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To honour the undertaking it gave during the negotiations on the new Interinstitutional 
Agreement, the Commission is now presenting its report on the European Development 
Fund (EDF) budget, in which it looks at at the problems involved (both budgetary and 
institutional) in budgetizing the EDF, and puts forward suggestions as to how 
budgetization might be achieved. 

I - INTRODUCTION 

The European Development Fund is the main financial instrument of EEC/ ACP 
cooperation, both expenditure and receipts falling outside the general budget of the 
Communities. This form of cooperation comes under the Lome Conventions to which 
the Community and 70 African, Caribbean and Pacific States (ACP) are the 
signatories. 

The financial protocol annexed to the Lome Conventions sets the overall amounts for 
Community contributions over a five-year period, comprising both EDF appropriations 
and loans granted by the Em out of own resources. 

Table 1 and Figure 1 (Annex II) show the changes in the initial allocations for 
successive EDFs - a total of ECU 28 437.3 million - and the distribution of these 
amounts between the ACP States and the OCT (Overseas Countries and Territories). 1 

The EDFs are set up by internal agreements decided by the Council. They deal with 
the financing and administration of Community aid and have a duration of five years. 

Implementation is on the basis of specific financial regulations and provisions (Annex I 
gives a list of the legal bases) and, because of their multiannual nature and the fact that 
appropriations remain available until exhausted, they are administered in a highly 
flexible manner. 

The most recent EDF (the 7th, covering the five-year period from 1990 to 1994 as per 

The First EDF covered the so-called OCT colonies. On independence, these 
became the. AAMS (Associated African and States of Madagascar) which 
concluded the Yaounde I and II Conventions with the Community. When the 
United Kingdom acceded to the Communities in 1973, the association with the 
AAMS was extended to the Commonwealth countries and to other independent 
African States, giving rise to the Association of ACP States and the Lome 
Conventions. 

2 



the financ1::tl protocol annexed to the Lome IV Convention) was concluded for a 
ten-year periud from 1 March 1990. In accordance with Article 4 of this Protocol a 
new financial protocol will be concluded for the second five-year period covered by the 
I ·ourth !.orne l ~onvention. 

The 8th UJF will, in theory, start up in March 1995. This date corresponds to the 
revision of the decision on own resources which will come into effect on 
1 January l9Y5, as well as the scheduled accession of four EFTA countries (Austria, 
Finland, Norway and Sweden) to the European Community. 

The 7th EDF entered into force on 1 September 1991 having been ratified by the 
national parliaments of the Member States; the initial sum involved was 
ECU lO 940 million (including ECU 140 million for the OCT), allocated between 
various tinancial instruments/measures amongst which can be cited: 

progranunable aid (national indicative progranunes and regional 
cooperation); 
structural adjustment; 
STAB EX; 
SYSMIN; 
risk capital; 
interest rate subsidies; 
emergency aid; 
aid for refugc:es; 
Centre for Industrial Development (CID) and Technical Centre for 
Agricultural and Rural Cooperation (TCARC). 

By way of comparison, the 7th EDF allocation represents about 38% of total 
~.:ommitmcnt appropriations set aside for external action over the five-year period 
(1990-94>. i.e all uf subsection B7 of the general budget (ECU 17 663 million) plus 
the 7th EDE ami it accounts for about 40-45% of aid to developing countries. 

To givt: an idea of the budgetary size of the EEC/ ACP financial protocols, It IS 

sufficient to look at commitments made in 1993 under the EDF - these amounted to 
ECU 1 631 million compared with total commitment appropriations of 
ECU 4 255 milliLm under heading 4 of the financial perspective. Total payment 
appropriations under the EDF for the same year amount to ECU 1 372 million, the 
corrcspondin~ value under heading 4 being ECU 2 718 million. 

These figurt:,.; clearly show the scale of development aid falling outside the general 
budget,~ and then: fore outside the budgetary procedure provided for by Article 203 of 

All other L''..tcrnal activities of the Community (cooperation with the countries of 
Fastcm ami Central Europe and with Latin American and Asian developing 
countries, tlnancial protocols with non-member Mediterranean countries, 
humaniuri:.~n :.~nd food aid etc_) arc already entered in the budget. 



the EEC Treaty, a state of affairs which runs counter to the principle nf hud~·.etary 
unity. 

II - EDF - CURRENT SITUATION 

II. 1 Financing 

Table 2 shows the duration, both anticipated and actual, of successive I u!lJs, tog. ther 
with the initial allocations and the allocations still available as at 31 December I <}l)_c 

The EDFs have an initial duration of five years, although this tends to h..: cxrendcc. in 
practice (see also ll.2 - Implementation). 

There are several reasons for there being differences between the initial <lih>c:ttinno:; :· 1d 
the allocations available each year: transfers of unused balances between the v:1ric: ts 
EDFs; STABEX replenishments; transfers of STABEX replenishments; sunc1. y 
revenue; and Council alterations to the initial allocations (ct. 1 a hies II and d 
(available resources AR)). 

The amounts for the EDFs and the level of direct contributions from the Member 
States making up the Fund are determined using a fixed scale and arc b..~scd un the 
internal agreements on the financing and administration of Community ahl decided by 
the Council. 

Table 3 shows the fixed scale of contributions by Member State for cad: nf the seven 
EDFs as set out in each internal agreement. It is the Council which tlectdt.:s the annual 
contributions to the EDF on the basis of a proposal from the ConunissWii 

Contributions are paid in four quarterly instalments each year; the amount..; are 
determined by the Commission, taking into account the programmin~~ situatinn and 
cash requirements. 

EDF finances are indivisible, and contributions may come from one nr more Funds. 
For example, expenditure in 1985 and 1986 under the 3rd, 4th and 5th I·:Df·: '""a~ paid 
for out of the resources of the 5th EDF; for the years 1991, !<)Q2 and 1993, Lome II, 
III and IV expenditure was funded by contributions from the oth EDF 

According to the internal agreements relating to the financing and the administration of 
Community aid under the Lome Conventions, 3 any remaining balances or tilt: Funds 

Articles 7, 34 and 35.2 of the Agreement on the 7th EDF, Articles 7, ~() and 31.2 
of the Agreements on the 5th and 6th EDFs and Articles 87, 32 and .n.2 of the 
Agreement on the 4th EDF; the Yaounde I and II Conventions contained similar 
proVISIOnS. 
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set up under these agreements are to be used up in accordance with the rules applicable 
to the Fund concerned; upon expiry of the agreement, the Member States are still 
required to pay the uncalled ·portion of their contributions. 

U.2 Implementation 

The conventions and financial protocols are concluded for a limited period but do not 
lay down any deadline for implementation, whether in terms of commitments or 
payments. 

The financial audits carried out by the Court of Auditors in recent years and the 
Commission's replies to them clearly demonstrate the sense of applying the same 
implementing principles and rules to the EDF as to the general budget. 

Article 222 of the Lome IV Convention assigns responsibility for implementing 
operations financed within the framework of the Convention to the ACP States and the 
Community working closely together. In particular, paragraph 4 stipulates that "the 
Community shall be responsible for taking financing decisions on projects and 
programmes" and paragraph 2 stipulates that the ACP States are to be responsible for 
implementing and managing projects and programmes, as well as for preparing, 
negotiating and concluding of contracts. 

The tasks and role of the various executing officers, and especially of the Commission, 
the chief authorizing officer (Article 311 of the Lome IV Convention) and the national 
authorizing officer (Articles 312 to 315) are also defmed. 

In order to give a better idea of EDF budgetary activity, the annual commitment and 
payment figures have been extracted from the financial statements for every year since 
1959. Tables 4, 5, 6 and 7 and Figures 2, 3, 4.1 and 4.2 show the utilization rate for 
allocations under successive EDFs, in terms both of financing decisions (commitments) 
and assigned funds, and of payments.4 These tables and figures show that 
implementation is spread over a much longer period than the actual duration of the 
conveoqons and financial p.;otocoli. · The a.vai~ble resources (AR) shown in the tables 
correspond to the allocations available for the year in question, including sundry 
revenue. 

Finally, Table 8 and Figure 5 summarize trends in the implementation of commitments 
and payments, taking all the EDFs together. 

The commitment is the decision. to finance projects and programmes taken by the 
Commission or the chief authorizing officer; assigned funds, referred to in 
Article 70 of the EDF Financial Regulation, relate to contracts concluded with a 
view to implementing projects and programmes. 
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III - ARGUMENTS IN FAVOUR OF BUDGETIZATION 

Since EDF appropriations are not entered in. the pneral budpt of tbe European 
Communities, they do not come under the annual budgetary procedure (Article 203 of 
the EEC Treaty).' Thus the budgetary authority, and tbe European Parliament in 
particular, have no part in deciding the appropriations to be entered in tbe BDF 
budget, which is why Parliament bas long called for tbe BDF to be included in tbe 
general budget. 

The f1rst time Parliament raised the matter of entering tbe BDF in the budget wu in a 
resolution of 14 February 1973.6 

On 12 June 1973,7 the Commission, with the support of tbe European Parliament, put 
forward a budgetization proposal which it justified on political ad budptary grouDds. 
Although nothing came of the proposal, Member States lhowed tbemlelvea to be 
broadly in favour of budgetizing the Sth EDF. 

On 10 January 1979,1 the Commission again proposed budptiziq tbe BDF; indeed, it 
was the Council's rejection of this proposal that was oDe of the reasons Parliament 
gave for throwing out the 1980 draft budget. 

Since then, the Commission has always included a document containing financial 
infonnation on the EDFs with the preliminary draft budget ml, siDce 1977, Parliament 
has entered the EDF in the budget by means of two special cbapten with token eDiries 
with the headings "European Development Fund- Cooperation with tbe ACP Statea• 
and "European Development Fund - Cooperation with tbe Overseas COUDUiea IDd 
Territories associated with the Community". Information on tbe financial 
implementation of the EDPs was given for the fmt time in 1992 in an InDeX to tbe 
Financial Report of the European Communities. 

The Commission again proposed budgetization of the BDF at the lftterlovemmenral 
Conference on the Treaty on European Union. 

During the 1993 and 1994 budgetary procedures and tbe nqotiations on the 1993-99 
Interinstitutional Agreement, there were strong calls from Parliament for the BDF to 
be entered in the budget. In the meantime, it bu. made some ad boc acljuatmeftts to the 

s 

6 

7 

I 

Nonetheless, the European Parliament gives a discharae to the Commission for the 
financial management of the EDF in accordance with Article 33 of the internal 
agreement and Article 77 of the Financial RegUlation on the Fourth ACP-EBC 
Convention. To a certain extent, therefore, the discharge procedure for the 
implementation of the general budget provided for in Article 206 of the EBC 
Treaty is therefore extended ~o the EDF. 
OJ C 14, 27.3.73, p.2S-26. 
SEC(73)2149 final. 
COM(79)4 final. 
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budget to enable figures on the Fund's operation to be recorded. 

The main arguments in favour of budgetization are well known and are summarized 
below: 

Since development cooperation policy is specifically referred to in Article 3(q) and 
Title XVII of the EC Treaty, the application of ~e principle of budgetary unity means 
that all Community revenue and expenditure should be entered in the budget. 

If the EDF were to be included in the budget under heading 4 ("External action") of 
the financial perspective, both arms of the budgetary authority would have a full 
picture of the resources made available for development activities, and EC/ACP 
cooperation could be slotted into the Community's overall development cooperation 
policy. The Community's external action would, as a result, be more rational, 
consistent and transparent. 

Furthermore, the second paragraph of Article C of the Treaty on European Union 
stipulates that "the Union shall in particular ensure the consistency of its external 
activities as a whole in the context of its external relations, security, economic and 
development policies", and that "the Council and the Commission shall be responsible 
for ensuring such consistency 11 

• 

Moreover, the general budget already contains headings which concern developing 
countries (and thus the ACP States) and which cover such diverse areas as 
humanitarian and food aid, the environment, health, human rights and democracy. 

The financial protocols concluded with the Mediterranean Basin countries, which are 
similar to the EDF, have been included in the budget from the outset. 

Indeed, the principle of subsidiarity (Article 3b of the EC Treaty) provides that "in 
areas which do not fall within its exclusive competence, the Community shall take 
action . . . only if and in so far as the objectives of the proposed action carmot be 
sufficiently achieved by the Member States". Development policy is a typical example 
of action which "by reason of [its] scale or effects ... [can] be better achieved by the 
Community II. The fact that the Member States have from the very beginning made the 
Commission responsible for implementing the Lome Convention and for administering 
the EDF is evidence in itself of the benefits of action taken at Community level. 

There is therefore plenty of justification for bringing the EDF into the Community's 
general budget and, in the long term at least, it ought to be financed from own 
resources. Entering the Fund could be seen as a substitute for the national expenditure 
which the Member States would otherwise have to commit with fewer guarantees of 
transparency and effectiveness. · 

EDF budgetization would thus be a continuation of the process that began on 
1 January 1971 following the Council Decision of 21 April 1970 on the replacement of 
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financial contributions from Member States by the Communities 1 own resources. 

The non-assignment of revenue rule implies that EC/ACP cooperation should, like all 
expenditure in the general budget, be financed from own resources and not by 
Member States making contributions according to a fixed scale. 

IV - ARRANGE'MENTS FOR BUDGETIZATION OF THE EDF 

Budgetizing the EDF would mean that all the provisions of the EC Treaty, and 
especially Articles 199-209 on budgetary aspects, would have to be applied to the 
Fund, and the following in particular: 

the budgetary procedure for establishing the budget; 
compliance with the main budgetary principles (annuality, unity and 
universality); 
the provisions of the Financial Regulation applicable to the general budget of the 
Community; and 
the regulations on the own resources system. 

IV .1 The contractual framework 

One aspect which should not be overlooked in budgetizing the EDF is the maintenance 
of the contractual framework of the Lome Convention and the global dialogue between 
the Community and the ACP States on cooperation and development policy and its 
implementation. 

From the legal point of view, the Lome Convention is not in itself an obstacle to 
budgetizing the EDF. Nor need budgetization stand in the way of the periodic bilateral 
negotiations between the Community and the ACP States on the financial protocols 
which are annexed to the conventions; it is these which will determine the framework 
for budgetizing the appropriations to be used to implement the agreements on a 
multiannual programming basis. 

These protocols are the Community Is most important legal and political commitments 
to the ACP States as a whole and must be honoured in full in the budget. 

EDF budgetization should also take into account the allocation of responsibilities 
between the Community and the ACP States, as well as the role vf the Lome IV 
institutions, i.e. the Council of Ministers, the Committee of Ambassadors and the Joint 
Assembly. 

Successive Lome Conventions have recognized the role of the national authorities in 
implementing programmes, and it would be extremely diffiCult politically to call into 
question the participation of the ACP countries in planning and administering aid. 
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IV .2 Application of the budgetary procedure; institutional aspects 

The role exercised by Parliament would be part of the normal budgetary procedure as 
provided for in the Treaties, just as it is for other kinds of expenditure. This is 
undoubtedly one of the most important issues in the budgetization debate. 

The first important question is whether to classify the expenditure as compulsory or 
non-compulsory, although according to paragraph 16 of the new Interinstitutional 
Agreement, Parliament, the Council and the Commission "undertake to provide 
appropriations in the budget to honour the Community's internal and external legal 
obligations and policy commitments, with due regard for budgetary discipline and the 
fourth subparagraph of paragraph 13". 

As the Lorn~ Convention and its annexed financial protocol stand at present, we are 
dealing with expenditure involving precise amounts and specific instruments of 
cooperation which stem from legal obligations contracted by the Community with 
non-member countries. Such expenditure should logically be classified as compulsory, 
as it is in the case of the financial protocols with non-member countries in the 
Mediterranean Basin. 

However, in the Interinstitutional Agreement the three institutions agreed that 
expenditure on financial protocols with non-member countries which are concluded or 
renewed will be considered non-compulsory. Thus when the Mediterranean financial 
protocols which expire at the end of October 1996 are renewed, the expenditure will be 
classified as non-compulsory. This lends weight to the argument that EDF expenditure 
should be treated in the same way. 

However, the debate between those in favour of classifying EDF expenditure as 
compulsory because of the need to respect international contractual commitments, and 
those in favour of treating it as non-compulsory by analogy with external operations, 
including PHARE and T ACIS, is not the only issue. 

Another equally important question is the fixing of the allocation for the EDF and the 
need to give recipient countries some guarantees in resp~ct of the amounts earmarked 
for them. Creating a special sub-heading for the EDF under heading 4 of the financial 
perspective would be a compromise that would render the compulsory/non-compulsory 
problem more or less redundant; it would guarantee the level of appropriations 
detailed in the financial protocol and would ensure that the consistency and flexibility 
needed to properly implement the Community's external actions was preserved. 

In view of the complexity and diversity of the ACP/EEC cooperation instruments, the 
institutions need to reach an agreement on a suitable budget nomenclature and structure 
for EDF appropriations. In particular, they need to make it easier to effect any 
necessary transfers between instruments as provided for in the Lome Convention. 

Under subsection B7 there is already a title (B7 -1) consisting of two chapters 
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("Cooperation with the ACP States" and "Cooperation with the Overseas Countries and 
Territories"); under each of these is a series of articles dealing with various financial 
instruments or operations. This would be a good starting point for setting up an 
appropriate structure. 

IV .3 Bringing the EDF within the annual budget framework 

EDF budgetization involves putting the Fund into an annual budget straitjacket, the 
general rule' being that the appropriations authorized for one year are in effect 
restrictive estimates and lapse if they have not been used up by the end of the year. 

Applying the annuality principle to the EDF, 9 with budgetary authorization for the 
duration of the year and rules on the utilization and cancellation of appropriations, 
would entail substantial changes in the way in which the Fund is administered. 

Although the principle is not currently applied to the EDF, that is not a reason for not 
entering the Fund in the budget. It would mean that the initial fmancial programming 
would have to be respected and the rules on budgetary discipline complied with, so the 
rate of implementation would be more predictable than it is at present. 

Moreover, the rolling multiannual programming system (a series of instalments 
corresponding to commitment targets), proposed in the negotiating brief for the 
mid-term review of the Lome IV Convention, 10 would actually make it easier to 
implement EC/ ACP cooperation policy on an ongoing basis within the annual budget 
framework. While it would not affect the principle of setting targets for five years, it 
would mean that countries were no longer entitled to a fixed fmancial allocation, the 
amount of which remained the same irrespective of the situation. 

An analysis of the implementation of the various EDFs suggests that applying the 
annuality principle might result in carryovers of appropriations. One way of 
minimizing the problem would be to introduce a similar scheme to the one the 
Interinstitutional Agreement applies to allocations of commitment appropriations 
provided in the fmancial perspective for the Structural Funds and the Cohesion Fund. 
This allows the transfer to subsequent years, in excess of the corresponding ceilings 
on expenditure, of allocations not used in the previous year. 

In conclusion, the analogy with the problems encountered in implementing the 
Structural Funds suggests there is scope for using differentiated appropriations and for 
transferring amounts between years under the Interinstitutional Agreement; this should 
mean being able to enter EDF appropriations into the general budget without 
interfering with the implementation of the corresponding cooperation activities and it 

9 

10 

The first paragraph of Article 199, the first paragraph of Article 202, and 
Article 203(1) of the EC Treaty, and Article 1(2) of the Financial Regulation. 
Council Brief (General Affairs) of 7.2.1994, particulary Section B, pages 7 and 8. 
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should ensure the continuity of operations under the EC/ ACP cooperation policy. 

IV .4 Budgetary implementation of the EDF when part of the general budget 

The experience gained in the field of development cooperation operations financed 
from the general budget shows that despite the diversity of regions, countries and 
instruments, the implementation of development aid programmes and economic 
restructuring programmes is not adversely affected by the obligation to respect the 
principles of budgetary orthodoxy. 

The first question to address is the connection between the system used for the 
financial implementation of the EDF (commitments, assigned funds and payments) and 
the system for implementing the general budget. 

Article 17 of the Financial Regulations of 11 November 1986 (86/548/EEC) and of 
29 July 1991 (91/491/EEC) applicable to the 6th and 7th EDFs respectively is no 
different from Article 36 of the Financial Regulation applicable to the general budget 
of the European Communities. 

This means that EDF commitments can be assimilated to commitments under the 
general budget in accordance with the procedures laid down in Articles 36-39 of the 
Financial Regulation. 

Generally speaking, apart from a group of clearly identified provisions, which are 
specific to the implementation of the Lome Convention, the EDF Financial Regulation 
has many points in common with the Financial Regulation applicable to the general 
budget. 

In view of the above, the EDF could therefore, with a few specific amendments, be 
implemented in accordance with the existing Financial Regulation. 

One consequence of this would be that legal commitments entered into for measures 
extending over more than one financial year would contain a time limit for 

I 

implementation (Article 1(7)). As far as the EDF is concerned, the financing 
agreements and contracts already contain time limits, so the commitment proposals 
could include these dates as well. 

The specific provisions referred to above would chiefly concern the following areas: 

implementation measures (the arrangements for awarding contracts, 
committee procedure, the various financial instruments and other 
measures for implementing cooperation agreements); 

personnel responsible for administration and implementation (chief 
authorizing officer, national authorizing officer, delegates, paying agents 
and the ACP-EEC Committee; 
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imp rest accounts; 

STABEX; 

the use of interest on deposits; 11 

the guarantee for EIB loans. 

Some of these provisions ought to remain in the Convention between the recipient 
States and the Community because they directly involve the responsibility of the 
ACP States, while others could be included in a Council Regulation on ACP-EEC 
cooperation, replacing the internal agreements and the EDF fmancial regulation; this 
regulation would be .similar to the Council regulations on financial and technical 
assistance and economic cooperation with the Asian and Latin American developing 
countries and to the implementing rules for the Mediterranean protocols. 

IV .S Financing the EDF froin own resources 

Applying the principle of budgetary universality would mean that EDF appropriations 
entered in the general budget would be financed from own resources like all other 
appropriations. Applying the non-assignment of revenue rule would therefore put an 
end to any discussion over the ftxed distribution of expenditure between 
Member States. This in tum would mean that there would no longer be any need for 
Member States' parliaments to ratify the internal agreements. 

It is therefore that the ceiling for heading 4 of the fmancial perspective would have to 
be raised as well as the ceiling for own resources, since the Fund cannot be budgetized 
at the expense of other appropriations in the budget. 

Given the likely timescale for the Lome IV negotiations the 8th EDF amount will not 
be known until the beginning of 1995. At present, therefore, it is impossible to be 
precise about the level of the increase in the own resources ceiling although a 
reasonable assumption might be to maintain cooperation with the ACP countries at its 

II In the ST ABEX system (Articles 192 (Lome IV) and 153 (Lome Ill)), interest 
earned must be credited to the system's resources. The internal agreement for the 
7th EDF (Article 9(2)) provides for interest on deposits with the paying agents in 
Europe to be used to cover the administrative and financial costs arising from the 
cash management of the Fund and under certain conditions, the cost of studies or 
Consultancy services, if authorized to do so by a decision of the EEC Council of 
Ministers. The EDF's internal rules of procedure provide for revenue accruing 
from a project to be reallocated to the project itself. The budget's rules on this 
practice are much more strict. Thus to avoid any implicit reductions in the 
amounts available for a project, there needs to be . a special procedure for 
reallocating such revenue to the project. 
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current level for the five-year period from 1 March 1995 (8th EDF); this would 
require an increase in the own resources ceiling, expressed as a percentage of GNP, of 
around 0.04%. The increase would be offset by a corresponding reduction in EDF 
payments. 

1995-99 is also the period of validity of the forthcoming decision replacing Council 
Decision 88/376 (EEC, Euratom) on the system of own resources. It will therefore be 
necessary to adjust the annual ceilings for total own resources to include the new 
amounts, while taking into account the likely enlargement of the Community. These 
adjustments will be decided by the Council, acting unanimously on a proposal from the 
Commission after Parliament has delivered its opinion. Since the new own resources 
decision has to be adopted by the Council in the next two months if it is to be ratified 
before 1 January 1995, negotiations over EDF budgetization would mean having to 
amend the decision later. 

IV .6 Financing the EDF from the financial contributions of Member States 

Declaration No 12 on the European Development Fund which is annexed to the Treaty 
on European Union states that "the Conference agrees that the European Development 
Fund will continue to be financed by national contributions in accordance with the 
current provisions". 

In view of the above, it is not unreasonable to wonder whether the EDF's present 
financing system could still be retained if the Fund was entered in the budget. What 
would be the advantages and difficulties of this? 

The first point worth mentioning is that while the principle of budgetary unity would 
be respected, the principle of budgetary universality would not. The rule on 
non-assigrunent of revenue to expenditure would be breached, which would mean 
having to include provisions on the adoption of a fixed scale for EDF financing and the 
allocation of this revenue to the Fund in both the decision on the system of the 
Communities' own resources and the Financial Regulation. 

On the other hand, this financing system would have the following advantages: 

it would not run counter to Declaration No 12 annexed to the Union Treaty; 

it would make it possible to appraise, on the basis of actual experience, the 
financing of the EDF from the year 2000 from own resources. 

A transition period would help those Member States which will be faced with a· 
higher financial burden if financing is from own resources to adjust their own 
medium-term financial forecasts; 

it would help show that budgetizing the EDF will not damage the Community's 
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twenty-year relationship with the ACP States; 

it would make it easier to integrate and identify the Community effort in the 
fmancial perspective of the European Union. 

A special reserve would also be needed, the financing for which would come under the 
EDF; it would be used to respond promptly to any expenditure requirements arising in 
unforeseen circumstances. 

V. CONDITIONS FOR EDF BUDGETIZATION 

V .1 The European Parliament succeeded in having the following statement to be 
annexed to the Interinstitutional Agreement: "The Council undertakes to 
examine, on the basis of a report from the Commission, the detailed 
arrangements and possibilities for entering the 8th EDF in the budget from 1995 
onwards". 

12 

The Council declared that this statement does not contradict the "Declaration on 
the European Development Fund" annexed to the, Treaty on European Union. 
In addition, Article l30w(3) in Title XVII "Development cooperation" of the EC 
Treaty stipulates that "the provisions of this article shall not affect cooperation 
with the African, Caribbean and Pacific countries in the framework of the 
ACP-EEC Convention". 

The Council has always been against bringing the EDF into the general budget 
of the Community for political and financial reasons. The fixed scale used for 
determining Member States' contributions to the EDF fairly closely reflects their 
bilateral development cooperation policies. 

Under the present system, entering the 8th EDF in the budget would obviously 
mean increasing the level of own resources fmanced from the GNP-based 
resource, which would be an important aspect in the budgetization issue. 

Compared with the ad hoc scale currently used for fmancing the EDF, the GNP 
scale12 for 1994 shows that some countries would have to make larger 
contributions (see Table 9). 

If it were decided to finance the EDF from the financial contributions of 
Member States, it would be possible to use an ad hoc scale for the 8th EDF (the 

This scale (GNP of each Member State compared with the Community's GNP, at 
market prices) is a well-defined macroeconomic scale (Council Directive of 
13 February 1989 on the harmonization of the completion of gross national 
product at market prices) which reflects the capacity of Member States to 
contribute and constitutes an objective criterion. 
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second EDF of the Lome IV Convention) within the budget to finance EDF 
expenditure (subject to a modification of the decision on the system of the 
Communities' own resources, see IV.6). This scale could, for example, 
correspond to the average of the present GNP and EDF scales and could be used 
for a transitional period since a new EC/ ACP Convention will not be negotiated 
until the year 2000. 

V.2 If the response from Parliament and the Council to this report is encouraging, 
fonnal negotiations would have to be started on the basis of a Conunission 
proposal. Such negotiations are likely to be difficult and would probably not be 
concluded until the completion of the budgetary procedure for 1995. 

Such a proposal would consist of two components which could be presented one 
after the other: 

amendment to the decision on the system of own resources; 
regulation on ACP/EC cooperation for financing development. 

Before a proposal can be drawn up, the amount of the 8th EDF will need to be 
known and this is not likely before the beginning of 1995. The Conunission, 
therefore, would be unable to propose any amendment of the own resources 
decision before then. 

EDF budgetization would therefore not be effective until 1996. 

V .3 Implementation of the current EDF (5th, 6th and 7th EDFs) will continue along 
the same lines as at present until all the available appropriations are utilized, 
irrespective of whether the 8th EDF is entered in the budget or not. 

This means that there will still have to be a separate treasury for the current 
EDFs, alongside the general budget treasury. However, this does not mean that 
the EDF accounting function cannot be combined with that for the general 
budget. In addition, consideration might be given to harmonizing administrative 
and banking circuits; this would make for a smoother transition from the 
current EDF system to the general budget system. 

15 



ANNEX I 

Legal bases, financial regulations and provisions relating to the 
European Development Funds 



Legal bases, financial regulations and provisions relating to the European Development 
Funds 

1st EDF 

(a) Legal basis 
Convention provided for by Article 136 of the Treaty of Rome (EEC) and 
annexed to that Treaty 

(b) Financial regulations and provisions 
Council Regulation NoS (OJ 33, 31.12.1958) 
Council Regulation No 6 (OJ 33, 31.12 1958) 
Commission Regulation No 7 (OJ 12, 25.2.1959) 
Commission Regulation (OJ 79, 30.8.1962) 

2nd EDF (Yaounde I) 

(a) Legal basis 
Yaounde Convention of 20 July 1966 (OJ 93, 11.6.1964) 

(b) Institution of EDF 
Internal Agreement (OJ 93, 11.6.1964) 

(c) Financial regulations and provisions 
Council Financial Regulation No 64/356 EEC (OJ 93, 11.6.1964) 
Commission Regulation No 62/65 (OJ 81, 11.5.1965) 

3nd EDF (Yaounde II) 

(a) Legal basis 
Yaound~ II Convention of 29 July 1969 (OJ L 282, 28.12.1970) 

(b) Institution of EDF 
Internal Agreement (OJ L 31, 8.2.1971) 

(c) Financial regulations and provisions 
Council Financial Regulation No 71168 EEC (OJ L 31,8.2.1971) 
Council Regulation No 2798173 of 14 May 1973 (OJ L 288, 15.10.1973) 

4th EDF (Lome I) 

(a) Legal basis concerning ACP States 
Lorn~ Convention of 28 February 1975 (OJ L 25, 30.1.1976) 
Council Decision 76/568/EEC of 29 June 1976 (OJ L 176, 1. 7 .1976) 

(b) Legal basis concerning OCT and OD 
Council Decision 76/568/EEC of 29 June 1976 

(c) Institution of EDF 
Internal Agreement of 11 July 1975 

17 



(d) Financial regulations and provisions 
Financial Regulation No 76/647/EEC of 27 July 1976 (OJ L 229, 
20.8.1976) 
Internal Agreement of 11 July 1975 (OJ L 25, 30.1.1976) last amended 
on 19 March 1979 (OJ L 72, 23.3.1979) 
Council Decision 75/250/EEC of 21 April 1975 (OJ L 104, 24.4.1975) 

5th EDF (Lome II) 

(a) Legal basis concerning ACP States 
Second EEC/ ACP Convention signed at Lome on 31 October 1979 (Lome II) 

(b) Legal basis concerning ocr and OD 
Council Decision 80/1186/EEC of 16 Dcember 1980 (no longer concerns the OT) 

(c) Institution of EDF 
Internal Agreement of 20 November 1979 

(d) Financial regulations and provisions 
Financial Regulation 81/215/EEC of 17 March 1981 

6th EDF (Lome Ill) 

(a) Legal basis concerning ACP States 
Third EEC/ACP Convention signed at Lome on 8 December 1984 (Lome lll) 

(b) Legal basis concerning OCT and OD 
Council Decision 86/283/EEC of 30 June 1986 (no longer concerns the OT) 

(c) Institution of EDF 
Internal Agreement of 19 February 1985 

(d) Financial regulations and provisions 
Financial Regulation 86/548/EEC of 11 November 1986 

7th EDF (Lome IV) 

(a) Legal basis concerning ACP States 
Fourth EEC/ACP Convention signed at Lome on 15 December 1989 (Lome IV) 

(b) Legal basis concerning OCT 
Council Decision 911482/EEC of 25 July 1991 

(c) Institution of EDF 
Internal Agreement of 16 July 1990 

(d) Financial regulations and provisions 
Financial Regulation 91/491/EEC of 29 July 1991 

18 



ANNEX II 

Tables showing the allocations and implementation of the 
various European Development Funds 
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"..:, 
~) 

Fund (Convention) 

1st EDF (Treaty of 
Ro•e, Part IV) 

1959-1964 

2nd EDF (Yaounde I) 
, 964-1970 

Jrd EDF (Yaounde II) 
1970-1976 

4th EDF (Lo11e I) 
1975-1980 

5th EDF (Lom6 Ill 
1980-1985 

6th EDF · llom~ 1111 
1985-1990 

7th EDF (Lom6 lVI 
1990-1995 

TOTAL 

TABLE 1 

EUROPEAN DEVELOPMENT FUNDS AND EIB: ACP STATES AND OCT 
Initial allocations - ECU million current orices 

Entry into EDF EDF-ACP EDF-OCT EOF-OCT/EDF 
force (%) 

, .1.58 581,3 581,3 100,0 

, .7.64 730,0 666,0 64,0 8,8 

1 .1. 71 900,0 828,0 72,0 8,0 

1.4.76 3.150,0 3.000,0 150,0 4,8 

1 .1 .81 4.636,0 4.542,0 94,0 2,0 

1.5.86 7.500,0 7.400,0 100,0 1,3 

1.9.91 10.940,0 10.800,0 140,0 1,3 

28.437,3 27.236,0 1.201,3 

Page 1 

EIB EIB·ACP EIB-OCT EDF + EI B 

581,3 

70,0 64,0 6,0 800,0 

100,0 90,0 10,0 1.000,0 

400,0 390,0 10,0 3.550,0 

700,0 685,0 15,0 5.336,0 

1.120,0 1.100,0 20,0 8.620,0 

1.225,0 1.200,0 25,0 12.165,0 

3.615,0 3.529,0 86,0 32.052,3 
- ~--- ·- ----
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TABLE 2 

EUROPEAN DEVELOPMENT FUND: ACP STATES AID OCT 
Allocations- ECU •illion (31.12.1993) 

Fund (Convention) Entry into Ter•inated Initial EDF EDF-ACP EDF-OCT EDF. EDF-ACP EDF-OCT Sundry 
force lnit. alloc. Init. alloc. [llloc. available Ill oc.;avail able ~oc. available . revenue 

N. , 

lst EDF (Treaty of Ro•e, 
Part IV) 1959·1964 1.1.58 31.12.81 581,3 581,3 569,4 569,4 

2nd EDF (Yaound6 I) 
I 

1964-1970 1.7.64 31.12.84 730,0 666,0 64,0 730,4 667,3 63,1 -
3rd EDF (Yaound6 Ill 

1970-1976 1 .1. 71 31.12.87 900,0 828,0 72,0 887,3 820,8 66,5 
4th EDF llom6 II 1976-

1980 1.4.76 31.12.90 3.150,0 3.000,0 150,0 3.053,3 2.972,7 80,6 
---· 
5th EDF (lorn6 II) 1980-

1985 1.1.81 03.12.93 4.636,0 4.542,0 94,0 4.207,4 4.142,6 64,8 
6th EDF llom6 Ill) Rc 92,4% 

1985-1990 1.5.86 Rp 70,3% 7.500,0 7.400,0 100,0 8.086,9 7.933,3 103,5 50,1 -· . 
7th EDF (lom61VI Rc 41,6% 

1990-1995 1 .9.91 Rp 15,5% 10.940.0 10.800,0 140,0 11.555,8 11.401,0 154,8 
.. -· 

-· ·-·--------- ------
TOTAL 28.437,3 27.236,0 1.201,3 29.090,5 27.937,7 1.102,7 50,1 --· -

---- --· 

. Rc.: rate of i•pluentation in ca.•it.ents {financing decisions} 
~P • rate of i•ple•entation 1n author1zat1ons 

- ---

....J 

,_. 
Page 1 



TABLE 3 

EDF Distribution scale 

Initial llocations ECU 1illion I 

~ 
Scale Scale Scale 

,; 

Scale Scale Scale :Scale 
ls t EDF 

ls t1,f,OF 
2nd EDF 

2nd 1 ~9F 
Jrd EDF 3rd ~OF 4th EDF 4th EDF 5th EDF 5th EDF 6th EDF 6th EDF 7th EDF 7th EDF 

( ) "'' '"' '"' '"'' 
BELGIUM 69,99 12,04 69,00 9,45 90,00 8,89 198,875 8,25 273,!524 6,90 298,94 3,98 433,2340 3,9e 

DENMARK 75,600 2,40 115,900 2,50 165,82 2,08 227,0320 2,08 

GERMANY 200,03 34,41 246,50 33,77 298,50 33,17 817,425 25,95 1.311,988 28,30 1.954,40 26,06 2.840,4900 25,96 

GREECE 93,03 1,24 133,9200 1,22 

SPAIN 499,80 6,88 844,9990 5,90 

FRANCE 200,03 34.41 2~6.50 33,77 298,50 33,17 917,425 25,95 1.186,816 25,60 1.768,20 23,58 2.665,8920 24,37 
IRELAND 18,900 0,80 27,818 0,80 41,30 0,!56 80,0326 0,651 
!TAL Y 39,99 6,88 100,00 13,70 140,60 15,62 378,000 12,00 533,140 11,60 943,80 12,68 1.417,7'720 12.911 I 

LUXEMBOURG 1,28 0,22 2,00 0,27 2,40 0,27 8,300 0,20 9,272 0,20 14,00 0,19 20,7385 0,19 I 

NETHERLANDS 69,99 12,04 66,00 9,04 80,00 8,89 250,425 7,95 343,084 7,40 423,38 6,84 809,1200 !5,57 
PORTUGAL 88,16 0,88 ee. 1400 0,88 

UNITED KINGDOM 589,050 18,70 834,480 18,00 1.243,20 16,58 1.790,8400 16,37 

-
TOTAL 581,30 - 100,00_ 730,00 100,00 900,00 100,00 3.150,000 100,00 4.636,000 100,00 7.500,000 100,00 10.940,000 100,00 

-

'./ 
Page 1 
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TABLE 4 

' RATE OF IMPLEMENTATION OF EDF --------+-
J. ~ J, ~outturn in oaVIerts- ECU •illion) 

~61'~~~ 
EOF I EOF 2 EOF 3 EDF 4 EOF 5 EOF 6 

1960 3,4 
1961 15,8 
1962 53,3 
1963 65,3 
1964 83,4 
1965 84,8 21,9 
1966 76.7 31.6 
1967 61,7 42.9 
1968 38.6 67,9 
1989 25,6 89,4 
1970 18,1 129,5 
1971 1 1,4 120,5 22,5 
1972 10,1 78,6 42,8 
1973 9,9 49,4 98,5 
1974 5,5 25,9 140,6 
1975 2.4 23.3 182,7 
1976 2.9 17.2 131,0 97.5 
1977 0,6 16.3 79.8 148,0 
1978 0,8 7.9 66,0 326,3 
1979 0,4 4,1 37,4 423,4 
1980 0,3 2.5 19,8 459,3 
1991 0.4 0,9 20,7 445,8 195,9 
1982 0,4 11,2 305,5 330,1 
1983 0,1 14,2 285,2 419,2 
1984 0,1 8,2 185,2 509,5 
1995 6.0 105,7 586,3 ---·-·----- ---------- --· 
1986 3,6 108,5 617,9 116,7 ------- --------
1987 ---- -- -- :_~_1:~ ------ 2.3 70,2 412,9 352,6 ···-··------- -. . ---------
1908 38,4 350,2 807,7 
1989 

f---------
32,2 240,7 1.024,2 --

1990 22,1 194,0 1.040,4 
1991 

--r---- 136,4 859,2 
1992 137,9 914,9 
1993 78,4 571,8 
1994 • 800,0 

TOTAL 569,4 730,4 887,3 3.053,3 4.207,4 6.287,3 

•forecast at 16 Nove•ber 1993 

Page 1 

EDF 7 TOTAL EDF GENERAL EDF'GB 

BUDGET 
(ill ,., 

3,4 21,2 18,0 
15,8 34,0 46,5 
53,3 41,5 128,4 
85,3 39,8 164,1 
83,4 46,8 178,2 

106,7 76,8 139,3 
108,3 125,2 88,5 
104,8 478,1 22,0 
106,6 1.487,9 7,2 
1115,0 1.104,8 8,0 
146,8 3.386,2 4,3 
154,4 2.207,1 7,0 
131,6 3.122,3 4,2 
157,8 4.505,2 3,5 
172,0 4.826,4 3,8 
208,4 5.816,9 3,6 
248,6 7.582,8 3,3 
244,7 8.~5.9 2,8 
401,0 12.041,8 3,3 
485,3 14.220,7 3,3 
481,9 15.857,3 3,0 
863,7 17.726,0 3,7 
647,2 20.489,6 3,2 
718,7 24.506,0 2.9 
703,0 27.081,4 2.8 
698,0 27.887,3 2,5 
848,7 34.875,4 2,4 
838,0 35.088,0 2,4 

1.198,3 41.021,7 2,9 
1.297,1 40.757,1 3,2 
1.256,5 44.062,9 2,9 

195,5 1.191,1 53.650,2 2,2 
888,9 1.941, 7 58.147,0 3,3 
705,8 t.353,8 88.857,9 2,0 

1.700,0 2.300,0 70.013,6 3,3 

3.490,0 19.225,1 848.459,5 3,0 

----



Ill ... 
c .. • >-.. 
Q. -c ... .. ... c 

% 
... 0 .. . .. 

Q. Q. ..... ..... 

~ 
c ... 
0 • ... 

(!J ... = .. u ... ..... 
c .. • .. ..... 
a. • -

N M ... ... ... 
c c c ..... ..... ..... 

I t I • • I I I 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
(X) <D '¢ N 

• I 

/ 
I ~~ 

-. 

'¢ Ill <D r--... ... ... ... c c c c ..... ..... ..... ..... • 
I I I i I 

I ~ {J • I I I 

I I 
! 

• 

-,-----,- ill 

\ 
__ J _____ +--- ----t-----1 l -·-

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 co c.o 

0 
0 
0 
'¢ 

0 
0 
0 
N 

0 
0 

f766l 

£66l 

Z66l 

l66l 

066l 

696l 

996l 

L96l 

996l 

996l 

v96L 

£96l 

Z96l 

l96l 

096l 

6L6l 

9L6l 

LL6l 
Q) 

9L6l Cl 
co 

a.. 
9L6l 

f7L6l 

£L6l 

ZL6l 

LL6L 

OLGL 

696L 

996L 

L96L 

996L 

996L 

v96L 

£96L 

Z96L 

L96l 

096L 

' ,. 



r-..) 
0"-. 

x~~-
EDF 1 
(annual 
pay•ents) -

RA 
1960 3,4 
1981 15.8 
1982 53,3 
1983 85,3 
1984 83,4 

-·-
1985 84,8 

---
1966 76,7 
1967 61.7 
1968 38,6 
1969 25,6 --
1970 16,1 
1971 11,4 
1972 10,1 

. ----
1973 9,9 

- . - -
1974 5,5 

---· 
1975 2,4 --.-
1976 2.9 .. 
1977 0,6 -
1978 0,8 --
1979 0,4 

. -
0,3 1980 

"'i9al r-- 0,4 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 

---
1987 

- - -· 
1988 --
1989 --
1990 
1991 --· ---
1992 "i'99'3 '-· 
1994 --

.. 
___ IOTALI _ 569,4 

1-R~ Resources available 
'forecast at 1.6_ Noveaber 19 

EDF 1 RA 
agg. 
pay1ents 

569,4 

566,0 
550,2 
498,9 
431,8 
348,2 
263,4 
186,7 
125,0 
86,4 
60,8 
44,7 
33,3 
23,2 
13,3 

7,8 
5,4 
2,5 
1,9 
1,1 
0, 7 
0,4 
0,0 

93 

TABLE 5 

IMPLEMENTATION IN AGGREGATE PAYMENTS ECU 1illion) 
r6.i 

EDF 2 EDF 2 RAI EDF 3 EDF 3 RA EDF 4 EDF 4 RA EDF 5 EDF 5 RA EDF 6 EDF 6 RA EDF 7 EDF 7 RA 
(annual agg. (annual agg. (annual agg. (annual agg. (annual agg. (annual agg. 
pay•ents) pay•ents pay•ents) pay1ents I payunts) pay1ents pay1ents) pay1ents payaents) payaents payaents payaents 

730,4 887,3 3.053,3 4.207,4 8088,9 11.555,8 

730,4 
21,9 708,5 
31,6 676,9 
42,9 634,0 
67,9 566,1 
89,4 476,7 

129,5 347,2 887,3 
120,5 226,7 22,5 864,8 

78,6 148,1 42,8 822,0 
49,4 98,7 98,5 723,5 
25,9 72,8 140,6 582,9 
23,3 49,5 182,7 400,2 3.053,3 
17,2 32,3 131,0 269,2 97,5 2.955,8 
16,3 16,0 79,8 189,4 148,0 2.807,8 

7,9 8,1 66,0 123,4 326,3 2.481,5 
4,1 4,0 37,4 86,0 423,4 2:058,1 
2,5 1,5 19,8 66,2 459,3 1.598,8 4.207,4 
0,9 0,6 20,7 45,5 445,8 1.153,0 195,9 4.011,5 
0,4 0,2 11,2 34,3 305,5 847,5 330,1 3.881,4 
0,1 0,1 14,2 20,1 285,2 562,3 419,2 3.262,2 
0,1 0,0 8,2 11,9 185,2 377,1 509,5 2.752,7 

6,0 5,9 105,7 271,4 588,3 2.188,4 8088,9 
3,6 2,3 108,5 162,9 617,9 1.548,5 116,7 7.970,2 
2,3 0,0 - 70,2 92,7 412,9 1.135,8 352,6 7.617,6 

38,4 54,3 350,2 785,4 807,7 6.809,9 
32,2 22,1 240,7 544,7 1.024,2 5.785,7 
22,1 0,0 194,0 350,7 1.040,4 4.745,3 11.555,8 

136,4 214,3 859,2 3.886,1 195,5 11.360,3 
137,9 76,4 914,9 2.971,2 888,9 10.471,4 

76,4 0,0 571,11 2.399,8 705,6 9.7115,8 
600,0 1.799,6 1.700,0 8.0115,8 

730,4 887,3 3.053,3 4.207,4 6.287,3 3.490,0 

·--

-
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12.000,0 

10.000,0 

8.000,0 

6.000,0 

4.000.0 

2 000,0 
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GRAPH 3 

l•ple•entation: allocations available - aggregate pay•ents 

(ECU million) 
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TABLE 7 

IMPLEMENTATION IN AGGREGATE COMMITMENTS (ECU aillion) 

EOF 1 FO! EDF 1 EOF 1 AF EOF 1 OF 2 FO EOF 2 EOF 2 AF EOF 2 OF 3 FO EOF 3 EOF 3 AF EOF 3 
~nnual RA-FD annual RA-AF nnual RA-FO annual RA-AF annual RA-FO annual RA-AF 

aaa. aaa. aaa aaa. ann. jlQQ. 

RA 569,4 569,4 730,4 730,4 887,3 887,3 

1959 51,2 518.2 5.1 564,3 
11160 63.5 454.7 8,4 555.9 
1961 172,0 282,7 53.2 502,7 
1182 112,3 120.4 83,7 4:11,0 
1183 66.5 84.11 103.2 3311,8 
11114 35,1 29,8 111,1 224,7 730,4 730.4 
1185 38,5 18.71 70,0 164,7 212,3. 618.1 48,8 881,8 
1966 1,7 (8,41 66.8 87.11 156,8 382.3 43,0 838.8 
1987 0,1 18.51 20.7 87,2 105.9 256,4 58,4 580,4 
1988 (3.31 15.21 21.3 45,9 121.1 135.3 109,0 471.4 
1969 (0.31 (4,91 10.5 35.4 104,7 30,6 138,1 334,5 
1970 0.2 (5,11 9,7 25.7 10.5 20,1 1311,0 uas.s 887,3 887,3 
1971 (0.71 (4,41 6,3 19,4 3.3 16,8 87,4 128,1 232,8 854,5 37,2 860,1 

1972 (0.61 13.81 8.3 11.1 7.2 9,8 43,8 84,5 205,5 449,0 99,0 751,1 
1973 12.31 (1.51 6,5 4,6 (3,11 12.7 21.2 63,3 191,4 249,8 185,2 565,11 
1974 11.01 10.51 2.6 2,0 3,6 9,1 19.8 43,5 152,7 98,11 177,6 388,4 

1975 0,2 10.71 0.9 I, 1 5.2 3.9 10.5 33,0 88,1 30,8 141.7 248.7 

1976 (0,11 10.61 0.2 0,9 8.3 14.41 11.6 21.4 19.3 11,5 103.4 143,3 
11177 0,1 10.71 0,6 0.3 10.71 13.71 14,6 8,8 o.o 11.5 63,8 79,5 
1978 (0.21 10.51 10.31 0,6 10.21 13.51 4,9 1,9 17,4 (6,91 23,3 58,2 
111711 10.51 0.0 0,6 0,1 10,71 12.81 0,9 1.0 0,1 18.81 23,2 33,0 
1980 10.41 0,4 10.31 0,4 o.o 12.81 1.6 10.81 8,2 113,01 4,1 28.1 
1981 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 10.21 12.61 0,3 10.11 2.1 116.11 13,2 15,7 
1982 10.51 (2.11 10.21 10.71 2.3 117.41 3,2 12.5 
1983 12.01 (0,11 (0,61 10.11 12.51 114,91 18.61 21,1 
1984 (0,11 0.0 10.11 0,0 10.71 (14,21 J3.4 12.31 --- -------- -- ··--· ---- -·-· 

12.31 111.111 2.5 14.81 1985 
1986 14.71 17.21 11.61 13.21 
1987 17.21 0,0 13.21 0,0 
1988 
1989 
19110 --1911 
1992 
1993 
1994 • 

TOTAL 569.4 569.4 730,4 730,4 887.3 887.3 -
RA • Resources avulab. e 

·_Fp_ • Flnanc1na dec1S1ons lco .. l tlentsJ 
r-Af- • Asugned funds 
· Forer:o"t :ot If\ Nn""'"h"r 1QQ1 
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TABLE 7 

, .I J I IHPLEHENTATION IN AGGREGATE COMMITMENTS (ECU million) 
·--:~N4ff~~~~~~~9i1-~df? ...... ~-'.l.d~Y~~f.!H!Im~ili!'. 1 

l 
! fmr 4 F EDF 4 tor 4 AFIEDF 4 •EOF 5 FD EOF 5 ~OF 5 AF EDF 5 OF 6 FO EDF 6 OF 6 AF EOF 6 OF 7 FD EDF 7 EDF 7 AFlEOF 7 

annual RA-FO rnnual I RA-AF !annual RA-FO Lnnual RA-AF nnual RA-FO annual RA-AF jannual RA-FO annLBl IRA-AF 
agg. agg. agg. r aaa. aaa. agg. agg. agg. 

RA I 3.053.3 I I 3.053,3 I I 4.207.4 4.207,4 8.086,9 8.086.9 I I 1 1.555,8 I I 1 1.555.8 

ii@L 
19601 

1961 i 
1962 I I I : 
1963 
'i'i64 
i"iii5 
'i"'9"66 
1967 

19681 i 
1969 
1970 

19711 : I I I I j 
1972. 1 ----~--~---~--41---~+--~---~--+--4--~~--~--~---~--~ 

--:~-~~+:-----~-- -· ~ ~- -l I -; :·-=-~--=~=-~+-~~-------t----+---+---+----+----+-----+-----+----~ I-

-,-vs-~~-~~~:----~,:~053~3--~ ---·--)OsJ~J·- ---T 1 1 +--- I I I 
-~7G --~L-l..?_,_,_ ·- ·_-'22.__:__~~~R_: -- ,_ ----1'-------+----~ I I I I I 

11 J 7 I 0 7 7 ' 1 'J (\ J .... j I u 3 2 (J() ,}_ L I I L 
l~iij' ----563.91 1 399.5 ,-- 534 9--20676--r------ -
1979. 572.1 I 827.4 i 530 7 I 1 536.9 
19801 504.9 I 322.5 I 514.8 I 1022.1 I I 4.207.4 

-~- ; 150.5 413_4 • 608_7 3658.5 

19-~~J ______ 101.8 1_~_) ~. -:_~_?_-~ l , 002 fl r~__2___ 
~~~---------- 276 1/b/ ;<,J(>,7-t-75H.G 1H97.1 v<u,u/ ««.vJ J J J I I I I I 
'9!!4 _______ 26_3 16 :J 

1 
94.5 -~2 2 791.8 !_ 105.3 663.7T 2 o57.3l r 1 l 1 1 1 1 , 

l!lll~,J 9.4 69 SOUl 102'Tl 560.2 545.1 -··- •••• 

,-~~__?_:-- - --_ =--=-~ 87 1 ~--~~---- _?__~ 1 J _____ ~21J_ __ 494 4 ---~5:_:;0:.:.·;7+---=":.:":.:":.:.-_::u___;ll---_____,;":_;":_;":.;.·_;"-ll-----,----:"~' "::·~'-!-l.;_;..:..;.:_.:-1---___:_;.:::_;..+-__;;.::.:.~=-+-----l------1----------1------l 
'lli/ ~ ollO Gil ~'J S' olJ41j 290.0 1247.31 ••• ft •-•' •••" 

11'-li' - --:-~~r----:H_~ ,~; -- -,-,-~-:- :~-~~·'; u-~~:___.z:-·_~~13930)1~ «"-"I L.II . .J I L. .J:J ... ,;;J I I 
l·tH'I (J-1 IH:!lll H 1JI 1·\.\·111 J!l.~j !4]1~)! ~:;-,".G ~:_;::;_~· ~~;-~,; 

I'"· i>l/-l>l o:1l ,,-.,,; (JC> --2--1:\--1~5G21j- 121.21 12_51 886.311214.41 
-~~~~ ----:· -----r-------·------r -~ 1391.91 119.6 1101.11 452.2 762.2 

... ~-.-:··· ------ ----;-------·- r----11£151- 137341 30.2 1137.31 120.9 641.3 
'J~j, -----·----- -----~- ----~--------- 1373.41 0 0 1137,31 0.0 23,5 617,8 

1 1 994 -~~=~ _ 75.0 542.8 3oo.o , 

I :, ·- - --~_Tus3 3 --~==- JO'•'l _ _:_C~-----~---:~__:_~--4!li74- ~---------4 207.4 7 544.1 6.899,8 6.901.4: I 4146.71 1 
L. i ---- -·- ---

RA = Resources avadable I i 1- ___ _ 
'F_Q_= F1nanc1nQ dec1s1ons (comm1tments)l ._ __ , __ ;_ --~~~------ -- I I 1 1 1 1 1 I 

AF = Ass1gne funds 1 --+ l I I I l * Forecast at 16 November 1993 -- --·------ 1 

__ J 
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GRAPH 4.2 

IMPLEMENTATION: RA-FD agg. 

and RA-Af agg. (ECU 1illion) 
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LIII'Ltlltllll' 11UII - ftLL tUr:!i I.UIIIHNtU 
ILU lllllO,. 

~ 1lnfnpn2 eClSlOn 

1111 
1111 51,20 
IIIlO 13,50 
11111 172,00 
1112 1112.30 
1M~ 11,10 
1- _3~.JO 
1HI 241,10 
IIIII 151~0 
1187 1UII,OO 
1181 111,80 
1181 104~ 
1170 10,70 
1171 231,40 
1172 212,10 
1173 114,00 
1174 ~.:.u 

1171 11,DO 
11 '8 401,_70 
II 1_ 707,10 
11 110,10 
II: I 171,10 
1180 510,70 
1111 701,70 
1112 1.108,40 
1113 711,70 
1114 117,30 
1115 Dll7,30 
lin 110,00 
1117 2.Z4D,IO 
1111 2.541,30 

"" 1.J83,!1i0 
1110 IZI,50 
1111 1.247,80 
1112 2.082.10 
1113 1.1531,30 
1114 2.171,00 • 

liiTA"t 23.113,20 

'F ,.,..,. .... t at 16 loveaber I '!I '3 

1 !!1!13 uar-eno 1011 

Tot1_l allocatig 11 29.010,5 

Financing 
~ecisions 21.718,2 

Pay .. nts 18.925,1 

,j 
.,,., 

Payaents 

3,40 
15,10 
53,30 
115,30 
13,40 

108,70 
108,30 
104,80 
108,50 
111,00 
145,80 
114_.40 
1:11 ,DO 
1!17.10 
17Z,OO 
208,40 
248,80 
244,70 
401,00 
485,30 
481,90 
883,70 
847.20 
711,70 
703,00 
811,00 
Mll,70 
131,00 

1.1111,30 
1.217,10 
1.~.50 
1.111,10 
1.141, 70 
1.353,80 
2.300.00 • 

19.225,10 

TABLE 8 and GRAPH 5 

IMPLEMENTATION EDF (ECU aillion) 
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TABLE 9 

MEMBER STATES' CONTRIBUTIONS TO EDF BY EDF AND GNP SCALES- 1994 (ECU million) 
. --~--------

;~~-~...-~~.-~ 
I 

GNP Contributions Contributions Difference GNP scale Scale 
(ECU billion) to EDF by GNP seale (31 - 121 

(%1 (%1 ( ECU 1i llion) (ECU 1illion) (ECU 11illion) 
~th +U EDF 

( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

BELGIUM 176,6 71,280 56,273 (15,011 3,13 3,96 

DENMARK 114,6 37,320 36,517 (0,8031 2,03 2,07 

GERMANY 1 .692,3 467,880 539,245 71,365 29,96 25,99 
GREECE 65,4 22,080 20,839 (1 ,2411 1,16 1,23 

SPAIN 403,6 110,763 128,606 17,843 7,14 6,15 
FRANCE 1 .082, 7 433,917 344,998 (88,919) 19,17 24, 1·1 

IRELAND 36,4 9,900 11,599 1,699 0,64 0,55 

ITALY 870,0 230,999 277,222 46,223 15,40 12,83 

LUXEMBOURG 
11.9 3,420 3,792 0,372 0,21 0,19 

NETHERLANDS 274,6 100,680 87,500 (13, 180) 4,86 5,59. 
-- ---

PORTUGAL 
' 65,7 15.840 20.935 5,095 1,16 0,88 

-- ·--------- -- . I --- -- - .... -- .. 

UNITED KINGDOM I 855.1 295,921 272,474 (23,447) 15,14 16,44 
- --.1---

5.648,9 1.800,000 1.800,000 0,000 100,00 100,00 

------ ·-·-- - - ·--· ---,-r----
EDF/GNP (%) 0,0319 

-- ---·-· 

GNP mp at 11 November 1993 

-~ 

-"· 
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TABLE 10 

GNP 11p EUR-12 EDF pay•ents EDF pay•ents/ 

(ECU billion) (ECU •illion) GNP •P 
% 

1980 2.252,1 481,90 0,021 
1981 2.469,9 663,70 0,027 
1982 2.691,5 647,20 0,024 
1983 2.877,2 718,70 0,025 
1984 3.107,8 703,00 0,023 
1985 3.335,5 698,00 0,021 
1986 3.544,7 846,70 0,024 
1987 3.735,0 838,00 0,022 
1988 4.050,3 1.196,30 0,030 
1989 4.410,0 1.297,10 0,029 
1990 4.734,6 1.256,50 0,027 
1991 5.147,1 1.191,10 0,023 
1992 5.384,6 1.941,70 0,036 
1993 5.429,1 1.353,60 0,025 

1994· 5.648,9 2.300,00 0,041 

• Forecast at 16 Nove•ber 1993 

_j 
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FINANCIAL STATEMENT 

At this time, it is not possible to forecast the extent of the appropriations which the 
Community will be able to devote to cooperation with ACP States under the 8th European 
Development Fund. It is not therefore possible to indicate what levels of expenditure may 
have to be met from the budget each year. 




