreements / all contracts signed during 
the period 

2% 

32 
% of amounts invoiced which Commission's ex-ante checks 
judged to be ineligible. 

1.34% 

33 Evolution of sent back visa 5642 

 

51 8 Delegationen5 geben an, dass 100% der Projekte die „office Quality Support 
Group“ durchschritten haben, trotz „C-opinions“. 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie bewertet die Kommission das Abschneiden dieser Delegationen? 

                                                 
5 Central African Republic, Djibouti, El Salvador, Liberia, Mozambique, Pakistan, Philippines, Sri Lanka 
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c. Was sind die Schlüsse, die die Kommission daraus zieht? 

d. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen? 

e. Wie soll die Situation langfristig verbessert werden? 

Commission's answer: 

The KPI in question concerns the percentage of projects passing the internal Quality 
Support Group review despite a QSG opinion qualifying the project proposal with a C, 
i.e. as a proposal with fundamental issues that need to be resolved.  The average value 
of this KPI for all Delegations is 10%. However, after detailed analysis of the 
individual results of each Delegation, it appears that there is no clear or common 
understanding of the definition of this KPI by the Delegations. In particular, the eight 
Delegations showing a value of 100% for this KPI (Central African Republic, Djibouti, 
El Salvador, Liberia, Mozambique, Pakistan, The Philippines and Sri Lanka) had not 
received any C score for any "action fiche" presented to the QSG in 2011. The values 
for this indicator should therefore be disregarded, and the indicator should be revised or 
replaced in the new version of the EAMR foreseen for the end of 2013. 

52 22 Delegationen6 geben an, dass in weniger als der Hälfte ihrer Projekte die 
Durchführung nicht zufriedenstellend ist. 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie bewertet die Kommission das Abschneiden dieser Delegationen? 

c. Was sind die Schlüsse, die die Kommission daraus zieht? 

d. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen? 

e. Wie soll die Situation langfristig verbessert werden? 

Commission's answer: 

 The Commission understands that the Honourable Member is concerned by the 
Delegations which report on this specific key performance indicator (KPI) in their 
EAMR[1] that implementation of less than half of their projects is satisfactory. 

Among the 22 Delegations mentioned, six are responsible for pre-accession countries 
and therefore are not replying to KPI 6a in their EAMR. Accordingly, no data is 
available on the KPI for these Delegations.  

                                                 
6 Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Djibouti, Ex-Yugoslavia, FYROM, Kosovo, Moldova, Panama, 
Vanuatu, Afghanistan, Solomon Islands, Syria, Sierra Leone, Central African Republic, Fiji, Eritrea, Togo, 
Haiti, Morocco, Mauritania, Bangladesh 
[1] Questions 52-59 refer to data from the bi-annual reporting of EU Delegations to DEVCO (External Action 
Management Report – EAMR). This report contains quantitative indicators on various aspects of EU 
Delegations performance (Key Performance Indicators – KPI). Question 52 and 53 specifically refer to an 
assessment by EUD staff on the operations under their responsibility. 
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Furthermore, on a more general note, the Commission would like to stress that the new 
version of the EAMR and the KPI were introduced in 2011. In this context, three 
Delegations (Djibouti, Moldova, and Panama) failed to provide data, which results in a 
KPI figure of 0%. These data should therefore not be taken into account.  

Thus excluding the Delegations in the six pre-accession countries and Delegations with 
missing or incomplete data, it can be stated that 13 Delegations reported that less than 
half of their projects' implementation is fully satisfactory.  

It is not possible to give a general answer to the questions under a-e, which would do 
justice to the specific context and portfolio of each of the 13 countries.  

The purpose of EAMR is to be a management tool for DEVCO's geographic 
directorates which use the information provided to identify problems and opportunities 
and to define action to take in close consultation with each Delegation. The EAMR also 
serves as an instrument for DEVCO Head Quarter to evaluate to what extent 
instructions issued to Delegations are understood and translated into practice, and what 
problems might have occurred in the process, with a view to take remedial action if 
needed.  Finally, it is an accountability tool as it provides one of the many platforms for 
the Heads of Delegations statement of assurance. 
 
However, EAMR’s are not primarily conceived as an evaluation instrument across 
countries.  Some KPIs can be aggregated at regional and global levels (e.g. Open 
Commitments, Number of projects with communication plans, average vacancy rate, 
etc.) but most KPIs are built to analyse the performance of each individual delegation.  
Such KPIs can only be interpreted by taking into account the specific environment/ 
context in which the delegation operates.  Aggregating those KPI makes less sense and 
could even lead to distorted conclusions or to adverse effects (e.g. rather than plan 
evaluations and audits following a risk based assessment, delegations may be tempted 
to use a more neutral sample to obtain a good KPI at the end of the year). EAMRs and 
KPIs will continue to be developed carefully in 2013 to obtain the best management 
indicators whilst avoiding undesirable/unintended effects. 

53 30 Delegationen7 geben an, dass in weniger als der Hälfte ihrer Projekte die 
Ziele der Projekte nicht erreicht werden. 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie bewertet die Kommission das Abschneiden dieser Delegationen? 

c. Was sind die Schlüsse, die die Kommission daraus zieht? 

d. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen? 

e. Wie soll die Situation langfristig verbessert werden? 

Commission's answer: 

                                                 
7 Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Ex-Yugoslavia, 
FYROM, Kosovo, Moldova, Panama, Vanuatu, Afghanistan, Syria, Solomon  Islands, Central African 
Republic, Papua New Guinea, Fiji, Angola ,Congo Dem. Republic, Morocco, Haiti, Lesotho, Mauritania, 
Mozambique, Belarus, Eritrea, Senegal, Tajikistan, Togo 
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The Commission understands that the Honourable Member is concerned by the 
delegations which report on this specific key performance indicator (KPI) in their 
EAMR[1] that less than half of their projects will achieve their stated objectives. 
  

In this respect, the Commission would like to clarify the formulation of the KPI 6b. In 
order to calculate the KPI value, the Delegations are asked to indicate the degree of the 
risk of not achieving the project's objectives (little risk, some concern, considerable 
risk). This is meant to detect and take corrective measures whenever a significant risk 
arises. In the PDF-form which generates the EAMR, the KPI is erroneously described 
as referring to the attainment of project objectives. This is to say that the EAMR 
document does not correctly present the notion of risk (and therefore the possibility to 
mitigate and remedy), which was contained in the Delegations' inputs. 

Among the 30 Delegations mentioned, six are responsible for pre-accession countries, 
and therefore are not replying to KPI 6b in their EAMR. Accordingly no data are 
available on the KPI for these Delegations.  

Furthermore, on a more general note, the Commission would like to stress that the new 
version of the EAMR and the KPI were introduced in 2011. In this context, five 
Delegations (e.g. Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Moldova, El Salvador, Panama) failed 
to provide data, which results in a KPI figure of 0%. These data should therefore not be 
taken into account.  

Thus excluding the Delegations in the six pre-accession countries and Delegations with 
missing or incomplete data, it can be stated that 19 Delegations reported that more than 
half of their projects face risks of not achieving their objectives.  

It is not possible to give a general answer to the questions under a-e, which would do 
justice to the specific context and portfolio of each of the 13 countries. Please refer to 
explanation in Box under Question 52. 

54 53 Delegationen8 geben an, dass sie sich in allen oder 3 von 4 
Leistungsbereichen im Vergleich zum Vorjahr verschlechtert hätten. (KPI 7 – 
ROM scores - project performance indicators). 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie bewertet die Kommission das Abschneiden dieser Delegationen? 

                                                 
[1] Questions 52-59 refer to data from the bi-annual reporting of EU Delegations to DEVCO (External Action 
Management Report – EAMR). This report contains quantitative indicators on various aspects of EU 
Delegations performance (Key Performance Indicators – KPI). Question 52 and 53 specifically refer to an 
assessment by EU Delegation staff on the operations under their responsibility. 

 
8 Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Benin, Bolivia, Botswana, Burundi, Central African Republic, Chad, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Eritrea, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Indonesia, Jamaica, Jordan, Kazakhstan, 
Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Moldova, Morocco, 
Mozambique, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Senegal, Suriname, Swaziland, Togo, Uganda, Ukraine, Uruguay, 
Vietnam, West Bank and Gaza Strip, Zambia, Zimbabwe, Algeria, Egypt, Laos, Myanmar, Namibia, Russia, 
Sri Lanka, Thailand, Guinea - Conakry, Malaysia 
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c. Wie aussagekräftig ist dieser Indikator für die Performance der Delegation? 

d. Was sind die Schlüsse, die die Kommission daraus zieht? 

e. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen? 

f. Wie soll die Situation langfristig verbessert werden? 

Commission's answer: 

On a general note, the Commission would like to stress that the new versions of the 
EAMR and the KPI were introduced in 2011. In this context, some Delegations (Guinea 
Conakry, Malaysia) failed to provide data for the previous period, and it is therefore not 
possible to analyse changes over time. 

The Commission would also like to highlight that 73% of the ROM reports in 2011 
assessed the overall performance of the reviewed national projects as good or very 
good. 

The Commission would like to clarify the significance of KPI 7 – ROM scores – project 
performance categories. Based on its scores on each of the five evaluation criteria, each 
project falls into one performance category: very good, good, with problems, with 
serious deficiencies. KPI 7 describes the distribution of projects across the four 
performance categories. The total of the four figures is always 100. That means, in 
order to judge on a portfolio of projects, all four figures have to be taken into 
consideration in parallel.  

The Commission understands the question as referring to Delegations where the 
distribution of projects among ROM project performance categories has changed in 
three or four of the following ways: a) the proportion of 'very good' projects has 
decreased, b) the proportion of 'good' projects has decreased, c) the proportion of 
projects 'with problems' has increased, d) the proportion of projects with serious 
deficiencies has increased. This is the case in seven of the 53 countries (El Salvador, 
Eritrea, Kazakhstan, Uganda, Vietnam, Sri Lanka, Thailand). 

In the other countries mentioned, not all changes are for the worse. In  Morocco for 
example, the decrease in projects in the category "good performance" has to be 
analysed together with the increase in the proportion of category "very good 
performance"; compared to the previous period, the proportion of "good" and "very 
good" projects has slightly increased (68% in 2011, 64% in 2010). At the same time, 
the proportion of reviewed projects with "serious deficiencies" has increased by 5 
percentage points.  

When interpreting ROM statistics like KPI 7 and 8, it is important to keep in mind that 
the coverage of the ROM system is not necessarily representative of the whole portfolio 
of a given Delegation. Each year only around 30% of on-going interventions are 
reviewed. The selection process takes into account the needs of the Delegations and 
Headquarters in terms of independent feedback and recommendations for improvement. 
The Delegation to Lebanon for example notes in its EAMR that "it usually selects 
problematic projects for ROM, with the intention to stimulate improvement." Reasons 
for KPI scores based on ROM grade are thus to be analysed on a case by case basis. 
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For these reasons of coverage and needs based selection of projects for ROM, the 
comparison of data across years should be made with caution.  

With regard to the Delegations where the data may give rise to concerns, it is not 
possible to give a general answer to the questions under a-f, which would do justice to 
the specific context and portfolio of each of them. Please refer to explanation in Box 
under Question 52. 

 

55 28 Delegationen9 geben an, dass sie sich in allen oder 4 von 5 Kategorien 
(Relevance, Efficiency, Effictiveness, Impact, Potential Sustainability) im 
Vergleich zum Vorjahr verschlechtert haben (KPI 8 – ROM scores - percentages 
of projects rated „good“ or „very good“).  

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie bewertet die Kommission das Abschneiden dieser Delegationen? 

c. Wie aussagekräftig ist dieser Indikator für die Performance der Delegation? 

d. Was sind die Schlüsse, die die Kommission daraus zieht? 

e. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen? 

f. Wie soll die Situation langfristig verbessert werden? 

Commission's answer: 

On a general note, the Commission would like to stress that the new versions of the 
EAMR and the KPI were introduced in 2011.The Commission would also like to 
highlight that the overall proportion of 'good' and 'very good' grades on the five quality 
criteria (Relevance, Efficiency, Effectiveness, Impact prospects, Potential 
sustainability) ranged from 60 to 81% in 2011. 

When interpreting ROM statistics such as KPI 7 and 8, it is important to keep in mind 
that the coverage of the ROM system is not necessarily representative of the whole 
portfolio of a given Delegation. Each year only around 30% of on-going interventions 
are reviewed. The selection process takes into account the needs of the Delegations and 
Headquarters in terms of independent feedback and recommendations for improvement. 
The Delegation to Lebanon for example notes in its EAMR that "it usually selects 
problematic projects for ROM, with the intention to stimulate improvement." 
Therefore, KPI's based on ROM grades should not be used to judge the performance of 
the Delegation. Reasons for a particular KPI value have to be analysed on a case by 
case basis.  

For these reasons of coverage and needs-based selection of projects for ROM, the 
comparison across years should be made with caution. 

                                                 
9 Albania, Algeria, Azerbaijan, China, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guyana, Jamaica, Kazakhstan, Lebanon, 
Mauritius, Moldova, Nicaragua, Swaziland, Zimbabwe, Angola, Armenia, Bangladesh, Bresil, Dominican 
Republic, Fiji, Guinea - Conakry, Kosovo, Malaysia, Rwanda, Tunisia, Vanuatu, Vietnam 
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With regard to the Delegations where the data may give rise to concerns, it is not 
possible to give a general answer to the questions under a-f, which would do justice to 
the specific context and portfolio of each of them. Please refer to explanation in Box 
under Question 52. 

 

56 7 Delegationen10 geben an, dass mehr als die Hälfte der durchgeführten 
Projekte hinsichtlich ihrer Relevanz schlechter als „gut“ eingestuft wurden. 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie bewertet die Kommission das Abschneiden dieser Delegationen? 

c. Wie aussagekräftig ist dieser Indikator für die Performance der Delegation? 

d. Was sind die Schlüsse, die die Kommission daraus zieht? 

e. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen? 

f. Wie soll die Situation langfristig verbessert werden? 

Commission's answer: 

On a general note, the Commission would like to stress that the new versions of the 
EAMR and KPI were introduced in 2011.  

According to the information available in the 2011 EAMR, only two out of the five 
Delegations under DEVCO's responsibility reported that more than a half of their 
projects assessed by ROM in the given year were considered as having problems or 
serious deficiencies regarding the criteria of 'relevance'. In Botswana, El Salvador and 
the Philippines exactly half of the projects were reported to be graded 'having problems' 
or 'serious deficiencies'. 

The Commission would furthermore like to highlight that the overall proportion of 
'good' and 'very good' grades on the Relevance criteria was 81% in 2011. 

When interpreting ROM statistics such as KPI 7 and 8, it is important to keep in mind 
that the coverage by the ROM system is not necessarily representative of the whole 
portfolio of a given Delegation. Each year only around 30% of on-going interventions 
are reviewed. The selection process takes into account the needs of the Delegations and 
Headquarters in terms of independent feedback and recommendations for improvement. 
The Delegation to Lebanon for example notes in its EAMR that "it usually selects 
problematic projects for ROM, with the intention to stimulate improvement." 
Therefore, KPI's based on ROM grades should not be used to judge the performance of 
the Delegation. Reasons for a particular KPI value have to be analysed on a case-by- 
case basis.  

For these reasons of coverage and needs-based selection of projects for ROM, the 
comparison across years should be made with caution.  

                                                 
10 Croatia, Kosovo, Swaziland, Ghana, Botswana, Philippines, El Salvador 
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With regard to the Delegations where the data may give rise to concerns, it is not 
possible to give a general answer to the questions under a-f, which would do justice to 
the specific context and portfolio of each of them. Please refer to explanation in Box 
under Question 52. 

 

57 35 Delegationen11 geben an, dass mehr als die Hälfte der durchgeführten 
Projekte hinsichtlich ihrer Effizienz schlechter als „gut“ eingestuft werden. 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie bewertet die Kommission das Abschneiden dieser Delegationen? 

c. Wie aussagekräftig ist dieser Indikator für die Performance der Delegation? 

d. Was sind die Schlüsse, die die Kommission daraus zieht? 

e. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen? 

f. Wie soll die Situation langfristig verbessert werden? 

Commission's answer: (DEVCO) 

On a general note, the Commission would like to stress that the new versions of the 
EAMR and KPI were introduced in 2011.  

When interpreting ROM statistics such as KPI 7 and 8, it is important to keep in mind 
that the coverage of the ROM system is not necessarily representative of the whole 
portfolio of a given Delegation. Each year only around 30% of on-going interventions 
are reviewed. The selection process takes into account the needs of the Delegations and 
Headquarters in terms of independent feedback and recommendations for improvement. 
The Delegation to Lebanon for example notes in its EAMR that "it usually selects 
problematic projects for ROM, with the intention to stimulate improvement." 
Therefore, KPI's based on ROM grades should not be used to judge the performance of 
the Delegation. Reasons for a particular KPI value have to be analysed on a case-by -
case basis.  

For these reasons of coverage and needs based selection of projects for ROM, the 
comparison across years should be made with caution.  

With regard to the Delegations where the data may give rise to concerns, it is not 
possible to give a general answer to the questions under a-f, which would do justice to 
the specific context and portfolio of each of them. Please refer to explanation in Box 
under Question 52. 

 
                                                 
11 Croatia, Kosovo, Panama, Suriname, Tunisia, Jamaica, El Salvador, Liberia, Cape Verde, Algeria, Vanuatu, 
Ethiopia, Swaziland, Lesotho, Angola, Papua New Guinea, Moldova, Mozambique, Guinea - Bissau, Senegal, 
Vietnam, Argentina, Mauritius, Sierra Leone, Solomon Islands, Dominican Republic, Burkina Faso, 
Botswana, Djibouti, Lebanon, Guyana,  
Eritrea, Nicaragua, African Union, Costa Rica 
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58 10 Delegationen12 geben an, dass mehr als die Hälfte der Projekte hinsichtlich 
der Auswirkung („impact“) schlechter als „gut“ eingestuft wurden. 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie bewertet die Kommission das Abschneiden dieser Delegationen? 

c. Wie aussagekräftig ist dieser Indikator für die Performance der Delegation? 

d. Was sind die Schlüsse, die die Kommission daraus zieht? 

e. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen? 

f. Wie soll die Situation langfristig verbessert werden? 

Commission's answer: 

On a general note, the Commission would like to stress that the new versions of the 
EAMR and KPI were introduced in 2011. Furthermore, it is to be noted that for one of 
the countries mentioned, Suriname, no ROM reviews were conducted in 2011. 
According to the information available in the 2011 EAMR, five out of eight 
Delegations under DEVCO's responsibility reported that more than a half of their 
projects assessed by ROM in the given year were considered as having problems or 
serious deficiencies regarding the criteria of 'impact'. In Costa Rica and Djibouti exactly 
half of the projects were reported to be graded 'having problems' or 'serious 
deficiencies'. 

The Commission would also like to highlight that the overall proportion of 'good' and 
'very good' grades on the 'Impact prospects' criteria was 78% in 2011. 

When interpreting ROM statistics such as KPI 7 and 8, it is important to keep in mind 
that the coverage of the ROM system is not necessarily representative of the whole 
portfolio of a given Delegation. Each year only around 30% of on-going interventions 
are reviewed. The selection process takes into account the needs of the Delegations and 
Headquarters in terms of independent feedback and recommendations for improvement. 
The Delegation to Lebanon for example notes in its EAMR that "it usually selects 
problematic projects for ROM, with the intention to stimulate improvement." 
Therefore, KPI's based on ROM grades should not be used to judge the performance of 
the Delegation. Reasons for a particular KPI value have to be analysed on a case-by- 
case basis.  

For these reasons of coverage and needs based selection of projects for ROM, the 
comparison across years should be made with caution.  

With regard to the Delegations where the data may give rise to concerns, it is not 
possible to give a general answer to the questions under a-f, which would do justice to 
the specific context and portfolio of each of them. Please refer to explanation in Box 
under Question 52. 

                                                 
12 Croatia, Kosovo, Suriname, Swaziland, Botswana, Guinea - Bissau, Trinidad, Algeria, Costa Rica, Djibouti 
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59 42 Delegationen13 geben an, dass mehr als die Hälfte der Projekte hinsichtlich 
der potentiellen Nachhaltigkeit schlechter als „gut“ eingestuft wurden. 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie bewertet die Kommission das Abschneiden dieser Delegationen? 

c. Wie aussagekräftig ist dieser Indikator für die Performance der Delegation? 

d. Was sind die Schlüsse, die die Kommission daraus zieht? 

e. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen? 

f. Wie soll die Situation langfristig verbessert werden? 

Commission's answer: 

On a general note, the Commission would like to stress that the new versions of the 
EAMR and KPI were introduced in 2011.  

The Commission would also like to highlight that the overall proportion of 'good' and 
'very good' grades on the 'Impact prospects' criteria was 78% in 2011. Furthermore, it is 
to be noted that for one of the countries mentioned, Suriname, no ROM reviews were 
conducted in 2011. According to the information available in the 2011 EAMR, 32 
Delegations under DEVCO's responsibility reported that more than a half of their 
projects assessed by ROM in the given year were considered as having problems or 
serious deficiencies regarding the criteria of 'sustainability'. In Costa Rica, Gabon, 
Cameroun, RDC and Zambia exactly half of the projects were reported to be graded 
'having problems' or 'serious deficiencies'. 

When interpreting ROM statistics such as KPI 7 and 8, it is important to keep in mind 
that the coverage of the ROM system is not necessarily representative of the whole 
portfolio of a given Delegation. Each year only around 30% of on-going interventions 
are reviewed. The selection process takes into account the needs of the Delegations and 
Headquarters in terms of independent feedback and recommendations for improvement. 
The Delegation to Lebanon for example notes in its EAMR that "it usually selects 
problematic projects for ROM, with the intention to stimulate improvement." 
Therefore, KPI's based on ROM grades should not be used to judge the performance of 
the Delegation. Reasons for a particular KPI value have to be analysed on a case by 
case basis. Problems with regards to sustainability are particularly likely in fragile states 
as for instance the Delegation to Somalia correctly pointed out in the EAMR. 

                                                 
13 Croatia, Kosovo, Central African Republic, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Ex-Yugoslavia, Mauritania, Sudan, 
Botswana, Chad, Liberia, Somalia, Namibia, Malaysia, Gambia, Myanmar, South Africa, Congo - 
Brazzaville, Algeria, Afghanistan, Guatemala, Thailand, Laos, Madagascar, Niger, Cape Verde, Azerbaijan, 
Ghana, Indonesia, Solomon Islands, Burundi, Nepal, Dominican Republic, Burkina Faso, Armenia, West 
Bank and Gaza Strip, Suriname, Costa Rica, Zambia, Congo Dem. Republic, Cameroon, Gabon, El Salvador 



 

 52

For these reasons of coverage and needs based selection of projects for ROM, the 
comparison across years should be made with caution.  

With regard to the Delegations where the data may give rise to concerns, it is not 
possible to give a general answer to the questions under a-f, which would do justice to 
the specific context and portfolio of each of them. Please refer to explanation in Box 
under Question 52. 

Nigeria und Uganda berichten, dass für mehr als 1 Mrd. EUR an 
Verpflichtungsermächtigungen noch keine Zahlungsermächtigungen erteilt 
wurden, Sambia gibt den Bestand der Mittel Rester-à-Liquidité mit 2 Mrd. EUR 
an. Insgesamt berichten die Delegationen von über 23,5 Mrd. EUR. Damit 
entfallen 19,4% RAL auf diese drei Delegationen. 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie bewertet die Kommission diesen Sachverhalt? 

c. Was sind die Hauptursachen für die Anhäufung der RAL in diesen Ländern? 

d. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen? 

e. Wie soll die Situation langfristig verbessert werden? 

Commission's answer: 

For all three Delegations, the figures from the EAMR reports referred to in the question 
are automatically generated from CRIS but are incorrect. The actual RAL levels 
reported by the Delegations are much lower, and currently they stand at EUR 
227million for Zambia and 290 million for Uganda. These levels in a public finance 
system, based on differentiated appropriations with commitments and payments and 
taking into account the commitment appropriations allocated to these countries, should 
be considered normal. 
 
Regarding the RAL for Nigeria, the current figure stands at EUR 698 million which 
although lower than the incorrectly affixed figure over EUR 1bn is still considered 
high. The main reason for this is that the PIN for Nigeria was signed only at the end of 
2009; this has pushed the project formulation into 2010, and thus the bulk of the 
commitment of the appropriations into 2011. As a consequence, implementation of the 
projects with contracts and subsequent payments will be taking place from 2012 
onwards. 
 
DEVCO has set up an indicator in the EAMR to capture the level of RAL in order to 
ensure a closer follow-up of the outstanding level of RAL per Delegation. 

 

60 Süd Afrika, Indonesien, Äthiopien, Nigeria und Bangladesh weißen über 100 
Mio. EUR an Vorfinanzierungen für das Jahr 2011 auf, die nach 18 Monaten noch 
nicht beglichen wurden. Insgesamt beläuft sich die Summe der nach 18 Monaten 
eingegangenen Vorfinanzierungsforderungen auf 3 Mrd. EUR. 
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a. Wie bewertet die Kommission die dadurch entstehenden Risiken für den 
Haushalt der Europäischen Union? 

b. Wie geht die Kommission mit diesen Risiken um? 

c. Was sind die Hauptursachen für die hohen Forderungen in den einzelnen 
Ländern? 

d. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen? 

e. Wie soll die Situation langfristig verbessert werden? 

Commission's answer: 

a) Much of the open pre-financing relates to contracts concluded with International 
Organisations and hence do not constitute a major risk for the Commission. There are also 
cases (in South Africa) where there is a historical backlog relating to projects with a 
substantial component of decentralised grants, and where the Delegation needs to get 
information from the National Treasury and the local contracting authorities. This situation 
is challenging in terms of timely getting the information needed to clear the pre-financings. 
As the National Treasury is involved the risk is mitigated in what concerns potential 
recoveries to be made. Finally, there is also one case with a works contract (Ethiopia), 
which suffered delays in its implementation.  The Commission considers that the financial 
risk for the EU budget is limited since the amount estimated to be recovered for non-
performance of the contractor is covered by valid bank guarantees. 
b) An important part of the pre-financings has already been cleared or it is in the process of 
being cleared. 
c) The projects concerned are in general with important amounts where significant pre-
financing was provided in order to ensure an adequate implementation of the projects and 
to provide a float to the beneficiaries/contractors.  
d) and e) DEVCO has set up an indicator in the EAMR to capture these cases of pre-
financing in order to ensure a closer follow-up of the outstanding level of pre-financing; the 
International Organisations were requested to provide more exhaustive and detailed 
information in order to allow the Commission to clear the open pre-financing quicker; the 
Delegation in South Africa has set up a task-force to tackle the backlog. 
    

61 27 Delegationen14 berichten, dass weniger als die Hälfte der Durchgeführten 
Projekte auch besucht wurden. 

a. Wie bewertet die Kommission diesen Umstand? 

b. Wie stellt die Kommission sicher, dass die Projekte in diesen Delegationen 
auch ordnungsgemäß, effizient und effektiv durchgeführt werden? 

c. Wie sichert die Kommission die Nachhaltigkeit und die Vereinbarkeit mit den 
Politikzielen dieser Projekte? 

                                                 
14 Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Ex-Yugoslavia, FYROM, Kosovo, Panama, Solomon Islands, 
Djibouti, Moldova ,Timor Leste ,Argentina ,Niger ,Afghanistan ,Belarus ,Sri Lanka, Yemen, Cambodia, 
Mexico, Cuba, Russia, Myanmar, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Phillippines, Burundi,Venezuela 
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d. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen? 

e. Wie soll die Problematik systematisch und langfristig angegangen werden? 

Commission's answer: 

Among the 27 Delegations mentioned, six are responsible for pre-accession countries 
and therefore are not replying to KPI 15 in their EAMR. Accordingly no data is 
available on the KPI for these Delegations. 
 
One should also keep in mind possible security constraints: in many of the recipient 
countries, on-the-spot checks may put at risk the designated staff, or be very difficult to 
carry out, for instance due to the existence of air carriers whose operations are subject 
to a ban within the EU (airline black list).  
 

With a view to enhancing cost-efficiency, a Portfolio Management Tool is being 
developed to combine, in a single document, information about the status of 
implementation of the operations (traffic lights) and the risks attached to it, the 
conclusions of external monitoring (ROM) missions and project evaluations, as well as 
those of previous on-the-spot missions by the Delegation’s official or agent in charge of 
the project. This information will enable the screening of the portfolio and priorities 
setting in the allocation of resources, with regard to projects needing particular attention 
in terms of monitoring. 

 

62 75 Delegationen15 geben an, dass weniger als die Hälfte der durchgeführten 
Projekte keinen Kommunikationsplan haben. 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie bewertet die Kommission diesen Sachverhalt? 

c. Wie aussagekräftig ist dieser Indikator für die Performance der Delegation? 

d. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission in dieser Hinsicht durchgeführt? 
Was ist geplant? 

Commission's answer : 

 
a. What are the reasons for this? 
 

                                                 
15 Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Djibouti, Ex-Yugoslavia, FYROM, Guyana, Kosovo, 
Madagascar, Malaysia, Niger, Panama, Suriname,Vanuatu, Israel, Cape Verde, Namibia, Central African 
Republic, Morocco, Liberia, Timor Leste, Argentina, Burundi, Belarus, Lesotho, Sri Lanka, Vietnam, Jordan, 
Malawi, Kenya, Togo, Angola, Fiji, Gabon, Somalia, Mozambique, African Union, Senegal, Mexico, Papua 
New Guinea, Afghanistan, Cameroon, Congo - Brazzaville, El Salvador, Guinea - Conakry, Jamaica, 
Mauritania, Solomon Islands, Tajikistan, Tunisia, Guinea - Bissau, Botswana ,Chad, Mali, Kazakhstan, 
Nicaragua, Cambodia, Laos, Sudan, West Bank and Gaza Strip, Ivory Coast, Zambia, Benin, Sierra Leone, 
Trinidad, Lebanon, Barbados, Bresil ,Kyrgystan, Pakistan, Ghana, Myanmar, Haiti, Swaziland, Mauritius 
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In the past, it was not obligatory for projects to prepare a communication plan, which partly 
explains this result. Such an obligation was introduced in 2008. Since then, we have 
developed guidelines and monitoring mechanisms, trained staff in headquarters and 
Delegations and worked on establishing a culture of communication more generally. Even 
if not all projects have a communication plan, a significant increase both in the number of 
communication plans and in their quality has taken place. 
 
It is also worth noting that numerous projects without a communication plan nonetheless 
develop communication and visibility activities. A major obstacle is the lack of resources 
and expertise in Delegations that would be needed to ensure sufficient commitment in the 
area of communication. In addition, visibility can be reduced due to the fact that project 
partners do not fulfil their obligations regarding EU visibility. 
 

b. How does the Commission view this fact? 
 
The Commission regards visibility as a key element in good project implementation. 
Mechanisms have been put in place to evaluate this on a bi-annual basis, to identify 
obstacles, sanctions for uncooperative partners and distribute best practices. Certain 
projects are exempt from the visibility obligations, for example to ensure the security of 
contract partners. A specific case is budget support, where visibility and appropriation need 
to be balanced. 
 

c. What relevance does this indicator have for the performance of the Delegation? 
 
While there is no immediate link between the figures discussed here and the performance 
of the Delegation in project management, it is nonetheless highly desirable that each project 
prepares and implements a communication plan. 
 

d. Which measures have been taken by the Commission in this regards? What is planned 
for the future? 
 
The Commission ensures a follow-up on these matters through a number of instruments, 
such as the EAMR (External Action Monitoring Report) and the common reporting 
mechanism of EEAS/FPI/DEVCO recently put in place for 2013 onwards. In order to 
improve implementation, the Commission intervenes at different levels, through training 
and exchange of best practice. Specific tools exist to improve practices: training, a 
communication and visibility manual, a recently revised handbook on information and 
communication for the EU delegations (which covers all tools available to delegations) and 
a working group on the internet platform www.capacity4dev.eu which is specifically 
devoted to communicating on projects. Finally, in addition to training activities that exist 
already, an ambitious online training programme on communication is currently under 
preparation for 2013, which will be available to all DEVCO staff. 
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63 22 Delegationen16 berichten, dass mehr als die Hälfte der Mittel, die als 
Government-to-Government Assistance eingestuft werden durch die nationalen 
Länder Systeme ausgegeben werden. 

a. Wie hoch sind die Mittel, die als Government-to-Government Assistance 
eingestuft wurden für jede Delegation? 

b. Welche Risiken sieht die Kommission bei dieser Art des Vorgehenes? 

c. Welche Aussagekraft hat dieser Indikator für die Performance der Delegation? 

Commission's answer: 

a) How high is the ODA classified as Government to Government Assistance per 
Delegation? 
 
Please refer to the Annual report as published under the following link: 
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/multimedia/publications/documents/annual-
reports/europeaid_annual_report_2012_full_en.pdf 
The financial tables report exactly the aid flow by type and by country. 
 
b) How does the Commission see the risks for this approach? 
 
The Commission uses public financial management (PFM) systems only in the context 
of budget support (BS). The Commission requires that all potential budget support 
beneficiaries fulfil the BS eligibility criteria, thus having in place a relevant and 
credible PFM reform strategy, national/sector policies, a stable macro-economic 
framework and sufficient transparency in budget. The eligibility criterion on public 
finance management is rigorously assessed before programme approval and during 
programme implementation. Where the Commission notes that PFM system is very 
weak, short term measures before starting budget support operations will be required. 
Where progress in implementing the PFM reforms by the partner government is 
insufficient, disbursements are withheld until credible reassurances or measures have 
been established. 
 
c) What is the validity of this indicator for the performance of the Delegation? 
 
The validity of this indicator is relative concerning the "performance" of the 
Delegation. The use of public financial management systems is only possible when the 
quality of public financial management systems meets the requirements of the 
Commission and when the preconditions for budget support are given. Both aspects 
depend on the strength and the will of the country - and not on the Delegation's 
performance. 

 
 

                                                 
16 Ghana, Honduras, Ethiopia, Armenia, India, Tanzania, Mauritius, Moldova, Burkina Faso, Mozambique, 
Niger, Vietnam, Ecuador, Rwanda, Zambia, Morocco, Georgia, Namibia, South Africa, Tunisia, Jordan, 
Trinidad 
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64 67 Delegations17 berichten, dass mehr als die Hälfte der durchgeführten 
Missionen unkoordiniert waren. 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie bewertet die Kommission die Situation? 

c. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen? 

d. Wie soll die Situation langfristig verbessert werden? 

Commission's answer: 

a. Indeed, in 2011, the percentage of coordinated missions with other donors was 42%, 
as reported in the latest European Commission External Aid Management Report. The 
benchmark set under the Paris Declaration is 40% (to be reached by 2010), which 
means that an attainment of 42% in 2011 is not bad in itself. According to the DAC aid 
effectiveness report for 2011, the EU institutions' performance stood at 34% in 2005 
and at 25% in 2010, meaning a substantial increase for 2011. The reasons for this are 
not easy to determine, since the instructions for more coordination are the same for all 
Delegations. An important reason could be the wide variety that exists between 
Delegations: for 2011, for instance, 26 Delegations have reported 100% coordinated 
missions compared with 17 Delegations which have reported 0% coordinated missions.  
 
b. The situation is encouraging but there is always room for improvement, and efforts 
will be increased to coordinate missions better. However, in a number of partner 
countries the EU is the biggest donor, or even the only donor, and in many cases there 
are simply no missions to be coordinated with others, meaning a score of 0%. These 
extreme scores pull down the overall average score strongly.  
 
c. One of the important steps taken has been the joint programming initiative in an 
increasing number of partner countries, a process that will promote the integration of 
European aid, and with it an increase in joint work. This includes joint missions.  

d. We will continue to work on achieving a better performance in the future, even 
though this indicator is amongst those that have not been maintained after the 4th High 
Level Forum in Busan (at the end of 2011), so it will not be measured any more by the 
international community. 

 

 

 

                                                 
17 Afghanistan, Cambodia, Cameroon, Congo Dem. Republic, Gabon, Mali, Nigeria, Uganda, Venezuela, 
Indonesia, Lebanon, Myanmar, Burkina Faso, Ecuador, Namibia, Timor Leste, Togo, Cape Verde, 
Bangladesh, Benin ,Burundi, Congo - Brazzaville ,Kenya, Malaysia, Rwanda, Bresil, Sudan, Pakistan, 
African Union, Botswana, Ethiopia, Tajikistan, South Africa, Morocco, Colombia, Algeria, Angola, 
Azerbaijan, Chile, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Eritrea, Fiji, Guatemala, Guyana 
,Israel, Jamaica, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritius, Nepal, Nicaragua, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Phillippines, 
Russia ,Sierra Leone ,Solomon Islands, Somalia, Swaziland, Syria, Tanzania, Trinidad, Uruguay, Zambia, 
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65 67 Delegationen18 berichten, dass weniger als die Hälfte aller Hilfen zur 
technischen Kooperationen innerhalb unkoordinierter Projekte statt fanden. 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie bewertet die Kommission die Situation? 

c. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen? 

d. Wie soll die Situation langfristig verbessert werden? 

Commission's answer: 

a) What are the reasons? 
 
In fact, the coordination of technical cooperation in partner countries is a challenge for 
donors and partners. Partners take on particular significance because success depends 
critically on their ownership in project cooperation. Partner countries' administrations often 
lack the capacity to coordinate projects. Hence better coordination of projects depends on 
the development of partner country institutional capacity, a process which is one of the 
Commission's priorities. To improve coordination, donors have established sector 
coordination and sector working groups in many partner countries in recent years. This 
process is bearing fruit. As evidence from the Paris Declaration Monitoring proves, the EU 
made considerable progress in project coordination in a recent six year period (from 36% in 
2005 to 50% in 2010). 
 
b) How does the Commission assess this situation? 
 
Uncoordinated technical cooperation is ineffective. As a consequence, the Commission will 
continue its efforts to improve the quality of aid in this regard. The recently introduced 
"Backbone Strategy" quality criteria include the harmonisation and coordination of support. 
However, uncoordinated capacity development support may be related to new interventions 
by other donors starting in the course of a given EU programme. It then becomes more 
difficult to adapt a programme once implementation has started. 
 
c) What steps has the Commission taken? 
 
During the project/programme formulation phase, attention is paid to the degree of 
harmonisation among donors. Hence, it is expected that technical cooperation support from 
other donors in the sector has been screened to ensure complementarity with that proposed 
by the EU. The upcoming "Project and Programme Cycle Management Guidelines" under 
preparation will reinforce this aspect. 
 

                                                 
18 Albania, Argentina, Bolivia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Botswana, Bresil, Burundi, Chile, China, Colombia, 
Congo Dem. Republic, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cuba, Eritrea, Ex-Yugoslavia, FYROM, Gabon, Georgia, 
Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kosovo, Madagascar, 
Malaysia, Mexico, Myanmar, Nepal, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Panama, Peru, Russia,  Somalia, Sri Lanka, 
Suriname ,Thailand, Togo, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Ethiopia, Liberia, Malawi, Djibouti, Mozambique, 
West Bank and Gaza Strip, Cambodia, Swaziland, Ukraine, Cape Verde, Tanzania, Mali, Yemen, Zimbabwe, 
Congo - Brazzaville, Kyrgystan, Guinea - Conakry, Moldova, Mauritania,India 
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Beyond support to building institutional capacity for coordination, the Commission has 
endorsed the EU Transparency Guarantee in order to facilitate the predictability and 
coordination of project aid. Furthermore the Commission intends to put aid – including 
project aid - on budget, where partner country legislation allows for this. The aim is to 
make ODA subject to parliamentary scrutiny to the extent possible.  
 
d) How can the situation be improved in the long term? 
 
Following the Agenda for Change, the upcoming programmes under the new multiannual 
financial framework will concentrate on a limited number of sectors, which requires strong 
coordination upfront, but should make it easier to harmonise support during the 
implementation phase. The EU is improving and strengthening joint multi-annual 
programming which also facilitates coordination at project and programme level. Guidance 
and internal monitoring will continue to ensure that analysis and assessment of compliance 
with the quality standards are taken into account. However the process described under c) is 
a gradual process that will develop over the medium and long term. 
 
 

66 48 Delegationen19 berichten, dass sie weniger als die Hälfte ihres Audit Plans 
umgesetzt haben. 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie bewertet die Kommission die Situation? 

c. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen? 

d. Wie soll die Situation langfristig verbessert werden 

Commission's answer: 

a. What are the reasons? 

Until 2011 there was an audit plan (AP) follow-up for the whole of DEVCO (former 
AIDCO) and per geographical directorate but there was no follow up for each 
Delegation. This follow up was modified in 2012 (see point c below). In certain cases, 
it happens that planned audits are significantly delayed or cancelled for specific 
reasons: earthquake in Haiti, crises in Egypt and Syria, safety issues.  

b. How does the Commission assess the situation? 

The delays in the audit plan implementation were considered as not acceptable by the 
Commission. As a consequence, a closer monitoring and analysis of delays have been 
considered essential and extended follow up by Delegation has been set up (see point 

                                                 
19 Cuba, Djibouti, Ecuador, Moldova, Syria, Ivory Coast, Ethiopia, Zimbabwe, Kazakhstan, Namibia, 
Albania, Ex-Yugoslavia, Liberia, Tajikistan, Venezuela, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Israel, Nigeria, South 
Africa, Uruguay, Mauritania ,Sudan, Chad, Angola ,Gabon, Sierra Leone, Mozambique, Papua New Guinea, 
Algeria, Malawi, Central African Republic, Congo, Dem. Republic, Georgia, Kosovo, Rwanda, Madagascar, 
Indonesia, Benin, Zambia, Lesotho, Barbados, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Timor Leste, Guinea - Bissau, Bresil, 
Guatemala, Mauritius 
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c). It has to be noted that even if 48 Delegations report that less than half of their audit 
plan has been implemented, globally for DEVCO the 2011 audit plan has been 
implemented for 55% in the first year.  

c. What measures has the Commission taken? 

A mechanism to follow the audit plan implementation for each delegation was set up in 
January 2012, including targets (audit plans needs to be implemented in three years, 
while at least 60% of audits have to be implemented in the first year).  

d. How can the situation be improved in the long-term? 

Since 2012, quarterly audit plan follow-up reports have been produced by Headquarters 
for each delegation and DEVCO services (audit sections) promptly react if delays 
occur. This type of systematic monitoring has already led to improvements. For 
example, as of September 2012, the 2011 audit plan has been implemented for 78% in 
respect to the set objective of 75%, the number of Delegations in delay have been 
reduced by half compared to the year before.  The objective is that in three years' time 
(end of 2014) each Delegation achieves the targets for audit plan implementation, 
except for 'force majeure' situations. 

 

67 77 Delegationen20 berichten entweder keinen Wert, oder dass mehr als die 
Hälfte ihrer Projekte keine Qualifizierte Audit Opinion erhalten haben. 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie bewertet die Kommission die Situation? 

c. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen? 

d. Wie soll die Situation langfristig verbessert werden? 

Commission's answer: 

a. What are the reasons? 

When an audit does not receive a qualified opinion, this is considered as a good 
situation. Indeed, a qualified opinion means that the standard materiality threshold of 
2% (tolerable error) for ineligible expenditures in relation to audited amount was 
exceeded, which is negative.   

                                                 
20 Eritrea, Guatemala, Kosovo, Mauritania, Papua New Guinea, Phillippines, Venezuela, Malawi, Jamaica, 
Rwanda, Ex-Yugoslavia, Zambia, Ghana, Tanzania, Thailand, Cameroon, Russia, Benin, Cambodia, Kenya, 
Fiji, Lebanon, Mauritius, Tajikistan, Vietnam, Uganda, Madagascar ,Niger, Angola, Barbados, Bresil, 
Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cape Verde, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo Dem. Republic, Guinea - Bissau, 
Kazakhstan, Peru, South Africa, Syria, Togo, Tunisia, Afghanistan, African Union, Albania, Argentina, 
Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Costa Rica, Croatia, El Salvador, Gabon, Gambia, Haiti, Honduras, 
Indonesia, Israel, Kyrgystan, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, Nepal, Nigeria, Panama, Solomon Islands, Somalia, 
Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Timor Leste, Trinidad, Vanuatu, Yemen, Zimbabwe 
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b. How does the Commission assess the situation? 

See a). The fact that 77 Delegations did not receive a qualified audit opinion show 
rather positive results. 

c. What measures has the Commission taken? 

The Commission is constantly striving to make improvements, including in the 
management of the audit processes.  

d. How can the situation be improved in the long term? 

The situation is rather good. Nevertheless, there is always room for improvement. The 
objective is to have as many unqualified opinions as possible.  

 

68 In den Delegationen in Sri Lanka, Guyana und dem Sudan stellte die 
Rechnungskontrolle fest, dass mehr als 30% aller Ausgaben zu Unrecht 
ausgegeben wurden. 

a. Was sind die Gründe dafür? 

b. Wie viele dieser Gelder wurden wieder eingezogen? 

c. Wie bewertet die Kommission die Situation in diesen Ländern? 

d. Welche Maßnahmen hat die Kommission ergriffen? 

e. Wie soll die Situation langfristig verbessert werden? 

Commission's answer: 

a. What are the reasons? 

This high percentage is largely due to a mis-reconciliation between the EAMR and data 
emanating from the information system "CRIS", which was inevitable this first year of 
the online EAMR. DEVCO is making efforts to improve the data quality and 
acknowledges that this is of paramount importance to ensure that EAMRs and other 
reporting tools are accurate.  

As regards the specific cases: 

Guyana: The real percentage of expenses spent improperly (in EUR) is only 1%. The 
information is misleading due to encoding errors (ineligible amounts were stated in 
local currency instead of EUR).  
Sudan: The Delegation proposed, in its comment to this KPI in the EAMR, a value of 
0% as none of the audits performed during the reporting period reported ineligible 
expenditure. The indication of more than 30% (51% in 2011) of KPI 29 "Ineligible 
expenditure as % of amount audited" is not accurate due to encoding errors.  
Sri Lanka: The EAMR report states that 30% of the amount audited was declared 
ineligible expenditure.  These ineligible expenses refer only to one single audit related 
to a "contract" from approximately 90 contracts in the Delegation's portfolio. It would 
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therefore be inaccurate to state that "more than 30% of all expenditure in this 
Delegation was spent improperly" as this percentage cannot be extrapolated from the 
whole portfolio of the delegation. The calculation of this KPI was corrected.  

b. How many of these funds have been recovered? 

Guyana: The real percentage of ineligible expenses is of 1% and for this amount a 
contradictory procedure has been launched and the follow-up is on-going. The 
reconciliation between CRIS and EAMR data has been done.  
Sudan: There is no ineligible expenditure. 
Sri Lanka: The Delegation has organised a follow-up of the verification mission in 
order to have access to the related documents. Most of the documents have now been 
provided and are currently being assessed by the Delegation. The first analysis is 
positive. 

c. How does the Commission assess the situation in these countries? 

Considering the answer in point a. on the reasons, the issue is related to the 
reconciliation between the online EAMR and the encoding of audit results in CRIS, 
rather than with a specific country situation.  
In Guyana there are very limited risks in the management of funds, as the percentage of 
ineligible expenditure is 3%, which is very close to the materiality level.  
In Sri Lanka the rectified EAMR shows that the audits which were carried out did not 
find any ineligible expenditure.   
DEVCO considers that the national administration of Sudan is weak, and consequently 
implements its aid in Sudan either directly or jointly with international organisations to 
avoid ineligible expenditure. 

d. What measures has the Commission taken? 

The tool used to encode results related to audits (CRIS Audit) is under review to avoid 
inaccurate data in the EAMRs due to encoding problems in CRIS. In addition, each 
Delegation is asked to check the accuracy and the coherence between CRIS and EAMR 
data.  
A yearly quality review of audits, including data encoded in CRIS is performed by 
DEVCO headquarters. Based on the results of these quality reviews, DEVCO 
Geographic Directorates and concerned Delegations take prompt action to correct the 
data. 

e. How can the situation be improved in the long term? 

Following the results of the audit data quality review process done each year, the 
quality is improving.   

The upcoming redesign of the audit tool in CRIS will significantly improve the 
situation.  

 

69 Die Delegationen in Azerbaijan, der dominikanischen Republik, Mozambique, 
Armenien, Namibia, Ecuador, Moldawien, Burkina Faso, Ghana, Trinidad und 
Tobago und  El Salvador geben an, dass mehr als ein Drittel der erteilten 
Verpflichtungsermächtigungen als Budgethilfe vorgesehen wurden. 
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a. Wie bewertet die Kommission den Einsatz von Budgethilfen in diesen 
Delegationen? 

b. Wie hoch sind die jeweiligen Summen in absoluten Größen pro Delegation? 

c. Welche Mittel wurden zu Budgethilfen gezählt?  

d. Gibt es Delegationen, in denen Quasi- oder Defacto-Budgethilfen ausgegeben 
wurden, diese aber nicht mit dem KPI 17 erfasst wurden? 

i. Welche Mittel sind das? 

ii. Welche Delegationen sind betroffen? 

iii. Um welche Summen handelt es sich jeweils? 

iv. Was sind die angepassten Werte des KPI 17? 

v. Wie stellt sich die Situation in Afghanistan dar? 

Commission's answer: 

For Azerbaijan: 
a) Generally speaking, budget support is seen as key entry point for a strategic policy 

dialogue with Government and Civil Society as regards the development of a given 
sector and its reform needs. For Azerbaijan, some mixed results can be observed, 
with positive results in the Energy and Justice sectors and not yet satisfactory results 
in the Agriculture/Rural Development sector. The launching and maintaining of 
sector policy dialogues is, and remains, a challenge in our bilateral cooperation with 
Azerbaijan. Taking into account the present context of cooperation and delays 
arising from it, the budget support modality is no longer considered as the preferred 
modality for new bilateral programmes in Azerbaijan.    

b) EUR 20 million committed as sector budget support in 2011. 

c) Only funds replying to the dispositions in the relevant Commission 
Communications and legal bases were committed as budget support.   

d) Azerbaijan is not concerned by the question:  All budget support commitments were 
accounted for under KPI17.   

 
For Armenia:   

 
a)  Budget support is a modality that is functioning well in Armenia as it helps to 

take forward the Armenian reform agenda and ensure ownership of reforms.  
Also, it helps to maintain a policy dialogue between the EU and Armenia.   

b) EUR 22 million was committed as sector budget support in 2011.  
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c) Only funds replying to the dispositions in the relevant Commission 
Communications and legal bases were committed as budget support.   

d) Armenia is not concerned by the question:  All budget support commitments 
were accounted for under KPI17.   

 
For Moldova:   

 
a) Budget support is a modality that is functioning well in Moldova as it helps to 

take forward the reform agenda and ensure ownership of reforms.  This modality 
contributes to develop a wide policy dialogue between the EU and Moldova.  

b) EUR 40 million sector budget support were committed in 2011  

c) Only funds replying to the dispositions in the relevant Commission 
Communications and legal bases were committed as budget support.   

d) Moldova is not concerned by the question:  All budget support commitments 
were accounted for under KPI17.   

 
For Ecuador:  

 
a) Budget Support has been essential in engaging with the Ecuadorian government 

in the implementation of their economic and education policies as well as to 
support the general objectives of these policies with particular attention to the 
development of SMEs on the one hand and the quality of education in the other . 
In addition through Budget Support and dialogue on PFM the EU has been able to 
be a key partner in the development of new organic law for Public Financial 
management.  

b) EUR 34 million were committed as sector Budget Support in 2011 

c) Only funds replying to the dispositions in the relevant Commission 
Communications and legal bases were committed as budget support.   

d) Ecuador is not concerned by the question:  All budget support commitments were 
accounted for under KPI17.   

For El Salvador 
 

a) In El Salvador Budget support has been key for the delivery of basic services in 
more disadvantaged communities as well as a key element for the implementation 
of the national quality law. In addition, through budget support the EU has been 
able to support the Fiscal consolidation efforts made by the Salvadorian 
government.  

b) EUR 47.4 million were committed as sector budget support in 2011.  
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c) Only funds replying to the dispositions in the relevant Commission 
Communications and legal bases were committed as budget support.   

d) El Salvador is not concerned by the question:  All budget support commitments 
were accounted for under KPI17.   

 
For Dominican Republic: 

 
a) Budget Support has been essential in the Dominican Republic to support the 

government's efforts in the implementation of the national development policy, 
which is now clearly translated into the budget. It has also been essential in the 
implementation of the Education and competitiveness policy as well as deep 
dialogue on Public Financial Management reform and Macroeconomic stability 
discussions 

b) No new commitments were made in 2011 

c) Only funds replying to the dispositions in the relevant Commission 
Communications and legal bases were committed as budget support.   

d) The Dominican Republic is not concerned by the question:  All budget support 
commitments were accounted for under KPI17.   

 
For Trinidad and Tobago: 

a) Through the provision of budget support the EU has managed to engage and support 
the government of Trinidad and Tobago on their sugar diversification strategy as 
well as their policy to improve competitiveness, essential for economic 
diversification.  In addition the EU is considered a key partner in ongoing 
negotiations to improve the overall PFM framework. 

b) No new commitments were made in 2011.  

c) Only funds replying to the dispositions in the relevant Commission 
Communications and legal bases were committed as budget support.   

d) Trinidad and Tobago is not concerned by the question:  All budget support 
commitments were accounted for under KPI17.   

 
For Mozambique: 

a) The Commission assesses positively the use of General and Sector budget support 
in Mozambique. It has resulted in a reinforced policy dialogue and has contributed  
to tangible results (for example: The MDG-C supported the Government of 
Mozambique in achieving the MDG and PRSP targets, thanks to the relatively 
stable funding, which allowed government to gradually expand social service 
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provision; this is clearly reflected in the national household survey results that 
indicate higher access to social services, in particular higher school enrolment, 
increased access to health services and water).  

b) EUR 20 Million were committed as General and Sector budget support in 2011.  

c) Only funds replying to the dispositions in the relevant Commission 
Communications and legal bases were committed as budget support. 

d) Mozambique  is not concerned by the question:  All budget support commitments 
were accounted for under KPI17 

 
For Namibia: 

 
a) The Commission assesses positively the use of Sector budget support in Namibia. It 

has resulted in a reinforced policy dialogue and has contributed  to tangible results 
(for example: in the sanitation field, an inventory and a comparative assessment of 
the technologies and the development of a capacity building plan; in the field of 
education the adoption of a strategic plan for pre-primary, and increased access to 
grade 1).  

b) No new commitments were made in 2011.  

c) Only funds replying to the dispositions in the relevant Commission 
Communications and legal bases were committed as budget support.   

d) Namibia is not concerned by the question:  All budget support commitments were 
accounted for under KPI17 

 
For Burkina Faso: 

 
a) The Commission assesses positively the use of Budget Support in Burkina Faso. 

Budget Support is strongly aimed at the attainment of MDGs. Burkina Faso has an 
excellent Track Record in the use of the programmes. In spite of the external shocks 
Burkina Faso could maintain good macro-economic stability and reach good MDG 
levels.  

b) No new commitments were made in 2011. 

c) Only funds replying to the dispositions in the relevant Commission 
Communications and legal bases were committed as budget support. 

d) Burkina Faso  is not concerned by the question:  All budget support commitments 
were accounted for under KPI17 
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For Ghana: 
a) The use of budget support modality in Ghana was positive and helped focusing on 

the same targets as the public policy of the Government and stressed ownership. 
More specifically, the aid channelled through budget support significantly helped 
towards achieving the Millennium Development Goals through a budget support 
contract implemented through a common modality supported by other donors. 
Ghana is well on track to achieve the universal primary education indicator and 
gender parity in primary education indicator.  

b)  No new commitments were made in 2011. 

c) Only funds replying to the dispositions in the relevant Commission 
Communications and legal bases were committed as budget support..  

d)  Ghana  is not concerned by the question:  All budget support commitments were 
accounted for under KPI17 

 
For Afghanistan:  

 
In line with aid effectiveness commitments, including the “New deal for engagement 
with fragile and conflict affected states (Busan, 2011); and within the Kabul Process, 
including Tokyo agreements (2012), the EU is progressively increasing alignment of its 
aid to national strategies and programmes, and has committed to channelling, at least 50 
%, of its development assistance through the Afghan Government’s core budget.  
 
The EU does not provide budget support to Afghanistan due to many system’s 
weaknesses (lack of transparency, fiduciary risks), in particular the low budget 
execution capacity in most of the Ministries. In such a context Multi-donor Trust Funds 
(MTDFs) continue to provide the best solution for bringing aid "on-the-budget" 
(covering Afghan budget expenditures after payment certification and verification of 
eligibility). Since Trust Funds are channelling resources 'on-the-budget', an increasing 
share of total funding is being handled by the national PFM systems, improving 
transparency but also overall accountability for resource usage.  
 
MDTFs make it possible to pool donor funds, align them to on-budget government 
priorities, and to engage and coordinate contributing donors in policy dialogue with the 
Government. As long as budget support is not feasible, EU uses MDTFs - such as 
ARTF and LOTFA - as the most effective mechanism to support sector reform.  

  
 
 

XI. Errors 

70 For 2011 the Court of Auditors determined the error rate for transactions for 
external relations, aid and enlargement at the level of 1.1%. For the same year the 
Court's finding for the level of errors for payments from the EDFs was 5.1%. 
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Could the Commission explain, what, in its view, is the reason for this considerable 
difference? 

Commission's answer: 

The methodologies used for the estimation of error rates are not identical for the 
Budget and the EDF. For instance, advance payments, where typically errors are less 
likely, are not included for the EDF but clearings of pre-financing, which are more 
prone to error, are. Nevertheless, a comparative analysis of the errors detected by the 
Court in 2010 and 2011 is being carried out to see if other reasons explain why the 
most likely error rate had increased for the EDF. The most frequent errors relate to a 
lack of documentation for invoices and tender selections, as well as tenders not 
respecting rules. For these, EuropeAid is already working on necessary awareness-
raising and training actions. Other errors concern respect of the rules of origin, the 
clearing of pre-financing and non-eligible expenditure (mainly VAT). For the latter, 
two error remedial actions are already underway. 

 

71 The frequency of error for external relations, aid and enlargement has been 
constantly increasing over the years (13% in 2009, 23% in 2010 and 33% in 2011 - 
according to annex 7.1 of the ECA annual report). The same is true for the EDFs 
(22% in 2009, 27% in 2010 and 33% in 2011).  How would you explain this 
negative trend? 

Commission's answer: 

The Commission is concerned by the increase in the frequency of errors over the last 3 
years both for the Budget and the EDF. Specific working groups have been set up to 
examine this issue. For financial years 2010 and 2011, around 200 errors have been 
detected by the Court of Auditors and a first analysis of 145 errors shows that 15% of 
errors are in fact a difference in interpretation between the Court of Auditors and the 
Commission, 45% of errors are considered as minor errors which do not question the 
effectiveness of the control system of the Commission and 40% of errors are 
considered as serious. In a second phase, the working groups will examine if between 
the years 2009, 2010 and 2011 there is a variation in the proportion of the three types 
of errors. Working groups were asked to examine the causes of the errors and to 
propose solutions to eliminate those errors which could call into question the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the control system. The Commission is planning to 
discuss the results of its analysis of the frequency and type of errors with the Court of 
Auditors. 

72 Errors in contracting procedures - such as unclear selection criteria, wrong 
type of procurement procedure, insufficient documentation, unequal treatment of 
candidates, and contract amended after the implementation - have been detected 
by the Court's audits. What conclusions does the Commission draw from these 
findings?  

The Commission takes the procurement errors found by the Court of Auditors very 
seriously. Errors in the field of procurement will become quantified errors from the 
2012 DAS onwards because of the Court's change in methodology. Within EuropeAid, 
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a specific working group has been set up to analyse the errors linked to procurement 
detected by the Court of Auditors for financial years 2010 and 2011. Some 60 errors of 
this type are being clustered in 3 categories: serious errors, minor errors and errors 
resulting from a different interpretation between the Court of Auditors and the 
Commission. This clustering is about to be finalised. The group has also been asked to 
examine the causes of errors and to propose solutions to avoid them in the future. On 
the basis of the work to be finalised by March 2013, the Commission will take 
measures to mitigate, and possibly eliminate the errors detected by the Court.  

 

XII. Follow-up of OLAF cases 

73 What was the follow-up given by national judicial authorities to the cases 
transmitted to them by OLAF?  How does the cooperation with the legal 
enforcement bodies in the developing countries function? 

Commission's answer:  

This question falls under the responsibility of Commissioner Šemeta  

This raises a difficult issue as the judicial authorities in third countries are not obliged 
to give information on the follow-up given to information provided to them by OLAF. 
It will necessitate substantial research in OLAF IT systems to establish the situation for 
cases transmitted by OLAF to the judicial authorities in third countries in 2011. Once 
this information has been obtained, it will be communicated to the CONT committee. 
2 case studies, B and C, in paragraph 3.5 of the most recent OLAF annual report 
covering the year 2011 give details of investigations by OLAF in this sector. The link to 
the report is shown below. 

http://ec.europa.eu/anti_fraud/documents/reports-olaf/2011/olaf_report_2011_en.pdf 

The cooperation between the Commission and law enforcement bodies in developing 
countries in the field of investigations concerning EU financial assistance disbursed to 
these countries varies to a great extent from one country to the other. There are some 
countries where cooperation is very good and others where it is non-existent. Most 
often cooperation starts in the investigation phase because OLAF has no powers in any 
country outside the EU, and therefore it relies on the assistance of the national 
authorities to carry out its tasks. OLAF's policy is therefore to build a good working 
relationship with the competent authorities (which may include authorities other than 
law enforcement) in developing countries and sometimes even enter into so-called 
administrative cooperation arrangements with these authorities when this is necessary 
for carrying out its mandate. The cooperation is always built up and maintained on the 
basis of the investigative needs of OLAF. As a new policy measure, OLAF also inserts 
anti-fraud provisions into newly negotiated agreements between the EU and non-EU 
countries in order to have a solid legal basis for cooperation with the competent 
authorities in non-EU countries. 

 

XIII. Effectiveness and sustainability of aid 
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74 What initiatives since the Code of Conduct on Complementarity and the 
Division of Labour in Development Policy have been taken by the Commission in 
order to reduce the proliferation and fragmentation of EU development aid? 

Commission's answer: 

The Code of Conduct was agreed in 2007, and since then many initiatives have been 
taken to reduce the proliferation and fragmentation of European aid. The first was the 
Fast Track Initiative (FTI) on the division of labour, with the aim of speeding up the 
implementation of the Code of Conduct in some 30 partner countries worldwide.  
 
Simultaneously, a Toolkit was developed (and agreed in 2009), giving a hands-on 
methodology on how to go about dividing sectors at partner country level. Both 
initiatives paved the way for the on-going joint programming exercise. One of the main 
chapters of the Operational Framework on Aid Effectiveness  - agreed with the 
Member States in 2009, and updated in 2011 -  deals with the division of labour.  
 
After that, the Council Conclusions on the MDGs (for the UN High Level Plenary 
meeting, 2010) confirmed the EU's commitment to reducing aid fragmentation. During 
the same period, several studies on aid effectiveness were commissioned in order to 
underpin our work on the division of labour, and to enable us to make informed 
decisions on the issue; the most important are "Benefits of a European Approach" 
(2009) and "Benefits of going ahead" (2011). In addition, training on aid effectiveness 
(for EU and EEAS staff) was updated in 2011, and in 2012 we have started training 
staff (this is also open to staff from the Member States) specifically on joint 
programming. 
 
As a result of the previous initiatives and as a concrete follow-up to the Agenda for 
Change, joint programming is currently being undertaken. After pilots in Haïti and 
South Sudan, a first wave of five partner countries were identified to start joint 
programming now, ready to be implemented with the start of the next multiannual 
financial framework in 2014. Additional partner countries are being discussed with the 
Member States. 

 

75 Both in the Special Report No 1/2012 on the Effectiveness of European Union 
Development Aid for Food Security in Sub-Saharan Africa and in the Special 
Report No 13/2012 on the European Union Development Assistance for Drinking 
Water Supply and Basic Sanitation in Sub-Saharan Countries, the Court of 
Auditors delivered a critical appraisal of the aid delivery by the Commission, 
especially in terms of sustainability of aid. What steps has the Commission taken 
since the reports were issued in order to follow up on the Court's 
recommendations and to ensure better sustainability of the development 
assistance? 

Commission's answer: 

Two important political initiatives: 
To reinforce aid sustainability, the Commissioner instructed EuropeAid to draft the 
Communication "The EU approach to resilience: learning from food security crises".  
According to this Communication, sustainable agriculture and social transfer's 
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programmes are two of the building blocks of resilience.  The Communication was 
presented in October 2012 to the Parliament and the Council. 
 
In addition, in June 2012, EEAS and EuropeAid invited our Delegations in the 52 most 
food insecure countries to focus political attention on a long term solutions (thus 
sustainable) addressing this issue in the framework of the programming exercise. 
 
On a more technical level, improved internal controls, published guidance notes, 
internal awareness initiatives and trainings are part of the actions the Commission took 
to address the Court of Auditors recommendations. 
 
1. The European Commission has already taken important steps to improve the quality 
of its projects via the establishment of quality support groups (QSG), which 
specifically aim at addressing sustainability issues in line with the report's 
recommendations. 
For water and sanitation for instance, the Commission has decided to survey, for a 
period of one year, that the existing procedures (in particular within the QSG 
framework) are duly applied and that the recommendations made by the Court are 
actually taken into consideration before project approval.    
 
2. The European Commission has produced a number of key reference documents to 
help addressing sustainability issues when identifying and formulating projects: 
o "Water project toolkit", 2011: practical actions to support the sustainable 

management and implementation of water resources development and step-by-step 
suggestions for the identification, formulation and implementation of sustainable 
water development projects. 

o "Social transfers in the fight against hunger", April 2012: lessons learnt and best 
practices related to safety nets as a major tool to fight food insecurity. 

o The "EU food and nutrition security implementation plan" in preparation of the 
HARD (Heads of Agriculture and Rural Development) meeting that will take place 
in Helsinki on December 12, which proposes concrete actions that the EU can take 
and addresses specifically the questions of the Court of Auditors. 
 

3. The European Commission has also organised a number of thematic seminars, 
trainings and support missions to reinforce its Delegations in the field by sharing 
experience and best practices: 

o Food security regional Seminars in April and June 2012 in Burkina Faso and 
Mozambique to share expertise, with special attention to graduation of poor from 
the safety nets. 

o Food security - Programming regional seminar in Senegal and Kenya in November 
2012. 

o Water - Regional seminars in Benin and Lesotho in May and October 2012. 
 

XIV. European Union Trust Funds 

76 Mit der Überarbeitung der Haushaltsordnung soll es für die Europäische 
Union nun möglich sein eigene "Union Trust Funds for external actions" 
einzusetzen. Gibt es bereits Vorbereitungen für den Einsatz dieser Trust Funds in 
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Entwicklungsländern? Wie wird die ausreichende Kontrolle dieser Treuhandfonds 
sichergestellt? 

Commission's answer: 

The new Financial Regulation has been adopted and allows the Commission to create 
and manage EU Trust Funds in the field of external actions as from 1 January 2013. EU 
Trust Funds have to be created under an agreement with other donors for emergency, 
post-emergency or thematic actions. We have to foresee two types of Trust Funds: 
crisis (or post-crisis) Trust Funds which require fast procedures for creation and 
operational implementation, and thematic Trust Funds which can follow the normal 
decision procedures of the Commission.  

Seven working fields have been defined relating to all the different questions that will 
be raised for the creation and management of trust funds like the legal environment, 
accounting, logistics, IT, control environment and crisis procedures (2 working groups 
in this area).The working groups have to envisage all procedural aspects of thematic 
and crisis Trust Funds from their creation to their liquidation and are due to present 
their recommendations by the end of the first quarter of 2013. The coordination of these 
working groups and the validation of their outcome is done by a Task Force led by 
EuropeAid.  The second quarter of 2013 will be devoted to consultations with the 
Member States and the European Parliament before the Commission adopts a 
comprehensive procedural guide for the EUTF.   

Particular attention will be given to financial and accountancy management and 
reporting on the financial activities of trust funds. The set of reports will be appended 
to the report of the authorizing officer by delegation within the Commission discharge 
exercise. 

 

XV. Rights of homosexual people in Uganda 

77 What will the Commission do if the Ugandan anti-homosexuality bill is passed? 

Commission's answer: 

The EU is continuing its dialogue on the subject with all actors concerned, including 
the LGBTI community, hoping that it will lead to positive results as has been the case 
until now. If the bill were to be adopted, we would have to carefully analyze its content 
and decide on the EU's position through the appropriate channels and in accordance 
with the relevant Treaty provisions. 

The protection of human rights of LGBTI persons is an EU priority, and represents one 
of the eight areas for which EU human rights guidelines/toolkits exist. The EU closely 
monitors the human rights situation of LGBTI persons in all countries where this is an 
issue. The situation of LGBTI persons has also been raised in political dialogues 
wherever possible, including with Uganda. The EU also maintains close contacts with 
LGBTI human rights defenders wherever it can do so, and regularly uses its statements 
and demarches to react to human rights violations, including against LGBTI persons.  
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The worrying situation of LGBTI persons is a growing concern, in particular in Africa. 
Promoting, defending and supporting the rights of LGBTI persons has become a major 
working area of the European Instrument of Human Rights (EIDHR). The EIDHR 
emergency funds that protect Human Right Defenders at risk have been mobilized, for 
example in Uganda following David Kato’s death, or in Cameroon to protect lawyers 
defending LGBTI persons. Since September this year a regional EIDHR project has 
been supporting LGBTI defenders in Francophone Africa. Moreover,  LGBTI 
defenders was a priority under 2012 EIDHR annual calls for proposals and a dedicated 
call (EUR 5 million) will be launched in 2013 targeting discrimination against LGBTI 
persons.  

 

 


