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2011 Discharge to the EDF 
 

WRITTEN QUESTIONS TO COMMISSIONER  
PIEBALGS 

Hearing on 18 December 2012 
I. Error rate 

1. The error rate for payments determined by the Court of Auditors in the 
annual report has increased from below 2% in DAS 2009, through 3,4% in 
2010, and to 5,1% in 2011. What are the reasons for this increase? 

Commission's answer: 

The EDF error rate has remained in the above range (2-5%) since 2007 and was 
even below 2% in 2009, but very slightly outside that range for 2011. It would be 
misleading to conclude from this that there is an upward trend in error rates 
overall, as the overall error rate (Budget and EDF taken together) remained well 
within the 2-5% range over the past five years. Nevertheless, a comparative 
analysis of the errors detected by the Court in 2010 and 2011 is being carried out 
to see why the most likely error rate has increased for the EDF. The most frequent 
errors relate to a lack of documentation for invoices and tender selections, tenders 
not respecting rules - here we are already working on necessary awareness raising 
and training actions. Others concern the clearing of pre-financing, non-eligible 
expenditure (mainly VAT) and respect for the rules of origin. 

2. Im Bericht des Europäischen Rechnungshofs merkt dieser in Ziffer 30 an: "... 
Die nicht quantifizierbaren Fehler bei den Budgethilfezahlungen waren darauf 
zurückzuführen, dass die Einhaltung der Förderkriterien nicht fundiert genug 
nachgewiesen wurde, ... erzielten Fortschritte nicht anhand der für den 
Referenzzeitraum vorgegebenen Ziele beurteilt wurden." In ihrer Antwort 
weist die Kommission darauf hin, dass sie im Jahr "2011 in einer Reihe von 
Fällen Zahlungen einbehalten hat, wenn sie in diesem Bereich keine 
zufriedenstellenden Fortschritte erkannt hat." In wievielen Fällen und in 
welchen Ländern hat sie Zahlungen, in welcher Höhe, einbehalten? 

Commission's answer: 

Payments are withheld completely when the eligibility criteria are not fulfilled. 
Concerning the variable tranche, payments can be partially or fully withheld if 
some or all of the agreed performance indicators are not reached. In 2011 
payments for a total of EUR 199.6 million were withheld in 16 ACP countries. 
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3. EuropeAid does not believe that the residual error rate is material. This is in 
contrast with the Court's findings (material error rate, high error frequency 
and partially effective control systems). Could you explain why the Director-
General did not make any reservations to his declaration of assurance? 

Commission's answer: 

At the time of writing of the Annual Activity report in March 2012 only the  ECA 
report for financial year 2010 was available that showed an error level of below 
2% for the Budget and 3.4% for the EDF, resulting in an overall error rate of just 
above 2%. Taking into account the multiannual control architecture, EuropeAid 
did not believe that the evidence suggested at that time that the residual error rate, 
once all its controls have been applied, was material. The assurance provided by 
the Internal Audit Capability on the internal control system and the reports by 
Directors-General to whom a crossed sub-delegation had been given, in which no 
major problems or weaknesses have been signalled, contributed to the decision by 
the Director-General of EuropeAid to give reasonable assurance. To reinforce 
future Declarations of Assurance by the Director-General a study on EuropeAid's 
residual error rate will be finalised in the first quarter of 2013. This study will help 
the Director-General to make an informed decision, taking into account both the 
level and the frequency of errors. 

II. Cooperation with International Organisations 

4. 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: 
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In 2011, the amount of external aid projects in third countries implemented 
through International Organisations via Contribution Agreements was EUR 673 
million for the EDF, of which around 35% with the World Bank Group, 27% with 
the UN family, 23% with the African Union and 15% with other International 
Organisations.  

The European Commission's Audit plan is implemented throughout a period of 3 
years; therefore comparing the amount channelled through International 
Organisations (IO's) in one year and the amount verified1 that same year does not 
allow us to calculate the level of coverage. Nevertheless, for the verification 
missions finalised in 2011, the total amount of funds verified was EUR 135.8 
million and the amount of ineligible expenditure (financial findings) found 
through these verification missions was EUR 3.7 million (3%). 

Regarding Internal Audit reports produced and provided by International 
Organisations, the UN is making an effort to set up procedures for giving the 
European Commission access to information on internal audit reports. According 
to the information given by the UN by the end of September 2012, the following 
UN Organisations allow for the EU to obtain access to internal audit reports: 
UNDP, WFP, UNICEF, UNOPS, FAO, UNRWA, UNFPA and the UN 
Secretariat.  Other UN entities are currently reviewing their disclosure policies to 
allow access to this audit information. In 2011 the access to this audit material 
from the UNDP made it possible for the European Commission to cancel almost 
30% of the planned verification missions to this UN entity. 

Discussions are underway to set up a procedure for accessing the World Bank 
Group's internal audit reports. 

 

5. Multi Donor Trust Funds (z.B. UN, Weltbank,...): Kann die Kommission eine 
Übersicht erstellen, in welcher Höhe sie Mittel an entsprechende 
Gebertreuhandfonds im Jahr 2011 und 2012 weitergereicht hat? Wie hoch 
waren die Verwaltungskosten der jeweiligen Fonds? Wie stellt die 
Kommission sicher, dass die durch Treuhandfonds durchgeführten 
Maßnahmen sich nicht mit den Maßnahmen der EU-Delegationen 
überschneiden? 

Commission's answer: 

                                                 
1 The European Commission has signed different framework agreements with several IO's (for 
example: the United Nations, the World Bank and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
development). These framework agreements set the limits for the checks that the European Commision 
is entitled to carry out as per article 16.4 of the general conditions of Standard Contribution 
Agreements. They state that no full audits can be performed. Therefore these amounts are verified 
(through a verification mission) and not audited.  
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In 2011, EDF contributions to World Bank Multi Donor Trust Funds amounted to 
EUR 227.5 million in commitments and EUR 83.2 million in payments. In 2012, 
this amount is EUR 9.7 million in commitments and EUR 70.2 million in 
payments at the time of writing. 

In 2011, EDF contributions to United Nations Multi Donor Trust Funds amounted 
to EUR 3.5 million in commitments and EUR 2.5 million in payments. In 2012, 
payments to UN Multi donor trust funds have so far amounted to EUR 4 million, 
and there have been no commitments. 

On administrative costs: the Commission has negotiated a percentage of the cost 
of a project to cover the IO's administrative expenditure to implement operations 
financed by the EU. 

For the UN this amount is set at a maximum of 7% of direct eligible costs. The 
Framework Agreement and its annexes signed with the World Bank in 2009 
prescribe that a maximum of 7% indirect costs may be deducted from a 
contribution, which includes any set up fee.  

In practice, the World Bank typically charges a standard fee of 5% of the 
contribution plus a USD 35000 setup fee for each trust fund up to a total size of 
USD 30 million. For larger trust funds a customized fee is charged, typically 
lower than the standard fee, and always within the limits set by the Framework 
Agreement. 

In most cases proposals for a contribution to a MDTF come from an EU 
Delegation, following an assessment that it is considered the most appropriate 
modality in the given context to achieve the development objectives set out. For 
this assessment it uses specific instructions, looking at issues like the nature, scope 
and size of the operation, aid effectiveness principles, the Commission's role in the 
governance structure, and the existence of proper arrangements for visibility. This 
process helps to ensure complementarity rather than overlap in the activities 
directly implemented by an EU Delegation and those implemented through a 
MDTF to which the Commission contributes.   

The Commission also gives preference, wherever possible, to larger contributions 
to MDTFs and to 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, 
allowing for close follow-up of the programmes implemented and further helping 
to ensure complementarity with other Commission activities. 

6. The Court's audit found that the error frequency for payments was at the 
level of 33%. The Court stated that the majority of errors were found in 
grants and contribution agreements with international organisations: 58% of 
those were affected by error. How would the Commission explain this 
elevated level of error in the cooperation with international organisations? 
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Commission's answer: 

In the EDF, 16 errors were related to international organisations of which 4 for 
UN bodies and 12 for the African Union (AU): 12 non-quantifiable errors reported 
by the Court relate to 3 contribution agreements signed with the African Union 
Commission (AUC) in favour of the African Union Mission in Somalia 
(AMISOM). These non-quantifiable errors actually represent only 2 types of 
errors, which are counted 12 times in the Court's statistics. The Commission does 
not agree with the classification of these findings as errors. 

The Court considers that the AU provided final reports that were insufficient to 
assess the risk of double-financing, and that the Commission did not put in place 
procedures to mitigate the risk.  In principle, the risk of double financing exists 
but is mitigated by the fact that EU contributions to AMISOM are discussed in 
detail, and it is ensured that EU funding does not cover AMISOM elements that 
are already supported by the UN or other donors. Nevertheless, the Commission 
has noted the Court's recommendations and has requested overall budgets and 
reports from the AU for the AU-managed part of the overall AMISOM budget.  

The Court also considers that the Commission should ensure the effective 
management of funds, in particular that the mechanisms to confirm final payment 
to individual soldiers were poor, and that there is a lack of supervision by the 
African Union and the Commission.  

The Commission underlines the fact that funds for individual AMISOM soldiers 
are channelled through the African Union and AMISOM TCCs (Troop 
Contribution Countries). The TCCs are responsible for payments to soldiers and 
the verification responsibility lies with the AU in line with a Memorandum of 
Understanding between the AU and individual TCCs. The Commission does not 
have a direct contractual relationship with individual TCCs.  Nevertheless, the EU 
has urged the AU in the past to incorporate adequate measures to improve 
transparency and accountability. Updates of the Memoranda of Understanding 
guiding the legal relationship between the AU and individual TCCs are taking 
place on a regular basis. Additionally, the Commission has extended the scope of 
the audits on individual AMISOM contributions to also look into the issue of 
payments to individual soldiers. Recommendations from the last AMISOM audits 
conducted in summer 2012 are being taken on board by the AU and are the basis 
of on-going discussions between the AU Commission and TCCs on further 
improvements in this area. 

7. Have the revised EU-UN joint Reporting Guidelines, adopted in December 
2010 been approved at the FAFA Working Group? Does the Commission 
estimate that they have contributed to the improvement of reporting and 
accountability in the context of channelling EU assistance via United 
Nations? 
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Commission's answer: 

The revised joint EC-UN Reporting Guidelines were endorsed by the FAFA 
Working Group in April 2011 for a trial period of one year. These joint Reporting 
Guidelines were endorsed in April 2012 by the same FAFA Working Group and 
in the same form. The conclusions of this meeting were that the "Joint Guidelines 
on Reporting" would contribute to improvements in reporting but at this stage (the 
Guidelines being in force only for 1 year) it was too early to assess their value.   
The document is available on the web2. 
 
These revised guidelines are the result of efforts undertaken to enhance quality 
donor reporting. The Guidelines reiterate the obligations of the UN and the legal 
framework that regulates reporting, both narrative and financial. They also explain 
what the European Commission expects to see in a good report through setting out 
the key principles that should guide both Commission and UN staff. 

As requested by the Budgetary Authority, EuropeAid intends to update the 
Parliament on the use of the revised EC-UN Joint Reporting Guideline by the end 
of August 2013. It is expected that the preparation of this update will also provide 
the opportunity for the Commission to assess whether the Guidelines are 
effectively contributing to improving reporting and accountability with respect to 
EU assistance through the UN. 

 

III. Budgetisation of the EDF 

8. The European Parliament has in relation to the EDF a long-term 
requirement for the fund to be included into the EU-budget. However, the 
EDF is not included in the next multiannual financial framework 2014-2020. 
When, in the Commission's view, would it be suitable for EDF to be part of 
the EU budget? Is the European Commission preparing the inclusion of this 
very important fund into the EU budget in the near future, latest from the 
year 2020 on? 

Commission's answer: 

The European Development Fund (EDF) has traditionally been financed outside 
the EU budget, considering the special partnership between the EU and its 
Member States and the ACP countries. The Commission, however, remains 
convinced of the need to develop a single, coherent EU development policy, to 
bring more political accountability and democratic scrutiny to EU cooperation 
with ACP countries and to enhance efficiency across EU financing instruments. 

                                                 
2 
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/work/procedures/financing/international_organisations/other_documents
_related_united_nations/document/joint_guidelines_reporting_2011_en.pdf 
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In order to prepare for the possible future incorporation of the EDF into the EU 
budget, the Commission has proposed to further align the keys for Member 
States' contributions to the 11th EDF with the GNI- keys used for the EU budget. 
Furthermore, the Commission proposes to align the provisions of the 11th EDF as 
far as possible with relevant financing instruments in the budget, including the 
DCI and the Common Implementing Rules and with the financial Regulation of 
the EU budget, while respecting the partnership principles enshrined in the 
Cotonou Agreement. 

 

IV. Administration/staff 

9. In welcher Höhe zahlt die Kommission Verwaltungskosten an die EIB? 
Wieviele Projekte wurden im Jahr 2011 von der EIB verwaltet? Wie hoch 
sind die durchschnittlichen Verwaltungskosten pro Projekt? 

How much are the fees the Commission pays to the EIB? How many projects were 
managed by the EIB in 2011? How much is the average administrative cost per 
project? 

Commission's answer: 

This reply takes into account the EDF funds managed by the Commission. It does 
not cover the ACP Investment Facility, managed by the EIB, and for which the 
administrative fee is paid directly from the Facility's resources (in line with Article 
3.1a of Annex II of the Cotonou Agreement). 

Concerning the EDF funds managed by the Commission, the EIB was involved in 
the implementation of three facilities, in 2011: 

- The EDF contribution of EUR 308.7 million to the EU-Africa Infrastructure 
Trust Fund (ITF) is by far the largest. The EIB receives an administrative fee, 
flat, of 4% of all contributions to the ITF, for the management of the Trust 
Fund, including the hosting of the ITF Secretariat. This contractual fee of 4% 
is to cover the costs of the EIB over the lifetime of the ITF (currently planned 
from 2007 to 2023, i.e. 17 years). The fee deducted from the EDF contribution 
totals EUR 12.348 million.  

- Two other contracts fall within the ACP-EU Water Facility initiative. The 
EIB-ACP Project Preparation Facility of contract value EUR 3.0 million (EUR 
2.25 million from the European Commission and EUR 0.75 million from EIB 
own funds), is managed by the EIB. An administrative fee of EUR 169,811, 
equivalent to 6% of total costs is provided. The other contract concerns the 
Malawi Peri-Urban Water and Sanitation project for a contract value of EUR 
30.8 million, including a co-financing from the EIB of EUR 14.8 million. No 
administrative fees have been charged for this project. 
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- For the contribution to the HIPC initiative, the EIB receives an annual flat fee 
for the management of the HIPC account which in 2011 amounted to EUR 
400,000. 

 

10. In Ziffer 33. merkt die Kommission an, dass sie mehrere Leitfäden und E-
Learning-Module bereitstellt. Welche E-Learning Module bietet die 
Kommission in den Delegationen für das Management des EEF an? Gibt es 
einen Abschlusstest? Sind diese Module auf freiwilliger Basis oder 
verpflichtend? Gibt es eine Statistik über die Teilnehmerzahl? Nehmen auch 
andere internationale Organisationen die EU-Schulungsinstrumente in 
Anspruch? Wenn ja, welche? 

Commission's answer: 

The main e-learning course on EDF (and budget) procedures is the “PRAG” 
training on the “Practical Guide to Contract Procedures for EU External Actions”. 
The “PRAG” course comprises 18 learning modules, each of them including tests; 
it exists in 3 versions: 

 On the Commission's learning platform for staff of the Institutions 

 As an open version on EuropeAid’s Website on Europa 

 On CD, sent on request 

The PRAG also exists as an online manual, on DEVCO's intranet and on Europa. 

Other EDF specific online courses include several modules on EDF specific CRIS 
applications. 584 participants followed these online courses in 2011. Additionally 
"rapid learning" modules are offered in the "CRIS knowledge base", downloaded 
1815 times in 2011.  

Other online courses relevant for the management of the EDF include training on 
cross-cutting issues, such as e-learning modules on food security, gender, civil 
society, macro-economics, risk management and framework contracts followed by 
426 participants in 2011. 

There is no final exam for any of these courses. 

Sind diese Module auf freiwilliger Basis oder verpflichtend? 

As from January 2013 all authorising officers by sub-delegation, and not only the 
newly appointed Heads of Delegation, will have to follow 6 days of mandatory 
training before receiving their sub-delegation: these courses include: 

 Expenditure Lifecycle (1day) 

 PRAG (3 days) 
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 Financial Implementation & dispute settlement (1 day) 

 ABAC for authorising officers (1 day)  

 

Gibt es eine Statistik über die Teilnehmerzahl? 

PRAG courses and online manual: 

 114 participants followed the online PRAG course and 168 the face-to-face 
course in 2011 making a total of 656 training days 

 The EuropeAid website with the PRAG manual was visited 16,695 times in 
2011 (13,110 users) 

 The EuropeAid website with the ePRAG online course was visited 3,076 times 
in 2011 (2554 users). 

Total financial training: without distinguishing between online and face-to-face 
courses, in 2011 there were 2002 DEVCO participants in courses on contractual 
and financial procedures (including CRIS training) giving a total of for 6272 
training days. 

Nehmen auch andere internationale Organisationen die EU-
Schulungsinstrumente in Anspruch? Wenn ja, welche? 

In its open version accessible through the EuropeAid Europa Website, the 
“PRAG” online course can be accessed without limitations by international 
organisations, partner countries, civil society, companies and interested 
individuals. 

The course is also announced through DEVCO’s Capacity4Dev online platform 
for development practitioners and through the “Train4Dev” joint donors’ 
competence development network co-chaired by DEVCO, whose network 
members include all major bilateral and multilateral donor organisations (e.g. 
UNDP, World Bank, GIZ, AfD, DFID, etc.). DEVCO provides access to part of 
its training tools (online and face-to-face) to the Train4Dev network members. 

11. Is there a special whistle blowing policy in place that encourages staff to 
report misconducts and provides explicit protection against retaliation for 
such reports? 

Commission's answer: 

DEVCO applies the Commission's whistleblowing policy and procedures in the 
framework of its Anti-fraud Strategy. The EU already has some of the strictest 
whistleblowing rules in the world. These rules were adopted in 2004 (SEC(2004 
151/2 of 09/02/2004), and set out in the Staff Regulations (ref. Articles 22a and 
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22b of the Staff Regulations). As part of its Anti-Fraud Strategy, the Commission 
decided to provide better guidance to staff that explains in clear terms when and 
how to 'blow the whistle'. In drawing up these guidelines, it looked at best practice 
around the world, and discussed the issue with two leading organisations in the 
area, Transparency International and Public Concern at Work. A revised version 
of the guidelines on whistleblowing (SEC(2012) 679 final) was published on 6 
December 2012 replacing the 2004 rules. The new guidelines elaborate on these 
rules, and bring together case law and practical experience. The guidelines also 
serve as a reminder to staff that while whistleblowing is a right in many legal 
systems, for EU staff it is an obligation. 

DEVCO plans to raise awareness amongst staff on the Commission's anti-fraud 
strategy and the revised guidelines on whistleblowing. This will be achieved 
through information posted on the intranet as well as training courses on ethics 
and integrity in general, including training for newcomers in DEVCO. 

 

12. If a Commission employee has to use a blacklisted airplane company in the 
course of his or her duties what consequences (if any) in terms of e.g. 
insurance coverage would it have if there was a problem or an accident with 
the plane? 

Commission's answer : 

Commission staff are advised not to travel with airlines that are on the European 
Safety List of Airlines subject to a ban or operational restrictions in the EU. 
However, this recommendation is not binding and is left to the choice of the staff 
member. It is worth noting that in some areas of the world there is no alternative 
transportation and these airlines are the only mean to reach some projects for 
monitoring. 
 
The PMO has concluded an insurance contract with Van Breda-Chartis giving 
coverage to all Commission staff members while travelling on mission. This 
insurance also covers accidents involving any aircraft, without restriction, 
including those belonging to airlines on the European Safety List of Airlines. This 
insurance intervenes instead of any private insurance taken out by the staff 
member when the private insurance applies restrictions due, for instance, to events 
in war zones or in general with a level of risk beyond "normal life", up to a 
maximum of EUR 300,000. 
 

V. Cooperation with EEAS  

13. The European External Action Service together with the Europaen 
Commission is responsible for managing this fund. The EEAS was criticised 
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for working non-effectively and for having problems in the EU delegations 
abroad. Has this situation improved yet?  

Commission's answer : 

In January 2012 the Commission and the EEAS adopted the Working 
Arrangements between the Commission Services and the European External 
Action Service (EEAS) in relation to external relations issues. These arrangements 
have proved to be an essential tool in the daily work of DEVCO and EEAS. The 
working arrangements adequately cover issues related to the daily management of 
Delegations, programming, media and communication, as well as briefings and 
thus facilitate cooperation and the distribution of tasks faster and smoother 
between colleagues from DG DEVCO and the EEAS. The working arrangements 
constitute the main guidance tool for Heads of Delegations regarding the 
allocation of work in Delegations, including financial management by also 
explaining the internal procedures to follow in a given context. As a result, work 
between the colleagues of the two institutions has become more efficient and can 
continue in an orderly fashion avoiding cumbersome ad-hoc working procedures. 

14. With regard to division of competence between the EEAS and the 
Commission in the context of the implementation of EU development 
assistance, what has been the impact of the “Working Arrangements between 
the Commission services and the EEAS in relation to external relations 
issues” – document which was announced by the Commission in the replies to 
the questions forwarded in the context of discharge for 2010? 

Commission's answer : 

These arrangements, adopted in January 2012, have proved to be an essential tool 
in the daily work of the Commission and EEAS.  
 
The working arrangements adequately cover issues related to the daily 
management of delegations, the implementation and programming of EU 
assistance, media and communication, as well as briefings. 
 
They make the division of competences transparent between the EEAS and the 
Commission both in Brussels and Delegations and the subsequent execution of 
tasks faster, smoother and more efficient. Overall the working arrangements 
guarantee a better coherence and coordination of EU development policy with the 
other streams of EU external action. 

15. The Court's audit notes that it is a cause for concern that EuropeAid staff 
members were being used for tasks other than aid management over and 
above the flexibility limits agreed with the EEAS (point 34). Does the 
Commission believe that the management of the development aid has been 
given lower priority under the EEAS? What steps have the Commission 
taken to rectify the situation? 
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Commission's answer: 

 
As a result of a cooperative dialogue with the EEAS, a number of administrative 
arrangements have been made regarding the use of human resources in delegations, 
including rules on flexibility3. 
 
The Commission and the EEAS have also recognised that additional efforts needed 
to be made to make the above-mentioned framework fully operational and to make 
sure that development cooperation is smoothly managed. The Commission and 
EEAS are therefore running a compulsory induction course for all newly appointed 
Heads of Delegation, where diplomats appointed from Member States can acquire 
adequate knowledge of Commission files and procedures, allowing them to align 
their future instructions to their staff with the priorities of the Commission. In 
addition, henceforth, the External Assistance Management Reports (EAMRs) also 
require the Heads of Delegations to report on the proper use of the human 
resources in their respective Delegations. 
 
Besides the adoption of this administrative framework, the Commission has also 
carried out a workload assessment in delegations and as a result, the College has 
decided to allocate posts covering mixed tasks other than development to certain 
delegations.  
In parallel, the EEAS has conducted its own assessment of the workload 
delegations are faced with and has increased the number of political advisors 
where necessary. 

VI. Risk 

16. The European Development Assistance is often provided through weak state 
institutions, which are highly likely affected by corruption and weak control 
of the beneficiaries. What measures are adopted in order to prevent this 
abuse? 

Commission's answer: 

EU aid operates where it is most needed; where developmental benefits and the 
contribution to poverty reduction are highest and so are the risks. The 
Commission has, however, put in place specific mechanisms which are adapted to 

                                                 
3 - The Commission's Decision on the Delegation of Appointing /Contracting Authority powers for 
Commission staff serving in delegations and conditions for the acceptance by the Commission of the 
delegation of such powers from the EEAS (COMDEL decision) of 2010 already contained provisions 
on the use of human resources in delegations.  
- At the end of 2011 Catherine Day and David O'Sullivan  signed a joint note in which they gave more 
detailed instructions to Heads of Delegation as regards the use of their human resources with respect to 
both development related tasks and CFSP responsibilities;  
- To complement the existing framework, a joint decision was taken between the Commission and the 
EEAS in March 2012, on Cooperation Mechanisms concerning the Delegations of the European Union 
(EUDEL decision). 
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the risks inherent to external aid operations, in line with applicable legal bases and 
Financial Regulations. The control architecture takes into account the capacity of 
the specific state institution that will be implementing the action by adjusting the 
level of controls accordingly. For instance, procurement and payment procedures 
by the National Authorising Officers (NAO), are largely subject to ex-ante 
controls by the Commission. In parallel, capacity building support is provided to 
the NAO Office in terms of Technical Assistance and training activities. 
Furthermore, close follow-up and project monitoring of the actions is ensured 
through operational and financial project monitoring followed in general by audits 
and evaluations. The standard contractual documents used for EU actions 
establish the right to perform verification activities including on-the-spot-checks 
by agents of the Commission, the European Court of Auditors and OLAF (EU 
anti-fraud office). The latter, in close collaboration with the European 
Commission's services at HQ and in Delegations, further strengthens fraud 
prevention for the EU's Development Assistance. To support partner governments 
in the fight against fraud, corruption and financial mismanagement, besides 
political dialogue, programmes related to good governance are also financed 
under the EDF. Should problems in the implementation of an operation arise, the 
Commission has several mechanisms at its disposal to protect the EU's financial 
interests, including the suspension of the agreement or contract and/or recovery of 
funds in cases of mismanagement and/or fraud.  

17. Existing research shows that African countries have experienced massive 
outflows of illicit capital mainly to Western financial institutions4. Estimates 
show that over the 39-year period Africa lost US $854 billion in cumulative 
capital flight – enough to not only wipe out the region’s total external debt, 
but potentially leave US $ 600 billion for poverty alleviation and economic 
growth.5 The countries with top illicit flows include: Angola, Cameroon, 
Republic of Congo, Côte d’Ivoire, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Madagascar, 
Mozambique, Nigeria, South Africa, Sudan, Tanzania, Zambia and 
Zimbabwe.6 What safeguards have the Commission put in place in order to 
ensure that European aid is not misappropriated through illicit capital 
outflows? What does the Commission see as the main problems? 

Commission's answer: 

Illicit capital outflows from developing countries hamper their ability to achieve 
development objectives, alleviate poverty, and increase economic growth. 
Increasing the transparency and accountability of governments and companies on 
financial transactions plays a key role in tackling illicit capital flows. 
Transparency and accountability in taxation are high on the Commission's agenda 

                                                 
4 "Illicit financial flows from Africa: Hidden resource for development” by Global Financial Integrity: 
http://www.gfintegrity.org/storage/gfip/documents/reports/gfi_africareport_web.pdf 
5 Ibidem. 
6 Ibidem. 
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and were highlighted in the "Tax and Development" Communication of April 
2010.  

This was emphasised in the Communication on "The Future Approach to EU 
Budget Support to Third Countries", not only as a means to help finance partners' 
own development efforts, but also to help tackle illicit financial flows due to 
increased transparency in tax matters. It also highlights the need to enforce budget 
transparency and root out corruption as key for the success of EU budget support 
operations and reducing illicit financial flows.  

The Commission is particularly engaged in the area of transfer pricing to enable 
developing countries improve fiscal transparency and adequacy in the pricing of 
intra-firm transactions and thus prevent profit-shifting. The Commission is 
engaged in a growing initiative on transfer pricing with the OECD and the World 
Bank.  

The Commission further assists developing countries in establishing effective, fair 
and efficient tax systems and combating tax evasion, a key source of illicit 
financial flows by supporting two IMF Topical Trust Funds on Managing Natural 
Resource Wealth and on Tax Policy and Administration. It supports regional 
organisations of tax administrations and is a member of international networks 
such as the International Tax Compact and International Tax Dialogue. 

Transparency in resource-rich countries should be a cornerstone of the country's 
revenue system and its fight against illicit financial flows. In that respect, the 
Commission supports the Extractive Industry Transparency Initiative (EITI), one 
of the most successful transparency initiatives to date. The EITI standard ensures 
that payments made by companies to governments (corporate income taxes, 
royalties, etc.) and payments received by governments from companies are 
consistent at host country level and reconciled to the largest extent possible. This 
provides civil society organizations and Parliaments in EITI-compliant countries 
with some crucial tools to assess whether due royalties and other tax payments 
from extractive industries have been made and whether corruption activities can 
be identified.  

Furthermore, the EU is seeking to establish a mandatory reporting regime for the 
disclosure of payments made to host governments (many of which occur in 
developing countries) by extractive companies and loggers of primary forests that 
are either listed in EU markets or are large EU unlisted undertakings.  The EU is 
proposing to amend two key pieces of EU-wide company legislation, the so-called 
Transparency and Accounting Directives to establish a required Country-by-
Country Reporting mechanism (CBCR). The two directives are under discussion 
between the EU Parliament, EU Council and the Commission. 
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VII. Getting results 

18. The European Development Assistance should serve for the development of 
democracy, the social and health system, the improving of education and 
should be focused on the poorest inhabitants with regards on responsibility 
towards the Gender issue. What are the concrete results of this development 
assistance regarding the given aims in the year 2011?   

Commission's answer: 

The EU's education support has contributed to the significant progress in MDG 2 
(universal primary education) and 3 (gender equality in education): 70 % of 
developing countries (89 countries) are on target, with a further 20 % (25 
countries) close to being on target and 10% (13 countries) remaining far behind 
the target. This means that 47 million more children are in primary school than in 
2000. Gender parity in primary enrolment has improved significantly, especially 
in countries that started the decade with the greatest gender gaps. Nevertheless, 
even in countries on track to meet global targets for enrolment and gender parity, 
girls from the poorest, hardest to reach, or most discriminated against 
communities are still left behind as are children from marginalised groups. 
Primary school completion rates for girls still lag behind boys. Participation of 
girls decreases as they progress through the education system. Quality of 
education - for both girls and boys - is still a huge challenge. 
EU comprehensive health systems support towards universal coverage strengthens 
democracy through contributing to equity in service delivery. The EU has 
contributed to the achievement of the health MDGs by improving the overall 
functioning of health systems of partner countries, of critical importance for the 
population to access sustainable services. In addition to its on-going support to the 
health sector, 11 country proposals were selected in 2011 totalling over €250 
million to accelerate the MDGs for child health and maternal health; these have 
been effectively committed in 2012. An example of progress made: globally, the 
mortality rate for children under five has declined by 35%, from 88 deaths per 1 
000 live births in 1990 to 57 in 2010. All regions, except Sub-Saharan Africa, the 
Caucasus and Central Asia, Southern Asia and Oceania, have seen reductions of at 
least 50%. However, the health-related MDGs are the MDGs least likely to be 
achieved in many parts of the developing world - especially Africa - and therefore 
require special attention. They are closely interconnected with all the other 
MDGs, such as nutrition (MDG1), education (MDG2), gender inequalities 
(MDG3) and water/sanitation (MDG7) and they reflect the main determinants of 
health.  
 
Throughout 2011, the EU has put a stronger emphasis on offering assistance to 
democratic processes including on electoral and constitutional reform. For 
instance, the EU took the decision in 2011 to launch a EUR 20 million (10th EDF) 
project that will support the Nigerian 2012-2015 electoral cycle. It specifically 
aims at supporting the electoral reform process and some of the broader capacity 
building areas which will emanate from the post-election audits, evaluations and 
reviews. The key beneficiaries include the Independent National Electoral 
Commission (INEC), the parliament, the judiciary, political parties, CSOs, the 
media and the security sector. The EU has put in place its comprehensive 



 

 16

approach to democracy support, including through the European Instrument for 
Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR), leading to results such as: legislative 
changes, increased participation of under-represented groups in political life, 
safeguarding freedom of expression and a free press, enhancing the trust of 
citizens in electoral processes and in better information, monitoring, and 
transparency of political activity. In 2011, the EU supported electoral processes in 
a number of countries including DRC and Zimbabwe. The EU launched a 
dedicated global call for proposals through the EIDHR in June 2011 with a 
specific focus on democracy aiming to support the activities of local civil society 
in the field of democratisation, including in countries covered by the EDF. 
Following a comprehensive review completed in 2011, the EU published a 
practical guide for EU staff and other stakeholders, presenting ways of engaging 
with and supporting parliaments in partner countries that is being used by the EU 
Delegations. 
 

19. Does the Commission agree that it should be able to demonstrate to the 
taxpayers what has been achieved with the EU development aid? 

Commission's answer: 

The Commission agrees that for the accountability, transparency and visibility of 
EU development assistance, it is important to demonstrate results. The 
Commission has already developed a range of methodologies for this purpose. At 
sector, programme and project level, specific indicators are being developed to 
measure results to be achieved in the focal sectors. The Commission has also 
linked its budget support programmes in ACP countries to results, making use of 
key outcome indicators. Moreover, the Commission is providing support for 
improving partner countries' national statistical systems. 

The Commission uses the Result-Oriented Monitoring (ROM) system to monitor 
and evaluate performance so as to manage the risks which might affect the 
achievement of the expected results. It is based on regular on-site assessments by 
independent experts to assess the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and 
sustainability of on-going projects and programmes. The main annual reports 
informing the public on what has been undertaken and achieved with EU 
development aid are: (i) the Annual Report on the European Community's 
Development and External Assistance Policies and their Implementation; and (ii) 
the Enhancing EU Accountability on Financing for Development: towards the EU 
Official Development Assistance Peer review, which analyses how the EU and its 
Member States have fulfilled their various commitments for more and better 
financing for development. 

Moreover, implementing the "Agenda for Change", the Commission's services are 
working on the preparation of a framework for measuring and reporting the results 
of EU development aid. In this context, the services are also stepping up efforts to 
make sure that appropriate results and indicators are integrated in the 
programming documents for the period 2014-2020. 
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20. How does the Commission view performance audits? Does the Commission 
use performance audits? Will the Commission rely more on performance 
audits in the future? 

Commission's answer: 

 
The Commission's internal audit community has always carried out audits 
encompassing a performance element and addressing risks to efficiency, 
effectiveness and economy. The objective of the Commission's internal audit 
community is to intensify its work in this area for the future. 
 
This is particularly relevant in the current economic climate and its implications 
in terms of human resources in the Commission, in which it will be imperative to 
achieve more with fewer resources and to demonstrate increasing efficiency. 
Performance audits can help to identify where efficiency gains could be achieved 
or where more effective use of taxpayers' money could be made. 
 
In 2012, the Commission services have developed a Performance Audit training 
module based on the Performance Audit Manual drawn up by the Court and 
discussed the subject in the Auditors' Forum (an informal regular meeting 
between the IAS and the IACs to discuss matters of common interest). Moreover, 
an in-depth discussion on the subject was held during a two-day conference 
organised by the IAS on 11 and 12 October 2012 on "Performance Audit by 
Public Sector internal auditors". 
 

VIII. CRIS 

21. It results from the annual report of the Court of Auditors that both the 
Court’s and EuropeAid’s own checks identified a high frequency of 
encoding errors. EuropeAid undertook to re-launch its efforts to improve 
CRIS data quality in 2012. Can the Commission explain the high frequency 
of encoding errors? What actions have been taken in this regard and what 
results can be expected? 

Commission's answer: 

Ensuring uniform data encoding into a system by over 2,000 staff located in more 
than 100 different countries remains challenging and the need to further raise 
awareness through several activities has become apparent. Three major actions can 
be highlighted: 

 
Data Quality plan 
In 2012, the strategic orientations related to the development of information 
systems in DG DEVCO have been complemented by a master IT data quality plan 
for 2013-2014. This master plan describes a number of work packages aiming at 
improving the quality of the data such as the reinforcement of end user training and 
documentation, a number of important data cleansing actions, monitoring and 
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control procedures and the development of information systems that support 
quality encoding. Actions in the master plan are being prioritized and the effort 
they will represent is being estimated. 

 
Data quality statistics included in the External Assistance Management report 
("EAMR")  
The Commission considers that one of the most effective ways of ensuring that 
CRIS data improves in the medium to long term is to make more visible to Heads 
of Delegation the consequences of putting incorrect data into the management 
information system (CRIS).  The new EAMR system calculates KPI automatically 
by using CRIS data. Better reporting and monitoring of the Delegations' 
performance will thus be possible. The EAMR thus represents a structural step 
forward in responding to the Court's findings on deficiencies in CRIS data quality 
(while paying the price of errors being more 'visible' in the short term). 

 
Ex-post control 
DG DEVCO is finalising a major review of more than 9,000 ongoing contracts.  
For these contracts, selected data entry fields that may have an impact on the 
annual accounts are being verified with the underlying legal documents (signed 
contracts). Besides the correction of any data entry errors made, results obtained 
from this review will feed into an improved action plan to ensure better CRIS data 
quality in the future.  

 

IX. Budget support  

22. Can the Commission already indicate tangible results of the 
Communication (COM(2011)638/2) on “The Future Approach to Budget 
Support To Third Countries” issued on October 13th 2011? 

Does the Commission believe that budget support is a good tool for delivering 
development aid and if so why is that?  

Commission's answer: 

The Commission is convinced that Budget Support is a good tool for delivering aid 
if this aid modality is implemented rigorously. This is the reason why the 
Commission has decided on the new approach to Budget support focusing on: 

• A stronger link with fundamental values (human rights, democracy and rule of 
law):  an assessment of the fundamental values is done at the stage of the 
identification of the programme. 

• A greater differentiation of budget support operations, allowing the EU to 
respond better to the political, economic and social context of partner country 
with an appropriate choice of the type of contract: Good Governance and 
Development Contract, Sector Reform Contract and State Building Contract. 
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• Strengthened eligibility criteria and more rigorous assessment of the three 
previous eligibility criteria on Macro–economic framework, Public 
Finance Management and National/ Sectoral policy .  

• A stronger focus on accountability and transparency, with a new eligibility 
criterion on the transparency and oversight of the budget of the partner 
country 

• A strengthened decision-making process and structures with the setup of the 
Budget Support Steering Committee and the regional teams. 

• A strengthened risk management framework, combining five risk categories 
(political, macroeconomic, development, PFM and corruption/fraud) to 
produce an overall risk rating (low, moderate, substantial or high) and 
proposing for all  programmes rated as substantial or high risk mitigating 
measures and action plans and in the case of substantial or high political 
risk, a policy matrix and contingency plan. 

• A stronger emphasis on results, performance tranches, government ownership 
and predictability 

• Strengthened EU Coordination: a growing group of EU Member States, 
including initial sceptics, are keen to adopt the guidelines for their own 
budget support operations. This bodes well for the coordinated EU 
approach. 

The new budget support guidelines have been applied to new budget support 
operations for several months and will be fully applied from 1st January 2013.  
For all these new budget support operations the assessment of the 4 enhanced 
eligibility criteria has already been carried out and the Risk Management 
Framework, including the assessment of fundamental values is being applied 
systematically. The Commission has already started to put in place the new 
governance structure for budget support. The Budget Support Steering 
Committee, chaired by the Director General of DEVCO, started work in May 
2012 in order to provide political and policy guidance on budget support 
programmes at senior Management level, and by the Commissioner when 
appropriate.   

 

Does the Commission share the view that it is generally speaking difficult to 
assess the impact of budget support on poverty reduction and other key 
MDG indicators?7  

                                                 
7 The OECD evaluation 'A Joint Evaluation of General Budget Support 1994-2004' voices a number of 
reservations about the impact of budget support in terms of reducing poverty and strengthening 
democracy.   
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Commission's answer: 

The Commission agrees that it is difficult to clearly assess the contribution of a 
single instrument to high level goals such as poverty reduction, but this should not 
stop us carrying out further analysis and elaborate sound methodologies to do so. 

Recent independent evaluations have shown that positive contributions to the 
improvement of basic social services (health and education) are possible. "Budget 
support’s contribution to increased public investment and reform in social sectors 
has helped the countries achieve significant outcomes in education and health. 
Support to growth and social policies has contributed to reducing income and non-
income poverty, but rural poverty has not been addressed adequately. 
Expectations of short-term impacts on poverty reduction have been unrealistic." 
(Evaluation Insights October 2011 Assessing the impacts of budget support Case 
studies in Mali, Tunisia and Zambia) 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluationofdevelopmentprogrammes/dcdndep/4893475
3.pdf  

 

Does the Commission believe that its new approach to budget support will 
make it easier to measure achievements? 

Commission's answer: 

In the new Budget Support guidelines, the Commission has introduced a more 
rigorous approach to selecting and defining performance indicators with an 
emphasis on the use of results-oriented indicators that reflect recognised principles 
of best practice. Such an approach should benefit not only the selection of the 
appropriate performance indicators for variable tranches of budget support 
operations, but also support beneficiary countries in the development of their 
monitoring and evaluation systems, which will facilitate the measurement of 
achievements.  

 

23. Follow up of last year’s question on 2010 use of Budget Support in countries 
which have since become involved in the Arab Spring: 

What is the status of analyses of 2010 budget support programmes which 
were announced by the Commission for 2012? 
 
What is the impact of the new umbrella programme SPRING for 2011 and 
2012? 
 

Commission's answer: 

(a) Several analyses are under preparation. A country evaluation of budget support 
operations in Morocco is currently being contracted for work to start in January 
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2013. It will apply the new methodology for the evaluation of budget support 
operations that was successfully tested in Tunisia, Mali and Zambia in 2010/11. 
This will allow us to evaluate comprehensively the results of budget support to 
Morocco, jointly with other donors. In addition, a revised methodology for the 
Result Oriented Monitoring (ROM) tool is to be applied for the first time to 
budget support. The Commission has developed a specific methodology for 
budget support ROM in 2012 based on the methodology for budget support 
evaluations. This will make it possible to have a flexible tool for systematic 
monitoring of progress at output and outcome level. Pilot exercises of this ROM 
methodology are foreseen in Tunisia and Jordan in the first half of 2013, possibly 
followed by Egypt later in the year. Finally, the Commission plans to undertake a 
country level evaluation of overall cooperation with Jordan in 2013 which should 
also produce conclusions on the effectiveness of budget support.  
 
(b) SPRING, with a budget of EUR 390 million, embodies the 'more-for-more' 
principle, providing additional financial support to Southern Neighbourhood 
partners. Taking account in particular of commitment to, and progress in, 
democratic reforms as noted in ENP Progress Reports, SPRING funds have been 
allocated as follows: Tunisia EUR 100 million, Jordan EUR 70 million, Morocco 
EUR 80 million, Lebanon EUR 30 million, Algeria EUR 20 million and Egypt 
EUR 90 million.  As 2012 was the first year of SPRING implementation, it is still 
early days to assess impact in detail. Nevertheless, partner countries clearly see 
the political importance of the allocation of a sizeable SPRING allocation, and 
SPRING has made the EU's more-for-more approach very visible.  In Jordan and 
Algeria, part of the allocated SPRING funds are made available only upon the 
achievement of specific reforms, and this has proved particularly successful in 
Jordan where it has also strengthened policy dialogue on key governance issues. 
SPRING funds are used to support initiatives in the fields of governance and 
economic development.  
 

24. The Court notes that “budget support is often provided to countries with 
weak PMF systems. One important risk is that the budget of the recipient 
country may be affected by fraud and corruption.” The Commission 
responds that that this risk is mitigated by rigorous eligibility criteria in the 
ex-ante control. (point 10 (a) –(c)). 

 
Does the Commission allow any flexibility in the application of these criteria?  

Commission's answer: 

The eligibility criterion on public finance management is rigorously assessed 
before programme approval and during programme implementation. Where the 
Commission notes that a 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 
given or established. 
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With a view to the Commission's so called 'dynamic approach' how does the 
Commission evaluate the recipient country's "will to reform"? 

Commission's answer: 

The Commission requires that potential general budget support beneficiaries have 
in place a relevant and credible PFM reform strategy. The implementation of this 
strategy is closely monitored and reported upon by the Commission. Milestones 
and indicators should be realistic and feasible, and they help to assess if the 'will 
to reform' is effectively implemented. 

Does the Commission agree that the dynamic interpretation of the eligibility 
criteria, especially with the regards to the PMF system, is likely to increase at 
least the short-term risk?  

Commission's answer: 

The dynamic approach applied to the PFM eligibility criterion means that the 
focus is on government commitment and on clear efforts to improve the system by 
addressing weaknesses. The monitoring framework is used to obtain a structured 
assessment of agreed steps and indicators. Progress is closely monitored to 
minimise risks. 

Is there an on-going control of the recipient country's control system after it 
has been established that it fulfils the eligibility criteria?  

Commission's answer: 

With the development of a framework to identify key PFM weaknesses and 
annual PFM reform measures, the Commission has established a structured 
approach to monitoring progress in PFM reforms during programme 
implementation since June 2010. In its 2011 Budget Support Communication, the 
Commission committed itself to reinforcing this further by ensuring all 
programmes in all regions use this framework. Before each disbursement the 
country must prove that it fulfils all eligibility criteria. 

Can the Commission affirm that none of the direct budget support has been 
affected by fraud or corruption? Or other forms of illegality? 

Commission's answer: 

The emergence of corruption in the implementation of GBS programmes typically 
leads to a reinforced and intensive dialogue with governments on how to respond 
to the issues. For instance, in Tanzania (2008) and Zambia (2009) this led to the 
suspension of budget support disbursements pending the elaboration and progress 
made in action plans in response to specific corruption cases. The Commission 
has also initiated the 'risk management framework ' which monitors – inter alia – 
fraud and corruption as well as the mitigating measures implemented for each 
risk. On the other hand it has to be admitted that there is no 'zero-risk 
environment'. 
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In its Budget Support Guidelines from September 2012, the Commission 
states that the fight against fraud and corruption is a key element that should 
have greater prominence in budget support, particular when assessing PFM 
eligibility criterion and that "Partner countries need to be actively engaged in 
the fight against fraud and corruption and be equipped with appropriate and 
effective mechanisms"8. What are these appropriate and effective 
mechanisms?  

Commission's answer 

The steady improvement in financial control and public procurement systems 
pursued in the context of budget support programmes effectively reduces the 
scope for corruption. Corruption and fraud will be continuously monitored 
through the risk assessment framework introduced in the 2012 EU Budget Support 
Guidelines. Partner countries need to be actively engaged in fighting corruption 
and fraud, and be equipped with appropriate anti-fraud mechanisms to prevent and 
detect fraud, including an independent Court of Auditors, adequate inspection 
authorities, sufficient judicial capacity, as well as provide responses and effective 
sanction mechanisms. Failure to provide such actions may lead to the suspension 
of budget support until the authorities have taken appropriate action with a view to 
preventing such fraud in the future.  

25. The 'dynamic approach' entails a possible lack of coherence in the eligibility 
criteria, which means that countries may be selected to receive budget 
support on the basis of donors' confidence in their political leadership or 
incumbent head of state, even though some of them are not 'ready' according 
to the criteria laid down. How does the Commission deal with this risk?  

Commission's answer: 

The Commission requires that all potential budget support beneficiaries fulfil the budget 
support eligibility criteria, thus having in place a relevant and credible PFM reform 
strategy, national/sectoral policies, a stable macro-economic framework and sufficient 
transparency in budget. The dynamic approach means that the focus is on government 
commitment and clear efforts to improve the system by addressing the weaknesses.   

Each eligibility criterion is rigorously assessed before programme approval and 
during programme implementation. Where the Commission notes that the existing 
system or policy is very weak, short term measures before starting budget support 
operations will be required. Where progress in implementing the agreed reforms 
by the partner government is insufficient, disbursements are withheld until 
credible reassurances or measures have been established.  The monitoring 
framework is used to have a structured assessment of agreed steps and indicators. 
Progress is closely monitored to minimize risks. Milestones and indicators should be 
realistic and feasible, and they help to assess if the 'will to reform' is put into reality. 

                                                 
8 Budget Support Guidelines September 2012, European Commission, p. 7 
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26. A lack of coherence in the eligibility criteria also means that there is a risk 
that budget support is managed essentially on the basis of diplomatic and 
(geo) political considerations and 'personal' relationships that are not openly 
acknowledged, given that the official basis for such support is confined to 
technical considerations. Does the Commission agree that this risk exist? If 
not, please explain why. If yes, what does the Commission do to avoid this 
situation? 

Commission's answer: 

The Commission requires that all potential budget support beneficiaries fulfil the budget 

support eligibility criteria, and each eligibility criterion is rigorously assessed before 
programme approval and during programme implementation.   

The monitoring framework is used to obtain a structured assessment of agreed steps and 
indicators. Progress is closely monitored to minimize risks. Milestones and indicators 
should be realistic and feasible, and they help to assess if the 'will to reform' is effectively 
implemented. Each disbursement file is thoroughly assessed before a decision is taken 
and if the disbursement seems to be 'risky' the decision is deferred to the budget support 
steering committee.  

These are the main instruments to minimise the potential risk of taking decisions on an 
overly personal basis. 

27. Does the Commission agree that budget support must not be used to 
reinforce the EU's particular economic and strategic interests, but to reach 
development objectives of and for developing countries, especially to 
eradicate poverty? 

Commission's answer: 

The Communication on the future approach to Budget Support spells out that EU 
Budget Support should "continue to put strong emphasis on development 
strategies that are nationally owned", thus placing the development objectives of 
and for developing countries at the centre of budget support operations.  This has 
been translated into the public policy eligibility criterion, through which it is 
ensured that a credible and relevant development policy or strategy is pursued in 
every case where budget support is provided. The assessment of policy eligibility 
has been carefully outlined in the Budget Support Guidelines of September of this 
year. The eradication of poverty remains one of the main objectives of Budget 
Support, which together with sustainable economic growth and the consolidation 
of democracies forms the general and overarching objective of all Budget Support 
programmes. The focus on development objectives provides an assurance that 
Budget Support is not used as a vehicle for the EU's particular economic and 
strategic interests. 
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28. When a country's budget support is suspended, does the Commission take 
into account the consequences for poor populations that rely on payment of 
certain costs, e.g. in the education and health sector? 

Commission's answer: 

The Commission balances political risks with the need to provide and protect the 
provision of vital services, including other potential services. This becomes 
particularly important in the case of Sector Reform Contracts providing Budget 
Support to sectors delivering services to the poor and vulnerable. Health and 
Education are the most obvious areas requiring attention and protection. These 
considerations are made not only when suspension is possible, but also when 
support to such a sector is being planned and designed, during identification and 
formulation. This approach is outlined in the guidelines on Budget Support, 
reflecting the Communication which points out that "Assessing EU sector budget 
support in the light of political governance will need to be carefully balanced 
against the need to serve and protect the population". In cases where a decision to 
suspend Budget Support is made, it may still be possible to provide project 
support or humanitarian aid. For example in Mali, as Budget support programmes 
have been put on hold, the Commission has scaled up humanitarian assistance and 
launched a new EUR 15 million project to mitigate the impact of the food crisis 
by cash transfers. The EU Delegation is also designing a safety net project to 
ensure continuity in social service delivery. In Madagascar, Budget Support has 
been suspended since 2009, but our cooperation still provides project aid in a 
number of sectors. 
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X. EU Delegations 

29. The Court's audit found that the supervision and control system in the 
delegation is only partially functioning. What actions have been taken in this 
regard and what results can be expected? (Point 38) 

Commission's answer: 

The overall error rate relating to funds managed by EuropeAid (Budget and EDF 
taken together) remained between 2 and 3 % in 2011, which is a good result, 
given the fact that EuropeAid works in an operational environment characterised 
by a high level of risk in developing countries (geo-political, social, institutional 
and administrative). Nevertheless, there is always room for improvement. Specific 
internal control weaknesses identified by the ECA were addressed through 
specific visits in Delegations followed by a corrective action plan. Also, the 
workload assessment in Delegations is being followed up by a number of specific 
actions such as a rebalancing of staff and the creation of regional hubs to provide 
specialised support to the delegations of the region on complex thematic issues 
(e.g. budget support) and the creation of a second Directorate in EuropeAid 
dealing with development aid in Africa. This reallocation of resources should 
contribute to increased effectiveness and efficiency in the internal control system 
in delegations. 

30. The Court's audit found that most delegation visited by the Court in 2011 did 
not perform a risk-based selection and planning of on-the-spot monitoring 
visits. Verification missions by EuropeAid's headquarters found that this was 
due to resource constraints on staffing and mission budgets, which limited 
their capacity to perform monitoring activities and that the reorganisation in 
2011 has not improved the situation (point 45). What actions have the 
Commission taken in this regard and what results does the Commission 
expect and from when.  

Commission's answer: 

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 result-
oriented monitoring (ROM) or from external audits.   
 
The Commission agrees that improving the choice of projects to be visited should 
be envisaged and that the planning process for such visits should be improved. 
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 may increase in the 
future – the Commission needs to keep in mind cost-effectiveness aspects. 
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 
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screening of the portfolio and priority setting 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 all of 
whose operations are subject to a ban within the EU (airline black list).  
 

 

31. What concrete actions do the delegations and the Commission take when they 
identify and error?  

Commission's answer: 

If errors are found, payments are blocked or suspended and additional information 
is requested from the beneficiary. Irrespective of whether errors are identified 
through audits and verifications or through other procedures (e.g. review by 
Commission staff of documents or on-site inspections) they must be followed up 
by the Commission. When an error is found a contradictory procedure with the 
beneficiary or implementing organisation is carried out to discuss the errors 
identified. If at the end of the contradictory procedure the Commission still 
believes that there are errors that should be kept, a recovery order is issued and the 
funds are recovered. 

32. What concrete actions do the delegations and the Commission take when they 
suspect or identify illegality? 

Commission's answer : 

The choice of the term "illegality" is confusing and misleading. The Commission 
has to verify the legality and regularity of expenditure and this can be done 
through audits and verifications which essentially focus on compliance with 
contractual conditions. Errors imply that contractual conditions (i.e. legality and 
regularity) are not respected but the term 'illegal' could be interpreted as 
wrongdoing. These are usually referred to as "irregularities". The great majority of 
these irregularities result from a lack of understanding of contractual rules and/or 
a wrong interpretation in combination with weak financial management capacity 
at implementation level. Errors and Irregularities - suspected or identified - are 
followed up by Commission staff through normal operational procedures 
including - where considered appropriate - the launching of audits and 
verifications. If the irregularity is confirmed the funds concerned are recovered. If 
there is a suspicion of fraud OLAF is informed. 

33. What sanctions does the Commission have in case of mismanagement of EU 
funds in the delegations?  

Commission's answer: 

In case of mismanagement at implementation level the Commission can block 
further payments and, if necessary, recover funds which have been improperly 
used, i.e. not in accordance with the contractual conditions. Any sanctions for 
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responsible staff at beneficiary level can only be achieved through national 
procedures. In cases where Commission staff is involved the Commission will 
follow regular internal procedures including the launching of specific 
administrative and disciplinary enquiries. 

XI. External auditors 

34. With respect to errors in project payments, the Court gives two examples 
from Ethiopia and Mozambique respectively, where the auditors contracted 
by the beneficiary to perform the expenditure verification had not identified 
the problems that the Court's audit identified (point 28). Does the 
Commission believe this is a common problem?  

Commission's answer: 

Due to difficulties with implementing international standards on audits, local 
auditors' work presents certain quality problems with respect to compliance with 
Commission requirements on auditing. Improvements have been made with the 
introduction of terms of reference for expenditure verifications launched by 
beneficiaries for grants and fee-based service contracts. More efforts are planned 
to reach an acceptable quality level. 

The Commission requires that IFAC (International Federation of Accountants) 
standards are adhered to, and applied, by auditors either contracted by the 
Commission or by the beneficiary of funds.  

For the work performed by the auditors contracted by the Commission, the quality 
is globally satisfactory. However, there are some concerns as regards expenditure 
verifications, launched by beneficiaries of grant and fee-based service contracts 
and which are performed by local auditors. 

This is related to the audit profession being organised differently in the countries 
where beneficiaries of funds are operating and to local auditors' capacity to adhere 
to, and apply, international auditing standards.  

 

What measures are in place to verify the quality of external auditors?  

The work performed by audit firms contracted by beneficiaries of grants and fee-
based service contracts is not systematically subject to a direct quality review by 
DEVCO staff (as done by DEVCO for the audits launched by the Commission). 

However, in cases where the Commission finds that expenditure verification 
reports are of insufficient quality, it can decide to refuse to work with the 
concerned audit firms for future assignments. 
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In addition to that, the Commission always has the power to launch an audit, even 
if the beneficiary of funds has launched one already. 

 

Has the Commission taken or plan to take actions to improve the quality of 
the external auditors? 

The Commission is making an effort to improve the situation. Terms of reference 
for expenditure verifications for grant and fee-based service contracts were 
introduced in 2003, and have been reinforced over the years, especially in 2009. 
These terms of reference provide a clear format for an expenditure verification 
including a comprehensive and detailed list of verification steps, explicit 
mentioning of the importance of being aware of the Commission's contractual 
conditions and the use of a report template. 

The Financial Management Toolkit for recipients of EU funds for external actions 
was created at the beginning of 2011 to help recipients of EU funds to comply 
with the conditions for financial management set out in the contracts, as well as to 
increase their awareness of risk management and control systems. 

Furthermore, the Commission plans to develop a procedure/tool in support to our 
staff in Delegations to help them to perform quality reviews of the audits launched 
by the beneficiaries and to introduce targeted training for Commission finance and 
contract staff at headquarters and in Delegations for this purpose, thereby 
increasing its already considerable training effort.  

Does the Commission operate with a blacklist of external service providers?  

The Commission does not use such blacklists.  However, contractual conditions 
foresee that the contracting authority (the Commission or the beneficiary third 
country) can refuse the audit firm proposed by a beneficiary of funds (namely 
grants and fee based contracts). This option is used in particular when the 
proposed audit firm has a track-record of poor quality verifications. The 
possibility of using shortlists of acceptable service providers can only be formally 
applied when the rules of the Financial Regulation allow for this. 

 

Does the Commission have an estimate of the involvement of civil society in 
such tasks?  

Any member of civil society who wants to benefit from EU funding has to accept 
the contractual conditions, including the obligation of accepting an expenditure 
verification, before the Commission can disburse funds. 
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XII. Investment Facility 

35. In its Discharge resolution for 2009 the European Parliament9 "finds it to be 
undesirable politically and for reasons of accountability that the Investment 
Facility is not covered by the Court of Auditors’ Statement of Assurance or 
by Parliament’s discharge procedure and agrees with the Court of Auditors 
that these provisions reduce the scope of Parliament’s powers of discharge, 
especially considering that EDF resources are derived from public money 
contributed by European taxpayers and not by the financial markets;" Does 
the Commission agree that this is undesirable politically? 

Commission's answer: 

In accordance with article 11.9 of the Internal Agreement and Article 134 of the 
Financial Regulation, “operations of the Investment Facility managed by the Bank 
shall be subject to the control and the discharge procedures laid down by the 
Statute of the Bank for all its operations. The same procedure applies to operations 
that benefit from Interest Rate Subsidies."  

Investment Facility operations are therefore treated in the same manner as other 
operations managed by the Bank and benefit from the supervision and control of 
the Court of Auditors, as per the provisions of the Tripartite Agreement between 
the Commission, the Bank and the Court of Auditors, signed on 27 October 2003 
and renewed at the end of 2011. 

On-the-spot audits ought to be scheduled by the Bank's Audit Committee and the 
Court of Auditors in coordination, so that the audits can generally be conducted 
jointly and to the satisfaction of both institutions. 

In the view of the Commission, the level of control should maintain the necessary 
checks and balances applicable to the EIB, ensuring nevertheless full respect for 
the standards of accountability in using public funds. 

 

XIII. African Peace Facility 

36. According to the 2011 annual report for The African Peace Facility10 (APF), 
the APF envelope under the 10th EDF is EUR 600 million. Furthermore, “The 
general objective of the APF is to contribute to the African peace and security 
agenda through targeted support at the continental and regional level in the 
area of conflict prevention, management and resolution, and peace building.”11, 
whereas the objective of the EDF is "centred on the object of reducing and 

                                                 
9 P7_TA(2011)0202. 
10 Annual Report 2011 - The African peace Facility, European Commission, p.13 
11 ibid, p.12  
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eventually eradicating poverty"12. Can the Commission explain the relation 
between the objective of the EDF and the APF?  

Commission's answer: 

Article 11 of the Cotonou Agreement, which is the legal basis of the EDF, clearly refers 
to cooperation in the area of peace-building and conflict prevention and resolution. 

Moreover, the nexus between security and development has been clearly established in 
many policy documents for several years now and development cooperation instruments 
can contribute to these objectives and to the development of the EU as a global player13. 
In the aforementioned conclusions, the Council stated: "The 2003 European Security 
Strategy and the 2005 European Consensus on Development acknowledge that there 
cannot be sustainable development without peace and security, and that without 
development and poverty eradication there will be no sustainable peace." As a 
consequence, it was agreed that the APF would be funded through the EDF, on the basis 
of the security-development nexus. 

 

37. How does the Commission determine that "per diems, rations, medical 
consumables and facilities, transport, fuel, troop allowances and 
communication equipment" are eligible expenditure under the APF while 
"ammunition, arms and specific military equipment, spare parts for arms and 
military equipment, salaries for soldiers and military training for soldiers" are 
non-eligible APF expenditure14? 

Why for instance, is troop allowances an eligible expenditure and salaries for      
soldiers a non-eligible expenditure? 

 

Commission's answer: 

One of the main priorities of the African Peace Facility is to increase the 
availability of sustainable and predictable funding for African-led peace 
support operations, enabling the AU and African sub-regional organisations to 
plan and conduct peace support operations, including support to preparatory 
stages of an operation, its deployment and conduct. 

Therefore, APF eligible expenditure mainly concerns the operational costs for 
a peace keeper while deployed in an African-led Peace Support Operation 
(e.g. per diems, rations, medical consumables and facilities, transport, fuel, 
troop allowances and communications equipment) and not the costs for 
national staff per se (e.g. regular salaries and costs for regular training).  

                                                 
12 ECA 2012 Annual report on the activities funded by the 8th, 9th and 10th European Development 
Funds (EDFs), article 2 
13 Council document 15097/07 of 20/11/2007. 
14 Annual Report 2011 - The African peace Facility, European Commission, p.13 
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This support enables African countries to commit their existing personnel to 
African-led Peace Support Operations. If they had to cover these additional 
deployment expenses themselves, the willingness of individual countries to 
commit their staff to an Africa-led Peace Support Operation would suffer 
considerably. 

For example: Salaries are soldiers' regular income whether deployed in a 
Peace Support Operation or not and therefore not APF eligible. Troop 
allowances are paid on top of soldiers' salaries once they are deployed in a 
Peace Support Operation. In the case of the African Union Mission in Somalia 
(mandated by the UN Security Council), this troop allowance amounts to the 
UN standard rate of USD 1028 per month per soldier and is considered APF 
eligible. 

The eligibility criteria are included in the current Three-year Action 
Programme for the African Peace Facility, 2011-2013 (10th EDF) approved 
by the Council in  2011. In it, it is specifically mentioned that hard-core 
military equipment like ammunition, arms and specific military equipment, 
spare parts for arms and military equipment are not APF eligible. 

 

38. The EDF is providing financial support for AMISON, whose mandate 
includes "...the provision of security for key infrastructure; assistance with 
the implementation of the National Security and Stabilisation Plan..." and 
furthermore, around 10.000 peacekeepers are currently deployed with 
AMISON15.  

The EDF is also funding the Somali police force through the UNDP Rule of 
Law programme16.  

Can the Commission explain the relationship between AMISON as well as 
the UNDP Rule of Law programme and the EDF primary objective of 
poverty reduction? 

Commission's answer: 

For the general compatibility between EDF and APF objectives, please refer to the 
answer to question 36 above.  

APF support to the police component of the African Union Mission in Somalia 
(AMISOM) and other EDF support to the UNDP rule of law programme in 
Somalia are complementary and have the same objective, namely to help to 

                                                 
15 http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/where/acp/regional-cooperation/peace/peace-support-
operations/amisom_en.htm 
16http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/missionPress/files/Fact%20sheet%20EUTM
%20-%20EN_March%20201201.pdf 
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support the creation of a professional and accountable Somali Police service. 
UNDP and AMISOM also work together with other partners to achieve this 
objective.  

The African Peace Facility is currently providing financial support to the police 
component of AMISOM which currently consists of around 350 personnel. The 
AMISOM police component has the mandate to train, mentor, monitor and advise 
the Somali Police Force (SPF) with the objective of building up a credible and 
effective police force in line with international standards. APF support enables the 
AMISOM police component to fulfil its mandate. 

EDF funds are also provided to the UNDP Rule of Law Programme, and 
specifically the UNDP Civilian Police project. The project particularly supports 
accountability and oversight mechanisms: it works closely with police authorities 
in all areas to build internal control mechanisms that respond to cases of human 
rights abuse by the police. The project has also helped to establish Police 
Advisory Committees in South Central Somalia, which are now monitoring police 
stations. The committees have been trained on gender and human rights issues. 
Under this activity, the project has also provided uniforms, transportation, 
communication equipment, and other equipment to the police. UNDP also 
supports the rehabilitation of police stations and the training of the Special Police 
Unit and the traffic police. The project has enhanced the managerial capacities and 
command abilities of senior police officers; it also supported the registration of 
police and the provision of police salaries in South-Central Somalia. 

39. Does the Commission regard the APF as overseas development aid and is 
funding for the APF reported as such? 

Commission's answer: 

APF financed activities are not eligible as Official Development Aid (ODA)- 
according to the current OECD-DAC criteria and were thus not reported as such. 

 

40. Can the Commission explain why the APF and subsequently the AMISON is 
funded by the EDF instead of the CFSP-budget? 

Commission's answer: 

The Commission considers that APF objectives do not exclusively fall under CFSP 
objectives only but contribute broadly to development objectives. A more restrictive 
interpretation of the scope and objectives of development cooperation would be: 
 

 contrary to the Commission's traditional position;  

 contrary to the pre-Lisbon position of the Court of Justice ((ECOWAS Case C-
91/05, Commission v Council [2008] ECR I-3651); 



 

 34

 and also contrary to the logic behind current basic acts, such as the Instrument 
for Stability, as well as the position of the Council in its conclusions on 
development and security17. 

Should the APF be considered part of CFSP only, it would have to be financed as any 
other CFSP activity, which would require either (i) the adoption of a basic act 
establishing the APF based on Article 41 (2) TEU in conjunction with Article 21.2 c) or 
(ii) the creation of a CFSP mechanism, allowing for APF funding to be charged to those 
EU Member States, which agree with this proposal (no country can be obliged) in 
proportion with their GNP. 

However, this would take a very considerable effort to put in place and would not include 
all EU Member States (example: the Danish "opt-out" on military cooperation). 
Furthermore, it is also believed that such a mechanism would be less predictable and less 
flexible than the current EDF-funded APF and that African ownership would be difficult 
to establish under such a scheme. The APF-funded peace support operations, such as 
AMISOM, are African-led operations; this would not be feasible, should the APF be 
funded by CFSP budget (they would be EU-led). Predictability, flexibility and African 
ownership are among the key principles of the Joint Africa-EU Strategy and its 
Partnership on Peace and Security, the APF being the financial instrument for the 
implementation of the latter. 
 

XIV. Varia 

41. What is the status of the Mid-Term Review of regional programmes? 

Commission's answer: 

 
The Mid-term-Review exercise was finalised during the first half of 2012 and 
submitted to Member States in the EDF Committee in July 2012. Addenda to the 
Regional Indicative Programmes have been approved by the Commission and are 
being signed with the respective regions. 

 
The mid-term reviews have confirmed the relevance of the regional strategies. 
However, implementation was slow in several regions, especially in Western 
Africa and Eastern and Southern Africa. The mid-term reviews had a more positive 
outcome for the Pacific and Central Africa regions, which received a topping up of 
their initial allocations. 

 
Regional integration in Africa is facing some major challenges which have affected 
the full implementation of the 10th EDF regional indicatives programmes.  
Solutions have been found to ensure the smooth implementation of these 
programmes, through reallocations between regions and internal reallocations, 
including for the initiative in favour of sustainable energy for all. The table below 
gives an overview of the analysis.  

 

                                                 
17 Council document 15097/07 of 20/11/2007. 
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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 

 

42. In the 10th EDF (2008-2013) EUR 430 million are earmarked for the 
Commission's expenditure for programming and implementation of the EDF. 
What is this money spent on?  

Commission's answer: 

These funds are spent in accordance with article 6 of the 10th EDF Internal 
Agreement. They represent 2% of the 10th EDF funds managed by the 
Commission (excluding those managed by the European Investment Bank -EIB). 
Article 6 of the Internal Agreement specifies: 
 
"The resources for support measures may cover expenditure associated with: 
(a) the preparation, follow-up, monitoring, accounting, audit and evaluation 
activities directly necessary for the programming and implementation of the 
resources of the EDF managed by the Commission; 
(b) the achievement of these objectives, through development policy research 
activities, studies, meetings, information, awareness-raising, training and 
publication activities; and 
(c) computer networks for the exchange of information, and any other 
administrative or technical assistance expenditure that the Commission may incur 
for the management of the EDF. 
They shall also cover expenditure both at Commission headquarters and in 
Delegations on the administrative support needed to manage operations financed 
under the ACP-EC Partnership Agreement and the Association Decision." 
 
The major category of expenditure is the administrative support needed to manage 
EDF operations both at Commission Headquarters and in the EU Delegations in 
the ACP countries and OCTs. It covers salaries for contract agents and local 
agents, including related infrastructure expenditure. Overall, these costs represent 
approximately 86% of the funds committed so far. 
 
The support expenditure envelope also allows the Commission to cover the costs 
related to the management of the EDF accounting and financial systems 
(including the development of software, maintenance of hardware, organisation 
and delivery of training and, help desk for users) as well as the transaction costs 
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and the interest payments inherent in the implementation of the EDF (bank fees, 
currency fluctuations, exchange rates, etc.). Around 8% of the funds committed so 
far are used for these purposes.  
 
Technical Assistance, Evaluations and Studies (in particular conferences, 
seminars, strategic evaluations, support to the identification and formulation of 
programmes and projects, etc.) represent around 5% of the funds committed so 
far. 
 
Audit activities of EDF financed projects are also covered by this envelope as well 
as EU contributions to programmes such as Erasmus Mundus and support to the 
Secretariat of the Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability (PEFA) 
partnership programme (1%). 
 

43. Does the Commission agree that aid should only be granted to countries that 
meet minimum standards as regards governance and respect for human 
rights?  

Commission's answer: 

EU external actions are based on Articles 21 and 208 of the Lisbon Treaty, 
whereby Union development cooperation policy has as its primary objective the 
eradication of poverty, while being guided by principles of democracy, the rule of 
law, the universality and indivisibility of human rights and fundamental freedoms. 
These overriding objectives of EU cooperation with partner countries are 
translated both into the regular political dialogue between the EU and each partner 
country and into our concrete cooperation programmes. Moreover, for relations 
between the EU and ACP countries Articles 96 and 97 of the Cotonou Agreement 
provide for appropriate measures, including reducing and as a last resort 
suspending development cooperation, when there are breaches of the principle of 
respect for human rights, democratic principles, the rule of law and good 
governance. 

While poverty reduction remains the primary objective of development policy, the 
Agenda for Change and Budget Support Communications (October 2011) have, 
inter alia, announced a strategic focus in EU development policy on stronger 
promotion of human rights, democracy, the role of civil society and other 
elements of good governance. The mix and the level of aid will depend on the 
country's situation in terms of its commitment to human rights, democracy and the 
rule of law, its ability to conduct reforms and meet its people's demands and 
needs. As to aid modalities, the Budget Support Communication provides for a 
differentiated approach, allowing the EU to respond better to the political, 
economic and social context of the partner country. As regards the political 
context, General Budget Support should be provided where there is trust and 
confidence that aid will be spent in respect of the core EU values and objectives.  

These principles are also among the objectives of external action instruments 
under the Multiannual Financial Framework 2014-2020. Both geographical and 
thematic EU instruments are currently being used in a way that conforms with and 
contributes to respect for and the realisation of the universal human rights' 
standards. 
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Non-respect for human rights needs to be addressed through a multifaceted 
approach, including political dialogue, in extreme cases sanctions, and financial 
and technical cooperation to promote the human rights agenda. All of the above 
need to be combined in a coherent manner in EU development cooperation with 
third countries. 

 

44. Does the Commission monitor/access/evaluate/engage in dialogue with people 
who believe that they have been, or are likely to be, harmed by EDF funded 
projects? Is such a mechanism in place?  

Commission's answer:  

Stakeholders -- and in particular Civil Society Organisations – are consulted 
during all phases of the project cycle in order to prevent from taking any action 
which might be harmful to vulnerable people, or in case such an action has 
already taken place to deploy remediation measures  as needed. For example, the 
Cotonou Agreement foresees that, when preparing the programming documents 
(Country Strategy Paper), the ACP state concerned and the EU shall draw from 
prior consultation with a wide range of actors including non-state actors and from 
lessons learned and best practices. 
 
It should be borne in mind that damage resulting from contract implementation is 
in the first place the contractor’s responsibility. This is why the Commission has 
inserted in its procurement contracts a liability clause committing the contractor to 
subscribe to an insurance covering its civil liability with regard to risks. If 
someone claims having been harmed, the Commission will investigate the matter 
and follow the dispute between the contractor and the claimant, encouraging both 
of them to handle legitimate claims and to look for suitable alleviation measures. 
 
Persons who he believe that the Commission has committed maladministration in 
the handling of a project may also address complaints to the European 
Ombudsman.  This may also be the case where the Commission's monitoring 
obligations concerning the budget implementation of the beneficiary countries are 
at stake. When replying to Ombudsman complaints, the Commission enters in an 
indirect dialogue with the complainant through the Ombudsman's contradictory 
procedure.  
The Code of Good Administrative Behaviour also provides for mechanisms in 
case anyone feels adversely affected by a project which obliges the Commission 
to investigate upon the claim. 

45. How much do the US, China and the UN respectively, pay in aid to the 
Continuo countries per year in comparison to the EDF contributions?  (NB 
Continuo is understood to Cotonou) 

Commission's answer: 

Donors outside of the EU do not maintain links with the ACP Group of States as 
such. However, aid to sub-Saharan Africa – a category used in OECD/DAC 
reporting – can serve as a useful proxy. Though preliminary ODA data for the EU 
is available for 2011, the OECD/DAC will only publish 2011 ODA data for all 
donors late December 2012 or January 2013. 
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The EU as a whole is by far the largest donor to sub-Saharan Africa. According to 
preliminary data reported in the Commission's Accountability Report on Financing 
for Development 2012, ODA to sub-Saharan Africa from the 15 EU countries that 
are DAC members (including imputed multilateral flows and aid channelled 
through the EU institutions) in 2011 was at around EUR 20,558 million.  
 
In 2011, EDF disbursements to Cotonou countries (notwithstanding the Investment 
Facility managed by the EIB) amounted to EUR 2,941 million (of which EUR 
2,717 million were classified as ODA). Of that, EUR 2,331 million went to (sub-
Saharan) Africa. Total EU development aid to sub-Saharan Africa managed by the 
Commission in 2011 (including both EDF and the EU budget) amounted to EUR 
3,170 million. 

 
As we do not yet possess figures for 2011, we can only inform you that in 2010, 
the US disbursed EUR 5,796 million to sub-Saharan Africa. UNICEF disbursed 
EUR 374 million, UNDP EUR 208 million, UNFPA EUR 111 million, WFP EUR 
95 million, UNPBF EUR 31 million and UNAIDS EUR 25 million. 
 
To compare, EDF disbursements to sub-Saharan Africa in 2010 amounted to EUR 
2,481 million (out of total EDF disbursements of EUR 3,240 million). Including 
aid provided under the EU budget, total EU development aid to sub-Saharan Africa 
managed by the Commission amounted to EUR 3,563 million in 2010. ODA to 
Sub-Saharan Africa from the 15 EU countries that are DAC members (including 
imputed multilateral flows) amounted that year to EUR 19,401 million. 
 
China does not report ODA to the OECD/DAC. But according to China’s 2011 
Expenditure Budget for Central Level Government, China’s total development co-
operation (excluding the capital of concessional loans and debt relief) in 2010 was 
worth about EUR 1,510 million. No breakdown by region is available. 

 

46. In its Discharge resolution for 2009 the European Parliament18 "Insists that 
the Union should not pressure African states to sign up to Economic 
Partnership Agreements (EPAs) any faster or which cover a greater range of 
issues than they want to, and that the Union should avoid undermining 
existing regional groupings by agreeing EPAs with individual countries;" 
Has the Commission lived up to this demand from the Parliament? 

Commission's answer: 

The European Commission is not putting pressure on its ACP partners to either 
conclude negotiations faster, or include a greater range of issues or to conclude 
negotiations individually.  Indeed, all on-going negotiations are regional and 
remain firmly committed to making progress towards a strong pro–development 
partnership. They all include a development chapter and aim at supporting regional 
integration. The geographical configuration of the EPAs and the range of issues 
discussed between the parties fully depend on the preferences of the ACP 

                                                 
18 P7_TA(2011)0201, article 31 
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negotiating partners. As negotiations are still continuing in 2012 - 12 years after 
the Cotonou Agreement was signed, 10 years after negotiations started and 5 years 
after the interim EPAs were concluded and the WTO waiver expired – it is clear 
that the Commission is not applying undue pressure to push its partners into 
agreements that they do not consider fit to sign.  However, and while there is no 
deadline for these negotiations, the Commission expects that the talks will be 
finalised sooner rather than later, as most issues have been technically exhausted 
and concluding is now more a question of political will and commitment." 

 

47. Does the Commission systematically involve or require the involvement of 
civil society organisation in the monitoring of spending and impact of 
development aid? 

Commission's answer: 

The Commission involves civil society organisations and other stakeholders at 
different stages of the spending process. It does so during programming, including 
through consultations with various stakeholders at country level, in particular civil 
society. 
 
In the implementation phase, the Commission’s standing approach for monitoring 
projects and programmes includes the consultation of the main stakeholders in a 
project or programme. DG EuropeAids’s existing Internal Monitoring guidelines 
for operational staff in Headquarters and EU Delegations provide for stakeholders 
to be consulted at regular intervals during project implementation, either through 
the project steering committees or through ad hoc consultations. 
 
Under its external monitoring system, ROM, which is implemented through 
independent consultants, the latter are equally required to consult the main 
stakeholders during monitoring missions. The instructions for carrying out such 
missions require such consultations with regard to various aspects to be reviewed 
during the missions. 
 
At a more global level, the Commission is supporting CONCORD, the umbrella 
organisation of EU NGOs which produces the yearly "Aid watch report".   

 
 

48. Of EU Member States, so far only Sweden, Denmark, Luxembourg and the 
Netherlands have reached the UN target of 0,7 % of gross national income as 
official development assistance to the world’s poorest nations. How can the 
Commission ensure that the Member States reach this commitment? 

Commission's answer: 

The Commission is aware of the situation with regard to EU aid levels and 
continues to call on Member States to deliver on the agreed Official Development 
Assistance (ODA) targets, in line with the EU's collective and individual 
commitments. Furthermore, the Commission wishes to point out that the Member 
States confirmed their commitment to reach the ODA targets at the Foreign 



 

 40

Affairs Council of May 2012 and the European Council of June 2012. The 
Commission proposal for the next Multiannual Financial Framework, if agreed, 
would ensure that the EU Budget contributes proportionally to the increase 
needed.  
 
The Commission would also like to draw the Honourable Member's attention to 
the 2012 EU Accountability Report19 adopted by the Commission on 9 July 2012, 
which presents a detailed overview of efforts by the EU and its Member States to 
support the various aspects of financing for development.  

 
 

49. How does the Commission measure the European Union added value in its 
activities under the EDF? For instance, does the Commission operate with 
special indicators to evaluate this?  

Commission's answer: 

EU value added is an evaluation criterion and relates to the fact that an 
activity/operation financed/implemented through the Commission should generate 
a particular benefit. It is analysed at 2 main steps at country and regional levels: 
programming and evaluation. 
 
Programming  
A donor matrix is done for each programming document and an explanation is 
provided in the programming documents to justify the planned programme as 
regards complementarity with other donors and EU value added. 
 
Evaluation 
Regular geographical (country and regional) evaluations provide information on 
the results of EU interventions. Each evaluation uses the 5 OECD/DAC evaluation 
criteria + a specific one, EU value added. The indicators are those of the logical 
framework of each programming document. 
 

According to the Agenda for Change adopted in October 2011 the EU intends to 
ensure best value for money of its development cooperation by i) differentiating 
development partnerships ii) coordinating EU action and iii) improving 
coordination among EU policies. In this regard, the Commission envisages having 
aggregated indicators to make global reporting on the impact of its interventions 
more understandable and readable. 

 

* * * 

 

                                                 
19 http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/what/development-
policies/financing_for_development/accountability_report_2012_en.htm  


