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THURSDAY 30 OCTOBER 2003 

__________ 

Present: 
Bowness, L 
Harrison, L 
Hilton of Eggardon, B (Chairman) 
Inge, L 
Maclennan of Rogart, L 
Morris of Aberavon, L 
Williams of Elvel 
Williamson of Horton, L 

__________ 

MS MIKAELA GAVAS (EU Policy Officer, BOND) and MS LOUISE HILDITCH (Co-ordinator, 
ActionAid Alliance), examined. 

Chairman 
88. Good morning and welcome. May I start by asking you about the Development Policy 

that was established by the European Council in 2000. Most of what we will be talking to you 
about is what has been happening in the last two or three years rather than anything historical. 
How do you think that they are actually managing to spread across European Union 
programmes all with different diverse aspects of good government, environment and gender, 
which are now supposed to permeate, are they not, everything that the EU does? Do you 
think that has actually happened, or not? 

(Ms Gavas) In terms of the poverty focus of the European Union, there have been pretty 
strong commitments to poverty reduction and mainstream cross-cutting issues with the 
Development Policy, but unfortunately we feel the practice fails to meet the policy plans. The 
Commission is, however, aware of this and, for example, in relation to gender they have just 
published a report, which is on the website, called Gender Equality and Gender Co-
operation, in which they highlight some of the problems related to main-streaming the cross-
cutting issues. I was speaking to One World Action, which is a BOND member. They are just 
about to publish a report specifically on gender called Closing the Gap. This looks at how 
successful the delegations have been in main-streaming gender. Some of the conclusions they 
came up with were that gender equality has been put forward as a priority and that it is in 
most country strategy papers. However, there is little analysis of what this actually means in 
practice and, where there is uncertainty about how to implement the gender policy, it is 
usually dropped. Other issues are the lack of financial resources and human resources. Within 
the Commission, there is one person only dealing with gender. There is also a severe lack of 
expertise in some of the cross-cutting issues. In relation to governance, the Commission has 
just published a communication on governance in developing countries. I am afraid I have 
not had a chance to actually look at this in depth, but hopefully it will bring out some of the 
principles of governance that can be applied to all programmes. 

89. What about the environment? 
(Ms Gavas) I think the same applies to the environment. I have talked to FERN, which is 

a network of environmental agencies. They have done projects looking at how environmental 
issues have been main-streamed in country strategy papers. Again, the same problems come 
up: lack of human resources, lack of financial resources, and lack of expertise. 

90. Can I ask you what you understand by the concept of governance, which seems to be 
one of those hoorah words that perhaps does not have much behind it. Do you have a clear 
definition of what good governance means? 
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(Ms Gavas) I think it relates to the promotion of human rights. It is about building the 
capacity of governments and institutions to exercise good governance and promote human 
rights. It is about partnership as well, I think, and ensuring the effective participation of all 
stakeholders in policy formulation. 

91. We are very keen that it is poverty that should be addressed specifically. Do you think 
that there are prospects for a switch of EU aid from the “near abroad”, as it is called, to the 
poorest countries? 

(Ms Gavas) With enlargement, the prospects become less likely. The development policy 
frameworks of the new Member States are very much focussed on regional stability and 
global security; hence, a consistent focus on the “near abroad”. I do not think the trend will 
change. There is a very severe lack of development experience and very low official 
development assistance budgets. 

(Ms Hilditch) I do not think it is necessarily the case that there will not be a change, but 
if current trends continue and no action is taken to address the situation, then it would be 
more likely that more resources increasingly will go to the new frontier countries and fewer 
resources will go to traditional development countries who are on the DAC’s No.1 list of 
developing countries. There are opportunities. It is part of our acquis communautaire that all 
of the accession countries have to have development policy budgets; they also have to meet 
the Monterrey commitments . They are already being measured, as are the existing Member 
States, on how well they are meeting the Monterrey commitments. There are opportunities, 
and political opportunities, to encourage the new Member States to be more development-
minded, but that will probably not be their top priority. 

92. But there is more flexibility in the system? 
(Ms Hilditch) Yes, and it is a legal obligation. 

Lord Maclennan of Rogart 
93. I would like to return to the issue of governance and get from you, if you can give it, 

some indication of how the Union seeks to ensure that its objectives are met in practice. Are 
moneys made conditional upon the delivery of human rights or some evidence of the 
elimination of corruption? Does this get discussed with the recipient countries prior to the 
agreement and, if undertakings are given, how are they followed up practically and monitored 
to see whether the money given has been frittered away or somehow got into the wrong 
hands? I do not have a picture of how these objectives are realised or even of how the 
Commission would seek to realise these objectives. 

(Ms Hilditch) When you are talking about the EU, one thing that is quite tricky is that 
you always have to talk about two systems in relation to development. There are the ACP 
countries governed by the Cotonou Agreement and those countries governed by bilateral 
agreements in the Asian and Latin-American regulations. Taking first those countries 
governed by the Cotonou Agreement, as you know, within the partnership agreements there 
are clauses relating to fundamental freedoms, governance, respect for human rights – political 
causes, which are new to the Cotonou Agreement that did not exist in the Lomé Convention 
in the sense that they can be a reason for starting to discuss suspension of the provisions of 
the agreement. If there are human rights abuses or lousy governance or endemic corruption 
and nothing is happening as it should, then the EC can start discussing with the ACP 
countries about: what do they think about suspending aid – be it Togo or Haiti or Liberia 
where aid is suspended or under discussion. There are some opportunities there. The other 
thing is that the EC aid now is all linked to the PRSP process, obviously supposedly country-
owned, obviously led by the external agents. Within that, there is a vast number of 
conditionalities, as you may know, both political and economic. If all donors agree that aid 
can only be disbursed once PRSP has been agreed, then that is another guarantee, if you like, 
in terms of guaranteeing that the money would be spent correctly and on most things that 
would have an impact on poverty eradication. In other countries, there is not quite the same 
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situation. Although there are human rights clauses in all of the bilateral agreements, and so all 
bilateral agreements and regional agreements between countries in the whole world always 
include a human rights clause, because the same partnership concept does not exist, I think it 
is not managed by DG Development in the same way. In any case, it is DG RELEX that is 
the lead Commission department responsible for this discussion, but more or less the policies 
apply across the board if it is a policy on governance in developing countries, on the 
participation of civil society, on protection of the environment or gender. All those policies 
that come from DG Development apply also to all countries in Asia and Latin-America. As 
for the possibility for monitoring, there is not quite such an easy way in as there is in the 
framework of the Cotonou Agreement from the point of view of an external observer. 

94. Why is it less effective in the case of the EU? 
(Ms Hilditch) I think that is because it is not a partnership agreement in the same way 

that it does not involve a group of countries on one side and a group of countries on the other. 
It is not within the framework of an agreement. For example, unilaterally the EU cannot 
decide to suspend aid to an ACP country; it can only enter into discussions between the two 
partners about whether they think they should do this, and then they take the decision to do it 
or not, whereas with other countries it is more of a classical kind of arrangement whereby 
they are called development partners and there are lots of discussions and negotiations. In 
terms of monitoring and following the objectives, there may be as many opportunities for 
dialogue as there are in the framework of the Cotonou Agreement. 

Lord Inge 
95. Can we go from policy to quality? Do you think there has been any improvement in 

the quality of the aid provided by the EU over recent years? Secondly, how does it compare, 
for example, with the World Bank aid and DfID’s aid and things like that? If there are areas 
where it has improved, are there any particular areas where you think it is bad? 

(Ms Hilditch) You want good examples and bad examples. When we were preparing for 
this session, basically we were looking at what had happened post the adoption of the 
Development Policy statement in 2000. We were trying to see what impact there had been. 
One thing about the Development Policy statement is that it is all things for all people 
because the six priority areas they agreed more or less allowed them to carry on doing 
everything that they were doing before. What has been positive, I think, is that since then a 
raft of country strategy papers have been agreed under the Cotonou Agreement. Those are all 
now strategy papers. At the same time, there have also been new strategies agreed with some 
other countries as well. There has been an opportunity on paper to improve the quality. There 
has not been so much implementation yet because at the time when the statement was agreed, 
and as you know programmes go for a long time before they are eventually closed, they were 
still implementing old stuff before starting with the new stuff. I think certainly they have 
made a qualitative leap, in terms of quality control of the process that they enter into with a 
country to design a country strategy paper and in their own in-house process of making sure 
different points of view are taken into account. The end product of the country strategy paper 
is that there is a better document than it may have been before. On the implementation side, it 
is not clear that so much has changed. If you take, for example, this year’s budget report, the 
Commission, when it looked at this, decided that it would like to do lots of budget support. 
That was a way of spending lots of money with very few personnel. Mostly the onus is on the 
ministry of finance in the country concerned. They are trying increasingly to do that, but what 
they do not yet have in place are their indicators for judging whether or not their budget 
support has been a success. They have a headline indicator, which is: the budget support 
should lead to increased outcomes in the education and health sectors. But they do not yet 
have any specific indicators about how they would measure, for example, primary enrollment 
rates, primary completion rates, numbers of people who live within five kilometres of a 
primary health centre. They are still developing those kinds of indicators now and they are 
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not yet measuring for those. Quality control in terms of the actual quality of the products and 
development is not measurable. The only way you can measure that is to go and do studies 
yourself, and some NGOs do a lot of that, and they also do a lot of their own evaluation. That 
is the only way of measuring it at the moment. They do not have any statistical measures in 
place at the moment. They are supposed to be coming on stream in the mid-term review of 
the Cotonou Agreement countries, which takes places next year. 

96. You are saying that the aid itself is the right sort of aid and it is the right sort of 
quality, but you are not able to measure it properly? Is that what you are telling me? 

(Ms Hilditch) The theory is that it is the right sort of aid. 
97. So the quality is all right? 

(Ms Hilditch) Yes. Also, the process that they went through was a good process to get to 
the country strategy paper. Now they are coming to the implementation. They have moved to 
do the implementation before they have actually agreed what all the outcome indicators will 
be. They still have not agreed, apart from headline indicators, how they intend to measure 
effectiveness. 

98. In other words, the quality might not be quite what they want? 
(Ms Hilditch) Yes, that is it exactly. 

99. How does that compare to the World Bank and to DfID? 
(Ms Hilditch) I have never worked on UK aid policy and so it would be quite hard for me 

to say how it compares with DfID, apart from saying in general terms that the Commission 
implements the European Union policies not European Commission policies. In theory, they 
are the same policies. In theory, it is not as though the Commission have a policy on 
governance and then the UK has another one. In theory, they have one policy, which is the 
European Union policy on governance. There could be differences in implementation but 
there should not be any differences on policy approaches. In terms of the World Bank, it is a 
slightly different animal; they are facing it much more at a macroeconomic level and, also, it 
operates through loans rather than grants. Again, it is hard to compare. A final point I want to 
make is that, especially in relation to budget support, it is very hard to see your impact as 
opposed to anybody else’s. The whole point of doing donor co-ordination and harmonisation 
is that you pool your resources much more and that you cannot see what the impact is of, say, 
the German development finance, or what the impact is of the UK finance or EC finance 
because all that is going into the same pot and they are all being measured by the same 
indicators. In that sense, it is quite hard. One other point that Mikaela has already raised in 
relation to EU and DfID quality is that DfID has many more resources and probably has more 
support institutionally within the UK political context. DG Development always feels itself a 
little bit under siege vis-à-vis its other colleagues in other departments. 

100. The final question is: in terms of trying to keep up with policy and at the same time 
trying to speed up aid, has trying to speed up the aid affected the quality or not? 

(Ms Hilditch) The Commission thinks it has made really good progress in speeding up 
the aid, and it has made some progress. It has not actually speeded up that much. In that 
sense, you could say that it has not impacted on the quality. On the contrary, you will know 
that now they have just started to spend the EDF9 money. Because the Cotonou Agreement 
has finally been ratified, they are starting to spend EDF9 money. The concept of partnership 
for those employees means that both national authorising officers and heads of delegations in 
the country need to sign for every single payment order, no matter how small. In fact, that has 
brought disbursement grants to a halt, and they are going to be looking at that next year in the 
review of the Cotonou Agreement. I was looking at some documentation they produced; they 
regularly produce this financial trends paper every year where they look at how well they are 
doing at spending old commitments and how well they are doing at a series of indicators. One 
indicator that I picked up was that in 2002 they were saying that it was still 41 per cent of all 
commitments made in the last quarter, and so it still goes to show that there is quite a lag 
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between what they decide to do and what they actually do, and that was not even looking at 
the payments side. 

(Ms Gavas) Perhaps I could give an example of some of the inconsistencies between 
policy and implementation. With regard to the communication on non-state actors that was 
published by the Commission, this was supposed to be a horizontal policy. However, it is in 
contradiction to the Asian and Latin-American regulation, which does not refer to any 
participation of civil society whatsoever. There is an inconsistency there. This also has to do 
with the responsibilities of both DG Development and DG RELEX. 

Lord Harrison 
101. Could I ask Louise Hilditch: when you said earlier that because of the paucity of 

personnel within the Commission there was, as it were, an offloading of the money to the 
finance treasury departments of individual countries, some people might see that as a good 
thing: you get the money to the country as quickly as possible. Is it a good thing in so far as 
it, as it were, cuts out bureaucracy, or is there a lack of planning and foresight because of the 
lack of personnel in Brussels in the first place? 

(Ms Hilditch) Our professional view would be that in principle budget support is a good 
thing. If you just look at it on paper, obviously it is far better for countries to get all of their 
money on budget. If they are always going to the treasury, the treasury needs to know over a 
three-year period how much money they are going to be getting from donors and to be able to 
plan accordingly. If you do not do budget support, if you either do projects or even sectoral 
programmes – education, health or transport – sometimes the money goes directly to the 
ministry of transport or the ministry of health, and it is very hard for the ministry of finance 
even to know that that money has come in and is being spent in some way. It is much more 
challenging for governments to manage various bits of programmes and project support is, 
first of all, very difficult to keep track of in the country. We did some research in Ghana 
where we found in the education sector that Ghana entertained 54 donor missions in one year 
– that was more than one a week – whereas obviously if the money had all been going just 
into the education sector or just into the budget, there could have been only one donor 
mission representing all the donors; there could have been one audit, which would be the 
national audit; there could be one set of accounts. You have more of the money on budget 
when it is budget support, and so the national parliament in the country concerned can see 
what money is coming in, whereas with a lot of programmes and projects, the money is often 
in a separate budget, which never goes to the parliament and is not publicly scrutinised. In 
principle, budget support is a very good idea. The only problem is that in practice it is 
untested. It is a new development approach. 

Lord Williams of Elvel 
102. You touched on evaluation. Could you speak a little more about that, whether you 

think EuropeAid is effective and will there be improvements? Is everything going according 
to plan? Are accounting arrangements for EU projects properly set up and properly audited? 

(Ms Hilditch) One positive thing that has come about subsequent to reforms in the 
Development Policy statement is the appearance of an Evaluation Unit that reports directly to 
the Director General of EuropeAid. It has a strategy for several years. In its strategy, it is 
supposed to evaluate about 140 countries. It tries to do geographic evaluation, and so country 
by country. It also tries to do schematic evaluations: evaluation of aid to the health sector; 
evaluation of aid to the transport sector. It also tries to do evaluation by type of instrument: 
for example by budget support or by various types of direct aid to NGOs. It also does those 
kinds of evaluations. One problem is that it has a fantastic amount to evaluate and so each 
country or each type of evaluation does not happen that frequently. I think they plan to do 
five or six country evaluation a year out of 140 countries. They do not really look at each 
country that often in order to be able to evaluate the aid. This is for the official evaluation 
process. There are other evaluation processes, for example in an annual review which would 
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take place in the country and in Brussels. There are also mid-term reviews now under 
Cotonou and a rolling programme, which is an opportunity to reallocate resources, to take 
resources away if they have not been spent. In that sense, there are more and more systematic 
evaluations than there were before, but there are not very many. One weakness that we 
identified is that there do not seem to be any joint evaluations. The Commission set this up on 
the basis of best practice but probably all other donors in those countries are doing similar 
evaluations of projects which they are also funding. It is probable that resources could be 
used more effectively if they tried to do joint evaluations and to account for the expenditure 
to the Court of Auditors and to the public, though not necessarily by the Danish 
Government’s evaluation or by the British Government’s evaluation, rather than everybody 
trying to do their own evaluations all the time. In terms of accounting and audit, historically 
the Commission has always come in for a lot of criticism for poor accounting and audit 
procedures. I honestly do not think that they are out of the woods yet. As NGOs, we do not 
devote a lot of time ourselves to looking directly into accounting and audit procedures. We 
monitor the Court of Auditors’ reports. The Court of Auditors’ reports are really on the 
implementation of the budget, and the European Parliament also does this, but they are also 
on the EDF spending which, as you know, is a part of the EU budget. If their diagnosis is that 
there has been some improvement but they are not there yet, particularly in terms of audit, 
that they have not managed to sort out adequate systems and systems that can be employed in 
delegations, that would be important because, as you know, they are deconcentrating or 
devolving a lot of power and responsibility to all their delegations. Before they can do that 
really effectively, they need to have audit and accounting systems established which, 
according to them, they are in the process of establishing, but they are not there yet. The most 
recent Court of Auditors’ reports were not totally positive and rosy about the Commission’s 
accounting audit procedures. 

103. To go back to evaluation procedures for the moment, you did mention that national 
governments have their own methods and the EU has its own methods. Is there a standard 
practice right across the EU on how to conduct an evaluation of an aid project or does 
everybody have their own ideas? 

(Ms Hilditch) Yes, there is a community of practitioners, one could say – people who 
specialise in evaluation. They meet regularly and develop new thinking regularly. That 
includes: academics, NGOs staff, staff appointed by various governments and by the 
European Commission. There is an informal community of established best practice. Also, at 
the level of the DAC, there are government-to-government discussions about what the best 
practice is in an evaluation. The Commission certainly has its methodology, a step-by-step 
methodology. The delegations themselves are responsible for doing projects and programme 
evaluation and so they all need to be uniform, even though they are all conducted by different 
people in different countries. They also employ firms, again with expertise, which gives 
guidance – and those firms carry out the evaluation, the Commission does not do them in-
house – to those firms that carry them out, and they also have to follow the Commission’s 
methodology for carrying out an evaluation. 

104. Have there ever been any cases, to your knowledge, where, say, a national 
government has evaluated a project and said, “This is a good project” or “That was a good 
project that has worked”, and the EU has evaluated the same project and said, “Actually, it is 
not much good”, or vice versa? Can you think of any project where the evaluation of the 
national government and that of the EU has varied substantially? 

(Ms Hilditch) I cannot think of any but I have never tried to look for any. That does not 
mean they do not exist. They are a fairly closed shop, are they not? If they are both financing 
the same project, it is in their interests to reach similar conclusion. I imagine that there could 
be cases but I have never discovered any. 
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Chairman 
105. When we looked at European aid to Ukraine on the environment about five years 

ago, the evaluation consisted of just tick boxes, which were completed by the people out 
there and they sent back in hundreds to Brussels who put them all in a file and somebody 
made some sort of evaluation. Has evaluation improved since then? Is there any 
independence in the system? Is anybody really looking at these projects? 

(Ms Hilditch) I think it is much better now. Also, there is perhaps much more political 
attention paid to evaluation than five years ago. For example, I can think of an evaluation that 
was done two years ago of aid for education to ACP countries that was really delayed 
because the Commission violently disagreed with the conclusions of the evaluation, which 
had been conducted by independent evaluators. When the evaluation came out, it was 
discussed in the Development Committee of the European Parliament and taken up by NGOs. 
It depends what use in a participatory system what you tell us can be made of the learning as 
well as what use the Commission itself can make of it. We certainly follow evaluations in 
areas and countries where we are working and try to use those to persuade the Commission to 
use them to inform their work. Improvements have been made since self-certification, the tick 
the box thing. I have not seen any of those. They do have to publish them on the website. 

106. That does sound rather better. Would you like to go on to talk about evolution of 
NGO funding arrangements since 2000? I think BOND gave evidence, did it not, to the 
House of Commons International Development Committee and made comments about lack 
of transparency, slow turnaround and all those other bureaucratic problems. Have things 
become better since then? 

(Ms Hilditch) I think that it has changed by 50 per cent. In terms of the comments that 
you raised about the lack of transparency, that has become much more transparent since the 
2001 inquiry. They have introduced a call for tender system. With the call for tender, any and 
every NGO can apply if it meets the minimum criteria, as a result of which the line is hugely 
oversubscribed now and 80 per cent of projects are rejected, even though there is nothing 
technically wrong with them; there just is not enough money. In that sense, it is still a lottery 
because that still means that many good projects with no problems do have to be rejected. I 
think, in terms of transparency, it has been a great leap forward that they have introduced a 
system of call for tender. They have also managed to cut the response time. In 2001, that was 
18 months and now it is down to nine months. Nevertheless, problems remain. On the 
positive side, you can say that the Commission is aware of that. They have set up a working 
group, the Joint NGO, European Commission, Member State Working Group to look at the 
problems of that particular line of EU/NGO co-financing to try to find some solutions. They 
held a big meeting last week of Commission, Member States and NGOs to discuss what 
should be done about the line. They are planning on getting their thinking in order in terms of 
the next financial perspective, which will be the next big opportunity when they rationalise 
budget lines and try to reorganise the way in which they work. They are looking for a 
solution being in place, which they have to put on the table by next year. There are various 
options on the table. One is to have more programme funding, programme funding for larger 
NGOs and project funding for smaller NGOs. Another possibility raised is that the project 
has to have a capacity-building element; that is, looking more at the capacity of the NGOs 
applying and seeing what work they are doing as well. We are not really out of the woods yet. 
The line is still oversubscribed; it is all 100 per cent used. It is not a very big line and it has 
been cut again this year in the budget in the First Reading of the budget; 5 per cent of it has 
been put in reserve, which means it cannot be spent automatically and the Commission needs 
to ask permission later in the year from the budgetary authorities to spend it. There are some 
problems with it, both technical and political. 
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107. Do you think in other respects things have changed for the better with the splitting of 
policy from implementation and the devolvement of more responsibility to local delegations? 
How do you feel about those? 

(Ms Gavas) From our perspective, the reforms have actually marginalised development 
to a great extent. The administration, DG Development, has been severely cut down in size, 
as well as in terms of policy making and implementation. The removal of the implementation 
and moving it to EuropeAid has brought about a gap between policy and implementation that 
is very serious. The Commissioner for Development’s portfolio has reduced in size. The 
implementation of development co-operation now comes under the chairmanship of the 
Commissioner for External Relations. With the cutting down in size of DG Development, the 
gap between policy and implementation, the gap between countries that DG Development is 
responsible for, the ACP countries and the rest in DG RELEX has marginalised development 
in the Commission set-up. 

108. That is disappointing. What about the delegation of responsibility to delegations? Is 
that part of the same problem? Theoretically, that should put it closer to the countries, which 
should actually help, should it not? 

(Ms Gavas) Deconcentration has been a lot slower than first anticipated. I think 
21 delegations were devolved in 2001 and 26 have been included in the second wave; of 
these, 23 have begun to work in a deconcentrated way. The rest will follow in 2004, which 
are mainly the ACP countries. Most of the problems around deconcentration have either been 
related to the capacity of the delegations themselves – human resources and financial 
resources – and certainly logistical problems as well as political situations on the ground. 

109. I gather it has mostly consisted of sending out accountants. Is that right? 
(Ms Hilditch) Not for the contract management, but you know the Commission has an A, 

B, C, D grade division of staff. In order to deconcentrate non-budgetary responsibilities, that 
is a job that is mainly done by B grade officials, we call that contract management. Basically, 
a lot of development is around contract management and accounting and audit, especially 
from an enlargement point of view. They have had to recruit and it has taken them a long 
time to recruit sufficient numbers of that level of staff. They have not been able to recruit. 
They do not have the resources with sufficient staff who are specialists in the various sectors. 
At one time, we were campaigning for sectoral staff to be devolved as well; for example 
education specialists, health specialists. That is not really happening, or not happening 
enough, even at a regional level. For example, they have one education specialist who 
services perhaps five countries. They are much more concerned, which I think reflects 
slightly the nature of the political debate in the EU and a succession of financial scandals, 
with the accounting side of it and that is where they are recruiting. 

110. It is self-protective rather than devolving responsibility? 
(Ms Hilditch) Yes, but then again if they are mainly getting into budget support, they 

really need economists and accountants. 

Lord Bowness 
111. If I may follow your question, Chairman, because we had evidence earlier in the 

month on this very point about staff in the decentralised office and there was an implicit 
criticism that there were not enough local staff recruited. That had implications both for cost, 
because they were cheaper than the staff being sent out, and also it put the projects further 
away from the people in the country. Would you support more local recruitment in the 
delegations? 

(Ms Gavas) I think it is something perhaps we would support. We have supported the 
idea of a civil society liaison officer in each delegation. This is something that will be put in 
place by the Commission. Local staff would fulfil those positions. 
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(Ms Hilditch) They do have some local staff in delegations but they could have a lot 
more and that would probably improve the quality and be less expensive. They could have 
more local staff than they do but they always have some in every delegation. 

112. The evidence we were given by a previous witness was that in theory they simply do 
not have employees above the rank of secretary. 

(Ms Hilditch) I do think it should be encouraged. This is an inefficient way of organising 
the resources that exist. 

113. The question I would like to ask both witnesses is whether they are in favour of 
bringing all the development assistance under a single Commissioner? Do you favour 
EuropeAid continuing, as I understand it, with autonomous status? Should you bring it 
together under that single Commissioner in one Directorate General? 

(Ms Gavas) The ideal situation would be an independent Development Commissioner 
and a Directorate General for Development responsible for elaboration of development 
policies and aid programmes in all recipient countries, whether they be ACP or not. This 
would guarantee an institutional focus on development within the Commission. Then DG 
Development would be responsible for defining development policy and the strategic 
planning and co-ordination, for devising sectoral policies across the regions. It could also 
oversee the implementation of aid programmes by EuropeAid, which could become its 
operational arm, and then of course, it could support the delegations in the field by drawing 
up the country strategy papers. That would be the ideal situation. 

114. Following on from your answer, may I ask whether our witnesses share the fears that 
some people have expressed about the proposals in the Draft Constitution for the Foreign 
Minister to have the double-hatted position and what effect that might have on development 
aid? Is that something you have a view about? 

(Ms Gavas) We are very concerned about some of the proposals in the draft constitution, 
particularly the provision that the Foreign Minister would be able to use all instruments of the 
European Union, and that includes development co-operation and humanitarian assistance. I 
think the debate there will be around the Commission proposals. There are two proposals on 
the table for the Commission. There is the 15+10 model, which would allow an inner cabinet 
of commissioners and 15 commissioners with a vote and attendance at the outer circle. That 
is a very risky model for development. It is unlikely that we will get a Development 
Commissioner within that cabinet. The other model, which is the 25 model, 25 
commissioners each with a vote, is perhaps less risky. There will still be a need for an inner 
cabinet that makes the decisions. In both scenarios, it is very unlikely that there will be a 
strong Development Commissioner. We will probably see a sub-commissioner or a junior 
person for development. 

Lord Williamson of Horton 
115. May I follow up on the same point? The key issue, surely, is that there are 

a substantial number of people in the delegations of the European Commission. They will 
fall, under the current proposals, under the Minister for Foreign Affairs, who is half in the 
Commission and half in the Council. We know the details. The real boss of the people to 
whom we are devolving, deconcentrating, whatever the word is, responsibility for 
development aid is going to be the Minister for Foreign Affairs. Experience does show that 
they will tend to look rather a lot to the boss although they may have some responsibility to 
someone else as well. It needs quite a bit of careful attention, does it not? 

(Ms Gavas) We feel there is a severe lack of clarity in the Constitution of the actual role 
of the Foreign Minister and for what he will be responsible, but the trend seems to be that he 
will be overall responsible for development co-operation, humanitarian assistance, the whole 
external relations framework, including the delegations. 

(Ms Hilditch) Is there not a parallel with how the UK permanent representation to the 
European Union is established? That is made up of civil servants from different specialists in 
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different departments, but for the time that they are working in Brussels I think they are all 
seconded to the Foreign Office. At the moment, the debate around the Constitution is all of 
that – it is black or it is white – but maybe there are other solutions that one could think of 
that would be administratively efficient but respect the fact that, at the end of the day, the 
development specialists have different priorities in terms of the main focus of poverty 
eradication than perhaps the foreign policy staff have. 

Lord Maclennan of Rogart 
116. As for the role of the proposed Minister for Foreign Policy, would you not see some 

potential advantage if he were responsible for the ultimate use of these instrumentalities of 
aid, as part of foreign policy, in giving a higher profile to the development issues within the 
Union, because it is a higher profile position even than that of a regular commissioner in 
prospect? 

(Ms Gavas) I agree, as long as we can distinguish between the objectives of foreign 
policy and the objectives of development policy and understand that development policy is 
for the long term in its objectives and perhaps more strategic, whereas foreign policy is 
shorter term; that distinction needs to be made. In terms of overall coherence, I think it could 
provide coherence for the external relations of the European Commission. I believe it will be 
very much up to the discretion of the Foreign Minister to decide how those policies will be 
implemented. 

117. Could it perhaps give greater impact to the matters we were talking about earlier, 
good governance, human rights and some of the political obstacles to aid being effective, 
which might be more easily tackled by such a minister straddling these areas? 

(Ms Gavas) I think that as long as there is a distinction between the two policy areas and 
that is ingrained in whatever structure there is, that could provide for more coherence. 

(Ms Hilditch) It is unlikely to be to our benefit from a development perspective to have 
a Foreign Minister in the new EU set up overall responsible for development policy, because 
the person in that post would be under a vast amount of political pressure, competing political 
pressures, from Member States with different foreign policy objectives which were trying to 
get those heard. Also, they will be focusing on much more high profile type issues. At the end 
of the day, development is not a very high profile or glamorous activity. We see quite often in 
the EU annual budget process that every year there is a new crisis and every year the funds to 
support the new crisis come from that expenditure, and that includes development. Basically, 
the budget comes from the development spending. It is the same thing: the fact that the 
Development Council has been abolished does not mean that Foreign Affairs Ministers will 
be sitting around talking about something in Namibia; they will not be. They will be talking 
about Iraq. The situation would be the same: the Foreign Minister would be aware of his 
obligations to be responsible for development but I do not know in practice how much time 
he would really have to devote to development issues. Every development policy to some 
extent is the instrument of the government which is giving it. Everybody gives their aid for 
various reasons. There are various reasons for which people pick one country and not 
another. At the end of the day, to say that the Foreign Minister has at his or her disposal all 
the instruments, including development policy and humanitarian aid policy, goes against best 
practice and the experience of what makes effective development and humanitarian aid 
policy. 

118. May I interrupt you for a moment? You mentioned two or three countries, for 
example I think you said Haiti, Togo and one other, where aid has been discontinued and 
development has been blocked, essentially for political reasons. We have seen that corruption 
in Bangladesh is so bad and Bangladesh is the absolute bottom of the league of countries that 
are helped by the EU; if those political problems were tackled more effectively, then maybe 
there could be a restoration of aid in those areas? It seems to me that talking of the long-term 
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aid objective for Togo without tackling the problem that is blocking the aid is an artificial 
distinction. I want to see how you view that. 

(Ms Hilditch) That is right, but it does not need a Foreign Minister of the European 
Union in order to be able to sort that problem out. You could, for example, delegate 
responsibility for specific country cases to different groups of national level, high profile, 
political figures, who could then intervene to try to find a solution. Basically, you could use 
political and diplomatic pressure on the government to change its ways. Ultimately, all 
change, including that kind of momentous political change for the end of corruption, does 
come from within. It is not the European Union Foreign Minister who is going to be able to 
bring a political solution to Haiti; it is basically the people in Haiti, with outside support, who 
will do that, with political and diplomatic pressure at the right time. I do not think that having 
a Foreign Minister ultimately responsible would necessarily help because in practice I do not 
think he or she would have the time. 

Chairman: Lord Harrison, I think quite a lot of your question have been pre-empted. 

Lord Harrison 
119. I think they have. I wanted to ask about the clash of the foreign policy consideration 

with the development objective. It was a very interesting response: one is short term and the 
other is long term. I thought you were quite realistic in saying that this is going to happen. 
Countries inevitably, even in their own individual aid giving, are going to be influenced by 
their own foreign policy considerations. If that is the case, and you talk a bit about some of 
the remedies or the ways to ensure that there is some measure of coherence between the two, 
what else might be done, other than what you have said, to ensure that the foreign policy 
considerations do not entirely eliminate what many of us would regard as the best, 
dispassionate approach to poverty reduction or whatever? 

(Ms Gavas) I think there needs to be a very strong fundamental legal basis in the 
constitution and for development co-operation. There was until a couple of weeks ago a very 
clear development chapter with poverty eradication as a central aim, as well as a 
humanitarian aid chapter. Unfortunately, a couple of weeks ago the IGC legal experts 
removed an extremely important reference within that chapter, a reference to economic, 
financial and technical assistance applying to countries other than developing countries. This 
undermines the legal basis of development in the constitution. There is no distinction between 
official aid and official development assistance right now. We would hope that would be 
remedied, and we have been pushing the UK Government to do something about this. There 
needs to be a distinction between the notion of values and the notion of strategic interests. 
What has happened is that the notion of values has been replaced by strategic interests, and 
that is evident throughout the Constitution. The fact that humanitarian aid is a tool for foreign 
policy but it is also part of the solidarity clause is a very serious concern. That being so, if we 
can achieve that fundamental legal basis for most development co-operation and 
humanitarian assistance, as an independently neutral policy, I think it will help to resolve 
some of the problems with development policy and foreign policy. 

(Ms Hilditch) I have nothing to add. 
Chairman: You said something about how the Charter has been changed. I was not aware 

of that. I do not know whether you could provide us with a note about that. It was news to 
me. I did not entirely grasp what it meant. It would be very useful if you could send an 
explanatory note on that. 

Lord Williamson of Horton 
120. I have two completely different questions. The first is this. Obviously, we are trying 

to concentrate aid more on the poorest countries. That is our clear objective. We do have the 
residual effect of past agreements, basically the Cotonou Agreement, and so on. Do you 
yourselves feel that we can, as it were, just keep going on these two tracks: that is to say, 
most of our aid will go to the poorest but we will continue special arrangements for the ACP, 
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or in the medium term do you think we are going to have to change what we are doing with 
the ACP? 

(Ms Hilditch) The beauty of the ACP arrangements, even though there is no obvious 
connection between all the countries that are included within it, is the nature of the agreement 
itself because it is a comprehensive agreement and it covers aid, trade and political dialogue 
and because it is more partnership based than most aid arrangements between groups of 
countries, more based on negotiation and also based somewhat on predictability as well in 
terms of funding and also in terms of participation of other actors, apart from the two 
governments which are non-state actors; they are a party to the agreement. That includes 
trade unions, churches, NGOs, local authorities. In that sense, it is more comprehensive and 
these are all quite valuable elements of the agreement that it would be worth hanging on to in 
some shape or form, even if one decided that there is no logical reason to continue with them 
actually in the ACP discussion. It is a question of a choice for ACP. Maybe the ACP 
themselves will decide one day that they have more to gain by approaching their relationship 
with the European Union in a different way, but I see it as being much more a choice for ACP 
countries rather than a choice for the European Union side. 

121. That is a very good point. I have worked with the ACP quite a lot in Brussels. I attach 
a lot of importance to the various factors that you have mentioned, such as partnership in 
countries which are the poorest. I agree with you. I become enraged when people say that the 
ACP policy is inconsistent with our policy towards the poorest. The next point I have is quite 
a different one and it relates to the budgetisation of all EU aid. We have this curious system 
now under which we have the European Development Fund and also quite a lot of elements 
of aid in the normal budget, although these are not all labelled like that. What do you feel 
yourself? Do you feel that it should all go under the classical method on to the European 
Union budget, thus changing the treatment of the European Development Fund, or in any 
other way do you feel that the way it is treated as a financial matter should be altered? 

(Ms Hilditch) We feel that the EDF, should be part of the EU budget. It would be a good 
idea to budgetise it, although there are risks associated with doing that. I think it is better to 
put it in the budget and to address the risk than to keep it out of the budget because you think 
the risks are too great. From an accounting and audit point of view, it is clearly not 
appropriate to have such a large sum of money treated as a separate fund and the only 
oversight of it is exercised by the Member States, whereas it would be more usual for 
national budgetary spending to be audited by national parliaments. I think in that sense it is 
quite inappropriate that it is not part of the budget, but there are risks associated with that. As 
you know, there is a historic, very large underspend of the money, but how can you hang on 
to the money in an annualised budget process? If the money has not been spent in ten years, 
in an annualised or even a three-year budget process, you would not be able to keep the 
money in your department, but you would have to give it back to the pot. There are quite a 
large number of issues that need to be addressed around the underspend, the fact that 
disbursement is quite slow, but at the end of the day I think it would be fairer and give a 
better opportunity to ACP countries were it to be part of the budget process, albeit I think 
within the next financial perspective one would want to see a kind of development category. 
The external affairs category, in our experience, which we have had since 1999 has been 
quite unsatisfactory because it includes all external spending and it is very hard to separate. 
All those categories of spending in Category 4 are legitimate, but it is just that within the one 
budget, there is all the money that goes to the Balkans, there is all the money that goes to 
MEDA, there is all the money that goes to Tacis and there is all the money that goes to the 
poor, so it would be better to have a development category and say that in the development 
category, we put the money to the developing countries and to try to manage it that way and 
have some flexibility around the fact that development is not a very long-term activity and 
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you cannot expect the money to be spent in the year in which you sign the agreements, for 
example. 

122. It would change the amount paid by the different countries. We have to realise that, if 
you change the system, some countries would pay more, such as Britain, and some would pay 
less. There is an important point there. 

(Ms Hilditch) Yes. When it was discussed in the informal council last week, all the 
countries who would pay less were in favour and all the countries who would pay more were 
against and then Germany asked for more time because they had not worked out what it 
would mean for them. 

(Ms Gavas) Once again the ideal scenario would be in the Constitution to have a strong 
legal basis for development and to have a separate development chapter in the budget, 
separate from the foreign policy, and then budgetise it. That would be the perfect scenario 
and, in that way, you would be able to ring-fence the funds for the ACP. 

Chairman 
123. Well, I have a final question about the clash between bilateral aid and that which is 

distributed through the EU. How do you think the British Government should be addressing 
that problem for DfID when a large part of their budget actually goes into the EU pot and 
may not be, therefore, directed to the sort of objectives perhaps which the Government 
favours? Do you think that is a problem or do you think that the two different methods of 
delivering aid are actually addressing the same objectives? 

(Ms Hilditch) I think it would be better to see it as an opportunity because the idea is that 
the aid of the Member States and the aid managed by the European Commission are supposed 
to be complementary rather than competing and it is a fact that that is what the Commission 
uses to justify its large investment actually in the transport sector, that all of the other donors 
have pulled out of transport, so they are the only ones left in it, so that is one thing to this, 
that maybe DfID does one thing best and maybe the Commission does another thing best and 
the Swedes do another thing better. I think it would help if donors, instead of acting as EU16, 
they would just act as a donor and try to have more of a division of labour and really look at 
where their competencies lie in and what they are best at. It is not necessarily a problem for 
DfID that so much of its money is allocated directly to the European Union. I guess what is 
more a problem is if all of DfID’s money goes to Category 4 of the budget because that is not 
a development category, but the external spending category, and the Commission spends 
money out of that category that the Member States have asked it to spend on a number of 
different programmes and countries, including all of those countries which were official aid 
recipients, not ODA recipients. So I think that could be a challenge for DfID, but it is perhaps 
something we need to discuss more with the Foreign Office and the Treasury, the fact that 
because it is money which is going into Category 4, which is not a development-only 
category, it brings the percentage down, if you like, but it is all legitimate spending which 
Member States ask the European Commission to spend on their behalf, but I can imagine that 
that would be frustrating for DfID if it was not all spent on development. 

124. Did you want to add anything to that, Ms Gavas? 
(Ms Gavas) No, thank you. 

125. Is there anything else which you wish to say to us which you have not had an 
opportunity to say, maybe we have not covered all the ground that you wanted to cover? 

(Ms Hilditch) I wanted to mention one thing on coherence, which we did touch on, but 
not in any great depth. I am going to leave the report behind so as to publicise our report 
which is around policy and coherence in developing countries. We talked a lot about 
coherence between foreign policy and development policy in this session, but we are also 
talking a lot in Brussels about coherence between development in trade policy, development 
in agricultural policy, development in fisheries policy and development in consumer 
protection and public health policy. It is quite a high-profile discussion at the moment about 
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how to improve that, such that the effects of one policy are not negated by another policy 
which the European Union might have, so I think it is an important thing to bear in mind, that 
it is another thing that the Commission is aware is an issue and it has not really got to grips 
with what it should do about it and I think it is something that the UK Government is much 
stronger on and the European Union could learn from the UK in terms of policy coherence. 

126. Yes, because there used to be clashes between the structural funds and the 
environmental ambitions and terrible things happened in Spain, so have they got all of that 
sorted out better? 

(Ms Hilditch) Yes, I think they are better on internal coherence, but I am sure it will 
increase again with the accession countries. 

Chairman: Well, thank you very much indeed. It has been very interesting and very 
helpful indeed. 


