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1. Summary of petition

The petitioner was the leader of an evaluation team charged by the European Commission to 
conduct the mid-term evaluation of the Program of Budget Support (BS) to the Special 
Partnership (SP) between the EU and Cape Verde. The assignment took place between 
September 2011 and April 2012. He expresses his dissatisfaction with the way in which the 
Commission managed the evaluation process, draw the attention to the serious defects of the 
program in question and expresses objections to the current legal framework for evaluations. 
He asks the EP to hold the Commission to account, correct the identified defects of the 
program and reform the legal framework for evaluations.

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 23 July 2013. Information requested from Commission under Rule 
202(6).

3. Commission reply, received on 31 January 2014

The petitioner raises three main issues in his petition : the way in which the Commission 
managed the evaluation of a budget support programme process; alleged defects of the 
programme; and the current legal framework for evaluations. 

The Commission's observations 
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Budget support and evaluation

Budget support is defined by the OECD as a method of financing a partner country’s budget 
through a transfer of resources from an external financing agency to the partner government’s 
national treasury. The funds transferred are managed in accordance with the recipient’s 
budgetary procedures. Therefore, budget support is a means of delivering aid and achieving 
sustainable development objectives by fostering partner countries' ownership of development 
policies and reforms. 

Evaluations of European Union (EU) assistance in developing countries consist of judging the 
results of interventions/country programmes/themes of EU external assistance against 
evaluation criteria (relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, sustainability, EU 
value added). Only some evaluation criteria may be taken into consideration in a given 
evaluation depending on its aim.

Taking into account the specificity of budget support, the  Draft Standard Terms of 
Reference1 (ToR) for the evaluation of budget support state that the main expected outputs are 
an assessment of the extent to which budget support may have contributed to the results at 
income and impact levels (meaning expected positive changes in the partner country).

Evaluation of budget support in Cape Verde

The budget support programme to the development of the Special Partnership (SP) was laid 
out in the Financing Agreement N° CV/FED/2009/021-707. The Sub-delegated Authorising 
Officer of the EDF (i.e. the Head of Delegation) in the Technical and Administrative 
Provisions (TAP) of this Financing Agreement can allocate funds to a mid-term evaluation of 
the above mentioned budget support programme. Thus, the Delegation of the EU in Cape 
Verde (DEUCV) decided to launch a mid-term evaluation of the budget support to the SP 
with a view to obtaining recommendations for the formulation of a new budget support 
programme. 

A specific contract was signed between the EU and the contractor (a private company) for the 
above mentioned evaluation accompanied by ToR. The agreement on ToR was the basis for 
the work of the petitioner, who was employed under contract by the contractor as leader of an 
evaluation team to evaluate budget support in Cape Verde. The tasks of the evaluation team 
were to launch a mid-term evaluation of the budget support to the SP as stipulated in the TAP.

First issue in the petition: the way the Commission managed the evaluation process

All the documents on the budget support programme and the SP were sent to the petitioner by 
the DEUCV and received by the contractor (receipt by the contractor on 15 September 2011). 
An agreed timeline for reports was indicated in the ToR. Due to late submission of the 
conceptual note and of the preliminary report by the evaluation team, deadlines were missed. 
Nonetheless, scheduled exchanges on the evaluation and the reports took place between the 
Delegation and the contractor. 

The quality of the final version of the report was considered unsatisfactory by the DEUCV. 
The scope of the final report issued by the evaluation team was too wide. It included the 
planning and the implementation of national policies and strategies rather than focusing on the 
evaluation of the budget support programme. Findings on security were useful but 

                                               
1 http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/evaluation/evaluation_reports/reports/2008/1258_std_tor_en.pdf
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insufficiently developed. It lacked a full analysis of the institutional support and of the budget 
support.

Based on these elements, the DEUCV and the contractor reached a common understanding, 
resulting in a minor penalty to the total amount foreseen under the agreement. The contractor 
accepted the payment for the final report delivered. The Delegation and the Secretariat of the 
SP were of the opinion that the findings were not rigorous enough to be disseminated at 
seminars. Instead, a debriefing session was organised to which other EU Member States, 
donors and the government were invited.

Second issue in the petition : The programme of budget support to the SP

The Commission does not find grounds in the petitioner’s suggestion that there was overlap of 
the programme of budget support to the SP with the programme of budget support to the 
Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy. While both programmes include two general 
conditions that are required in all budget support operations (macroeconomic stability and a 
credible and relevant programme to improve public financial management), each programme 
has specific objectives and specific conditions. 

The DEUCV accepted the evaluation team’s comments on the involvement of the Cape 
Verdean Parliament, municipalities and civil society organisations (CSO). Indeed, the EU 
Communication on the future approach to EU budget support to third countries1 provides for 
this involvement. Every budgetary document is voted on by the Cape Verdean Parliament and 
the DEUCV is examining how to better include the Parliament in future budget support 
operations. Consequently, the Parliament is de facto involved in the budget support 
programme implementation. CSOs and municipalities are also involved through national 
systems.

Indicators contained in the matrix of the TAP have proved adequate, serving as the reference 
point for payments under the programme. The Commission takes the identification of 
indicators for budget support programmes very seriously. There is an important quality review 
process carried out by Headquarters and Delegations for every new budget support 
programme, including the indicators2, and the programme in Cape Verde was also subject to 
this process. Every attempt possible was made to ensure that the value of the indicators used 
were SMART (specific, measurable, attainable, realistic and timely). Nonetheless, the 
evaluation’s findings on the indicators were accepted by the Delegation and the Commission 
services are trying to improve indicators for subsequent budget support programmes in the 
country.

Third issue in the petition : The current legal framework for evaluations

The Commission and the DEUCV are concerned to ensure that independent evaluators 
provide a credible, evidence-based assessment of the subject of the evaluation. Further 
information on evaluations is available via a public resource for general information3. 

Conclusion

In the light of the above assessment, the Commission takes the view that this evaluation was 

                                               
1 COM(2011) 638 final of 13 October 2011.
2 http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/ensure-aid-effectiveness/quality-support-groups_en.htm
3 http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/evaluation/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/evaluation/evaluation_reports/2008/budget_support_en.htm
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managed in a satisfactory way and that the DEUCV's actions strictly respected the 
independence of the evaluation experts. The reduced payment and non-publication of the 
report purely reflect the fact that there were methodological weaknesses in the report. The 
contractor had agreed with the DEUCV on the deduction for the identified weaknesses of the 
report. If the petitioner wishes to seek specific redress on the terms of employment, he should 
address himself to his employer for this evaluation. 


