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THURSDAY 13 NOVEMBER 2003 

__________ 

Present: 
Bowness, L 
Harrison, L 
Inge, L 
Jopling, L (Chairman) 
Morris of Aberavon, L 
Watson of Richmond, L 
Williams of Elvel, L 
Williamson of Horton, L 

__________ 

MR RICHARD MANNING, Chair of the Development Assistance Committee, Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development, examined. 

Chairman 
127. Mr Manning, good morning, and thank you so much for coming. I know you have 

come from Paris to share your wisdom with us. As you know, we embarked upon this 
exercise a few weeks back, and this Committee will continue its inquiry into the European 
Union’s development aid programme into the next session of Parliament. This will be our last 
meeting during this particular session as the House rises next week for prorogation and the 
Queen’s Speech in two weeks’ time. Let me begin. OECD’s Development Assistance 
Committee, of which you are the Chairman, I know you reviewed these matters in 1998 and 
2002. I wonder if you could open by just reminding us of the main findings and in which 
areas you believe the European Union has made progress since 1998, where you think the 
problems are and what are the areas where you have found most concern? Then tell us how 
you think they have responded to your report of 2002 and what you believe they ought to do 
as a result of your two reviews. We would appreciate your being as frank as possible with us 
in how you see the whole system, and particularly we are looking for what are the main 
problems? 

(Mr Manning) Thank you very much, my Lord Chairman. I should explain to the 
Committee that, as you may know, I became Chair of the OECD Development Assistance 
Committee only in June this year, and hence I was not the Chair at the time of the review 
which took place in mid 2002. Obviously, I have had a careful look at the documents but I 
speak with that degree of distance. I think the first thing to say about the review is that the 
2002 review was significantly more positive than the 1998 review, and the reviewers, who 
were Norway and Canada, gave the European Commission some credit for a number of 
actions taken between the two dates, notably in terms of producing more of an overall 
statement of policy on what it was seeking to achieve, and some aspects of the improved 
management. An interesting indicator, I think, is that in the two years previous to the review 
the actual disbursements of European aid rose very sharply, they rose by 13 per cent between 
1999 and 2000 and then by 21 per cent, in real terms, between 2000 and 2001. So the review 
had some evidence that the attempts by the Commission to deal with some of the well-known 
problems about slow disbursement, excessive backlogs, and the rest of it, had shown some 
fruit. Against that background, the recommendations fell into five areas. The first was around 
strengthening the European Community’s comparative advantage in promoting development. 
There I think the Committee put some weight on the fact that the European Community is a 
unique aid donor, in that not only does it provide significant amounts of assistance but it is 
also responsible for trade, agriculture and other policies that have a significant impact on 
developing countries. So there is considerable interest about what are described usually as 
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coherence issues, how far European Community policies, as a whole, if you like, promoted 
development or improved the environment within which developing countries have to 
operate. The second area of interest was around promoting the sustainability of poverty 
reduction, and there I think that the most crucial issue is put very briefly as bringing ODA 
allocations into better alignment with the principal aim of poverty reduction. As you know, 
the Union produced a Development Policy Statement in 2000, which stated that the central 
aim of its development policy was to do something serious about poverty in the world, and 
the review noted that the allocation of European Community aid did not appear to be fully 
consistent with that objective. There are also comments about the sectoral allocation, about 
deepening the dialogue with partner countries and pursuing what was regarded as promising 
developments in relation to post-conflict assistance. The third area, coming back a little bit to 
the first one was in relation to not only the coherence of broad policies but coherence within 
the development sector itself. The review felt that the introduction of Country Strategy Papers 
for all significant recipients of Community assistance was good, but it commented that the 
analytical capacity and resources were lacking, both in the field and in Brussels. They wanted 
to see stronger linkages and feedback, I think feedback is the more important here, between 
the various quality control systems: audit, of course, evaluation, the Quality Support Group, 
which to my mind is a rather good Commission innovation, a group, as it were, peer-
reviewing within the Commission of new activities. The fourth area was strengthening the 
focus on results and effectiveness, and this had to do with an important issue, which is still on 
the agenda, of structural responsibilities within the overall RELEX family, further 
simplification of procedures, strengthening the capacity of impact assessment, which I think 
is important. You could argue that in 2002 we had some evidence that work on efficiency of 
European aid had progressed, but it was less clear whether we had enough information on 
effectiveness of European aid. For which reason the Commission was encouraged to develop 
what is called here a strategic role for evaluation, with more of the evaluations about the 
results of Commission activity. Also it contained a recommendation, under this heading of 
‘Strengthening the European Community’s contribution to discussions in the DAC on aid 
effectiveness’, and there I can clearly report to the Committee that I have seen a much 
stronger engagement by the European Commission in DAC discussions. The European 
Commission is a founder member of the DAC. At times, it has not punched its weight in the 
DAC, if I can put it like that. The evidence over the last couple of years is that it is making a 
serious effort to do exactly that. A fifth and final area was improving implementation, with a 
view to enhancing country ownership, and here there is much talk of the prospects of further 
delegating authority to the field. There again I can certainly report to the Committee, first of 
all, that the deconcentration process, as it is called, has gone a lot further since 2001-02. 
Secondly, my own visits, in my former capacity in DFID and a visit I have just paid to the 
Pacific in my new capacity, do suggest that deconcentration, where it has happened, has both 
increased significantly the speed at which decisions get taken on boring but important matters 
like contracting, and so on, but, very importantly, I think, has given a sense to field staff that 
they genuinely do have more responsibility. To my mind, I think that has sharpened the 
performance of Commission operators in the field, so I think it is an area of progress. The 
review raised questions about whether the Commission could staff adequately these country 
offices with appropriate personnel, and it talked also about improving personnel management 
for development staff. Of course, this is a fairly common issue in many members of the DAC. 
How do you create and sustain a cadre of people who have enough understanding of 
development issues, particularly in systems where these are integrated into wider foreign 
ministries or other government departments, and the Commission is no exception to that. I 
hope that is helpful as an overview of the last review. 
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Lord Williams of Elvel 
128. You did mention, Mr Manning, one of the recommendations of the 2002 report as 

being the European Community should improve its ‘contribution to DAC discussions on aid 
effectiveness’. What does this mean precisely? 

A. Let me give you a concrete example. The DAC has spent quite a lot of time, in the 
last couple of years, looking at what we can do to harmonise our procedures from the point of 
view of making aid easier to manage, partly from a donor perspective but most importantly 
from a recipient perspective. At the moment you can easily have a situation where six 
different donors are operating in a particular sector in a particular country, in a way which is 
not very coherent or joined-up, where they are pursuing different objectives. Even where they 
are pursuing the same objectives you tend to have different monitoring systems, different 
accounting systems and a lot of duplication of effort. The DAC has made it its business to try 
to put much more emphasis on doing these things in a more efficient way, and the 
Commission has played an important role in these discussions. The Commission has decided 
that it would focus particularly on delivering some results on the ground in a limited number 
of countries. There is certainly evidence that there has been a lot of engagement between the 
people in EuropeAid, who are managing the process centrally, and people in the field in the 
countries concerned. We have embarked on a new push on this, following an important 
meeting that took place in Rome earlier in the year. We set ourselves a number of targets 
which we are trying to achieve over the next year or two, and the Commission is taking the 
lead in one or two areas in putting those into place on the ground. I think I am right in saying, 
for example, that the Commission will lead work which will take place in Nicaragua, on this 
point. 

129. We are talking not just about improving delivery, we are talking also about 
improving evaluation procedures, are we, and what else are we talking about? 

A. We are talking about the whole project cycle, if you like, from the point of view of 
how you identify what you are going to do. The general model, if you like, which we are 
trying to promote and within which the European Commission, I think, is playing a very 
positive role, is one where, first of all, we make a reality of recipient country ownership. In 
other words, instead of donors coming and doing their things in countries, it is much more a 
question of how we can help particular individual developing countries put in place policies 
that they wish to pursue, obviously policies that are sound and sustainable, and then find a 
much more joined-up way of donors supporting that process. The Commission has been an 
important player in this. A nice example, which was drawn to my attention by the Asian 
Development Bank the other day: in Bangladesh, a wide group of donors have now 
constructed together a support programme for the whole of primary education in Bangladesh, 
of course, a very important sector in a very big country. It involves expenditure of 
$1.8 billion over the next five years, of which the Bangladesh Government is putting up more 
than a billion. It involves, I think, seven or eight donors, half a dozen of which are putting all 
their money into a pot, if you like, managed by the Asian Development Bank on behalf of all 
of them. I am very pleased to see that not only is the UK a member of that, and Canada is a 
member of that, but also the European Commission is a member of that. The European 
Commission is putting substantial amounts of funding, I think it is $100 million, or 
something like that, into this basket, which is all part of a joined-up attempt by Bangladesh to 
make a real impact on basic education over the next five years. That is a very good example 
of the kind of model we are looking for, and I am very pleased to see the European 
Commission playing a really constructive role within that. 

130. Some of our witnesses have been quite critical of the Commission and how it has 
behaved in the past. You seem to be much more positive and telling us they are doing fine? 

A. I do not think any donor that I know of is beyond criticism, and certainly the 
Commission is not and I do not think the Commission is trying to be. I have noticed a 
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tendency sometimes in the UK to have little good to say about the Commission. I think it is 
important to have a balanced view of this. I have perhaps a particular reason for saying that 
because I was the first ever UK development specialist in the UK permanent representation in 
Brussels when we joined in 1973. I can recall, from being there, that there can always be a 
feeling in London that “These guys don’t really know what they’re about and we know it all, 
and why don’t they do it the way we do it?” Of course, there are a lot of good things that the 
Commission can learn from the way things are done in the UK, but the UK is not the only 
fount of wisdom on these matters, and I think the Commission is right to try to learn from a 
number of different angles. The Commission has a difficult job to do. It is no surprise that 
multilateral bodies in general, and the Commission in particular, do tend to be heavy on 
procedures, people worry about transparency, people worry about fairness, people worry 
about who is getting the contracts, and so on. The natural reaction is to set up procedures 
which are often over-elaborate and often do not actually deliver what people want them to 
deliver, there is a lot of signing of bits of paper and much hierarchy, and the rest of it. I think 
it is clear the direction in which the Commission needs to move is more in terms of giving 
people responsibility and holding them accountable, rather than having too many checks in 
the system before you can actually move. The Commission still has work to do I think on the 
effectiveness of its delivery. It still has a structure in Brussels which, as I say sometimes, is 
hard to explain to the average Martian, and of course it does try to deal with a number of 
multiple objectives, as all donors do, and that is something that does complicate the way in 
which assistance is delivered. I do think it is right that the Commission should get credit for 
some of the good work it is doing in many countries, particularly in playing a positive role as 
a member of the wider development co-operation community, if I can put it like that. 

Lord Williamson of Horton 
131. We have met before, because everybody in the European Union is recycled a few 

times, but now we are both in different positions. I would like to ask you a question about 
policy coherence, and particularly in relation to the potential future developments on the 
Common Foreign and Security Policy. We know there have been quite a lot of comments and 
concern from other organisations that the way the Foreign and Security Policy is going, 
particularly in the draft Constitutional Treaty, could cause some difficulties vis-à-vis the 
interface with development policy. That is the point I want to ask about. I think it does relate 
to two of your recommendations in 2002, the one on policy coherence and also on the 
sustainability of poverty reduction, because we all know that sometimes, sometimes when I 
have been present, the ministers want more poverty reduction but they take a decision which 
puts money into something else. It is quite common. We know that happens. Would you like 
to comment on how you think the European Union can best handle the interface between 
development policy and their increasingly ambitious Common Foreign and Security Policy 
agenda? 

A. To put this in context, we should be clear that most donors are struggling with the 
same issue. It has been sharpened particularly by 9/11. In the DAC, for example, we are 
working on a paper at the moment on aid and the security sector, in which we are looking at 
how we can put into practice the recognition that we all have that without security you will 
not get development, and quite possibly without development you will not get security, but 
how we make a reality of this and do so in a sustainable way. I think it is very important for 
development people to recognise that governments have objectives which go well beyond 
development. At the same time, I think it is important that, as we adapt government policy 
and government expenditure to some of these international realities, we do not lose from 
sight what I suppose the development community has learned over the years, which is that we 
need to be very serious about sustainability. There is always a danger of the short term and 
the long term getting at odds with each other. I was recently in Australia and it is very 
interesting to see that in the last few months Australia has been forced to lead a major 
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intervention by Pacific countries in the Solomon Islands, because essentially of state failure 
in the Solomon Islands, which led to a situation of extreme insecurity and basically where the 
Government has had to turn to outside countries to help it. That is an interesting comment on 
the way we, and not least the UK, I suppose, and I was partly involved in this, have managed 
sustainable development in the Solomons over the years. One feels that if we had done a 
better job on that then we would not have had the security problem that the Australians have 
just had to deal with. I think that shows that we have got to be very serious about building 
sustainable institutions, supporting countries in improving their governments, which has 
become a very central theme for development co-operation. I think it shows us also that while 
it may well be necessary, and certainly was necessary in this case, for there to be quite a 
heavy intervention, it is going to be very important to match that with building sustainable 
systems for the future in the Solomons, and you can apply that to the near abroad for the 
Community as well. So that, as various very obvious pressures force the Community to look 
as a community at some of these, foreign policy, migration, crime, all these issues that impact 
on the periphery of Europe, we need to understand always that if we are going to do that in a 
sustainable way we have got to avoid gesture politics with European aid and we have got to 
build systems that will survive. The other part of this, and the point that the review focused 
on, is how you take account of these realities of Foreign and Security Policy while sustaining 
the development policy of the Community, which is about, essentially, reducing poverty in 
the world, something which I would argue is very much in the interests of the Community 
and all of us. That is where you get onto these quite hard-edged questions as to whether we 
have the balance of expenditure right in the European Community between the near abroad, 
on the one side, and the areas where most of the world’s poor live, on the other. 

Lord Watson of Richmond 
132. On a slightly different angle but as you have raised the impact of security issues on 

development, I would be interested. Sitting where you are in Paris, is it your perception that, 
because of the attacks particularly in Iraq, and so on, on people involved in development 
programmes and aid programmes, that is going to become an issue for people going into this 
area and wanting to work in this area of their own physical security and the willingness and 
ability of international organisations to say “It’s safe for you to be there, or reasonably safe 
for you to be there”? Is this going to become a factor? 

A. I fear it is, and of course Iraq has a number of special circumstances which make it 
particularly risky. I think, looking more broadly, the proliferation of light weapons all round 
the place puts people in a new situation. This is very true in Africa. Talking to a colleague 
who used to work in the Solomon Islands 20 years ago, when there were not many guns at all, 
and comparing that with the situation now, makes the point in the Pacific and it is true in 
many other places. I do think that development workers face very significantly higher risks 
today than would have been the case 20 years ago, and I do think that effective means of 
reducing the proliferation of light weapons in developing countries is a very high priority. Of 
course, not just from the point of view of development workers, much more importantly from 
the point of view of poor people in those countries, who are usually the victims of the 
violence that goes on. What we have learned, it has been made very evident in cases like 
Sierra Leone and elsewhere, is that we simply cannot get sustainable development if we do 
not get on top of security issues in the country. 

133. It is a new dimension, to some extent, is it not? 
A. In a way, we were able to take for granted certain things 20 years ago, which we 

cannot take for granted any more, and we need to be conscious of that. 

Lord Morris of Aberavon 
134. You mentioned earlier that duplication of effort concerned you. May we move on 

from that to comparisons. In the peer review which was conducted, how are the EC 
programmes viewed in comparison with bilateral assistance and other large donors which you 
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mentioned earlier? Secondly, you mentioned also the deconcentration policy has gone much 
further and increased the speed of decision-making. Perhaps you could illustrate that and give 
a view as to how successful it has been, and, to take your own words, the average Martian on 
the Clapham omnibus, what view would he take? 

A. On the first point, the DAC does not run league tables, except in the sense that we do 
publish annually the statistics on how much aid people give and the terms on which they give 
it. We have not attempted, and I think it would be more difficult to attempt, to score our 
members as to how effective they are. Having said that, we are working very hard on better 
ways of measuring results, and I think this is a crucial issue for the development community 
generally. What I anticipate over the next three, four years is that, following the decisions, 
not least the decisions by the European Union announced in Monterrey last year, there will be 
a very significant increase in international aid over the next three years, despite budget 
pressures in the European Union. At the moment, total aid internationally, the last year for 
which we have the figures, which is 2002, was $57 billion. I would be surprised if that figure 
does not exceed $70 billion by 2006, although that depends heavily on decisions in Europe 
and indeed in North America. The way I see it is that we will have a serious job to explain to 
taxpayers, parliaments, and so on, whether this increased aid is producing real results in the 
real world. For that reason, I welcome what is said in the peer review about the importance of 
evaluation, the importance of results-based management. We have a string of work in the 
DAC at the moment precisely on that theme. The Commission has been one of the leaders, 
along with the World Bank, in looking at metrics that you could use to try to show whether 
we are having an impact. For my money, a particular problem is that it is becoming 
increasingly hard to say what individual donors have achieved. If you take the Bangladesh 
example I gave you earlier, how would you say, in that situation, what the European 
Community have achieved as opposed to what the Canadians have achieved, within this 
basket funding? Clearly, you cannot. You have got to take a view of what is the total effect of 
this operation and then probably you can ask the question “Did the European Commission 
play a positive role within that consortium?” We have to go on evaluating what each donor 
has done, but also we have to look at the total effectiveness of aid, particularly when it 
becomes more joined up in support of poverty reduction strategies, and the like. To that 
extent, we are in a slightly new world. It does not minimise the importance of how 
institutionally effective is the Commission, and that remains a very crucial question. You 
have a structure which is quite complex, with RELEX and DG DEV and EuropeAid, and it is 
going to be interesting to see how that plays in the post-Constitution world and what the new 
Commission will look like, and there are a lot of important issues around that. I must admit to 
being unable to place the European Commission as better or worse than some other donor. I 
think every donor has its own specificities. What you can look at, of course, are the hard-
edged questions of how much money does it provide, on which it has now become a very 
important donor. I think a crucial issue for this Committee is that this is not a marginal player 
in international development, the European Commission alone is providing more than a tenth 
of international development assistance at the moment, or round about that figure, so it is 
significant. Where is it going, what can we learn from evaluations, and all the rest of it? As 
you pursue your inquiry, I think probably you would want to get feedback from the 
Commission’s own evaluation services and their own results-based operations, to say, “What 
can we say, with the independent advice that’s available?” On deconcentration, as I say, my 
experience, which I confess is limited, does suggest to me that where it has happened, and it 
has happened now in most of the world, it has led to quite hard-edged and monitorable 
improvements in the speed of taking certain kinds of decisions. I think that has led, as I say, 
to the Commission being a more effective player in the local donor club. The Commission 
has been widely reviled, as I am sure you know, for being about the slowest donor to deliver 
anything, and enough people have told me that from a developing country perspective for me 
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to believe it. I do think that the present Commission management has worked quite hard on 
that and I do think deconcentration is beginning to help. 

135. What does it mean, in practice? 
A. What it means, in practice, is that it takes an awfully long time for decisions to be 

taken, and that, particularly with developing countries, you can be waiting for the 
Commission to come to the table, and that has to do with the amount of things that have to be 
cleared in Brussels and the way in which clearance in Brussels takes place. I am not sure how 
far this has progressed, but I would be very keen to see the management committees, on 
which the European Member States sit and which look at these decisions, become much less 
transaction conscious and, instead of looking at individual operations all the time, look much 
more at strategy and let the Commission get on with delivering the one agreed strategy. I 
think there is still work to do to try to make that happen. 

136. Going back to my original point, it seems that it is very difficult to grapple with a 
problem globally as to which is better in whatever circumstances. Having accepted all the 
caveats you have entered, is there not in some countries a view that can be taken, maybe the 
smaller countries, and Bangladesh may be a bad example because of the sheer size of it, are 
there some countries where one is manifestly more effective than the other, bilateral, as 
opposed to European, or an individual donor? 

A. I am sure that one can find examples. The peer review looked at two programmes 
specifically. They looked at the Bangladesh programme, as it happened, before the operation 
I am talking about, and they looked at the programme in Burkina Faso, and they observed 
quite a number of differences between the two. I can certainly leave for the Clerks – they are 
in the public domain anyway – the conclusions of these two reviews. The main findings of 
the Burkina one were that the EC was an important and influential donor by virtue of its large 
volume of aid and its close association with other EU Member States. That deconcentration 
was widely applauded. “It will be a special challenge,” it says, “to EC leadership to 
implement this ambitious reform efficiently in the short timeframe allotted.” Deconcentration 
had not quite happened when this took place, so it is pre rather than post. Aid modalities: the 
programme “is being restructured around a simpler and more focused, sector programme 
approach,” with a strong emphasis on budget support. On Procedures: “The most commonly 
cited issue for EC aid was the heaviness of its procedures. Deconcentration will help move 
the locus of procedural decision-making to the field, but not simplify the procedures 
themselves.” Which is an interesting point. “Although some consolidation and simplification 
of procedure has been carried out, it is still not clear if reform has been taken far enough...” 
Country ownership: it gave a reasonably positive mark. Sustainability: it had questions about 
how sustainable anybody’s activities were in Burkina. Results orientation: “The Delegation is 
applauded by its partners for the work it is promoting in the use of conditionality and results 
indicators to promote a poverty-based contractual relationship between donors and recipients. 
This is viewed by many as a model for use elsewhere.” On Bangladesh, it concluded that they 
thought well of the new Country Strategy for 2002-06. They thought they had worked quite 
hard on complementarity with the Members States, but it still was not entirely clear what that 
meant, in practice. That there was a useful focus on trade and political dimensions along with 
development co-operation. “As was true in Burkina Faso, partner perceptions are widespread 
concerning the slowness and perplexity of EC implementation procedures. Many felt that EC 
efforts on the ground were too “control” and process oriented, and created the impression of 
seeking ‘formality over development reality’” which is a nice phrase, I think. They were 
strongly in favour of more deconcentration. They thought: “The small, professional staff 
within the Delegation is perceived by partners as professional and hard working. They are 
also seen as overworked and understandably unable to provide sufficient time to partner co-
ordination...” “The EC was graphically described by one donor as a “timid giant” with large 
resources, but little visibility. Given appropriate staff, “the EC has the potential” say the 
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Examiners “to play a more important role among donors, especially with the EU Member 
States and with the multilateral institutions. Enhanced Delegation staff capacity was also 
applauded as an immediate and visible response to current procedural problems...” 
“Additional use of experienced, Bangladeshi professionals...is another cost-effective capacity 
building opportunity that should be fully explored...” Measuring success: they say that 
“Current attempts by Brussels to carry out project monitoring...would seem more effective 
and less costly if left to the Delegation...” They worry about the overall feedback system, and 
they welcome the channelling of funds through NGOs, which is a significant part of this, but 
note that donors are considering in Bangladesh what is the proper role of NGOs compared 
with the Government. Those are some of the highlights from the two field visits that were 
undertaken. 

Lord Inge 
137. Mr Manning, one of the impressions I have got, and not just from hearing you speak 

but others, is that the balance between what I call the bureaucracy of giving aid and getting 
the aid on the ground is a major issue, and you have touched on that yourself. I have got the 
impression from your earlier remarks, and you have considerable experience of this both in 
DFID and now in OECD, that you thought some of the Commission’s internal reforms, 
analysing more effectively how that aid is being developed, had improved. However, I have 
been left with the clear impression, hearing a number of people giving evidence, we still have 
not got right the balance between what I call the bureaucracy and actually delivering it on the 
ground. If you were starting with a blank sheet of paper, so that the people on the ground got 
this aid, and I would have to admit that I am a prisoner of my experience in Bosnia to an 
extent, and Rwanda, where would you want to put priorities for action, the co-ordination of 
NGOs, and all those sorts of things, but where would you put priority so the bureaucracy does 
not destroy what I think is a fundamentally important part of CFSP? 

A. I think it is very important to look at two things. First of all, what does your rule book 
say, and, secondly, how do you apply it? To their credit, the Commission inherited a 
completely mad system, where each regulation – regulation for Asia and Latin America, 
regulation in the Mediterranean, and so on – had a different procedure, and it is unbelievable 
that we had that situation, they have spent a lot of the last four years trying to get a single 
procedure agreed, which largely I think they have done. What I do not know is whether that 
procedure itself may be unnecessarily complex for what it is seeking to deliver, and I have 
some suspicion that may well be the case. I think it comes back to what I was saying earlier 
about the difficulty that a number of multilaterals have, and I think the Commission has had. 
After all, there is a lot of worry about misappropriation of funds, and the rest of it. That tends 
to move you into too much of a control psyche here, rather than a situation which gives 
people real responsibility which then holds them accountable for their mistakes, and, if I were 
running it, that would be the main transition I would seek to do. I would be inhibited, because 
most likely this is controlled by the overall Financial Regulation of the whole Commission, 
and the development co-operation people have to operate within that framework. Of course, 
to some extent, Member States send conflicting signals here, Member States send signals 
they do not want anything very minutely controlled, and also they send signals, as you and I 
will do, that we want to deliver something. To my mind, there has to be understanding that if 
you want to get good results then you have to trust people, and that means you have to trust 
people to make some mistakes. What I would be looking for was to move as far as I could 
within the scope of the Financial Regulation to give real responsibility to people in the field. I 
would want to look very carefully at a strong internal audit system so that they could be 
checked up on on a regular basis, because you need to have the check as well as giving 
people responsibility. Also I would look very seriously at professional competences within 
the Commission. The Commission has a lot of very dedicated, what I would call, 
development generalists. I think the Commission is somewhat weak, compared with a 
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number of Member States, and certainly compared with the UK, in having developed a cadre 
of people who are professional in this, particularly in areas like economics and governance, 
which are two key areas. The Commission to my mind has been weak in not having enough 
staff who are professionally-qualified economists, are professional in areas of governance. I 
think these two are crucial areas for the Commission in what it provides in those two areas. 
What I do not see in the Commission, which I think is a strength of DFID, is an organisation 
on the professional side that reports ultimately up to a senior figure in these disciplines. For 
example, the World Bank has always had a top-rate, international chief economist. The 
Commission has never had an international figure leading the economic side of what they do. 
I do not know why but they never have. I think I would be looking at a limited number of 
moves in the direction of professionalising, and I would combine that with the maximum 
decentralisation of authority and the maximum simplification of the rule book. A particular 
lesson we have learned in the DAC is, and this applies not just to the Commission: it applies 
to the World Bank, it applies to DFID, it applies to everybody, everybody needs procedures, 
let us make those procedures harmonisable, in other words, procedures that we can put 
together and make sense of, from the point of view of Bosnia, or Rwanda, or whoever we are 
dealing with. So that we do not have multiple audit requirements, multiple monitoring 
requirements, multiple evaluation requirements, we can trust each other and say that if the 
feasibility study has been done by the Germans we will trust them to have done a decent job 
rather than have to do it all again ourselves. The Commission needs the same approach. 

Lord Harrison 
138. Could I follow up that interesting point you made about the lack of a chief economist, 

as it were, within the umbrella of the EU. Where it exists in the World Bank, can you 
demonstrate how that has influenced the approach the World Bank has, and therefore if we 
had a chief economist within the EU how that might change the nature or flow of approach? 

A. There is a good question. Probably you have followed the high-profile comings and 
goings of the World Bank Chief Economists, the latest of whom has just moved to the UK 
Treasury. Particularly when Mr Stiglitz was the Chief Economist, there was quite a lot of 
high-profile discussion as to whether Mr Stiglitz’ view of the world was to be preferred to 
that of the IMF or not. Chief economists bring with them a certain amount of at least ability 
to debate important development issues, whether you think that Mr Stiglitz was right or 
wrong, and at least he raised a number of important cross-cutting issues. I think the 
Commission would be strengthened if it had someone of that kind of stature who was able to 
look at some of these issues – it is a large amount of expenditure, we are talking $5 billion or 
$6 billion here – about “How can we make this expenditure as effective as possible?” I think 
you need somebody who can stand back a bit and tap into the international research, and 
there is a lot of international research going on in these areas, and bring that to the troops. I 
think that would be the value of appointments of that sort. 

Lord Harrison: That is very interesting. Thank you. 

Lord Bowness 
139. Mr Manning, could I turn to the ACP group of countries and ask whether you think 

that the European Union should continue to favour that group, rather than other, maybe 
poorer countries that are outside that grouping? If you think that preference should stop, has 
your Committee got any agreement as to what sorts of indicators should be deployed by 
donors to determine a country’s needs, of their people? 

A. As you know, there is a lot of history underlying all this, and, in a way, it goes back to 
the accession negotiations conducted by the British in the early 1970s. The situation that I 
inherited when I arrived in Brussels in 1973 was that there was a famous protocol, Protocol 
22, which defined how the enlarged Community would deal with developing countries. A 
crucial part of the negotiations had been that basically the French had taken the view that the 
African commonwealth countries, and the Pacific and Caribbean commonwealth countries 
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were broadly similar in character to the countries who were already associate members of the 
European Community, like the former French and Dutch territories, but that the Asian 
commonwealth countries were too big and different in character: India could not be equated 
with Senegal or Malawi. So an important distinction was made in the negotiations, which 
created the environment within which the ACP group came together. It did not mandate the 
ACP group, the ACP group was there because the African, Caribbean and Pacific countries 
chose to negotiate as a group. That was their choice and they negotiated very effectively, I 
think, because they had made that choice. Indeed, it became an objective of the renegotiation 
of the Treaty, which was embarked on by the Labour Government in 1974, to get the 
Community for the first time to provide assistance to Asian countries, and I well remember 
the French telling me at the time, “This will never happen.” It was an interesting example of 
the United Kingdom taking a communautaire position, that the Community must have some 
kind of relations with Asia and eventually building a consensus, including ultimately the 
French, that we should do that. That formed the basis of assistance to the non-associated 
developing countries, which is still manifest in the ALA regulation, and so on. It did mean 
that there was different treatment, both in terms of the overall institutional arrangements, 
which are much more complex for Cotonou and much more non-contractual for the other 
countries, and of course on the scale of assistance that was provided. Now how does this look 
today? The ACP group, of course, is very diverse, you have within it countries like the 
Bahamas, at one extreme, and very poor countries that have made very little progress, at the 
other extreme. The large bulk of the ACP remain extremely poor and extremely aid-worthy, 
and are among the countries with the furthest to go towards the millennium development 
goals. Certainly that would be true of Africa. Having just come back from the Pacific, one 
has to bear in mind the vulnerability of these relatively small places in both the Pacific and 
the Caribbean to shocks of all sorts, whether they are climatic, conflict, commodity prices, 
and the rest of it. I think it is quite important that the Community remains conscious of the 
risks run by these very small countries, particularly in the Caribbean and Pacific, how do you 
organise yourself to deal with that. In terms of your second question, about how far the DAC 
has any wisdom to offer on how to relate to countries, if you look at the list that the DAC and 
the World Bank provide of developing countries, we tend to use per capita income as a 
convenient way of analysing countries into groups. Our distinctions tend to be more between 
the least-developed countries, as recognised by the UN, other low-income countries, lower 
middle-income countries, higher middle-income countries and high-income countries, and to 
some extent therefore we would look at what their aid requirements might be with that in 
mind. I think it is important to draw distinctions also of character between countries. India is 
a low-income country but India has very different capabilities from a place like Nepal, or 
Laos, let us say, which are also low-income countries. It is for that reason that I think this 
least-developed category, that the UN has, probably is a useful category, even though there 
are some concerns at the margin that it is to your advantage to be a least-developed country 
because you get access to certain things, and hence one or two countries have sought to 
redefine themselves as least-developed at the margin. I think it is a useful category in 
reminding us that there is a group of countries which are both poor but also vulnerable, in 
terms of institutions, lack of human development, lack of industrialisation, and so on, and are 
rather different in character from India and Pakistan, which have somewhat different 
characteristics. 

Lord Harrison 
140. Mr Manning, I am looking at the questions concerned with comparison with other 

major international donors, which you have touched upon already, but perhaps you have not 
said a lot about how well we co-ordinate with them. Secondly, whether there are 
opportunities to learn from them, in the way that they give aid. Thirdly, you said very 
interestingly that the European Union, the European Community, is unique as a donor, 
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because it has other policies which may or may not be integrated, and you implied also that 
this was a complication as well. Could you say just a bit more about that unique position, the 
‘timid giant’ as you described it at one point? Are there real advantages from being unique, or 
real problems from being unique? 

A. In a way, I think all your questions come round to a question which is not addressed 
as such in the DAC report, at least not in the summary, how far should the Commission be, in 
a Community of 25, a 26th donor, and how far should it be rather different? This is a long-
standing debate within Europe about this issue, and the Commission has sought over the 
years, I think, to try to mark out some space for itself. We have these things, three Cs, of 
coherence, complementarity and co-ordination. In some ways it has succeeded, in some ways 
it has not, is my feeling. Where it has succeeded, I think in a way you could look quite 
positively at experience, for example, in the Balkans, where the Union has decided that, in 
practice, the Community will be the major deliverer of European aid to the Balkans. The 
European Commission, as far as I can see, has set up a rather effective operation called 
CARDS, which delivers that and on which the feedback certainly I had in DFID was pretty 
positive. There is an area where the European Union has willed the means and the ends, and 
the Commission has been allowed to get on with it in an important, high-profile area, where it 
is clear the Commission is a much larger player than any of the Member States. Another area 
which is positive, I think, personally, though people have different views on this, is that the 
Commission has set out six areas on which it proposes to concentrate. It includes, for 
example, road-building, so if you go to Africa you will see that the Commission is regarded 
usually as a key donor in the transport sector. Some people say this is wrong because the 
Community should be doing more on health and education, the social sectors. I tend to say, 
“Well, why shouldn’t it specialise? Somebody needs to deal with transport.” The most 
important thing is, is it dealing with transport effectively, and are these good projects and are 
they within a sensible sector strategy, and the rest of it? I am not convinced that every donor 
needs to be doing the same thing, and indeed there is a certain amount of herd behaviour 
among donors, which I would deprecate. I am quite positive about the Commission staking 
out a few areas where they say, “Well, we’re going to invest heavily in this area, and you 
guys do something different.” The other point is about what is the implication in the field of 
the fact that it is the Commission who are responsible for international trade and agricultural 
policies, and what implications that has for the aid programme that they seek to run in 
countries. For example, if you look at trade capacity-building, should this be a really 
important area for Community aid because it matches what they are doing under the GSP or 
the ACP arrangements? If we look at trade facilitation, one of the four Singapore issues in the 
Doha round, would not this be an area where the Commission could invest very heavily in 
everything from improving port management to a very important area, helping developing 
countries meet European standards for food safety, and the like? There are areas that go with 
being an important trading partner which to my mind are obvious areas of Commission aid 
specialisation. The Commission is doing a lot already in these directions, but maybe it could 
become still more an area of focus for the Commission and still less an area of focus for 
Member States, so we could develop complementarity in that way. 

141. A question about, albeit it is a different beast from other major donors, are there 
things that we could pick up and use and run with? 

A. I think the Commission experience is interesting. Clearly, one can always learn from 
anybody, and the fact that the Commission has managed to make a multinational operation of 
this kind work, even with the concerns that you and others have expressed about whether it 
has worked that effectively, is something which is relevant. Where the Commission has been 
quite cutting-edge I think we should learn from them. For example, the Commission has been 
very strong in support of poverty reduction and strategy approaches, it has been very strong 
in willingness to look at how to support countries in a flexible way, including through their 
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budgets, and so on. So there are one or two things that people could learn from the 
Commission, but I think this is all part of mutual learning within the whole development 
community. I am not sure that I would pick out particular lessons that we should learn from 
Europe, as opposed to from anybody else, I think we should look at what is good practice 
around the whole development community. I suppose there is one area that I would single out 
where Europe collectively has a huge amount to offer, probably it is in the transition in 
Eastern and Central Europe, where the success of the transition, and, I think, looking back on 
the last 13 years or so, one could say that it has been, long term, pretty successful. This owes 
a huge amount to the fact that all these countries had a very big incentive to get into the 
European Union, and I think this has had a massive impact in Eastern and Central Europe in 
just shaping up all the government systems to meet European standards, of one sort or 
another, and I think that has been a very powerful driving force. I have seen from what 
Commissioner Verheugen has published recently that many countries still have a long way to 
go, and that is no surprise, but I suspect if you compare where any of the candidate countries 
are now with where they were six or seven years ago there will be a huge amount of progress 
to offer. The question is how transferable is this experience to a situation for countries which 
are not going to be joining Europe? It is highly transferable to Romania and Bulgaria, it is 
less obvious it is immediately transferable to Malawi or Burkina, because they do not have 
the same incentive, if you like, that the candidate countries have, but it has exposed Europe to 
a lot of knowledge and wisdom about how to run a more effective state. Given that a lot of 
the problems in developing countries are how to run effective states, one would like to see 
how far that experience could be transferred. Finally, if I can just put in a plug for my own 
organisation, clearly the OECD has an important role here as a source of knowledge as to 
how to do things well within states, and there is increasing interest, I think, within the OECD 
of how we transfer that experience in a more sustainable way outside the immediate OECD 
area. 

142. Does the EU listen to you? How good are the relations between OECD and the 
Commission? 

A. I think that, eventually, the peer review process has had some results. The mere fact 
that now we have an annual report from the Commission is a direct result of two or three aid 
reviews in the nineties, saying “It’s unacceptable you don’t have one.” The peer review 
process, from one point of view, is a very feeble beast, we cannot tell anybody to do 
anything, we can encourage them to do things. What I find, as I go around, this was brought 
home to me in New Zealand the other day, is that when the DAC reaches a conclusion that a 
country has some more to do in a particular area this can then help people who want to 
reform in any case within that country to make use of this within their own systems. That has 
been quite powerful. On Monday I will be conducting the four-yearly review of Ireland, 
which I think is a country which has learned an awful lot from being a DAC member. It has 
been very smart in putting into effect ideas that it has had from the peer review process, and 
has some very good practice from which the rest of us can learn, particularly, I think, in the 
area of technical assistance. I believe that the Commission is increasingly open to this kind of 
review and making a reality of it, but it is only going to happen to the extent that Member 
States also pay some attention to these reviews and say “Well, that’s something we really 
ought to try to move on, collectively.” The peer review process, I think, does have some 
merits over time, but it is not a quick fix for anything and needs to be seen as part of a 
process of continual reform, which all donors can learn from. 

Lord Watson of Richmond 
143. Mr Manning, first, I was pleased that you said what you did about Eastern Europe. 

Somebody described to me, the other day, rather surprisingly, in a surprising turn of phrase, 
that the Acquis Communitaire had emerged as a road-map for development in Eastern 
Europe, which I thought was an interesting idea. While you are quite right to question the 
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relevance of that experience, for instance, to development in Africa, one can see that being 
relevant to the development problems faced in areas like the Ukraine and Belarus and the 
border states, so that is an interesting thing. Also you raised this question of whether the 
Commission should be seen as, so to speak, the 26th donor. That is very important in terms of 
public opinion because, as the overall figures get bigger, and you are talking about 
$70 billion, and so on, it is going to be ever more urgent to answer the question to the public 
clearly, “Well, what is Europe doing in development?” Part of that answer is, is the 
Commission’s contribution distinctive, or how do we put everything into the pot together? I 
do not know. For example, of the $70 billion, what would you say the Europe of 26 would be 
likely to contribute? I am saying 26, in other words, 25 plus the Commission? 

A. I am sorry, I can send you figures on this. I sent these figures most recently to the 
World Bank annual meetings in Dubai in September. We do publish what is the present 
situation and, I think I am right in saying, the European Union accounts for roughly half of 
development assistance at the moment, but also we have published a forecast of what we 
think will be the situation in 2006 if people deliver on their Monterey commitments. What 
you will note from that is that the largest increments are going to come from quite a limited 
number of countries, the most important would be the United States, assuming they deliver 
on the Millennium Challenge Account and the announcements they have made about 
HIV/AIDS, and so on. The other big ones are, and I may have the order not quite right, 
basically, the United Kingdom and France, Germany and Italy. You will not get huge 
amounts of incremental aid out of the Scandinavians and the Dutch because they are already 
at 0.7, so that will just grow with the growth of their economies. The Japanese, the 
Australians, New Zealanders, have no announced mid-term plans, as the Europeans have, to 
increase their aid, so it remains to be seen what they will deliver, but Europe is very central to 
this, and I think Europe’s share will be at least as big in 2006 as it is at the moment. The 
money the Europeans put in is very important, and hence I agree with you entirely that what 
we can say about the effectiveness of the total European effort is extremely important. 

144. If I may, because in communication terms it is such an important thing. If, by 2006, 
let us say, the total European contribution had moved above 50 per cent, now just in terms of 
a statement that more than 50 per cent of the world’s development budget is coming from the 
European Union is going to be a big statement to make. In that context, I wonder whether you 
feel, from the perspective of DAC, that it is possible to put together a coherent, overall 
picture for Europe, Member States plus Commission? Are you getting enough information, 
both from the Member States and the Commission? At the end of the day, I come back to the 
simple question, people will say “These are huge sums of money. What is Europe actually 
doing? Is it working, is it effective?” We are up against public opinion. You may have 
noticed, we have had a very strange debate in the United Kingdom over recent weeks about 
the IQ of Africans, in effect. The subtext of this debate, which was made explicit once or 
twice but which is certainly implicit, was that maybe you are just pouring money into a hole, 
because actually, for all sorts of reasons, there is not the wherewithal to make anything of the 
aid. That seems to me a pernicious argument, and also it is a self-defeating argument. 
Therefore, I am very concerned about the ability, in an informed and accurate way, to say, 
“Right, Europe is putting in half,” or more than half, “and this is actually what it’s 
achieving,” and that we can get a handle on it? 

A. I am sure you are quite right. Yes, we get consistent information from European 
Union members. There will be a bit more of a challenge in relation to new Member States, 
some of whom have provided aid in the past, like Poland and the Czech Republic, and are 
going to do so increasingly in future, so one of the jobs in the DAC is how we relate to those 
who are not yet members of the DAC but are becoming donor countries. I think the tricky 
question, and this is one that I have debated with myself a bit over the years, is how far you 
put a hard edge round European aid in the total scheme of things. What I have found 
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operates, when I was operating on behalf of the UK, was that when actually you come down 
to operating in a country you find constellations of donors interested in particular sectors, and 
the rest of it, and it does not usually match the map too tightly of the European Union. You 
find yourself discussing with the Canadians, with the World Bank, with the UN, and if you 
put a kind of hard edge round the European effort I think you can miss the point, if you are 
not careful. 

145. Is the better approach, therefore, not to look at the totality of funding but, going back 
to an earlier point you were making, looking at areas of distinctive expertise, so you talk 
about the Commission and roads, or whatever? If one is answering this overall question about 
Europe’s contribution, that one would answer that as much in terms of distinctive skills, and 
distinctive transfer of skills perhaps, as one would in terms of totalities of funding? 

A. The model I am thinking of increasingly is this, that you have to start at the top level 
with this, with the totality. What is everybody’s, not just Europe’s, aid achievement in 
Tanzania over the last ten years, what can we say about the totality of the aid effort in a few 
heavily-aided countries? We need some smart evaluation work to tease out this black box 
between the money we have spent and the inputs we have provided and the outcomes which 
poor people have received, and that black box, which includes a lot of things, all the delivery 
agents, the Tanzanian Government, the NGOs, the contractors, and so on, I think needs 
unpicking quite carefully. I suspect that needs to be done in a few countries at the level of 
total aid. Then I think you can look within that at what any donor, or group of donors, has 
contributed within that approach, and you may find the European Union a useful construct or 
you may not find it a useful construct, depending on the country, so I would be rather 
opportunistic about that. Then, within that, again there is the important question about what 
has the Commission done, what does the European Community as opposed to European aid 
provide, and there I do think that a certain amount of distinctiveness is desirable. As I have 
tried to illustrate this morning, I think the European Commission does see itself as a 
constructive player with its counterparts. It does need to work on both its procedures and its 
professionalism to help it do that. There is a question probably about the actual level of 
staffing in relation to what it is trying to do in certain countries. Certainly there is a need to 
invest in the kind of evaluations and systems that will give good feedback to the public on 
this. I am sure we all have to work, not least in the UK, on the combination of development, 
which can be maligned in the way you have just been describing, and Europe, which can be 
maligned in a number of ways. If you put those two things together, we do have to work quite 
hard on this. 

Lord Watson of Richmond: It is a rather bad combination, yes. 

Chairman 
146. Mr Manning, perhaps you could tell us how good you think the Commission and the 

Court of Auditors are at monitoring and evaluating the programmes and the operations, and 
do you think they could be improved, and, if so, how? How independent are they, and how 
robust and objective are they? 

A. It is a very important question, to which I feel myself a little bit ill equipped to give 
you a really definitive answer. Let us start with the European Court of Auditors. I have not 
dealt directly with the European Court of Auditors, though I have read a number of their 
reports over the years. It is very clear that they are a body which is well able to get to the 
bottom of important issues, and indeed the sacking of the last Commission owed a lot to their 
efforts, so they are certainly not to be underestimated as a body which is able to do a sound 
job of following where the money has gone and what has been well or poorly done. I think 
that, in general, there is certainly discussion within the audit community, and I am not quite 
sure where the Court of Auditors comes out on this, between what I could describe as a 
‘counting the pennies’ mentality, in other words, how was the money actually spent, and 
looking more at the effectiveness of what is done. I think the British National Audit Office 
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has been quite good at maintaining that kind of balance, and particularly holding Government 
to account on the effectiveness side of this. I may be wrong but I have a slight sense the Court 
of Auditors is probably stronger on the ‘How was the money spent?’ side of audit, and 
possibly could invest a little bit more in “How effective was the total spending?” side, but 
that is not a judgment in which I have a great deal of confidence, but it is worth thinking 
about. Secondly, on evaluation, I think it is constructive that under the new structures in 
Brussels we have a single evaluation service. It is located, perhaps slightly oddly, in 
EuropeAid, which is the delivery agent, though it does report to the Board of EuropeAid, 
which does mean that it reports to four Commissioners, which I think is good. DAC wisdom 
on evaluation is that evaluation units should be fully independent line management. Certainly 
the most effective ones – one thinks of the World Bank’s Operations Evaluation Department 
– have made a virtue of reporting outside the line management structure, in the World Bank 
case to the Board, and always being managed by somebody who is never going to work for 
the organisation again, which I think is a sound policy. I believe there is a case probably for 
further upgrading the European Commission evaluation effort, for ensuring that it has that 
kind of strong, professional management by somebody who owes nothing to the Commission 
and that its reports continue to be made public, which I believe is the case already, and given 
high profile, and that it is seen to be reporting to the top political level in Brussels. Also I 
think it is very important to invest in the feedback loop from evaluation into delivery. In 
DFID and its predecessors, I have seen evaluators get into the trap that they are always 
evaluating what was done, decisions taken, several years ago, and when they produce their 
reports the present generation say, “Ah, well, we don’t do it like that any more.” Therefore, 
you need a certain amount of kind of real-time evaluation, where people cannot escape, 
because it is coming back at you too quickly, but also you need some very soundly-based, 
quite strategic evaluation, which really does provide lessons for the future. Getting the right 
evaluation programme, investing enough in the professionalism of it, I think is a very 
important, strategic objective for the Commission, whatever the structure. 

Lord Inge 
147. This may be a totally unfair question. Could I ask, even though there was 

disagreement within Europe and France and this country, etc., about Iraq, how much 
consultation there was about what would be needed in terms of help with Iraq after the 
military campaign? 

A. The only answer I can give you, from my own perspective, is that one of my first 
activities since becoming Chair in June was to chair a meeting in July of the DAC, at which 
we had present all the donor countries. We had representatives of the CPA, we had some 
Iraqi Government people, we had Ambassador Belka, who was running the liaison with 
donors at the time, and we had some very useful outside consultants, who gave us advice 
about the future of the oil industry, and things of that kind, and we published our findings. 
Also we tried to draw lessons from experiences elsewhere, for example, in trust funds, and 
needs assessment, and so on. I hope we were able to play a constructive role in providing 
what we described as an offline discussion space for people to talk about “What can we do 
professionally as a decent job in Iraq, whatever the political circumstances that we’re in?” To 
that extent, I feel that at least we provided some opportunity within the DAC, as we had done 
a couple of years earlier in Afghanistan, where again we tried to do a ‘lessons learned’ 
exercise. So far as I know, I was not at the Madrid conference myself but the DAC was 
represented there, the needs assessment conducted by the UN, World Bank, IMF, and so on, 
was a professionally-conducted operation, and I think that process and the budget-setting 
process in Iraq were brought together, in the end, in a reasonably constructive way. To that 
extent, I think the bits of the international aid system have done a reasonable job in the rather 
special circumstances of Iraq. 
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148. When you go and you deal with the particular project, or aid goes in, do you go back, 
say, X years later, to see how you have done? 

A. Donors vary a little bit in how they do this, but in most donors, and I think this is true 
of the Commission, there is a double loop. One is performance reporting by the people who 
did the project, which is usually produced at the end of the project. It has the virtue of being, 
hopefully, done in time, but it has the downside of being produced by people who have an 
interest in what they are producing. Then you backstop this with an evaluation capacity, 
which does not look at every project, it is too heavy to do that, but does look at a sample of 
projects and enables you to cross-check whether the kinds of things that your completion 
reporting is telling you are, in fact, realistic. It is very interesting, I think, to go back several 
years later and see what the long-term results of this are. I think that is an important check on 
all of this. The difficulty is the one I have given already, that there is then a tendency to say 
“Well, this is all years ago and we’re doing it differently now.” 

Lord Williamson of Horton: Can I just confirm that the Commission does publish the 
evaluations it does even though they are unfavourable. I would like just to make that point, 
because there is a slight tendency, when the Commission publishes an evaluation which is not 
very favourable, to say they made a great hash of it. The other side of it is they have drawn 
conclusions from it. We do not get everything right. In Britain we do not always get 
everything right, do we, my Lord Chairman, not always? 

Chairman: Not always. Mr Manning, thank you very much indeed for coming. You have 
helped us an awful lot. You have very wide experience and it is extremely good of you to 
share it with us. Thank you. 

 


