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TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR AN EVALUATION OF COORDINATION OF 
TRADE CAPACITY BUILDING IN PARTNER COUNTRIES  

 
 

1.  Introduction: the framework, background and objectives of the study 

  The Group of Heads of Evaluation Services for External Cooperation of the Member 
States and the European Commission (EU-HES) agreed in 2000 to the desirability of joint 
evaluations to assess the role played by the Maastricht Treaty concepts of co-ordination, 
complementarity and coherence1, in the European Union's development co-operation policies 
and operations. General aim of the evaluations is to determine how far these so-called “3Cs” 
have been applied and with what impact. The evaluations are expected to produce evidence, 
lessons and recommendations to strengthen the quality of European development assistance.  

These Terms of Reference are part of the general Terms of Reference for Evaluating 
and Learning about Coherence, Coordination and Complementarity, that were proposed to the 
EU-HES meeting in Brussels on June 16, 2004. During that meeting, it was agreed to 
undertake initially a set of 6 specific evaluation studies that are relevant to the 3Cs initiative2.  
Each of these will be undertaken by a group of interested Member States and/or the European 
Commission. The present study was adopted by the Evaluation Service of the Relex family of 
services (lead agency), and on the other hand partners Belgium, France, the UK, while the 
Netherlands will be a silent partner.     

  This evaluation seeks to research coordination and complementarity of trade capacity 
building (TCB) initiatives undertaken by the MS and the EC. Besides covering coordination 
and complementarity throughout the broad area of TCB as such, the evaluation will also cover 
the  sub-area of C-TCB initiatives in the field of sanitary and phyto-sanitary (SPS) measures. 
In this more delimited area, the third principle of coherence (III) will also be addressed.  

  The outcomes of the study should contribute to and allow for a joint learning process 
on 3C-matters between stakeholders in the EU MS, the EU institutions and partner countries. 

  Systematic and timely evaluation of its expenditure programmes has been defined as a 
priority of the European Commission (EC), as a means of accounting for the management of 
the allocated funds and of promoting a lesson-learning culture throughout the organisation. 

 
1.1  The area of Trade Capacity Building  
 
TCB programmes refer to activities that aim to strengthen trade-related institutions and trade 
policy processes in developing countries. Since the launch of the Doha Development Round 
of World Trade Negotiations (2001), TCB has become increasingly important on the 
                                                 
1 A specification of co-ordination, complementarity and coherence, as referred to in this study, is in Annex 2 
 

2  The six studies are  
1.1   CFSP/Development – use of CPA article 96   1.2  Coordination of Trade Capacity Building Initiatives 
1.3   Coordination and Complementarity of Humanitarian Assistance   1.4  EU mechanisms that promote Policy Coherence 
1.5   Evaluating 3Cs of CSPs with National Development Priorities    
1.6   Coordination and Complementarity of Assistance for Local Development at district level 
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international trade agenda. Donors and international institutions now invest considerable 
amounts of resources in TCB programmes and activities.  
 
The EC is among the main sources of TCB funding, both by means of bilateral support 
programmes and by contributions to international initiatives such as the Integrated Framework 
for mainstreaming trade, and the Doha Development Trust Fund. In 2002, global EC support 
for TCB programmes amounted to US$ 712 million (provisional estimation). Currently, 
particular attention is devoted to the African, Caribbean, and Pacific countries (ACP) with 
which the Commission envisages to conclude regional Economic Partnership Agreements 
(EPAs) by 2008. EC support to the ACP is geared at the ACP’s own regional integration 
process (mainly through the Regional Indicative Programmes (RIP) under the 9th EDF), the 
participation to the EPA negotiations process (such as the Programme Managing Unit -PMU), 
or both (the recent Trade.Com initiative3). For some ACP regions, TCB-related funding 
covers over 50 % of total EU funding. More details are included in Annex 1. 
 
With the increase of resources for TCB programmes, various critical issues are gradually 
calling for more attention: 
 

• Coordination: the sudden popularity of TCB amongst bilateral donors and 
international institutions has made it difficult to adequately coordinate activities and 
programmes around the world; 

• Complementarity: it is often questioned whether TCB programmes that aim to 
stimulate developing countries’ participation in trade negotiations (usually over a 
relatively short-term)  can be of any benefit if the recipient countries do not yet have 
developed a clear external trade strategy (embedded in an overall development 
strategy) for themselves. The issue deserves even more attention when taking into 
account that most discussions concerning complementarity only refer to EC+MS 
policies and programmes, while definitely also complementarity between MSx+MSy 
policies and programmes (MS as donors (and as traders)) should be covered, and is an 
area of concern.   

• Legitimacy: TCB is a relatively new issue on the international development agenda 
where currently very little research is available with respect to its effectiveness, in 
other words: the case for TCB still needs to be made, in particular when weighed 
against other objectives in development cooperation; 

• Short-term versus long-term: the pressing need to conclude international, regional and 
bilateral trade negotiations plays an important, if not dominant, role in the funding-
motives for TCB programmes; consequently, many actors and observers fear that 
design and implementation of TCB activities will be increasingly geared towards the 
objectives of participation to and conclusion of negotiations, at the potential expense 
of more sustainable (i.e. long term) trade-related institution building.  

• Biased assistance: clearly, some issues on the agenda in present-day international 
trade negotiations are more important for developing countries than others. Yet, if 
TCB programmes are mainly driven by bilateral donors, the risk exists that some TCB 
assistance might be steered towards areas that will not directly compromise the 
interest of the donors involved, although support in other areas might actually be more 
in the legitimate interest of the recipients. 

                                                 
3 The Commission Communication Trade and Development : assisting developing countries to benefit from 

trade. Com(2002) 513 final, adopted 18/09/2002 
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The sub-area Sanitary and phyto-sanitary measures (SPS) of TCB addresses concerns about 
food safety as well as animal and plant health standards. SPS rules aim to protect consumers 
and animal and plant health against known dangers and potential hazards by blocking imports 
that fail to comply with these safety regulations. WTO rules (the SPS Agreement) outline that 
SPS measures should be based on scientific evidence, and solely aim to protect consumers 
and animal and plant health. Developing countries often perceive these health and safety 
regulations as also constraining access to EU markets for protectionist purposes.  
 
Capacity building programmes tackling SPS issues are therefore important to developing 
countries, as their exports will have to comply with SPS provisions applied by the EU to gain 
access to its market. As a result, in the years 2001-2002, the global share of TCB programmes 
addressing issues concerning standards (SPS, and technical barriers to trade –TBT) was 6.3 
%.  In value terms, 4.4 % of total TCB funds were committed for programmes addressing 
SPS/TBT issues in developing countries.  
 

Total TCB programmes: main commitments over 2001-2002 
 US $ million % of total funds committed 
Business support services and institutions 1.024 22.5
Trade finance 744 16.3
Trade promotion strategy and implementation 516 11.3
Singapore issues (trade facilitation, 
competition, investment) 

500 11.0

Market analysis and development 437 8.4
Tariff reform 302 6.6
Regional Trade Agreements 220 4.8
TBT and SPS 186 4.4
Other 627 12.8
Source: WTO/OECD TRTA & CB Database (2003) 
 
 
1.2 Further justifications for the study 
 
Additional justifications to undertake this evaluation are the “windows of opportunity”, or 
challenges, to contribute to further policy evolution and impact enhancement of TCB actions, 
which do require however, that the study meets the following 3 conditions:  
 

(1) be pertinent: by focussing the evaluation at the right governance level, its results 
may well contribute to policy evolution and/or have an operational impact;  

(2) add value: an opportunity to elicit, and respond to, the very diverse demands and 
interests of different stakeholders; and  

(3) be feasible: as a result of earlier TCB initiatives, changes in patterns of 
coordination, complementarity and/or coherence can actually be expected and can 
therefore be assessed, which requires however appropriate evaluation methods.  

 
Be pertinent: the EU has engaged in multilateral and bilateral/regional trade agreements and 
negotiations with developing countries (including the WTO Doha Round, the negotiations 
and/or agreements with Mediterranean countries, South Africa, Mexico, Chile, Mercosur, the 
ACP countries and regions in the context of EPA negotiations, etc.). At the same time, 
practical conditions are changing: while traditional trade barriers (tariff and quotas) have been 
decreasing, meeting trade standards (including SPS requirements) has become increasingly 



   

 5

important for exporters in developing countries. Recognizing the difficulties that developing 
countries and regions may encounter in defining their trade strategy, as well as negotiating 
and implementing trade(-related) policy reform and liberalisation agreements, the EC and the 
MS have devised numerous TCB programmes to assist them in this process. It is thus very 
relevant to consider how EC and MS have ensured coordination and complementarity of these 
assistance programmes. 
In assessing coordination and complementarity of TCB programmes, the evaluation study 
should focus on the following 6 relevant levels of governance:  

(1) Global level – e.g. WTO, UNCTAD, FAO, World Bank, DAC-OECD, Integrated 
Framework, JITAP (Joint Integrated Technical Assistance Programme), etc.; 

(2) European Union level – e.g. EP, Council, European Commission (DGs Trade, Agri, 
Dev, AidCo, Relex); 

(3) Member State level – e.g. relevant ministries and aid agencies; 
(4) Regional/sub-regional level: ACP, NEPAD, RECs and other (emerging) sub-regional 

institutions; 
(5) Partner country/national level: national institutions, NSA platforms, donor meetings; 
(6) In-country level – focusing on (government) agencies and platforms that coordinate 

programmes, e.g. regional/district government institutions, local platforms, 
community organisations. 

 
Add value: both EC and MS are currently looking into appropriate ways to support the gradual 
integration of developing countries into the world economy, and thereby also give particular 
attention to trade rather than just aid. In this regard, numerous trade capacity and adjustment 
programmes are being designed. This TCB evaluation study should be able to provide lessons 
from experience in this area to development policy makers in EC and MS, as well as to their 
colleagues in partner countries. It should also help to raise the profile of systemic issues or 
problems on the side of partner countries which may result from trade liberalisation processes, 
including questions related to constraints in supply side capacity to meet the high quality 
standards (health, sanitary and technical) required to access developed countries’ markets (as 
in the case of EU SPS measures).  

 
Be feasible: various studies and evaluations were undertaken - by MS, EC, multilaterals - on 
TCB support and technical assistance for trade, including in the agricultural trade sector and 
regarding SPS measures. The novelty of this evaluation is to consider to which extent 
coordination and complementarity have been sought in the field of TCB and, where 
appropriate, have been achieved by the EU. Furthermore, the analysis of the case of SPS 
measures will allow to also look into coherence between TCB initiatives on the one hand, and 
MS+EU trade and development cooperation policies/initiatives towards developing countries 
on the other.    
This requires however to carefully define the appropriate evaluation methods and to identify 
and explore other donor experiences in these areas (using for instance DAC-OEDC guidelines 
and databases, and the experience of JITAP/IF, AIDCO, other donors’ evaluations) as well as  
locating the relevant data and (sources of) information.  
 
1.3  Objectives 
 
The objective of the evaluation of Coordination of Trade Capacity Building in partner 
countries is to provide the European Commission with an independent and reliable assessment 
of its assistance strategy and its coordination with MS in this area, as well as the evolution of 
this strategy within its wider political setting, both in the context of the Doha Round, the EPA 
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preparation processes, and the changing situation in the partner countries themselves. The 
evaluation should thus place TCB assistance in its policy and institutional context.   

In particular, the evaluation should contribute to improved EC and Member States approaches 
and programmes that will better meet the needs of the partner countries and regions to 
strengthen their trade capacities, including in meeting SPS requirements. Indeed, with the 
increasing significance of trade liberalisation initiatives (at multilateral, regional, bilateral and 
national levels), coordination and complementarity in EU development and trade strategies 
and its support programmes become more crucial for the developing countries’ ability to reap 
the benefits from their gradual integration into the regional and world economy and 
effectively pursue sustainable development.  
In view of the crucial role of the agricultural sector (and exports) in the economies of most 
developing countries, actions in the field of SPS measures are proposed as a relevant case 
study to focus this evaluation of TCB.  

The study is expected to show to what extent the EU and its Member States have dedicated 
efforts to promote coordination and complementarity of their TCB initiatives in developing 
countries, and how effective the efforts have been. Based on this evaluation, 
recommendations should be made how to improve coordination and complementarity of TCB 
programmes, including attention to fostering greater ownership among local (national and 
regional) stakeholders (state and non-state actors).   

The outcomes of the study will contribute to and allow a joint learning process among the EU 
evaluation services -at a later stage also among the aid agencies and other institutions- and 
stakeholders in partner countries in matters of building up trade capacity. 

 
 
2. The coverage of the evaluation 
 
The main issue to be addressed is to what extent the rise in TCB activities and funding has 
been accompanied by closer coordination between donors and moves towards greater 
consistency between TCB and the recipients’ overall development programmes. Particular 
attention will be granted to capacity building support by the EC and the MS to developing 
countries in the field of SPS measures. The coherence of the latter initiatives with broader 
policy objectives in the areas of EU+MS trade and development will also be considered. 

Specific issues to be considered should include  the following : 

• How have EC and MS coordinated their TCB efforts amongst themselves, and with a 
multitude of ongoing international initiatives? 

• How have TCB programmes been aligned with and effectively strengthened the 
overall development strategy of recipient countries and regions? 

• How has complementarity been observed between EC and the MS in the overall area 
of TCB in certain countries/regions? Do the respective initiatives reinforce each other 
or is there duplication of efforts? Is there scope for increased rationalisation?  

• Where TCB activities concern support to the preparation for, or participation to, trade 
negotiations between the recipient and the donor (either EC or MS), have any 
instruments/approaches been used to ensure that such support would fully reflect the 
strategic interests of the recipient country? If so, what approaches have been used? 
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• How consistent are EC and MS financed TCB programmes with the strategic interests 
and policies of the recipient countries? Did for example, the EC and the MS spend 
considerable attention and resources on strengthening trade capacities in strategic 
areas where enhanced capacity might be at odds with their own economic interests? 
How does the support to SPS fare in this respect?  

Whenever possible, the questions on TCB in general will be complemented by case-
specific answers regarding the field of SPS measures. In this respect, two additional points 
of interest are: 

• To which extent have TCB activities in the field of SPS been coordinated, in particular 
with regard to support for their regional integration processes and to the access of their 
products to the EU market?   

• The consistency between TCB approaches in SPS between the departments/agencies 
of trade, agriculture, development, in the case of the EU (DG Trade, DG Agriculture 
and DG Development, respectively) as well as the MS? 

 
3. The structure and follow-through of the Evaluation 
 
3.1 The progress of the evaluation will be followed closely by a Reference Group under 
the Chairmanship of the Evaluation Unit AidCo/H/6, consisting of representatives of the 
Evaluation Services for Development cooperation from Belgium, France, the UK, the 
Netherlands. Furthermore will participate representatives of EuropeAid Co-operation Office, 
the DGs  for External Relations, Development, Trade, Budget, and Economic and Financial 
Affairs. The Reference Group constitutes the main interface between the evaluation team, and 
the Member States administration and the Commission’s Services. 
 
3.2 There will be four distinct phases to this evaluation:  (a) setting up its structure; 
(b) collection of data; (c) analysis;  (d) judgement on findings, leading to a set of conclusions 
and recommendations.  
 
3.3 The study will draw on the contents of (i) all relevant documentation supplied by the 
Commission Services and the Member States, of which a preliminary, incomplete list is given 
in Annex 3, and (ii) documentation from other sources which the evaluators find relevant and 
useful. 
 
3.4 The approach should include the following basic elements:  
i. identify, explain and hierarchise the objectives in terms of their intervention context 

and logic, their relevance to needs, and the intended impact of each;  

ii. identify all recorded impacts including unintended impacts or deadweight/ substitution 
effects;  

iii. assess effectiveness in terms of how far the intended results were achieved (including 
performance against indicators defined in the programmes). Furthermore,  to the extent 
that the interventions were effective, their efficiency in terms of how far funding, 
personnel, regulatory, administrative, time and other resource considerations 
contributed to or hindered the achievement of results;  

iv. consider the sustainability of TCB , that is an assessment of whether the results of the 
strategy can be maintained over time without sustained EU funding.  
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4. Evaluation Work Phases 
 
The approach to this evaluation would consist of desk research to produce an overview of 
relevant TCB instruments, key issues, and regions. Regions and countries in Africa (e.g. 
ECOWAS, UEMOA, CEMAC, COMESA, SADC, EAC, IOC) could be considered as  
interesting cases, given the multitude of TCB initiatives and the increasing levels of trade 
cooperation in this region, as well as additional dimension of reciprocal trade negotiations 
with the EU. Relevant evaluations from TCB and similar initiatives with new member states 
of the EU can be drawn upon for a comparative perspective. Next, for in-depth evaluation one 
region and two countries in that region will be selected that are supported by TCB 
programmes of various donors and are involved in trade negotiations with those donors, such 
as the negotiations for Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs). 
 
The selection of a region and countries for in-depth evaluation will ensure that the countries 
selected are actively involved in trade negotiations with the EU; are actively involved in their 
regional integration processes; have been among the main recipients of TCB programmes in 
their region originating from a varied range of international donors, among which the EC/MS; 
and have a strong strategic interest in upgrading their institutional and infrastructural 
capacities regarding agricultural standards (SPS) in order to better utilise their current and 
future market access to the EU. The region selected will include the two countries selected; is 
involved in bi-regional trade negotiations with the EU; has been (increasingly) targeted by a 
number of TCB initiatives over the past few year; has been supported by a variety of donors, 
among which the EC/MS; and has (initiated) a strategic regional policy or coordination 
mechanism in the field of SPS. 
The consultants are requested to design and elaborate a theoretical approach to the issues 
addressed in the evaluation which permits the development of an analytical framework that 
allows for a further specification of the evaluation questions; the approach chosen and the 
methodology proposed are to take into account the particular nature of this type of process-
oriented evaluation. The answers to the following set of questions may be kept in mind when 
defining the evaluation methodology: 
 
� What mix of methods for data/information collection is going to be used? Examples: 

review of secondary sources, documentation and/or literature; ethnographic studies; 
semi-structured interviews with key informants; case studies; field observation studies; 
surveys and/or measurements. 

� Is the above mix considered adequate to obtain the data/information required? Why? 
� What data/information processing techniques/procedures are to be used on each type 

of data/information? i.e. modelling; statistical analysis; lists/matrixes; group or 
individual interpretation. 

� What verification methods will be used? Statistical evaluation; triangulation; feed-
back to stakeholders; theoretical generalisations. How convincing will these be in the 
eyes of the different audiences addressed? 

� Are key informants chosen from the organisations directly involved in the process 
only, or will external stakeholders such as non-state actors – private enterprise, NGOs, 
user organisations – be consulted as well? 

� Do the above choices ensure that findings follow logically from the data analysis and 
interpretations based on transparent assumptions and rationale? 

� Do the above choices ensure that recommendations will be fair, unbiased by personal 
views and sufficiently detailed to be operationally applicable?  
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5. Management 
 
5.1 Inception phase 
 
Upon request, the consultant will submit a Launch Note to the Evaluation Unit AidCo/H/6. 
This will contain the consultant’s understanding of the Terms of Reference, the proposed 
general approach to the evaluation; the proposed composition of the evaluation team (CVs) 
and a budget proposal. Once the team of consultants is selected, agreed amendments are made 
to the Launch Note and the latter is approved by the Evaluation Unit, the consultants will 
assemble relevant documentation on the issues to be addressed during the evaluation, and will 
then produce an Inception Report.  
 
This Inception Report will present a well-founded theoretical approach towards the issues  
addressed by the evaluation, leading to an analytical framework that allows a further 
specification of the evaluation questions; it will define adequate sources of information; set 
criteria for assessing the responses to each of the questions addressed; present appropriate 
methods for information; set criteria for assessing the responses to each of the questions 
addressed; present appropriate methods for information and data collection, processing and 
analysis, and if foreseen, suggest locations for field studies and interviews. The Inception 
Report should also detail possible limitations of the type of analysis chosen. It will be 
submitted to the Evaluation Unit for distributed and discussion by the Steering Group, and 
subsequent approval by the Evaluation Unit.  
 
The data and information to be collected for this evaluation should include:  
� CSPs, NIPs and RIPs, PRSPs, trade capacity building and adjustment programmes, as 

well as their evaluation when available, 
� European Commission (DG Trade, DG DEV) and MS papers, reports and 

communications relative to trade and development, TCB and SPS initiatives  
� JITAP and Integrated Framework action plans and evaluations 
� Review of TCB database and main TCB reports by relevant countries (DFID, etc.) 
� DAC-OECD reports and guidelines on TCB, as well as relevant UNCTAD, World 

Bank, WTO, FAO documents on TCB and SPS 
� interviews with key actors (e.g. on SPS: International Federation for Agricultural 

Producers, CTA, ENDA, DG DEV, AGR, TRADE, Regional and national 
organisations in DCs, NGOs, experts, etc.). 

 
5.2 Desk study phase 

A brief survey of the extensive literature (reports and evaluations) on TCB programmes 
(including on SPS measures), their rationale, and the main constraints faced by developing 
countries as a result of their trade policy agendas (reforms and negotiations) is required. The 
desk study will lead to an identification of the various types of support to TCB (such as short 
term vs. long term, negotiating capacity, analytical and strategic capacities, regulatory reform 
and institutional issues, adjustment measures, supply capacity constraints, etc.), a ‘mapping’ 
or inventory of these various TCB initiatives in the selected case countries and region 
(drawing e.g. on the OECD/WTO TRTA & CB Database). Furthermore, the consultant(s) will 
consider initiatives in the field of SPS as an illustrative case. In the latter field, the 
consultant(s) will in particular review the literature on: (i) the experience of some developing 
countries’ producers in meeting SPS requirements, and (ii) the initiatives undertaken by the 
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EU to support farmers in developing countries in this process. This should allow focus on the 
coherence between the objectives of SPS measures, EU trade policy and its development 
policy. 

Based on this review, the study will seek to identify: (a) the mechanisms in place for TCB 
initiatives coordination, (b) the broad elements of complementarity among the various TCB 
programmes by the EC and the MS, as well as other international initiatives, (c) the strategic 
coherence between trade and development policy at EU and MS level, and the TCB 
programmes set in place. The study will also identify the possible structures in place (formal 
and informal), and their efficiency, to coordinate and ensure the coherence of the various TCB 
initiatives, in particular those related to SPS measures.  

Besides, the desk study will provide the consultants with a basis to re-assess the initial 
proposal and methods (questionnaires, etc) formulated in the Inception Note as well as to 
propose the countries and region for  the field studies. The selection proposed will comply 
with the criteria for selection mentioned in section 4 above. 

5.3 Field study phase 

Following the satisfactory completion of the Desk Phase, the consultant(s) will proceed to the 
field missions. The consultant(s) will present the findings of the fieldwork through a summary 
Field Report to the Delegation + MS representations concerned before travelling onward. 
These reports will be shared with the pertinent working groups of the 3C Task Force, for their 
information. 

5.4 Reporting phase 

The consultant(s) will deliver the Draft Evaluation Report to the Evaluation Unit no later than 
15 June 2005. Upon acceptance by the Evaluation Unit, the report will be circulated for 
comments and discussions with the specific Reference Group. The Evaluation Unit will 
organise a meeting of the RG to discuss the draft report, in the presence of the consultant(s). 

On the basis of comments received from the Evaluation Unit and the RG members, the 
consultant(s) will make final amendments and submit the Final Evaluation Report. In 
consultation with the RG and the 3C Task Force, the Evaluation Unit will decide on the way 
to proceed with the dissemination of the report. 

 
6  Quality assessment 
 
Annex 4 sets out the standardised quality assessment grid for final evaluation reports, a 
summary of which will be published alongside the final report. 
 
 
7 Consultant(s) profile 
 
The lead consultant should have a post-graduate degree in economics and/or development 
studies, at least 10 years of experience in trade, capacity building and development issues, as 
well as relevant experience in EU development programmes in the fields of trade and SPS. 
Besides, the lead consultant will have or include in his/her team at a senior level, extensive 
experience with respect to the analysis and evaluation of policy-related multi-stakeholder 
processes. He or she is expected to be able to form and lead an interdisciplinary team to match 
the specific specialist fields required by the evaluation. 
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Consultants should also possess an appropriate training and documented experience in the 
management of evaluations, as well as evaluation methods in field situations. The team should 
comprise consultants familiar with the main region to be covered, with at least one key team 
member having a substantial experience in the countries/region to be selected.   
The Evaluation Unit recommends strongly that consultants from beneficiary countries be 
employed (particularly, but not only, during the Field Phase). 
 
Innovativeness regarding the design of the theoretical approach and methodology for the 
evaluation is considered an asset. Besides the interaction with the Evaluation Unit, the 
consultants will be required on a regular basis to interact with the RG for this evaluation; and 
to promote learning with respect to the outcomes of the evaluation, by defining specific inputs 
into the 3C learning platform at regular intervals in their Launch Note. 
 
 
8. Dissemination and Follow-Up 
 
After approval of the final report, the Evaluation Unit will proceed with the Dissemination of 
the results (conclusions and recommendations) contained within this Report. The Unit will: (i) 
make a formal Judgement on the Quality of the evaluation (see section 6 and Annex 4); (ii) 
draft a 2-page Evaluation Summary; (iii) agree with the Reference Group and the Task Force 
for the 3Cs initiative on the distribution of the report. 

 
9.   Timing and Budget 

9.1 Calendar 
The evaluation will start in September 2004 with completion of the Final Report scheduled 
for June  2005. The following is the indicative schedule: 
 
Evaluation’s Phases and 

Stages 
Notes and Reports Dates Meetings Dates 

Desk Phase  Starts Sept 04   
Starting Stage Draft ToR 7-8 Sep Prep Meeting  Ref Group  20-21 Sept 

(Agreement of 
launch note) 

 Launch Note  End Sept Reference Group meeting Mid-Oct 
(agreement of 
Launch note) 

 Inception Note  Mid Oct  Reference Group meeting End Oct 
Structuring Stage     
Desk Study Draft Desk Report Early Jan 05 Reference Group Meeting Mid-Jan 
 Final Desk Report End  Jan  05  Early Feb 

(agreement of 
desk report) 

Field Phase (exact 
timing to be discussed 
during structuring phase) 

 Missions from 
mid Feb-  mid 
April 05 

  

 Draft Field Phase Report 
(from all missions) 

End April 05 Reference Group Meeting  Early May 05  
 

 Final Field Phase Report mid-May   End-May  
(agreement of 
field phase 
report) 

Final Report-Writing 
Phase 

Draft Final Report mid June   Reference Group Meeting End June 

 Final Report mid-July    



   

 12

 
 
9.2 Cost of the Evaluation and Payment Modalities  
The cost of the evaluation will be established after discussion of the consultant’s initial 
proposal in the launch note.  
Payments arrangements will be as follows: 30% at the acceptance of Final Desk Phase 
Report; 50% at acceptance of Draft Final Report; 20% at acceptance of Final report. 
The invoices will be sent to the Commission only after the Evaluation Unit confirms in 
writing the acceptance of the reports. 
 



   

 13

Annex 1:   Overview of funding for Trade Capacity Building and for SPS 
 
 

EU funded TCB programmes to ACP regions * 
Beneficiary TCB fund/source EU trade-related 

funding in Euro 
million 

EU trade-
related funding 
as % of total 
(EU) funding 

 Central Africa RIP 2002-2007 14-16 25-30 % 
 West Africa RIP 2002-2007 118 50 % 
 Eastern and 
 Southern 
Africa  and Indian 
Ocean 

RIP 2002-2007 100-120 45-55 % 

 Southern 
Africa  (SADC) 

RIP 2002-2007 35-45 35-45 % 

 Pacific  RIP 2002-2007 9 31 % 
 Caribbean RIP 2002-2007 43-51 75-90 % 
 
Besides the ACP, other regions have also experienced increased EC attention where TCB 
programming is concerned:  
 

EU funded TCB programmes to non-ACP regions * 
Beneficiary TCB fund/source EU trade-related 

funding in Euro 
million 

EU trade-related 
funding as % of 
total (EU) funding 

 Andean 
 Community 

RIP 2002-2006 0,7 5 % 

 Central 
 America 

RIP 2002-2006 44,7 60 % 

 Mediterranean RIP 2002-2004 10 11 % 
*In some Regional Indicative Programmes (RIPs), trade-related capacity building support 
is included in allocations that serve a wider purpose; here only RIPs that reserve funds 
explicitly for support to regional integration and/or trade-related capacity building are 
included. 
 
However, apart from the EC, EU MS themselves also provide substantial support in the area 
of TCB, either through direct bilateral programmes, or via multilateral initiatives.  
 

TCB commitments in 2002 in US$ million – main EU donors 
Main donors Trade Policy 

and 
Regulationsa 
 

Trade 
Developmentb 

Contributions to Multilateral 
TRTA/CB providers (WTO, 
IF, JITAP and ITC) 

European 
Commission 

292 41% 419 59% 0.8 0%

France 5.3 5% 112.8 93% 1.6 1%
Germany 9.0 12% 65.5 84% 1.2 2%
Netherlands 2.6 10% 22.4 82% 2.3 8%
United 
Kingdom 

18.3 33% 35.2 63% 2.7 5%
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Source: WTO/OECD TRTA & CB Database (2003) 
a Concerns programmes in areas such as trade education and training, regional 
integration, agriculture, services, competition policy, investment rules, SPS, TBTs, 
TRIPs, customs procedures and trade negotiations. 
b Concerns programmes in areas such as business support services, public-private 
networks, trade finance, market analysis and trade promotion. 
 
 
 
 
 

Total TCB programmes: main commitments over 2001-2002 
 US $ million % of total funds committed 
Business support services 
and institutions 

1.024 22.5

Trade finance 744 16.3
Trade promotion strategy 
and implementation 

516 11.3

Singapore issues (trade 
facilitation, competition, 
investment) 

500 11.0

Market analysis and 
development 

437 8.4

Tariff reform 302 6.6
Regional Trade Agreements 220 4.8
TBT and SPS 186 4.4
Other 627 12.8
Source: WTO/OECD TRTA & CB Database (2003) 
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ANNEX 2 
 
Coordination, complementarity and  coherence: origin and operational definitions 
 
The Community's competence in the field of development co-operation was established in law by 
adoption of the Maastricht Treaty in 1992. The Treaty created a constitutional basis for development co-
operation policies, and formalises the existence of a European development policy functioning in liaison 
with those of Member States, while recognising their interdependence. It revolves in essence around 
aspects of the so-called "3Cs": co-ordination, complementarity and coherence; which are also inter-
related. However, the Treaty is not always clear or free from ambiguities. Below, a summary of the 
relevant provisions are given. 
 
Article C of the Treaty on European Union (Maastricht Treaty) sets out the general parameters for the 
Union’s external action. It 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.”4 Further, it requires the Council and the Commission to be responsible for ensuring such 
consistency. These provisions were reiterated in the Amsterdam and Nice Treaties under Article 3. 
 
Article 130v of the Maastricht Treaty, which was taken up in the subsequent Amsterdam and Nice 
Treaties as Article 178, further requires the Union to “take account of the objectives referred to in Article 
130u [Article 177 in both the Nice and Amsterdam Treaties] in the policies that it implements which are 
likely to affect developing countries”. Article 130u, in turn, states that the EU development policy, which 
shall be complementary to those of the MS, shall foster the sustainable social and economic development 
for, the integration into the world economy of, and alleviation of poverty in developing countries. 
 
Article 130x of the Maastricht (Article 180 of the Amsterdam and Nice Treaties) demands that “The 
Community and the Member States shall coordinate their policies on development cooperation and shall 
consult each other on their aid programmes, including in international organisations and during 
international conferences.” Member States shall contribute if necessary to the implementation of 
Community aid programmes.5. Article 130x adds that the Commission may take any useful initiatives to 
promote this coordination.  
 
In the context of the Amsterdam and Nice Treaties, humanitarian action is considered as one aspect of the 
Union’s common foreign and security policy (Article 17 (2)). Provisions under this heading demand that 
the MS “…support the Union’s external and security policy actively and unreservedly in a spirit of 
loyalty and mutual solidarity. The Member States shall work together to enhance and develop their 
mutual political solidarity. They shall refrain from any action which is contrary to the interests of the 
Union or likely to impair its effectiveness as a cohesive force in international relations”(Article 11).  
 
Co-ordination 

Co-ordination has been defined here, as ‘activities of two or more development partners that are intended 
to mobilise aid resources or to harmonise their policies, programmes, procedures and practices so as to 
maximise the development effectiveness of aid resources’. With regard to co-ordination several levels 
(international, regional, national, sub-national, sectoral) can be distinguished, as well as differences in 
content (policies/principles/ priorities, procedures, practices) as in intensity (consultation, co-operation, 
collaboration). Co-ordination is seen as necessary, because a lack of co-ordination could lead to: a donor 
driven agenda, excessive demands on scarce management capacities, inconsistencies of approach, etc 
                                                 
4 Treaty on European Union, Official Journal of the European Communities C191, 29 July 1992 

http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/en/treaties/dat/EU_treaty.html 

5  See Treaty on European Union, Official Journal C 191, 29 July 1992, and Consolidated Versions of the Treaty 
on European Union and of the Treaty establishing the European Community, Official Journal C 325/1 24 
December 2002 
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Complementarity 

Complementarity is intended to ensure that Community development policy ‘shall be complementary to 
the policies pursued by the Member States’. This indicates that development co-operation is a shared 
competence between the Community and the Member States which can be jointly exercised. It is 
confirmed that the Community has a specific, but not exclusive competence in the field of development 
co-operation. In this sense complementarity differs from the concept of ‘subsidiarity’, which refers to a 
distribution of competence and decision-making at the most appropriate level. In the case of 
complementarity both the Commission and the Member States can have competences and tasks at the 
same level. 

The notion of complementarity poses the question of its direction, in other words, is it up to the 
Community to complement the activities of Member States, or the other way around?  Another issue is 
the equal partnership between the Commission and Member States, and reciprocal participation in the 
elaboration of their respective policies. 

Coherence 

Coherence, probably the most debated of the 3Cs, is defined here as: ‘The non-occurrence of effects of 
policy that are contrary to the intended results or aims of policy.'  

Much depends on the perspective of the viewer. For example:  

o A narrow definition would be that objectives of policy in a particular field may not be undermined or 
obstructed by actions or activities in this same field.  

o A wide definition would be that objectives of policy in a particular field may not be undermined or 
obstructed by actions or activities of government in that field or in other policy fields. 

With regard to policy coherence this means that it can focus on one terrain or field of policy only, or try to 
make links with other fields, domains or policies. Along these lines, we distinguish three types of 
“coherence”, as a focus for evaluation: 

o Coherence I:  between different elements of European development policy itself;  

o Coherence II: between different sets or parts of European foreign policy and development co-
operation policy; and  

o Coherence III: between development co-operation policies and policies in other fields, which can in 
theory, be all parts of European policy making.  

An important aspect is the distinction between intended and unintended incoherence in policy-making. 
This stresses that there is no hierarchy in policies and that given a certain set of goals and weighing them 
against a set of goals in another policy field, incoherence can also be deliberate.  

 

Final Note by EuropeAid/H/6:  

The Treaty of Maastricht, as well as the consolidated EC Treaty, refers to consistency of its external 
activities: “consistency of its external activities as a whole in the context of its external relations, security, 
economic and development policies” (para 2 above). As it appears, this was later on supposed to mean 
‘coherence’, although it is not. Therefore, strictly speaking, the notion of ‘coherence’ cannot be 
associated with the EC Treaties, while for ‘coordination’ and ’complementarity’ this is correct. 

Likewise, the consolidated EC Treaty refers in Art 181a (Title 21 on economic, financial and technical 
cooperation with third countries) also to consistency and not to coherence :  “..Such measures shall be 
complementary to those carried out by the Member States and consistent with the development policy of 
the Community.“ (Note PvS: “consistent with” meaning “in line with”, or “compatible with”) 

The only conclusion one can draw from the above, is that we can indeed speak about complementarity 
between policies/actions from Community and MS by coordinating these; on the other hand, consistency 
refers to other policy fields and the development policy of the Community.  
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Annex 3:  Key documentation for the evaluation  

 
(i) General 
 
* Evaluation of Trade-Related Assistance by the EC in Third Countries - 05/2004 - ref. 951654 
* COM (2000) 212: – Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European 
Parliament: The European Community’s Development Policy 
* DG TRADE website on bilateral and regional trade, including ACP 
* Websites of other major bodies with a specific TRA aspect – OECD, DFID, WTO, UNCTAD, 
ITC, World Bank 
* Cotonou and Lomé Agreements and Framework regulations for ALA, TACIS, MEDA and 
CARDS (previously PHARE) 
* Economic Partnership Agreements (Cotonou Convention) 
* Ministerial declaration of Doha 
* Joint Integrated Technical Assistance Programme (JITAP) 
* Country Strategy and Regional Strategy papers and Indicative programmes (see website of DG 
DEV, Inter-service Quality Support Group) 
* COM (2002) 513 final – Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European 
Parliament: Trade and Development: assisting developing countries to benefit from trade 
* World Bank: Development, Trade and the WTO – A Handbook 
*WTO Doha Development Agenda Trade-Related Technical Assistance 
and Capacity Building Database (DDADB) 
* Leveraging Trade for Development, World Bank Group Agenda, Dec 2001 
* DG TRADE website (trade and development) http://europa.eu.int/comm/trade/miti/devel 
* Documents of the AIDCO Thematic Group on Trade and Development: 
http://forum.europa.eu.int/Public/irc/europeaid/Home 
* Train for Trade – UNCTAD, 2000 
* OECD-DAC: DAC Guidelines on Strengthening Trade Capacity for Development, 2001 
* OECD-DAC: Trading Competitively: A study of trade capacity-building in Sub-Saharan 
Africa 
* L’Assistance Technique au Commerce de la CE dans les Pays Tiers”, internal Commission 
document, 2001 
* Documents of the Inter-service Task Force “Trade and Development” (to be supplied) 
* Traitement des questions commerciales dans les délégations – DG TRADE Action Plan 
2001 
* UNEP-UNCTAD Capacity Building Task Force on Trade, Environment and Development – 
papers presented at Brussels seminar on 14 October 2002 
 
(ii) Region-specific 
* Evaluation of Caribbean Regional Trade programmes – 7th and 8th EDF 
* Audit report on ACP-EU Trade Development Project 7-ACP-RPR-335, 2001 
* Evaluation report on the Transitional Phase of 7-ACP-RPR-335, January 2001 
* Financing Agreements, Preparatory Documents and Evaluations – details to be provided by 
AIDCO 
*  Evaluation of the Cross-Border Initiative (CBI) regional economic integration programme in 
Southern and Eastern Africa – 3/2000- ref 951531 
*  Evaluation of the EC Support to MERCOSUR - 5/2004 - ref. 951650 
 
 
(others – to be supplied) 
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Annex 4 Quality assessment grid for evaluation report on Coordination  
   for Trade Capacity Building 

 

Concerning these criteria, the evaluation 
report is: 

Unacceptable Poor Good Very good Excellent 

1. Meeting needs: Does the evaluation adequately address 
the information needs of the commissioning body and fit 
the terms of reference? 

   

 

 

 

 

 

2. Relevant scope: Is the rationale of the policy examined 
and its set of outputs, results and outcomes/impacts 
examined fully, including both intended and unexpected 
policy interactions and consequences? 

 

 

    

3. Defensible design: Is the evaluation design appropriate 
and adequate to ensure that the full set of findings, along 
with methodological limitations, is made accessible for 
answering the main evaluation questions? 

    

 

 

 

4. Reliable data: To what extent are the primary and 
secondary data selected adequate. Are they sufficiently 
reliable for their intended use? 

 

 

    

5. Sound analysis: Is the quantitative and qualitative 
information appropriately and systematically analysed 
according to the state of the art so that evaluation questions 
are answered in a valid way? 

 

 

   

 

 

6. Credible findings: Do findings follow logically from, 
and are they justified by, the data analysis and 
interpretations based on carefully described assumptions 
and rationale? 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

7. Validity of the conclusions: Does the report provide 
clear conclusions? Are conclusions based on credible 
findings? 

   

 

 

 

 

 

8. Usefulness of the recommendations: Are 
recommendations fair, unbiased by personal or 
stakeholders’ views, and sufficiently detailed to be 
operationally applicable? 

 

 

    

9. Clearly reported: Does the report clearly describe the 
policy being evaluated, including its context and purpose, 
together with the procedures and findings of the evaluation, 
so that information provided can easily be understood?  

     

Taking into account the contextual constraints 
on the evaluation, the overall quality rating of 
the report is considered 
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Annex 5:  Outline Structure for the Reports 

 
  Outline Structure of the First Phase Report 
 
Part 1: Reconstruction of the hierarchy, logic, related assumptions and intended impacts of the 
objectives of EU (EC+MS)  interventions in TCB, for the different time periods considered; 
Part 2: Presentation of the key evaluation questions, judgement criteria, and indicators. 
Part 3: Analysis of the information and data available at the end of the first phase and indications 
of any missing data, so as to inform the work plan and choice of countries for the field phase. 
Part 4: Proposed field phase methodology (methods of enquiry, data collection and sampling, 
etc. vis-à-vis the information sought) with concrete proposal and examples. 
Part 5: Proposed analysis methodology based on sound and recognised evaluation methods. 
 
 

Outline Structure of the Final Report 
 
Length: The Final Report should not be longer than 50 pages (including the executive 
summary). Additional information on overall context, programme or aspects of methodology 
and analysis should be confined to annexes. 
 
1. Executive Summary     Length: 5 pages maximum 
This executive summary must produce the following information: 
1.1 – Purpose of the evaluation; 
1.2 – Background to the evaluation; 
1.3 – Methodology; 
1.4 – Analysis and main findings for each Evaluative Question; short overall assessment; 
1.5 – Main conclusions;* 
1.6 – Main recommendations.* 
* Conclusions and recommendations must be ranked and prioritised according to their 
relevance to the evaluation and their importance, and they should also be cross-referenced 
back to the key findings. Length-wise, the parts dedicated to the conclusions and 
recommendations should represent about 40 % of the executive summary 
 
2. Introduction    Length: 5 pages 
2.1. Synthesis of Commission and MS Strategies and Programmes: their objectives, how they are 
prioritised and ordered, their logic both internally (ie. The existence – or not – of a logical link 
between the EC + MS policies and instruments and expected impacts) and externally (ie. within 
the context of the needs of partner countries, government policies, and the programmes of other 
donors); the implicit assumptions and risk factors; the intended impacts of the interventions.* 
2.2. Context: very brief analysis of the political, economic, social and cultural dimensions 
affecting trade development in third countries. 
2.3. Purpose of the Evaluation: presentation of the evaluative questions and of how they will 
permit to assess the country strategy and programme. 
 
3. Methodology    Length: 10 pages 
In order to answer the evaluative questions a number of methodological instruments must be 
presented by the consultants: 
3.1. Judgement Criteria: which should have been selected (for each Evaluation Question) and 
agreed upon by the reference group; 
3.2. Indicators: attached to each judgement criterion. This in turn will determine the scope and 
methods of data collection; 
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3.3. Data and Information Collection: can consist of literature review, interviews, questionnaires, 
case studies, etc. The consultants will indicate any limitations and will describe how the data 
should be cross-checked to validate the analysis. 
3.4. Methods of Analysis: of the data and information obtained for each Evaluation Question 
(again indicating any eventual limitations); 
3.5. Methods of Judgement 
 
4. Main Findings and Analysis   Length: 20 to 30 pages 
4.1. Answers to each Evaluation Question, indicating findings and conclusions for 
each; 
4.2. Overall assessment of the Strategy of EC and MS. This assessment should cover: 
Relevance to needs and overall context, including development priorities and coordination with 
other donors; 
Actual Impacts: established, as well as unforeseen impacts or deadweight/substitution effects, and 
compare to intended impacts; 
Effectiveness in terms of how far the intended results were achieved: 
Efficiency: in terms of how far funding, personnel, regulatory, administrative, time and other 
resource considerations contributed or hindered the achievement of results; 
Sustainability: whether the results can be maintained over time without EC or MS funding or 
other external support. 
 
5. A Full Set of Conclusions and Recommendations   Length: 10 pages 
A Full set of Conclusions* and Recommendations* (i) for each evaluation question; (ii) as an 
overall judgement of the strategy vis a vis the country needs.  
*All conclusions should be cross-referenced back by paragraph to the appropriate findings. 
Recommendations must be ranked and prioritised according to their relevance and 
importance to the purpose of the evaluation (also they shall be cross-referenced back by 
paragraph to the appropriate conclusions). 
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1. European Union 

1.1 EU Treaties 

 Official Journal C 325 (December 24, 2002) Consolidated version of the treaty on European 
Union. 

 Official Journal C 325 (December 24, 2002) Consolidated version of the treaty establishing the 
European Community. 

 Official Journal C 80 (March 10, 2001) Treaty of Nice amending the treaty on European 
Union, the treaties establishing the European Communities and certain related acts. 

1.2 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the 
European Parliament 

 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament 
COM (2004)150 final (March 5, 2004) Translating the Monterrey Consensus into practice: the 
contribution by the European Union. 

 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament, 
COM (1995) 219 (June 1995) European Community support for regional economic integration 
efforts among developing countries. 

 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament, 
COM(1998) 667 (November 20, 1998) A European Community strategy for private sector 
development in ACP countries. 

 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament, 
COM (2000) 212 (April 26, 2000) The European Community's Development Policy. 

 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament 
COM(2002) 513 final (September 18, 2002) Trade and development: assisting developing 
countries to benefit from trade. 

1.3 Acquis Communautaire - Coordination 

 Official Journal C 325 (December 24, 2002) Consolidated version of the treaty establishing the 
European Community – Article 180. 

 Official Journal of the European Communities, C 97 Volume 41 (March 31, 1998) 
Guidelines for strengthening operational coordination between the Community and the Member States 
in the field of development cooperation, text adopted by the Council on 9 March 1998. 

 Council of the European Union (January 2001) Guidelines on operational coordination 
between the Community and the Member States. 

 Council of the European Union (March 2002) Barcelona Council Conclusions on the 
Monterrey Commitments. 

 Report from the Commission (March 1, 2000) Operational coordination between the 
Community and the Member States of the EU in the field of development cooperation. 
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 European Commission (15 May 2003) Follow-up to the International conference on financing 
for development (Monterrey-2002). Monitoring the Barcelona Commitments. 

 Council of the European Union (18 May 2005) 2263rd Development Council Conclusions 
on Report on Operational Co-ordination between the Community and Member State. 

 Council of the European Union (10 November 2000) 2304th Development Council 
Conclusions on a Standard Framework for Country Strategy Papers. 

 European Commission and European Council (November 2000), Joint statement on EC 
development policy by the Council and the Commission. 

 Council of the European Union (10 November 2000) 2304th Development Council 
Conclusions on the Evaluation of the EC's development instruments and programmes. 

 Council of the European Union (9 October 2000) 2294th General Affairs Council 
Conclusions on the Effectiveness of the Union’s External Action. 

 Council of the European Union (21 May 1999) 2180th Development Council Conclusions 
on Evaluation of EC development instruments and programmes. 

 Council of the European Union (9 March 1998) Guidelines for strengthening operational co-
ordination between the Community and the Member States in the field of development co-ordination. 

2. European Commission 

2.1 Evaluations 
 ADA (24 May 2004) Evaluation of Trade-Related Assistance by the European Commission in 

Third Countries, Final report. 

 ECDPM-ODI Trade Programme (February 2002) ACP-EU Trade Relations. 

2.2 Inventory 

 European Commission (2004) Needs Assessments for Trade-Related Assistance – a three step 
approach, internal note. 

 Commissioners Nielson, Byrne, Patten, Lamy, Information Note (no date) Sanitary and 
Phytosanitary issues: increasing policy coherence in the context of external relations. 

 Taskforce on Trade and Development – Thematic Review, Technical regulations, Standards 
and Quality. 

 Taskforce on Trade and Development – Thematic Review, Sanitary and Phytosanitary 
measure. 

 Taskforce on Trade and Development – Thematic Review, Trade Facilitation.  

 TRA Country guidance Note (CGN): Colombia.  

 Commission staff working paper, Community co-operation (2000) framework for country 
strategy papers. 
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 European Commission, Working document (23 March 2001) 9th EDF Programming 
Process. 

 DG AIDCO (May 2003) Guidelines for European Commission Trade Related Assistance. 

3. Belgium 

3.1 Inventory 

 DGCD (2003) Annual report 2003 (French). 

3.2 Policies 

 Law of 1999 on Cooperation (25 May 1999). 

 Arrêté royal déterminant les organisations internationales partenaires de la coopération multilatérale 
(2 avril 2003) (French). 

 (2005) General principles for the Belgian Development Cooperation Department’s policy (French). 

 Commerce & développement (March 2003) Programmes auxquels participe la Belgique 
(French). 

4. Denmark 

4.1 Evaluations 

 Danida (2004) Evaluation of the Danish Import Promotion Office. 

4.2 Policies 

 Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs (June 2003) A world of Difference: the Government’s 
Vision for New Priorities in Danish Development Assistance, 2004-2008. 

 Danida (01 June 2003) Trade & Development – Tackling Poverty Strategy. 

 Danida (12 Septembre 2002) Trade & Development - A way out of poverty. 
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5. France 

5.1 Policies 

 French Ministry of Foreign Affairs (14 February 2002) Livre Blanc, La politique française 
d’aide au développement : pour une mondialisation plus solidaire. 

 French Ministry of Economy and Finance Direction des Relations Economiques 
Extérieures of the Ministry of Economy (MINEFI/DREE/6D) (May 2004) 
Introduction to the evaluation of developing countries’ needs and identification of technical assistance 
for trade-related projects (French). 

 French Ministry of Economy and Finance, Direction des Relations Economiques 
Extérieures of the Ministry of Economy (MINEFI/DREE/6D) (November 2004) 
French Plan for trade capacity building (French). 

6. Germany 

6.1 Inventory 

 German submission to the OECD/WTO database (end 2004) Listing of Trade Related 
Technical Assistance / Capacity Building projects financed. 

 German Federal Ministry for Economic Co-operation and Development (BMZ) (15 
December 2004) Sachstand handelsbezogene TZ (German). 

6.2 Policies 

 German Federal Ministry for Economic Co-operation and Development (BMZ) 
(September 2003) Making Globalization Equitable: Trade-Related Cooperation. 

 Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ) (27 January 2003) 
Trade Policy and Trade Promotion Fund, Synthesis. 

7. The Netherlands 

7.1 Policies 

 Ministerie van Buitelandse Zaken, 2nd Edition, Den Haag, (2002) In Business against 
Poverty. Dutch policy memorandum on Economy and Development. 

 Ministerie van Buitelandse Zaken, Den Haag, (2003) Memorandum on Coherence between 
Agricultural and Development policy, (See particularly chapter 4 on SPS). 

 Dutch Directorate-General for International Cooperation (3 October 2003) Mutual 
Interests, Mutual Responsibilities - Dutch Development Co-operation en route to 2015. 
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 Dutch Directorate-General for International Cooperation (no date) Enhancing Policy 
Coherence for Development in the EU: From Concept and Legal Obligation to Concrete Results on 
the Ground. 

 Dutch Directorate-General for International Cooperation (no date) Enhancing Policy 
Coherence for Development in the EU: Annex 1 - Best Practice in the Area of Non-Tariff 
Measures . 

 Dutch Directorate-General for International Cooperation (October 2003) Brieven aan 
het parlement: Kamerbrief Afrika-notitie "Sterke Mensen, Zwakke Staten" (Dutch). 

 Dutch Directorate-General for International Cooperation(October 2003) Brieven aan 
het parlement: Kamerbrief aan Eerste en Tweede Kamer Eindrapport van de IBO-werkgroep 
Effectiviteit en coherentie van ontwikkelingssamenwerking (Dutch). 

 Dutch Directorate-General for International Cooperation (October 2003) Brieven aan 
het parlement: Kamerbrief aan Eerste en Tweede Kamer over de notitie 'Aan elkaar verplicht' 
(Dutch). 

 Ministerie van Buitelandse Zaken, Den Haag, (October 27, 2004) Enhancing policy 
coherence for development in the EU – From concept and legal obligation to concrete results on the 
ground, Discussion paper for the informal meeting of EU Development Ministers. 

7.2 Evaluation 

 Ministry of Foreign Affairs (June 2004) Evaluation of Trade-Related Technical Assistance 
Three Geneva Based Organisations: ACWL, AITC and QUNO. 

 Ministry of Foreign Affairs (June 2004) Evaluation of Trade-Related Technical Assistance 
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD): Programmes on Investment 
and Competition. 

7.3 Inventory 

 Dutch Directorate-General for International Cooperation (June 2004) Notitie Afrika en 
Handel. 

8. OECD/DAC 

 High-Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness / Aid Harmonization & Alignment 
(February 28 – March 2, 2005) Paris Declaration on aid effectiveness - Ownership, 
harmonisation, alignment, results and mutual accountability. 

 WTO/OECD (November/December 2002) First Joint WTO/OECD Report on Trade-
Related Technical Assistance and Capacity Building (TRTA/CB). 

 WTO/OECD (2004) Joint WTO/OECD Report on Trade-Related Technical Assistance and 
Capacity Building (TRTA/CB). 

 OECD (October 2003) Overview of donor and agency policies in trade-related technical assistance 
and capacity building, Summary of responses to the TRTA-CB survey. 
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 OECD (16 June 2004) Trade capacity building results monitoring/assessment framework: 
informal experts’ meeting. 

 OECD – DAC (1997) Survey of DAC members’ co-operation for capacity development in trade. 

 OECD, Fourth Draft, (4 January 2005) Survey on Harmonisation & Alignment - Progress in 
implementing harmonisation and alignment in 14 partner countries. 

 OECD (2003) Harmonising Donor Practices for Effective Aid Delivery, DAC Guidelines and 
Reference Series - Good Practice Papers. 

 OECD (2003) Trade Facilitation, Policy Brief. 

 OECD (August 2003) Trade Facilitation: The Benefits of Simpler, More Transparent Border 
Procedures. 

9. Portugal 

9.1 Policies 

 Portuguese Development Assistance Institute (November 2004) Millennium 
Development Goals - Report from Portugal. 

10. Sweden 

10.1 Evaluations 

 Sida (June 2002) Evaluation 02/18, Development of a National Quality Infrastructure in 
Namibia, Evaluation of Phase I of the Programme and Appraisal of a Programme Proposal for 
Phase II, Department for Infrastructure and Economic Cooperation. 

 Sida (June 1999) Evaluation 99/15, Sida supported advantage projects in the Baltic Sea, 
Department of Central & Eastern Europe. 

10.2 Policies 

 Sida (September 1999) Policy för Sidas arbete med handelsutveckling (Swedish). 

 Sweden National Board of Trade (24-25 November 2004) Trade Facilitation Discussion 
paper for high-level seminar Tanzania. 

 Sweden National Board of Trade (24-25 November 2004) Trade Facilitation Discussion 
paper for high-level seminar Tanzania. 
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11. United Kingdom 

11.1 Evaluations 

 Evaluation of DfID (2004) Support to Trade Related Capacity Building, Synthesis Report, 
Weston Ann, Blouin Chantal and De Silva Leelananda, North-South Institute. 

 DfID (September 2003) Changes in Strategic Influence: DFID’s Contribution to Trade Policy, 
by David Pedley, evaluation report EV644. 

 Evaluation of DfID (2004) Support to Trade Related Capacity Building, Agenda for final 
presentation. 

 Evaluation of DfID (October 2004) Support to Trade Related Capacity Building, 
Consultation Report, second draft. 

 Evaluation of DfID (14 October 2004) Support to Trade Related Capacity Building, 
Ukraine Case Study. 

 Evaluation of DfID (30 September 2004) Support to Trade Related Capacity Building, 
Malawi Case Study. 

 Evaluation of DfID (24 September 2004) Support to Trade Related Capacity Building, 
Kenya Case Study. 

 Evaluation of DfID (September 2004) Support to Trade Related Capacity Building, Case 
Study of the Commonwealth Caribbean. 

 Evaluation of DfID (27 September 2004) Support to Trade Related Capacity Building, 
Bangladesh Case Study. 

11.2 Policies 

 DfID Briefing Note (March 2003) Building Capacity for Trade. 

 The World Economy Issue 25.9 (26 November 2002) Mechanisms for Trade-Related 
Capacity Building and Technical Assistance after Doha. 

 DFID (10 February 2005) Draft Strategy Paper 2005-2007. 

12. United Nations 

12.1 Evaluations 

 Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs (June 2004) Evaluation of Trade-Related Technical 
Assistance, United Nations conference on trade and development (UNCTAD): programmes on 
investment and competition, Richard Liebrechts and Paul Wijmenga (ecorys/nei rotterdam), IOB 
Working Document. 
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13. United States 

13.1 Policies 

 USAID (November 2003) Trade Capacity Building and Sanitary and Phytosanitary Control, 
A Resource Guide. 

14. Academic papers – Trade-Related Assistance 

14.1 TRA General 

 Cirera, X., N. McCulloch and L.A.Winters (2002) Trade Liberalisation and Poverty (A 
Handbook). DfID/CEPR. 

 McMillan, M., D. Rodrik, and K. H. Welch (2002) When Economic Reform Goes Wrong: 
Cashews in Mozambique, July, mimeo. 

 Powell, J. (2002) Cornering the Market: the World Bank & Trade Capacity Building. Bretton 
Woods Project. 

 Rodrik, D. and F. Rodriguez (2000) Trade Policy and Economic Growth, A. Skeptic’s Guide 
to the Cross-National Evidence, May (revised), mimeo. 

 Rodrik, D. (1999) Institutions for high-quality growth: What are they and how to acquire them?, 
Harvard University, October, mimeo. 

 Rodrik, D. (2000) Comments on “Trade, Growth and Poverty” by D. Dollar and A. Kraay, 
October, mimeo. 

 Rodrik, D. (2000) Trade Policy Reform as Institutional Reform, Harvard University, August, 
mimeo. 

 Rodrik, D. (2001) The Global Governance of Trade as If Development Really Mattered, UNDP. 

 Stevens, Ch. and J. Kennan (2000) Analysis of EU Trade Arrangements with Developing and 
transition Economies, IDS, Sussex, August. 

 Stiglitz, J. (1999) Two Principles for the Next Rounds Or How to Bring Developing Countries in 
from the Cold, Geneva, September 21. 

 Wolf S. (2000) EU Trade Policy Towards ACP Countries. From Preferences Towards 
Reciprocity, paper from ETSG conference in Glasgow, Sept. 2000.  

 Bilal, S. Houée, S. et S. Szepesi. Rexpaco (2004) La dimension commerciale du partenariat 
ACP-UE: l'Accord de Cotonou et les APE (Document de réflexion ECDPM n° 60) Maastricht: 
ECDPM (French). 

 EPA Watch (2004) Joint Report on the State of Play of Regional EPA Negotiations. 
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14.2 Sanitary and PhytoSanitary measures 

 Henson S.J., Loader R.J., Swinbank, A., Bredahl, M. and Lux N - Department of 
Agricultural and Food Economics - The University of Reading. (June 2002) Impact of 
sanitary and phytosanitary measures on developing countries. 

 Bernard O’Connor - Trade Negotiations Insights Vol.2, n°2, an ECDPM-ICTSD 
publication - (April 2003) Food Safety, the SPS Agreement and EPA Negotiations. 

 Cerrex Ltd, UK, commissioned by CTA (May 2003) Study of the consequences of the 
application of sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS) measures on ACP countries. 

 Rudloff, B. Simons, (ECDPM InBrief 6B) Maastricht: ECDPM with CTA - the 
Technical Centre for Agriculture and Rural Cooperation ACP-EU - (June 2004), 
Comparing EU free trade agreements: Sanitary and Phytosanitary Standards. 

 O'Conner and Company (December 2003) The EC traceability and equivalence rules in light 
of the SPS Agreement: a review of the main legal issues. 

 Oyejide, T. Ademola, E. Olawale Ogunkola and S. Abiodun Bankole (27 April 2000) 
Quantifying the Trade Impact of Sanitary and Phytosanitary Standards: What is Known and Issues 
of Importance for Sub-Saharan Africa, Paper prepared for the World Bank workshop on 
"Quantifying the Trade Effect of Standards and Regulatory Barriers: Is It Possible?, 
April 27, 2000.  

14.3 Trade facilitation 

 ECDPM InBrief 6F (October 2004) Comparing EU free trade agreements: Trade facilitation. 

 The World Bank Group - International Trade Department By John S. Wilson Trade 
Note 12, (8 December 2003) Trade Facilitation: New Issues in a Development Context. 

 Swedish National Board of Trade & SWEPRO (October 2002), Trade facilitation – 
Impact and Potential Gains. 

 Economic Commission for Europe, Committee for Trade, Industry and Enterprise 
Development, Sixth session, (28 and 31 May 2002) Trade facilitation in a global trade 
environment, Note by the secretariat, UN Economic and Social Council. 

 Trade facilitation, OECD - Working Party of the Trade Committee, (April 2002) The 
relationship between Regional Trade Agreements and Multilateral Trading System. 

15. NGOs 

 Liz Stuart (Mars-Avril 2005) Pourquoi la Commission se trompe à propos des APE, Eclairage 
sur les Négociations, de Doha à Cotonou (French). 
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16. Field Mission Ethiopia 

 DAG PSD & Trade Working Group, Implementation Plan of Prioritized DTIS 
Recommendations (26 May 2005). 

 DAG PSD & Trade Working Group, Mechanisms for Enhanced Government-Donor 
Dialogue in Ethiopia (2005). 

 DAG Thematic Working Group on Private Sector Development and Trade (PSD & 
Trade Working Group), Minutes of the Meetings held 28 January 2005, 18 March 2005, 28 
April 2005. 

 Ethiopian Ministry of Finance and Economic Development - Development Planning 
and Research Department, Consolidated Comments on the Joint Budget Support Mission 
(JBSM) Aide Memoir (AM) (April 4-14, 2005). 

 Final PRSP Ethiopia (updated 16 August 2002). 

 GTZ Ethiopia, ECBP Implementation, Program Mission - Summary Findings (April 
2005). 

 Joint Government and Development Partners Forum on Private Sector Development 
and Trade, Terms of Reference (Draft 3 - 19/05/2005). 

 MWH – ODI – ECDPM, Evaluation of the European Commission’s Country Strategy for 
Ethiopia, Final report (26 May 2004). 

 OECD-DAC, Survey on Harmonisation and Alignment – Ethiopia (18 October 2004). 

 PRSP Ethiopia – 2004 Mid-Term Review Conclusions. 

 DAG PSD & Trade Working Group, Revised WTO Roadmaps (up to 1st quarter 2005). 

 SDPRPII - DAG note on policy content (May 2005) FINAL DRAFT. 

 SDPRPII - Matrix (May 2005). 

 Status of Joint GOE-Donor and DAG Thematic Working Groups in Ethiopia as of 16 June 
2005. 

 Transtec, National Study on the Impact and Sustainability of the EPA for Ethiopia, Final 
Report (4 October 2004). 

 USAID Ethiopia: Growing Ethiopian Market (GEM) Project – short description. 
 USAID Ethiopia: Points-of-contact on the USAID PSD portfolio. 
 USAID Integrated Strategic Plan 2004-2008 (section dedicated to PSD and development 

of trade capacities). 
 Working Group for the Study on Quality Control and Certification System of 

Agricultural Export Products, List of Participants (2005). 
 Working Group for the Study on Quality Control and Certification System of 

Agricultural Export Products, Terms of Reference Study Quality Control and Certification 
(2005). 
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17. Field Mission Madagascar 

 British Embassy Antananarivo, Madagascar And Comores: Small Grants Scheme Projects 
2004/5. 

 CAPE (Comité d’Appui au Pilotage de la Relance de l’Entreprise), Annual workplan 
2005 & CAPE activities (2005) (French). 

 EVA-EU Association, Evaluation of the Cross-Border Initiative, Report prepared for the 
European Commission (March 2000). 

 Evaluation à mi-parcours du Programme Régional Intégré de Développement des Echanges 
(PRIDE), Projet de rapport final révisé (Février 2000) (French). 

 Evaluation finale du Programme Régional Intégré de Développement des Echanges (PRIDE) 
(Décembre 2002) (French). 

 Groupement des Aquaculteurs et Pêcheurs de Crevettes à Madagascar; Etude de 
compétitivité de l’aquaculture de crevettes de Madagascar, Rapport final (Octobre 2004) 
(French). 

 International Monetary Fund Country Report No. 05/156 Republic of Madagascar, 
Sixth Review Under the Three-Year Arrangement Under the Poverty Reduction and Growth 
Facility—Staff Report; Press Release on the Executive Board Discussion; and Statement by the 
Executive Director for the Republic of Madagascar (May 2005). 

 International Monetary Fund, The Cross-Border Initiative in Eastern and Southern Africa, 
Jose Fajgenbaum, Robert Sharer, Kamau Thugge, and Hema DeZoysa (14 July 1999). 

 Madagascar. Termes de Référence. Secrétariat Multi-Bailleurs (SMB) (1999-2000). 

 Madagascar. Termes de Référence. Secrétariat Multi-Bailleurs (SMB), Groupe des Bailleurs 
de Fonds (GBF) « Développement Rural, Sécurité Alimentaire et Environnement », 2000. 

 Ministère de l'Agriculture de l'Elevage et de la Pêche de Madagascar, Unité de 
politique de développement rural, Note de travail : Les Accords de Partenariat 
Economiques (APE) Enjeux pour le secteur agricole malgache (20 June 2005) (French). 

 Pro€Invest/Tinnex Regional Workshop for francophone COMESA countries, 
Capacity building for intermediate organisations for trade negotiations, 30 to 31 March 2004, 
Antananarivo, Madagascar – Programme & List of participants. 

 Republic of Madagascar - Accord Général sur le Commerce et les Services - liste d’engagements 
spécifiques (draft, 2005). 

 Republic of Madagascar and European Commission, Stratégie de Coopération et 
Programme Indicatif pour la période 2002-2007 (French). 

 Republic of Madagascar, Document de Stratégie pour la Réduction de la Pauvreté (Poverty 
Reduction Strategy Paper), July 2003 (French). 

 Republic of Madagascar, Document de Stratégie pour la Réduction de la Pauvreté (Poverty 
Reduction Strategy Paper), update June 2005 (French). 

 UNDP & UNIDO, National Programme for Private Sector Development (Programme National 
d’Appui au Secteur Privé – PNSP), Synthèse, Diagnostic, Strategical Axis and Sub-
Programmes (July 2001) (French). 
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 USAID, Madagascar ATRIP Program in Support of an Improved Investment and Trade Regime, 
Final Report (July 2001 – January 2004). 

 Working programme of the workshop on WTO rules on corrective trade measures (2 to 6 May 
2005, Antananarivo). 

 World Bank, Madagascar at a glance (29 September 2004). 

18. Integrated Framework 

 UNDP, Integrated Framework Trust Fund Status Report (30 March 2005). 

 IMF & WB, Aid for Trade: Competitiveness and Adjustment, Joint Note by the Staffs of the 
IMF and the Worlb Bank (12 April 2005). 

 IMF & WB Development Committee, Joint Ministerial Committee of the Boards of the 
Governors of the Bank and the Fund on the transfer of real resources to developing countries (25 
September 2005). 

 Integrated Framework Secretariat, Working together to enable LDCs to be active players and 
beneficiaries of the Global Trading system – The Integrated Framework explained (no date). 

 Foreign Trade And Development Cooperation of the Kingdom of Belgium, General 
Directorate for Development Cooperation, UNDP Trust Fund: Integrated Framework for 
Trade-Related Technical Assistance to LDCs – Rapport sur la mission effectuée par J. 
Moulin (D43) à Dakar du 12 au 17 juin 2003 (French). 

 Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs (June 2004) Evaluation of the Integrated Framework for 
Trade-Related Technical Assistance to the Least Developed Countries - Country Reports of Ethiopia 
and Yemen. 

 Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs (June 2004) Evaluation of the Integrated Framework for 
Trade-Related Technical Assistance to the Least Developed Countries - Country Reports of Burkina 
Faso and Tanzania 

 WTO (September 2003) Evaluation of the Revamped Integrated Framework For 
Trade Related Technical Assistance to the Least Developed Countries, Project 
GLO/03/G01, Final Report presented to the Integrated Framework Steering 
Committee. 

 WTO (November 2003) Evaluation of the Revamped Integrated Framework For 
Trade Related Technical Assistance to the Least Developed Countries, Revision of the 
Final Report. 

 WTO (December 2003) Evaluation of the Revamped Integrated Framework For 
Trade Related Technical Assistance to the Least Developed Countries, Summary. 

 Ethiopia, Integrated Framework / Diagnostic Trade Integration Study Ethiopia - Trade & 
Transformation Challenges (11 April 2003). 

 Madagascar, Integrated Framework / Diagnostic Trade Integration Study Madagascar (19 
June 2003) (French). 

 Madagascar, Integrated Framework, technical assistance matrix – priority actions 
(French). 
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Annex 4 - Definition of Trade Capacity 
Building 

A common definition of Trade-related Technical Assistance/Capacity Building 
(TRTA/CB) - known as the WTO/OECD/EC definition - is adopted by most donors 
providing assistance for the integration of their partner countries into the Multilateral 
Trading System (MTS). It is accompanied by a typology based on the DAC Credit 
Reporting System (CRS) codes1. 
 
The definition is the following: 
 

An activity should be classified as trade-related technical assistance/trade capacity 
building if it is intended to enhance the ability of the recipient country to: 
 
(a) formulate and implement a trade development strategy and create an enabling 

environment for increasing the volume and value-added of exports, diversifying 
export products and markets and increasing foreign investment to generate jobs and 
trade; or 

(b) stimulate trade by domestic firms and encourage investment in trade-oriented 
industries; or 

(c) participate in and benefit from the institutions, negotiations and processes that shape 
national trade policy and the rules and practices of international commerce. 

 
In addition, the activity should fulfil the following criteria for eligibility: 
 
a) trade-related technical assistance/capacity building is explicitly promoted in activity 

documentation; and 
b) the activity contains specific measures to develop trade policy and regulations, 

enhance the ability of enterprises to participate in international trade, or increase 
national capacity to participate in the multilateral trading system. 

 
 
The WTO/OECD/EC definition is associated with a typology that groups interventions in 
different clusters corresponding to the domains subject to TRTA/CB. These fall into to 
two broad categories corresponding respectively to the subsets 1 and 2 of TRTA/CB 
activities (see diagram 1). The first subset covers assistance to trade policy and regulations. 
It includes measures to help countries adapt their policies and institutions to the processes 
of rules-based liberalisation under the multilateral trading system, and in particular to 
accede to, implement and (as applicable) negotiate the various WTO and other multilateral 
trade agreements. The second subset covers trade development (for example through 

                                                 
1  The list of the CRS Codes for TRTA/CB Categories is provided in the table at the end of this annex. The WTO 

internet site http://tcbdb.wto.org describes and gives examples of each TRA/TRTA/CB category and provides links 
to some of the work of the DAC. The website also contains a useful terminology database of 8 600 trade terms at 
http://wtoterm.wto.org. 
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export promotion, provision of business support services, etc.) which helps countries reap 
the economic benefits of liberalisation. 
 
A set of tightly-defined terminologies is used to identify trade-related assistance (TRA) 
interventions and a tentative clarification is accordingly proposed. 
 
Trade-related Assistance (TRA) is the broadest concept and encompasses the three subsets 
shown in diagram 1. As one moves from subset 1 to the periphery, the relationship with 
the MTS evolves from a direct to an indirect one. The third subset includes activities that 
are not directly trade-related but have an impact on trade performance such as 
infrastructure, support to education, etc. This third subset would also include budgetary aid 
in support of global macro-economic policy and structural reforms. The general TRA 
terminology used by the European Commission includes provision of equipment and 
investment funding which are not covered by the TRTA/CB concept. The TRTA/CB 
concerns technical assistance exclusively. Trade Capacity Building (TCB) refers to the 
technical assistance provided under subsets 1 and 2. 
 

Diagram 1: Subsets of TRA 

Subset 3:
Activities with a possible impact on the MTS

(Infrastructure,..) and budget aid to
support macro-economic reform

Subset 2: Trade development

Subset 1: TRTA/CB
directly related to

MTS

 

 
 
The joint WTO/OECD Trade Capacity Building Database (TCBDB) has been designed to 
monitor the progress of the Doha Development Agenda (DDA). Since 2001 it has 
recorded the TCB activities, i.e. activities corresponding to subsets 1 and 2, of more than 
40 bilateral donors and bilateral agencies. It is hosted by the WTO at http://tcbdb.wto.org. 
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DAC 5 
CODE 

CRS 
CODE 

DESCRIPTION Clarifications / Additional notes on coverage 

 331   
TRADE POLICY AND 
REGULATIONS 

 

 33111 
Trade mainstreaming in PRSPs/ 
development plans 

Awareness raising; strengthening trade policy process; 
integrating trade in development and poverty reduction 
strategies. 

 33112 
Technical barriers to trade (TBT) 
and sanitary and phytosanitary 
measures (SPS) 

Technical regulations and product standards, (for 
example protection of human health or safety, or plant 
life and health, or the environment). 

 33120 Trade facilitation 

Simplification and harmonisation of international trade 
procedures (e.g. customs or licensing procedures, 
transport formalities, payments, insurance); support to 
customs departments. 

 33121 Customs valuation Determination of the customs value of imported goods; 
elimination of arbitrary or fictitious customs values. 

 33122 Tariff reforms 

Development of simple, transparent and low uniform 
tariff regimes that minimize discrimination between 
production for domestic or export markets, and between 
purchases of domestic and foreign goods. 

 33130 
Regional trade agreements 
(RTAs) 

Support to regional trade arrangements (e.g. SADC, 
ASEAN, FTAA, ACP/EU); elaboration of rules of 
origin and introduction of special and differential 
treatment in RTAs. 

 33141 Accession 
Identification of changes to laws, regulations and 
procedures necessary to complete negotiations on the 
terms of WTO membership; WTO awareness. 

 33142 Dispute settlement Improved understanding of WTO rights and obligations; 
access to legal advisory services. 

 33143 
Trade-related intellectual 
property rights (TRIPS) 

Negotiations, and preparation of laws and regulations, 
on the protection and enforcement of copyright, 
trademarks, patents, industrial design, trade secrets; 
prevention of their abuse; strengthening of intellectual 
property offices. 

 33144 Agriculture 
Implementation of the Agreement on Agriculture. 
Negotiations on liberalisation in agricultural markets; 
impact analysis. 

 33145 Services 

Implementation of the Agreements on GATS. 
Negotiations on international trade in services; 
identification of markets; inventory of issues affecting 
trade in services. 

 33146 
Tariff negotiations – non-
agricultural market access 

Implementation of the Agreement on contingent trade 
remedies. Negotiations on the reduction or elimination 
of tariffs, tariff peaks and tariff escalation on non-
agricultural products. 

 33147 Rules 

Negotiations and preparation of laws and regulations on 
anti-dumping, subsidies, countervailing measures and 
safeguards; clarification and improvement of disciplines 
on unfair trade practices; support to investigating 
authorities. 
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DAC 5 
CODE 

CRS 
CODE 

DESCRIPTION Clarifications / Additional notes on coverage 

 33148 
Training in trade negotiation 
techniques 

Specialised and customised programmes to train trade 
negotiators. 

 33151 Trade and environment 
Capacity building on trade and environment, for 
example by increasing national policy coherence between 
trade and environment agencies. 

 33152 Trade and competition 
Support for progressive reinforcement of competition 
institutions, strengthening antitrust laws and eliminating 
local monopolies. 

 33153 
Trade and investment 
 

Implications of closer multilateral co-operation in the 
area of trade and investment for development. 

 33154 
Transparency and government 
procurement 

Identification of negotiating options for transparency in 
government procurement; preparation of draft 
legislation; strengthening of government procurement 
agencies. 

 33181 Trade education/training 
Human resources development in trade not included 
under any of the above codes.  Includes university 
programmes in trade. 

TRADE DEVELOPMENT 

 25011 
Business support services and 
institutions 

Support to trade and business associations, chambers of 
commerce; legal and regulatory reform aimed at 
improving business and investment climate; private 
sector institution capacity building and advice. 

 25012 Public-private sector networking 

Tools and mechanisms for improved dialogue and 
resource sharing between public and private sector (and 
within the private sector) at the national, regional and 
global levels. 

 25013 E-commerce 
Promotion of information communication technologies 
for enhancing trade; training and provision of software 
and hardware to improve e-commerce capability. 

 240xx Trade finance 

Access to trade finance; reform of financial systems, 
banking and securities markets to facilitate trade; laws 
and regulations that protect and promote trade-related 
investment. 

 

311xx 
312xx 
313xx 
321xx 
322xx 
33210 

Trade promotion strategy and 
implementation 

Development of a national sector-level trade strategy; 
workforce development in export industries; 
implementation of sector-specific and strategies in 
agriculture, forestry, fishing, industry, mining and 
tourism, including “fair trade programmes”. 

 

311xx 
312xx 
313xx 
321xx 
322xx 
33210 

Market analysis and development

Access to market information; advice on standards, 
packaging, quality control, marketing and distribution 
channels in agriculture, forestry, fishing, industry, mining 
and tourism. 
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Annex 5 - Overview of policies and 
institutional mechanisms for the 
provision of TCB by the European 
Commission and Member States 
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1. The European Commission 

1.1 Policy priorities 

Development Priorities 

Article 177 of the Amsterdam Treaty (entry into force 1st May 1999) defines the EU 
development policy priorities, as follows: 
 
 Sustainable economic and social development in favour of developing countries, with a 

particular emphasis on the most disadvantaged countries.  
 Progressive and harmonious integration of developing countries in the world economy. 
 Fighting poverty in developing countries. 

 
The Declaration of 20 November 2000 on the European Community’s development policy 
expresses the Council’s and the Commission’s intent to reaffirm the Commission’s 
solidarity with developing countries, in the framework of a partnership which respects 
human rights, democratic principles, the rule of law and the sound management of public 
affairs. The principal aim of the Commission’s development policy is to reduce poverty 
with a view to its eventual eradication. 
 
With regards to the Declaration, the Commission’s activities should be refocused on link 
between trade and development; regional integration and co-operation; support for 
macroeconomic policies and promotion of equitable access to social services; transport; 
food security and sustainable rural development; institutional capacity building. Moreover 
the following horizontal issues have to be incorporated into all aspects of development co-
operation: human rights, equality between men and women, children’s rights and 
protection of the environment. Conflict prevention and crisis management also require 
systematic attention. 
 
From 1975 until 2000 the Lomé Conventions governed relations between the ACP states 
and the EU. Co-operation focused on two key elements: economic and commercial co-
operation, and development co-operation. Development co-operation is predicated on a 
sectoral approach involving specific operations in various sectors such as health, education, 
or the environment. 
 
The 1995 Lomé IV Convention promoted human rights and respect for democracy – key 
elements of the partnership – and some new objectives: enhancing the position of women 
and protecting the environment. Another key feature was decentralised co-operation, 
through involvement of civil society in the development process. 
 
A new partnership agreement was signed on 23 June 2000: the Cotonou Agreement 
entered into force on 1 April 2003. It establishes a new approach and represents a new 
phase of the partnership whilst retaining its main instruments (institutions, financial 
instruments, etc.). It aims to strengthen the political dimension of the partnership, to 
provide new flexibility and to entrust the ACP states with additional responsibilities. Under 
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the Cotonou Agreement, new trade agreements compatible with the World Trade 
Organisation (WTO) rules will be negotiated (negotiations for the new regional economic 
partnership agreement began in October 2003 with the Economic and Monetary 
Committee of Central Africa and the Economic Community of West African States). Trade 
between the two parties will be liberalised, putting an end to the system of non-reciprocal 
trade preferences and enabling the ACP states to participate fully in international trade. 
Nonetheless, the current system remains in force during the transitional period, until 
January 1st 2008 at the latest. 

TRA Priorities 

Development co-operation in the trade arena dates back to the founding of the European 
Economic Community. The ‘smooth and gradual integration of the developing countries 
into the world economy’ has remained a constant objective of EU development policy 
since the 1957 Rome Treaty and the clear “trade into development” direction is reaffirmed 
in the European Commission’s Communication on Development1. The Doha Ministerial 
Meeting has developed, with major inputs from the Commission, an agenda to “put 
development into trade”. The Commission’s 2002 Communication, ‘Trade and 
Development: assisting developing countries to benefit from trade’ (Com 513), which was 
published after Doha, is the reflection of the latest Commission thinking in this area. 
Moreover, the EU has always been concerned with the need to attain the appropriate 
balance between rule-making and progressive liberalisation so as to promote sustainable 
development. It therefore views its trade policy as one of the many instruments used to 
achieve this overall objective. Accordingly, the EU intends to shape its trade policy within 
lines compatible with sustainable development and to actively promote initiatives 
addressing the issues of trade and sustainable development. In particular, the EU’s 
commitment to supporting sustainable trade has been reflected in its approach to the Doha 
negotiating round as well as in its intention to carry out Sustainability Impact Assessments 
(SIAs) of both its multilateral and bilateral trade negotiations2. In fact, the EU is committed 
to a larger process directed to the objective of sustainable development which comprises 
not only Doha but also the Monterrey Conference (March 2002) on financing for 
development as well as the World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD, 
Johannesburg, August 2002) and which effectively affects the design of its trade policy. 
 
The European Commission is offering development assistance and economic cooperation 
worldwide. The specific aims of TRA by region of intervention may be gauged by 
examining the texts of the various co-operation and partnership agreements, and of the 
internal Commission Regulations as well as the national and regional strategy papers and 
indicative programmes for individual countries and regions. A comprehensive analysis of 
the intervention logic of the TRA provided by the Commission can be found in section 2.3 
of the Final Report of the “Evaluation of Trade-Related Assistance by the European 
Commission in Third Countries” (ADE, June 2004). This evaluation shows that the 

                                                 
1  Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament, The European Community's 

Development Policy, COM (2000) 212, 26 April 2000. 
2  SIA’s are meant to assess how and maximise benefits of trade liberalisation and highlight where flanking measures 

might be needed to optimise outcomes or offset negative side effects. 
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Commission’s TRA interventions are subordinated to the overarching objective “to 
integrate developing and transition economies within the global trading system with a view 
to maximizing mutually beneficial growth, sustainable development and poverty reduction” 
and pursue the overall objective of maximising the partner countries’ participation in and 
benefits from international trade. Four intermediate objectives are pursued with various 
degree of emphasis according to the regions and countries of intervention: 
 
 Trade policy is strengthened, adapted to the requirements and procedures of the MTS, 

and integrated into development and poverty strategies. 
 International trade regulations are understood and agreed, institutional mechanisms to 

implement them and facilitate trade are developed, discipline is enforced, human 
resources are strengthened. 

 Countries are prepared for negotiations, understanding of rights and obligations is 
enhanced, outcome of WTO negotiations is enhanced. 

 The productive basis is strengthened, trade activities are enhanced and competitiveness 
is improved. 

1.2 Institutional structure  

Mandates in the EC regarding TCB  

TCB is at the crossroad of trade and development. This specificity is reflected in the 
organisational structure of the Commission: general matters related to TCB are a shared 
competency of the members of the so called “Relex Family” (DG RELEX, DG DEV, 
TRADE and EuropeAid). 
 
DG RELEX3 contributes to the formulation of an effective and coherent external relations 
policy for the European Union, so as to enable the EU to assert its identity on the 
international scene. To this end DG RELEX works closely with other Directorates-
General composing the “Relex Family” (EuropeAid, DGs DEV and ECHO) to co-
ordinate the external relations activities of the Commission. DG RELEX is the 
Commission’s interface with the EU's General Affairs and External Relations Council 
(GAERC) and with the High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy. 
It also ensures that the Commission has a clear identity and a coherent approach in its 
external activities. DG RELEX is also responsible for the Commission’s relations with 
international organisations, such as the United Nations, the OSCE, and the Council of 
Europe, as well as the Commission's participation in the Common Foreign and Security 
Policy (CFSP), and the administration of the Commission Delegations. 
 
DG DEV4 aims to help to reduce and ultimately to eradicate poverty in the developing 
countries and to promote sustainable development, democracy, peace and security. To do 
so, DG DEV is mandated to: 
 

                                                 
3  Source: http://europa.eu.int/comm/dgs/external_relations/general/mission_en.htm   
4  Source: http://europa.eu.int/comm/dgs/development/organisation/mission_en.htm  
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 Initiate and formulate the EU's development co-operation policy for all developing 
countries. It works towards greater coherence of Community policies having external 
effects, in close cooperation with the other Relex services and other DGs of the 
Commission (as Fisheries and Agriculture). It is committed to strong co-ordination and 
complementarity between the Community, the EU Member States and multi-lateral 
organisations such as the World Bank, regional development banks, the OECD and the 
United Nations system. 

 
 Co-ordinate the Community's relations with ACP countries and regions, through 

political relations with these countries, programmation of resources for the EDF, 
preparation of strategies for co-operation with ACP countries and Overseas Countries 
and Territories and monitoring of their implementation. 

 
EuropeAid Co-operation Office5 is entrusted to create a geographically oriented 
organisation which covers every stage of the project cycle, which has a clear structure and 
which will remain stable as management is devolved to the Delegations of the Commission. 
 
EuropeAid groups together the management of issue-based programmes (such as food aid, 
NGO co-financing and human rights) in a single Directorate to ensure a consistent and co-
ordinated approach. 
 
DG TRADE6 has the task of conducting the Union's commercial policy in accordance with 
the objectives set out in Article 133 of the Treaty : «to contribute, in the common interest, to the 
harmonious development of world trade, the progressive abolition of restrictions on international trade and 
the lowering of customs barriers». Together with monetary and development policies, trade 
policy forms the main pillar of the European Union's relations with the rest of the world. 
Its purpose is to promote the economic and political interests of the European 
Community. It covers all the main aspects of trade in goods and services as well as key 
aspects of intellectual property, investment and competition. The tasks of DG TRADE in 
this respect are as follows : 
 
 to define and appraise the trade interests of the European Community in both 

defensive and offensive terms; 
 to negotiate bilateral, regional or multilateral agreements on the basis of negotiating 

directives proposed by the Commission and adopted by the Council; 
 to monitor and ensure the implementation of international agreements by using the 

WTO dispute settlement system and the instruments for trade promotion or defence 
adopted by the Community; 

 to take part in devising and monitoring internal or external policies which have a 
bearing on the Union's trade and external investments; 

 to ensure consistency within the Relex group between the commercial policy and the 
Union's general external relations policy on the one hand and the contribution of the 
European Union to global economic governance on the other; 

                                                 
5  Source: http://europa.eu.int/comm/europeaid/general/mission_fonc_en.htm  
6  Source: http://europa.eu.int/comm/trade/whatwedo/work/index_en.htm  
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 to provide industry, civil society and professional circles with clear, comprehensive and 
up-to-date information while seeking their opinions in compliance with the rules set 
down in the Commission's codes of conduct. 

 
Within the “Relex Family”, ECHO’s implication in TCB are less relevant. The EU’s 
mandate to ECHO7 is to provide emergency assistance and relief to the victims of natural 
disasters or armed conflict outside the EU.  
 
Following the Doha Ministerial Declaration, Commissioners Lamy and Nielson proposed 
to create a Task Force for TRTA/CB at the level of the Relex DGs, under the leadership 
of AIDCO. At the initiative of Mr Franco, deputy director general of AIDCO, an inter-
DG Task Force on Trade and Development was created in January 2002. The mandate of 
this Task Force is to: 
 
1. Carry out stocktaking of ongoing programmes in all regions and learn from 

experiences. 
2. Increase in-house expertise on TRTA/CB programmes with a view to improve quality, 

find economies of scale at the identification and implementation level, including 
cooperation with other institutions/donors and to accelerate delivery. In this context 
also to create support services to Delegations and HQ. (Guidelines, web-site, help-desk 
function). 

3. Improve and streamline dialogue with the programming and policy DGs to ensure 
policy coherence and mainstreaming of TRTA/CB measures in the EC development 
policies.  

4. Identify the need for and introduce training courses to improve knowledge and 
performance.  

Specific case of SPS  

Mandates and expertise related to SPS in the Commission are found within several 
Commission services, including the “Relex family” and DGs SANCO, AGRI, ENV and 
RTD.  
 

With this regard, DGs DEV, TRADE and SANCO met at mid-2003 to better coordinate 
development, commerce and consumers’ protection issues. They decided to create an 
Inter-service Steering Group on SPS related issues for developing countries with 
participation of all above mentioned Commission services involved in SPS. Its aim is to 
enhance the Commission’s efforts on SPS related projects, to better coordinate between 
Commission services as well as between the Commission and the member States. The 
Group is chaired by DG DEV. It has led to important initiatives, including assessment of 
the impact of envisaged SPS measures on developing countries, that impacted on design of 
SPS regulations (e.g. the impact of the new “official feed and food controls” regulation that 
will enter into force from 1st January 2006).  
 

The Commission is co-represented by DG SANCO and DG TRADE at the SPS 
Committee of the WTO. 
                                                 
7  Source: http://europa.eu.int/comm/echo/presentation/mandate_en.htm  
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1.3 Main channels for TCB interventions 

In the ACP region the Commission’s interventions addressing the trade policy and 
regulations aspects of TCB are usually supported through the regional programmes8 and 
frequently channelled through regional integration institutions. The justification is twofold: 
 

 The willingness of the Commission to encourage regional integration, an areas in which 
its own successful experience constitutes a comparative advantage. 

 Many trade policy and regulation reforms require a long implementation period and 
require relatively modest financial resources. This makes them particularly difficult to 
manage in the context of international assistance and the regional dimension provides 
valuable economies of scale. 

 

Considerable TCB effort in also conducted in terms of trade development but it is much 
more difficult to identify the trade component. Apart from obvious export promotion 
programmes conducted at regional or bilateral level, the trade contents of many regional or 
bilateral private sector development support programmes, institutional development 
programmes, agricultural programmes, etc.. may have significant TCB components 
(regulatory, training, legal developments) that are not identified. 

2. Belgium 

2.1 Policy priorities 

Development Priorities  

The Law of 25/5/1999 on international cooperation provides the legal framework and sets 
the basic principles for the three axes of Belgian cooperation. The strategic orientations 
within these axes are outlined in the policy note: 
 
 Direct bilateral cooperation is focused on maximum 25 countries or regional 

organizations and concentrated on 5 priority sectors (basic health care, education, 
agriculture and food security, basic infrastructure, conflict prevention and 
consolidation of the society). Currently the geographic concentration is limited to 18 
countries  (of which Mali, Niger, Rwanda, Tanzania are pre-selected countries for this 
evaluation). 

 Multilateral cooperation privileges a limited number of international organisations . 
Currently the Belgian cooperation has selected 12 organisations. The goal is to increase 
the financial support and to play a more active role in their policy discussions.  

 Indirect cooperation focuses on selected development NGOs and other institutions 
such as universities, scientific institutions, training associations, trade union 
cooperation and municipal cooperation. 

                                                 
8  See for instance in annex 3, table 1, the support to TCB in SPS conducted through three major regional programmes. 
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TRA Priorities 

The Brussels LDCs Conference (May 2001), the Johannesburg Summit (2002) and several 
other international Conferences recognised the relationship between development, trade 
and integration into the world economy. The 8th objective of the Millennium Development 
Goals emphasises this relationship, and recommends in particular the development of an 
open trading system, which should include aspects related to development and poverty 
reduction.  
 
The Belgian Cooperation intends to operate in line with these recommendations, and with 
the 2001 Doha ministerial declaration. Since Doha and Cancun (2003) the Belgian 
Development Cooperation Department aims to contribute to trade capacity programmes 
through its contribution to the Integrated Framework and the WTO Trust Fund. In 2003, 
two projects have also been launched with the UNCTAD: a “globalisation” project and a 
training in trade negotiation techniques for developing countries9. 

2.2 Institutional structure  

The implementation of the Belgian cooperation programmes is entrusted to the 
Directorate-General for Development Cooperation (DGDC) of the Ministry of 
Development Cooperation. Implementation is done by the Belgian Technical Cooperation 
(BTC) organisation, a public-law company with social purposes. 

2.3 Main channels for TCB interventions 

Although trade is not a focal area of Belgian cooperation, support is provided to TCB 
activities in the three directions of Belgian cooperation: bilateral, multilateral and indirect 
cooperation. 

Bilateral cooperation 

There are no specific TCB projects but trade aspects, such as SPS, are often included in 
broader projects. In particular rural development (in this context Belgium supports the 
diversification of the agricultural production line in Mali).Trade development activities are 
channelled through the Belgian Investment Company for Developing Countries (BIO) 
which provides long-term financing to micro, small and medium-sized enterprises at 
market conditions and in an environmentally sustainable and socially responsible manner. 

Multilateral cooperation 

Aside its multilateral cooperation selected international organisations, the Belgian 
cooperation is also participating to a series initiatives involving TCB. It should be noted 
that in general the financial contribution of Belgium to these multilateral funds is 
earmarked. 

                                                 
9  Source: General principles for the Belgian Development Cooperation Department’s policy, 2005 (French). 
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Doha Trust Fund 
The fund finances in particular workshops and seminars on WTO procedures, on 
agricultural or customs rules…in response to requests formulated by developing countries. 
These workshops take place in beneficiary countries (generally the siege of a regional 
organisation). 
 
Belgium participated in this initiative for 500 000€ (2003-2004), with funds earmarked 
geographically (Francophone African countries, Ghana, Kenya) and thematically (especially 
on services). It did not sustain its participation in this Fund due to reservations about its 
operations and  results: insufficient analysis of the needs of the beneficiaries, insufficient 
coordination among international organisations providing similar services, high 
administrative costs due to delegation of organisation.  
 
Integrated Framework 
Since Doha, Belgium contributed twice € 0.34 million. The contribution was earmarked on 
the partner countries and on the “volet II” (technical assistance in support to activities 
identified under the strategic analysis and needs assessment  “volet I”). 
 
In its participation in the IF, Belgium has never led the donor groups in the beneficiary 
countries, and was hardly informed on the outcomes of the interventions. Experience with 
coordination varied from country to country: in Senegal there has been a distribution of 
work among the donors for the needs analysis. In Benin, Belgium had earmarked funds for 
the IF but the leading agency, UNDP, did not know it. Belgium earmarked funds for the IF 
in Rwanda but not was not consulted on its implementation. Recently UNDP has agreed to 
take a more active roles in the IF, an initiative that is welcome by Belgium. 
 
UNCTAD 
UNCTAD is no longer one of the priority partner multilateral organisations of the Belgian 
Cooperation, but  previously Belgium supported two UNCTAD activities: 
 
 globalization: trade in services (and their incorporation in PRSPs), 
 distance learning, training for trade negotiations and investments protection. 

 
Belgium has been approached to support the implementation of the ASYCUDA in 
Burundi. 
 
UNDP African Initiative 
Belgium finances the African Initiative and has redirected its funding to it instead of the 
Doha Trust Fund and UNCTAD. This initiative promotes integrate strengthening of trade 
capacities and involves work with local universities, regional studies, participation of civil 
society. Several seminars have already taken place in beneficiary countries 
(Rwanda/COMESA, Mozambique/SADC, Burkina/ECOWAS-WAEMU). This 
programme aims to create connexions with the IF (coordination with IF in Mauritania).A 
steering committee will take place in May 2005 in Brussels (participation of DfID and 
SIDA): it should validate an annual action plan. 
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OHADA activities are partly trade related. Belgian cooperation considers the organisation 
is well articulated with the beneficiary participation and needs. It provided €512 000 in 
2001-2002 to  support  arbitration at Abidjan Justice. As funds were not disbursed the 
contribution is suspended. 

Indirect cooperation 

Belgian cooperation supports NGOs promoting fair trade. 

3. France 

3.1 Policy priorities 

Development Priorities 

The central objective of the French development cooperation programme is to reduce 
poverty and inequalities in a framework of sustainable development10. In its main policy 
document, the French cooperation is presented as a tool for reducing the threats or risks of 
globalization, and as such already offering a framework underlying the importance of 
insertion into the multilateral trading system. 

TRA Priorities 

Within the broad objective of poverty reduction, cooperation in the area of trade is aimed 
at integrating LDCs into world trade in order to favour economic growth and reduce 
poverty levels. Within this context, France espouses the positions agreed in consultation 
with its European partners and the other members of international financial institutions 
and organizations to work towards the following objectives or strategies11: 
 
 further open up industrial countries’ markets to exports from developing countries;  
 give the poorest developing countries a bigger say in international organizations;  
 make international financial and trade institutions and multinational organizations more 

transparent, especially through regular open dialogue with the representatives of civil 
society; 

 strengthen and improve the management of the international financial architecture to 
temper economic volatility;  

 support the production and financing of “global public goods” at international level 
(anti-HIV, tuberculosis and malaria vaccines, research and dissemination of advanced 
agricultural engineering techniques, environmental and climate protection, etc.);  

 upholding human rights and the establishment of the International Criminal Court of 
Justice. 

                                                 
10  Livre blanc de la politique française d’aide au développement. 
11  See Livre Blanc page 32 and following and Attacking poverty, Inequality and exclusion (chapter 2, section 2.5), MAE, 

September 2003. 
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Within the narrower area of TRTA/CB, France’s objective is to help beneficiary countries 
enhance their participation in the multilateral trading system and their involvement in the 
development of trade flows, and to enable them to take advantage of globalisation12. 

3.2 Institutional structure 

The institutional set up for the French TCB interventions is not different from that of its 
other aid activities: 
 
 At headquarters level, TCB depends from Ministry of Foreign Affairs (for development 

assistance) and Ministry of Finances (because of important public funds are committed, 
in particular in structural adjustment operations).  

 The operational system is articulated on two networks:  
- the embassies network, through their SCACs (Services de Coopération et d'Action 

Culturelle); and  
- aid-specific network: agencies, which most active are Agence Française de 

Développement (AFD) and Economic Missions of Embassies. 
 
These networks play an important role in identification, initiation and implementation of 
TCB activities. As coordination primarily takes place in the field, their direct contacts with 
donors and partners are of major importance. Moreover, effective cooperation at 
headquarters level is dependent of effective cooperation at field level. 
 
France is revising its organisation for development aid. Currently, large-scale interventions 
are financed by the AFD, while embassies finance small-scale actions. For years to come, 
the AFD will carry on the majority of interventions but will remain under the authority of 
its supervising ministries. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs should concentrate on 
governance. The aim is to increase effectiveness of interventions, and to adapt to the 
restructuring of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
 
AFD is an EPIC (Industrial and Commercial Public Establishment) and a Specialised 
Financial Establishment (lender at concessional or market rate). It is supervised by a 
Supervisory Board comprising the Ministry of Finance, the Treasury Department, the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of the DOMs and representatives of the civil 
society. The AFD commitments, finances and accounts are submitted to its Supervisory 
Board for approval. It deliberates at least six times a year and delegates part of its powers to 
specialised committees set up within the organisation, such as the Overseas Committee and 
the Foreign Countries Committee. The Chief Executive Officer is delegated to handle 
funding for small amounts. The Supervisory Board validates strategic directions, whereas 
the AFD identifies the projects and sector priorities. AFD may not decide and its activities 
must be validated at central level. This system tends to dull the decision process, especially 
for small technical cooperation projects. The average decision cycle for a development 
project takes about 18 months. 
 
                                                 
12  See ‘Le plan français d’aide au renforcement des capacités commerciales’, November 2004, DREE (Direction des 

Relations Economiques Extérieures of the Ministry of Economy). 
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AFD is composed of 1.626 people by end 2003: 
 

 956 general agents recruited from headquarters (763 work at headquarters, 143 in 
agencies and 50 in technical assistance) ; and  

 670 agents recruited locally by network agencies. These figures include people from the 
Institut d’émission des départements d’Outre-mer (IEDOM) and the Institut 
d’émission d’Outre-mer (IEOM). 

3.3 Main channels for TCB interventions 

Bilateral interventions 

The PRCC (Programme pour le Renforcement des Capacités Commerciales) is the most 
important instrument developed by France for TCB. It is developed in common by the 
Department for External Economic Relation (DREE) of the Ministry of the Economy, 
Finance and Industry and the AFD13. This programme aims to share networks and skills 
between the two institutions, and to break barriers between trade and development. It 
targets the two main components of trade related aid, i.e. support to export capacities and 
to a lesser extend institutional capacity building. 
 

The 2002-2005 PRCC is carried out in 12 countries: Algeria, Mali, Mauritania, Senegal, 
Ghana, Guinea, Côte d’Ivoire, Madagascar, Ethiopia, Djibouti, Cambodia and Vietnam. It 
finances 100% or part of project, which are generally big amount (minimum € 500,000). 
The PRCC is a priori not strictly focused on specific sectors or activities. The annual budget 
for PRCC is € 10 million (out of about € 100 million annually committed by France for 
TRTA/CB).  
 

But TCB is not exclusively financed by the PRCC. AFD, DGCID and several other French 
Ministries or institutions implement autonomous TCB interventions (Ministry of 
Agriculture, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Customs…).  

Multilateral interventions 

Like all MS, France commits most of its budget for TCB at international level. The bilateral 
approach developed through the PRCC complements the French involvement at 
multilateral level (through the Integrated Framework and the Doha Agenda). The 
European level is also for the MS an important intervention channel (through financing 
FED’s). 
 

Ensuring that projects financed through the PRCC take account of the IF diagnostic is an 
essential condition for support. This is rather a downstream approach, on the field. The IF 
is indeed a very badly known instrument at MS institutions level. Diagnosis developed by 
the IF brings value-added, with regards to other multilateral instruments. However, the IF 
have several drawbacks: heavy bureaucratic mechanisms, lack of operationality, lack of 
participation of the LDCs involved. Notwithstanding this the view is that it is a useful 
instrument. 

                                                 
13  Complementarily, the DGCID also implements individual projects through the PRCC. 
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4. The Netherlands 

4.1 Policy priorities 

Development Priorities  

Dutch development cooperation policy14 embraces the overarching objective of a 
sustainable fight against poverty, with attainment of the MDG by 2015. In pursuing this 
overall goal, Dutch cooperation aims: (i) to achieve enhanced involvement of everyone in 
meeting the MDG by 2015, (ii) to boost the quality and effectiveness of development 
cooperation, and (iii) to make Dutch efforts and results more visible. 
 
Development cooperation is considered as one of the elements of an integrated approach 
combining foreign policy and political, economic, diplomacy and security instruments. 

TRA Priorities 

The Dutch development cooperation policy in the area of trade is geared on promoting a 
level playing field for developing countries, or ‘to bring about a development-friendly 
multilateral trading system’15. This, in concrete terms, translates into a number of 
operational objectives both at the international forum level and at partner level, as follows: 
 
 At international level, the Netherlands pleads for a substantial decrease in tariffs and 

subsidies which distort trade in products important for African countries such as 
agricultural products in general and cotton in particular16. Furthermore, the cooperation 
policy aims at simplification of procedures and rules of origin, and , strengthening of 
existing Special and Differential Treatments agreements. 

 At national level, an essential requirement for insertion into the world trading system is 
seen to be strengthening of the business environment which can only result from the 
implementation of good policies and maintenance of macro-economic stability. The 
development of a vibrant private sector is a central objective of the Dutch cooperation 
programme and of the trading sector in particular. 

 
In order to assist developing countries to integrate in the world trading system and to 
maximise their benefits from it, Dutch TCB interventions aim at supporting programmes 
that integrate three objectives: 
 
1°) Building a national trade policy process. 
2°) Increasing the capacity to negotiate and implement trade arrangements that reflect 

development concerns. 
                                                 
14  Mutual Interests, Mutual Responsibilities (“Aan elkaar verplicht”), October 2003. 
15   Mutual Interests, Mutual Responsibilities (“Aan elkaar verplicht”), October 2003. 
16  However, the need expressed in the Dutch cooperation note of June 2003 calling for reforms of the common 

agricultural and the common fisheries policies has not been reiterated in the current October 2004 note on 
development cooperation with Africa. 
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3°) Improving developing countries’ trade performance and ability to make more 
effective use of opportunities created by trade liberalisation. 

 
SPS measures are an area of particular interest for the Dutch cooperation which has 
developed a two track approach consistent with these objectives and consisting in: 
 
i°) strengthening the concern for developing countries in the elaboration of the SPS 

regulations; this has been supported by the allocation of special funds to finance the 
travel of representatives of developing countries to international meetings, in 
particular of the codex alimentarius, and in conducting analysis of the consequences 
of SPS regulations for developing countries; the latter activity is geared to the 
coherence debate between trade and development policies for which the Netherlands 
are lobbying within the EU institutions; 

ii°) helping the partners to identify  get informed on the SPS measures; this is mainly 
provided under the activities of the CBI (see infra). 

4.2 Institutional structure  

The responsibility of TCB interventions lies mainly with four institutions: 
 
The Directorate General for International Cooperation (DGIS) of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs is in charge of development cooperation. Its main functions are: 
 
 to formulate the TRTA/CB policy and strategy and to participate in Donor Steering 

Groups of IF and JITAP; 
 to co-formulate policy position on WTO-related TRTA/CB issues; 
 to fund bilateral and multilateral programmes, including TRTA/CB activities of Dutch 

co-financing organisations; 
 to support embassies to integrate TRTA/CB in bilateral sector approach and in 

multilateral in-country activities. 
The Ministry of Economic Affairs whose role is to: 
 
 formulate and present policy position on WTO TRTA/CB issues; 
 to provide annual contribution to Doha Development Agenda Global Trust Fund 

(DDAGTF) and the Advisory Centre on WTO Law; 
 to co-formulate and implement strategies for private sector development. 

 
The Centre for the Promotion of Imports for Developing Countries (CBI). The CBI is an 
Agency of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs the mission of which is  to contribute to the 
economic development of developing countries by strengthening the competitiveness of 
companies from those countries on the EU market. It operates within the policy 
framework set by the Minister for Development Cooperation. Its main responsibilities are 
the implementation of support to businesses in developing countries. It is also the budget 
holder of Dutch contribution to ITC. 
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The Ministry of Agriculture, Nature Management and Fisheries is funding bilateral and 
multilateral projects with TRTA/CB components (notably SPS projects), and research and 
education programmes. 

4.3 Main channels for TCB interventions 

Multilateral interventions 

Dutch cooperation supports the DDAGTF, the Advisory Centre on WTO Law and the 
European Development Fund, and three specialised multilateral organisations: ITC, 
UNCTAD and the World Bank (in particular the World Bank Trade Research programme). 

Joint programmes by bilateral and multilateral donors 

So far this has been the preferred mode of intervention because the Dutch cooperation 
considers that cooperation and coordination between multilateral donors is key to a 
coherent strategy of trade development, with the recipient country as the active owner. A 
complementary approach based on comparative advantage is sought. Resource intensive 
and large scale TCB, such as in the area of SPS, should be taken up by the large multilateral 
donors (EU, WB), whereas for joint programme coordination is viewed primarily in terms 
of complementarity and improved division of labour among the partners. When 
comparative advantages and efficient use of resources justify it the Dutch are willing to 
channel their money through another donor, or inversely to act and manage the funds of 
others. The Netherlands also participates in IF Steering Group and supports the IF Trust 
Fund and the JITAP. 

Bilateral interventions 

Bilateral assistance is decentralised through the embassies in the focus countries of Dutch 
bilateral cooperation and it is part of the sectoral approach, meaning that there may be 
bilateral TCB projects in countries where the productive sector is the focus of bilateral 
assistance. 
 
The CBI is the main instrument for bilateral support in the area of trade. It assists 
businesses exporting to the EU market by providing technical assistance and marketing 
advice. Its activities are (1) Sectoral Export Promotion Programme, (2) Human Resource 
Development, (3) Market Information Programmes, Business Support Organisation 
Programme.  
 
The Ministry of Economic Affairs contributes also with specific projects, some of which 
trade related, to private sector development. Its main agency is the Agency for 
International Business and Cooperation (EVD). The Programme for Cooperation with 
Emerging Markets (PSOM) contributes to sustainable economic development using 
experience, knowledge and capital of Dutch enterprises and institutions. The programme 
resources are € 10 million in 2004 increasing to €46 million in 2009. The trade related 
dimension of this programme seems quite substantial but has not been quantified yet.  
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Support to NGOs and academic institutions active in TCB 

In financial terms, Dutch support to TRTA/CB measured in terms of commitments over 
2001-2003 (OECD-WTO database) is focused mainly on trade development activities 
where support to trade promotion strategy and implementation claims nearly 35% of total 
commitments, followed by support to business services and institutions (27% of 
commitments) and market analysis and development (15%), thus making trade 
development the main area of support of Dutch TRTA/CB (77.8% of total commitments). 
 
Tables 1a to 1c of annex 2 of this report show that Dutch identified support in the three 
categories of TCB activities and the pre-selected countries retained for this evaluation is 
significant in SPS and in trade/education training-training for trade negotiations. 

5. United Kingdom 

5.1 Policy priorities 

Development Priorities  

The Department for International Development (DFID) is the primary agency involved in 
TCB – and indeed in all other areas of development assistance. It argues that TCB is 
essential if developing countries are to take part in and benefit from the MTS. But in order 
to be successful TCB must take place in the context of nationally owned strategies which 
are themselves integrated with national development strategies and be designed to enhance 
the ability of policymakers, enterprises and civil society actors to work together to develop 
and implement effective trade policies and strategies.  
 
A coherent set of TCB activities by donors and partners will enable the partners’ trade 
performance to benefit from the strengthening of policy and national institutions and for 
them to participate in the international institutions, negotiations and processes that shape 
the rules and practices of international trade. This is crucial because trade, when 
accompanied by appropriate complementary policies, can be a key factor in promoting 
growth for poverty reduction and sustainable development. Developing countries can only 
ensure that their interests are well represented in the WTO and other negotiating bodies if 
they have the capacity to identify and negotiate their interests. DFID argues that it is in the 
trading interests of developed countries to help ensure that the MTS is responsive to the 
needs of all its members.  
 
DFID believes that trade capacity may be undermined by a shortage in the number of 
officials working on trade issues and when this happens, the capacity of countries to 
develop proactive and informed national trade strategies can be severely affected. 
Constraints in governance are evident in weak trade institutions (such as Standards or 
Customs Authorities) and weak relationships between the different trade stakeholders in 
government, the private sector and civil society. All of these elements need to be 
strengthened in order to support an informed trade policy making process, to implement 
trade reforms effectively, to capitalise on new trade opportunities and to support 
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negotiations. While tariff reductions remain important, the MTS now also requires a much 
deeper level of technical understanding (for example, on sanitary and phyto-sanitary 
standards). For trade reforms that rely on more fundamental development in the 
governance and economic sectors, countries need resources, assistance and, most 
importantly, time to support a process of change. Finally, it is important to acknowledge 
the limits of TCB. Building trade capacity is not a quick fix but it has the potential to make 
a decisive and positive contribution to the ability of a country to integrate more effectively 
into the MTS. But this potential will be realised only in the context of viable agreements 
that are owned by all members and that can accommodate the needs of developing 
countries. These considerations inform the direction of TCB undertaken by the UK.  

TCB Priorities 

The main emphasis of DfID’s TCB programming has - for nearly a decade now – been 
consciously concentrated on the contribution of trade to poverty reduction and gender 
equality The goal has been to seek out projects with a direct link to poverty reduction 
rather than being content with an ‘enabling’ or indirect approach, where the emphasis is on 
promoting trade, and in this way economic growth and in turn poverty reduction.17 Recent 
DFID TRCB guidelines have stressed the need for a direct or ‘focussed’ approach, i.e. in 
which TRCB includes an explicit reference to poor people, as well as to gender equality. In 
TCB this direct linkage is not always easy to define. Indeed the North-South Institute 
evaluation “found that there were few instances of explicit linkages to poverty reduction or 
to gender equality in the design of projects or programmes, and sometimes even these were 
not followed through in implementation.” (p. 7) However the designers of DfID projects – 
increasingly but not exclusively based in partner country offices – aim to take fully into 
account the development priorities and, in particular, the poverty reductions strategies of 
the partner country.  
 
The broad scope of DfID’s work in TCB is shown by Table?? (Master list of DFID TRCB 
projects for 9 preselected countries, November 19, 2004) The projects cover the whole 
range of typical TCB and TD interventions with some emphasis on building capacity for 
policy making and negotiation – with a roughly equal emphasis on participation in 
multilateral or regional and bilateral cooperation in the case of TCB and some bias towards 
bilateral cooperation in the case of TD.  As the DfID 2004 evaluation pointed out moving 
from technical assistance to capacity building has been a challenge. To a large extent this 
has led to the targeting of institutions involved in trade policy and practice and this in turn 
has meant that the gains require continued donor support as the partner governments are 
often unable or unwilling to finance them from their own resources.  

5.2 Institutional structure 

Arguably DfID is unusual among donors in the flexibility of and willingness to adapt 
project design in the light of developments and newly established priorities in the partner 
country. This flexibility is made much easier by the increasing frequency of managing 
                                                 
17   See Weston, Ann, Chantal Blouin and Leelananda De Silva, Evaluation of DfID Support to Trade Related Capacity 

Building, Synthesis Report, North-South Institute, 2004, p. 7 
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projects in-country and giving the country staff significant decision-making autonomy. 
DfID uses both consultant advisers and both profit and non-profit organisations. These 
are often based in-country and thus contribute to maintaining local knowledge and contacts 
- important given the high turnover of DfID staff in the country offices. 

5.3 Main channels for TCB interventions 

Bilateral interventions 

All DFID’s bilateral programmes aim to support an informed policy making process and to 
build capacity for negotiation and implementation. In principle all interventions are based 
on intensive consultation with country stakeholders and agreement with partner 
governments. Sometimes a conscious decision is made to complement the work of other 
multilateral agencies. For example, the Africa Trade and Poverty Programme aims to 
reinforce the IF by adopting a similar approach but with a more explicit focus on 
supporting government efforts to link trade reforms with strategies for poverty reduction.  
 
DfID works with a number of donor countries – including the Nordic Group of Norway, 
Finland, Sweden, Denmark, Iceland, Netherlands, Ireland and the UK – for example in 
Zambia over a road mix of interventions including TCB and with SIDA in Rwanda.. It also 
collaborates with other bilateral donors individually at headquarters level, including since 
2003, with Japan as regards projects in Vietnam and Bangladesh, with the USAID as 
regards a new initiative on HIV/AIDS and with France on new ways to promote private 
sector involvement in the development of African infrastructure. While not all these 
collaborations involve TCB activities they show the willingness of DfID to engage with 
other national development offices in collaborating on development programmes in 
general. Similarly DfID collaborates with a large number of non-governmental 
organisations including Christian Aid, WaterAid and Save the Children Fund, and also 
volunteer-sending agencies such as Voluntary Service Overseas and International Service. 

Multilateral interventions 

Examples of DFID’s work in a multilateral context include that within the enhanced IF for 
least developed countries, which includes support through the IF Trust Fund for work a 
number of LDCs. The UK has also contributed towards the JITAP, the first successful 
example of a programme integrating the efforts of the ITC, UNCTAD and WTO on TCB 
in selected African countries. A key focus of the programme is raising awareness on trade 
and developing the linkages between different stakeholders in country to inform the policy 
making process. The UK is actively working through OECD and directly with donor 
partners to encourage a greater exchange of information between capitals and country 
offices and to share ideas on best practice.  
 
DfID works with UNCTAD teams in areas that accord with DfID’s priorities. Examples 
of these include the UNCTAD Globalisation project through which DfID funds a 5-year 
£5 million project with the Indian Commerce Ministry which aims to support policy 
reflecting poverty-reduction objectives and the UNCTAD Investment post-Doha Trust 
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Fund. The UNCTAD WTO Accessions Trust Fund was actually a DfID-creation and is 
supported by a range of donors.  
 
In the area of training-for-trade DfID supports the UNCTAD Services capacity building 
programme which includes a strong training element in trade in services and the WTO 
Doha Development Agenda Global Trust Fund. The UK is also a major player in the 
Geneva-based Advisory Centre on WTO law which provides legal advice and training to 
mainly Geneva-based developing country delegates. 
 
In SPS there are two principal multilateral funds – those of the Standards Trade and 
Development Facility (STDF), which brings together FAO, OIE, the World Bank, WHO, 
WTO and UNIDO, and the UNIDO/WTO Trust Fund housed in UNIDO whose 
objective is “to provide a coordinated approach to capacity building and technical 
assistance in the area of product standards and technical regulations, which is country led 
or supported by regional organizations”. DfID contributes both to these funds and the 
debate on how assistance in the SPS area can be rendered most effectively. 
 
In the period 1998 to 2004 the UK spent at total of £ 67.3 million on TCB. Of this £ 11.3 
m., or 16.7 per cent, was spent on projects in Africa with somewhat more than half going 
to individual country projects and the rest destined for projects in Africa of a horizontal 
nature. Asia received 15.8 per cent of the total, the Caribbean 5 per cent and Europe 16.6 
per cent. The balance – 44.9 per cent – went to world-wide horizontal projects. Theses 
included contributions to the World Bank Trade Policy Development Programme (£ 6.3 
m.), contributions to the IF Fund (£ 3.1 m.), the WTO Global Trust Fund (£ 1.7 m.) and 
the Commonwealth Secretariat Trade and Access Facility (£ 1.7 m.). Among DFID’s own 
horizontal TBC activities were the TRIPs Capacity Building project (£ 1.9 m.), Investment 
for Development (£ 0.6 m.) and 9 projects under £ 150,000 (£ 0.9 m.).  

6. Denmark 

6.1 Policy priorities 

Development Priorities  

Poverty reduction remains the fundamental challenge for Danish development 
cooperation18. Danish development policy is also recognised as a central and integral part 
of Danish foreign and security policy. 
 
Since 2001, the Danish Government has worked consistently to reorient and reprioritise 
Denmark’s development assistance in order for it to carefully reflect current global 
development challenges, threats and opportunities and with a view to ensuring maximum 
impact and sustainability of the development initiatives.  
 

                                                 
18  Source: http://www.um.dk/en/menu/DevelopmentPolicy/DanishDevelopmentPolicy/  
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Denmark’s development assistance is focused on a selected number of developing 
countries (so-called programme countries) working with efficient, long-term national 
strategies for poverty reduction and on a selected number of multilateral organisations. 
Africa south of Sahara remains the main recipient of Danish aid, the aid flow to Africa 
accounting for around 60% every year of the Danish bilateral assistance to the Danish 
programme countries. 
 
Danish assistance original goal is helping the poor by providing critical investments in 
education and health, infrastructure plus support for the development of a private sector as 
an engine for growth. Special emphasis is put not least on the effort to promote the respect 
for human rights and poverty reduction for women and their participation in the 
development process. In the coming years, Denmark will continue to strengthen its foreign 
and security policy through a focusing of Danish development assistance on five areas: 
 

 Social and economic development 
 Human rights, democratisation and good governance 
 Stability, security and the fight against terrorism 
 Refugees, humanitarian assistance and regions of origin 
 Environment 

 

The administration of Danish development assistance to the programme countries has 
been decentralised in 2003. Accordingly, capacity has been transferred from Copenhagen 
to the missions in the Danish programme countries. 

TRA Priorities 

The policy paper “Trade and Development: Tackling Poverty” (2003) highlights the importance 
of strengthened synergies between trade and development policies and initiatives. The 
strategy has been revised and updated in 2005 to take into account lessons learned since the 
first strategy was launched in 2003. In addition, TRTA/CB has been included under 
“economic and social development” heading, which is one of the five objectives of Danish 
development co-operation for 2004-08. 
 
In the area of trade policy, Denmark is focusing its efforts in the following three general 
directions:  
 
1) Supporting the participation of developing countries in international trade 

negotiations. This includes help for defining national priorities and developing 
negotiation strategies in relation to the WTO and other negotiations (e.g. the 
Economic Partnership Agreements between the ACP countries and the EU). In 
Denmark’s view the task of helping developing countries participate effectively in 
international trade negotiations is best handled by multilateral organisations, and it 
accordingly provides assistance to this end, both in the WTO negotiations and in the 
ACP-EU negotiations over EPAs. 

 
2) Support for capacity building within government, the private sector and civil society 

with the aim of strengthening the capacity of partner countries to comply with and 
implement international trade agreements. Denmark will increase its support for this 
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type of work through continued contributions to the General Trust Fund of the 
WTO. Bilateral support will also be granted in support of capacity development and 
implementation of agreements in developing countries. 

 
3) Promotion of access to existing and future markets. Denmark will support reforms 

and other initiatives in the developing countries designed to enable them to benefit 
from market access. These efforts will be based on the Poverty Reduction Strategy 
(PRS) and designed in dialogue with partner governments.  

 
The Danish Government intends to initiate a process in which the question of policy 
coherence will be given top priority in both Denmark and in the EU and which will 
emphasise identification of practical solutions. 

6.2 Institutional structure  

The decentralisation of the assistance, together with a greater emphasis on donor 
coordination and harmonisation, has significantly reduced the need for personnel 
assistance, whereby Denmark has obtained a substantial efficiency gain.  
 
With additional initiatives such as the untying of Danish aid, Denmark has managed to free 
a substantial amount of resources to new concrete initiatives in the developing countries. 

6.3 Main channels for TCB interventions 

Denmark’s development assistance is focused on a selected number of developing 
countries (so-called programme countries). Complementarily to its bilateral and multilateral 
interventions in the area of TCB (see below), Denmark has launched in 2004 the Nordic 
Africa Initiative together with the 4 other Nordic countries (Finland, Iceland, Norway and 
Sweden. The main purpose of this TRTA/CB activity is to increase the understanding of 
how African interests can be accommodated by the active and constructive participation of 
all WTO members in the Doha Development Round.  

Bilateral interventions 

The direction and specific contents of Danish bilateral assistance in the field of trade and 
development will be determined in a dialogue with partner countries and on the basis of 
the outcome of an analysis of their needs. In the short to medium term, the main emphasis 
will be on 15 selected ‘programme’ countries. Initiatives include a strong bias towards trade 
development and integration of national Poverty Reduction Strategies (PRS).  
 
In relation to the three levels of intervention identified above, strengthening of partner 
countries’ ability to participate in international negotiations and implement trade 
agreements is supported bilaterally to the extent that Denmark has a comparative 
advantage vis-à-vis other international actors. 
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The emphasis in the broad field of trade is on trade development rather than TCB. The 
Government continues and strengthen the separate, targeted efforts within trade and 
development introduced with the Budget for 2003 by another DKK 75 million from 2004 
to 2008. Many bilateral TRTA/CB programmes relate to the development of the private 
sector. These activities include: 
 
 the Private Sector Development Programme, supporting the establishment of long-term 

partnerships between Danish companies and companies in developing countries; and 
 the Danish Import Promotion Office for Products from Developing Countries (DIPO).  

DIPO seminars and workshops are primarily held in developing countries with the purpose 
of introducing concepts of export marketing and provide information about the Nordic 
market. From 1990-1998, between one and nine seminars or workshops have been held 
annually in developing countries of which 38% have taken place in LDC's, usually in 
collaboration with other Nordic IPO's.  
 
In addition, Denmark provides general support for trade-related reforms and encourages 
the integration of the trade aspect in broader bilateral sector programmes. 
Over the five-year period 2004-2008 the Government will accord priority to the separate, 
special efforts in favour of free trade and market-based economic growth to the tune of 
more than DKK 200 million in total19. However this remains a small share of total 
DANIDA assistance that was budgeted at some DKK 10 billion in 200320. 

Multilateral interventions 

The government has actively supported implementation of the pilot phase of the 
Integrated Framework (IF) and worked for the establishment of a co-ordinated and 
internationally supported framework for the integration of the trade dimension into the 
poverty reduction strategies of the least developed countries. 
 
Denmark is a strong advocate of improved co-ordination and co-operation between 
agencies, based on their respective mandates and competencies. The mandates of the 
multilateral organisations, their key competencies and their ability to produce results are 
taken into account when deciding on its financial contributions. Responsibility for EU 
trade policy is predominantly a community matter. Denmark’s success in advocating a 
development-friendly trade policy in the EU is therefore dependent on its ability to 
influence the debate within the Union. Denmark was one of the staunchest supporters of 
an all-inclusive EBA scheme, i.e. without transitional agreements on rice, bananas and 
sugar.  

                                                 
19  Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, A world of Difference: the Government’s Vision for New Priorities in Danish Development 

Assistance, 2004-2008, June 2003. 
20  DANIDA Annual Report, 2002 : 

http://www.um.dk/Publikationer/Danida/English/DanishDevelopmentCooperation/AnnualReport2002/hele.pdf  
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7. Germany 

7.1 Policy priorities 

Development Priorities  

Germany’s development policy21 is aligned on the MDGs; Germany’s cooperation policy 
aims to contribute to the global objectives of fighting against poverty, hunger and illness; 
provision of education; promotion of democracy, peace, human rights and equality of 
opportunity; and protection of the environment and natural resources. 
 
Three particular objectives are put into the forefront in the German development policy: 
 
 Fight against poverty 
 Shaping globalisation 
 Ensuring peace. 

TRA Priorities 

TRTA/CB is delivered on demand of developing countries as part of activities in the field 
of “economic development and employment”, one of the priority areas of Germany’s 
ODA. 
 
Germany emphasizes the importance of embedding developing countries’ trade policies in 
comprehensive national development and poverty reduction strategies. German 
TRTA/CB’s longer-term aim is to reduce poverty by integrating developing countries into 
the global economy, enabling the latter to fully benefit from the advantages of 
globalization, while being able to  respond to its risks effectively. In order to achieve that, 
Germany’s trade-related development programmes aim to strengthen developing countries’ 
capacity to: 
 
 negotiate multilateral trade agreements and improve the chances of a more equitable 

design of trade rules; 
 implement existing international trade rules, in order to achieve the greatest possible 

benefit for their national economies and for sustainable development; 
 trade, through improved competitiveness, in order to foster better use of new and 

existing opportunities for market access. 
 
Germany also highlights the importance of coherence between OECD development and 
trade policies. It provides  developing countries advice and information on the importance 
and potential effects of the dismantling of barriers and subsidies in industrialised countries. 

                                                 
21  See Germany’s Ministry of cooperation and development on www.bmz.de. 
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7.2 Institutional structure  

The German Ministry for Economic Co-operation and Development (BMZ) supervises all 
planned and ongoing activities. Projects are generally implemented by German Technical 
Cooperation Agency GTZ, or by specialized agencies such as the German Metrology 
Institute (PTB) -if pertaining to technical assistance related to TBT; the state-owned 
development bank KfW- if pertaining to support for SME financing, and InWent- if 
pertaining to training on trade-related issues. 
 
The Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ)22 GmbH is an 
international cooperation enterprise for sustainable development with worldwide 
operations. It provides viable, forward-looking solutions for political, economic, ecological 
and social development in a globalised world. GTZ promotes complex reforms and change 
processes, often working under difficult conditions. Its corporate objective is to improve 
people’s living conditions on a sustainable basis. 
 
GTZ works mainly for the German Federal Government., its main client being the BMZ. 
Currently, GTZ is implementing some 2,700 development projects and programmes in 
over 130 countries in 67 of which GTZ has offices. In 2003 GTZ’s turnover was almost 
900 million euro, employing circa 10,000 employees, of which some 1,000 people 
employed at the Head Office. 
 
GTZ’s main focus in international cooperation is on so-called Technical Cooperation 
which, far from being centred on transferring technical knowledge, involves primarily 
communicating knowledge that enables people to shape their present and future on their 
own. This approach, aiming for sustainability, relies on strengthening individual initiative 
and the capabilities of people and organisations, and laying the basis for stable 
development including for future generations. GTZ’s development projects and 
programmes cover a wide range of themes and tasks, ranging from advising the 
government in Tajikistan, to vocational training in Argentina, to protecting the tropical 
forest in Indonesia or to preventing AIDS in Kenya. 
 
The GTZ was established in 1975. It is organised as a private company owned by the 
German Federal Government. We work on a public benefit basis, using all funds generated 
as profits exclusively for projects in international cooperation. 

7.3 Main channels for TCB interventions 

Bilateral interventions 

GTZ’s bilateral Trade Programme –which aims to better integrate trade-related issues into 
German development cooperation (see below)- focuses on 2 main components:  
 

                                                 
22  Source: http://www.gtz.de/en/unternehmen/1698.htm  



 
JOINT EVALUATION OF CO-ORDINATION OF TRADE CAPACITY BUILDING IN PARTNER COUNTRIES  
EVALUATION STUDIES UNDER THE 3CS INITIATIVE ADE 

Final Report – Annexes – February 2006  Annex 5 / page 25 

 agricultural trade: This component aims at improving concepts, methodology and 
instruments for TRTA/CB in the agricultural sector and at strengthening their 
integration into development cooperation projects, the strategies and programmes of 
partner countries and the work of the BMZ;  

 trade policy and trade and investment promotion (2003-05): The goal of this component is to 
develop innovative approaches and tools for institutional support for trade policy 
formulation and formulation and execution of trade and investment promotion 
strategies oriented towards poverty alleviation.  

 
GTZ’s bilateral Trade Programme is supported by  BMZ’s “Monterrey Fund” (€5 million), 
set up to support trade of partner countries. Yet it is interesting to note that many 
TRTA/CB activities are a component in larger bilateral sectoral programmes (such as 
private sector and agricultural programmes). LDCs are given priority. 

Multilateral interventions 

Germany works with multilateral organisations and multidonor frameworks, such as ITC, 
UNCTAD, JITAP and the IF. Germany also contributes to the DDA Trust Fund. 

8. Sweden 

8.1 Policy priorities 

Development Priorities 

The Swedish development cooperation programme stresses the overall objective of 
contributing to eradicating poverty in the world. To do this, economic growth and a more 
equitable distribution of resources are identified as essential goals. 
 
Sweden’s engagement is a component in global cooperation. By approving the Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs), the international community has agreed to work together to 
eradicate poverty in the world. Sweden is active in the evolution of international 
cooperation on major development issues. The goals and norms that have taken shape at 
the UN conferences are also well in line with SIDA’s policy for global development. Its 
starting point is the opportunities offered by globalisation to improve the living conditions 
of poor people. 
 

SIDA administers and channels most of Sweden’s international development cooperation. 
In addition, SIDA is responsible for a large part of Sweden’s cooperation with countries in 
Central and Eastern Europe. 

TRA Priorities 

Swedish trade policy emphasizes the importance for the poorest countries of international 
negotiations on trade in services. The General Agreement on Trade in Services, held under 
the auspices of the WTO, is complicated and considerable expertise is required to interpret 
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the implications and effects of the various proposed agreements. SIDA is providing a 
contribution that aims at strengthening the possibilities available to developing countries, 
particularly the least developed countries, for pursuing their interests in the negotiations on 
services. In this context, SIDA’s support to South Center (an intergovernmental 
developing country organisation based in Geneva) specifically aims to help developing 
countries obtain expert advice and other forms of assistance, for example for preparing 
their own proposals or analysing those made by the developed countries. 
 
The Swedish National Board of Trade also puts particular emphasis on trade facilitation23, a 
concept directed towards reducing the complexity and cost of the trade transaction process 
and improving the trading environment in individual countries. Swedish cooperation in this 
area stresses the necessity for all countries to work in the same direction, within a WTO 
framework. 

8.2 Institutional structure  

SIDA, the Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency, is a government 
agency that reports to the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. In August 2004 SIDA had 769 
employees of whom 165 were working abroad usually at one of SIDA’s approximately 40 
offices in the partner countries. 
 

The Swedish Government appoints SIDA’s Director General and board. The Director 
General is chairman of the board which has eleven members. They represent political 
parties, trade and industry, the trade unions and organisations working with international 
development cooperation. 
 

The government appoints the members of SIDA’s board and SIDA’s director general. 
SIDA is responsible for most of Sweden’s contributions to international development 
cooperation. In 2004, the contributions amounted in total to SEK 21 751 millions. 
 

The goal of SIDA’s work is to improve the standard of living of poor people and, in the 
long term, to eradicate poverty. 

8.3 Main channels for TCB interventions 

The overarching aim of SIDA’s development cooperation with Africa is to combat 
poverty. SIDA is involved in a wide range of initiatives in the individual countries, 
including the following: 
 
 Economic cooperation: The countries of Africa have a marginalised position in the 

world market. Harmonisation of customs and trade regulations would make it easier 
for these countries to trade more with one another. SIDA is working in a number of 
ways to help the countries of Africa to play more of a part in the global economy, 
partly by providing support to the West African organisation Ecowas.  

                                                 
23  Source: Sweden National Board of Trade, Trade Facilitation Discussion paper for high-level seminar Tanzania, 24-25 

November 2004. 
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 Regional development cooperation: In SIDA’s strategy for regional development 
cooperation certain issues can be identified that must be addressed at regional level, for 
example conflict prevention and conflict management, economic cooperation and 
integration, common infrastructure and natural resources. In other areas, for example 
health and education, regional support can be an important complement to local and 
national initiatives. In recent years various African cooperation organisations have 
expressed to an increasing degree the importance of African responsibility and 
ownership. This goes hand in hand with development cooperation, based on the 
concept of partnership, which involves recipients of aid taking responsibility for their 
own development.  

 Collaborating organisations: There are a number of Pan-African organisations that 
cooperate in various ways. Bodies such as NEPAD also receive Swedish support. 
NEPAD was launched at the initiative of South Africa, among others, and develops 
programmes in both political and economic areas. There are also a number of 
independent organisations that cooperate in various regional networks. These 
constitute an important resource which complements the work of national players. 
Examples of such networks receiving Swedish support are Codesria in the field of 
research (see above), MISA (the Media Institute of Southern Africa), which works for 
the development of an independent press in southern Africa, and AMREF (the African 
Medical Research Foundation), which works with spreading knowledge on policy and 
practice in healthcare. 
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Annex 6 - Overview of TCB activities of 
the Commission and the Member States 
(2001-2003) 

Contents: 

1. IMPORTANCE OF COMMISSION AND MS TCB IN TOTAL TCB ...........................................2 
2. MAIN FOCUS OF TCB INTERVENTIONS OF THE COMMISSION AND THE MS ...................3 
3. DISTRIBUTION OF TCB COMMITMENTS BY BENEFICIARY REGIONS .................................4 
4. CONTENT OF THE TABLES .......................................................................................................5 
 
 
 
This annex contains information extracted from the Doha Development Agenda Trade 
Capacity Building Data Base (TCBDB)1. This database was established jointly by the WTO 
and the OECD. It provides quantitative information on trade-related technical assistance 
and capacity building (TRTA/CB) projects supported by bilateral donors and multilateral 
or regional agencies, in favour of developing countries or regions. It identifies recipient, 
funding country or agency, implementing country or agency and the category of TRTA/CB 
activities of 42 bilateral and multilateral donor agencies. It also identifies donors’ 
contribution to TCB Trust Funds (ITC, JITAP, Integrated Framework Trust Fund, WTO 
Trust Funds). 
 
The Doha Development Agenda TCBDB identifies two main categories of TCB: 
 

Trade Policy and Regulations covers support to aid recipients’ effective participation 
in multilateral trade negotiations, analysis and implementation of multilateral trade 
agreements, trade policy mainstreaming and technical standards, trade facilitation 
including tariff structures and customs regimes, support to regional trade arrangements 
and human resources development in trade. 

Trade Development covers business development and activities aimed at improving 
the business climate, access to trade finance, and trade promotion in the productive 
sectors (agriculture, forestry, fishing, industry, mining, tourism, services), including at 
the institutional and enterprise level. 

Activities to enhance the infrastructure necessary for trade - transport, storage, 
communications and energy - are excluded from the annual TCBDB data collection. 
 
Source: 2004 Joint WTO/OECD Report on Trade-Related Technical Assistance and Capacity Building. 

 

                                                 
1  Doha Development Agenda Trade Capacity Building Database (TCBDB): http://tcbdb.wto.org 
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This annex presents information extracted from this database, with a view to stressing the 
specificities of the Commission and its MS support within the international support for 
TRTA/CB. In its final section, this annex details the 12 tables produced and their content. 
They all cover the period 2001-2003. 

1. Importance of Commission and MS TCB in total TCB2 

Tables A to C - Donors’ TRTA/CB Commitments from 2001 to 2003 

 

Trade Policy 
and 

Regulations 

Trade 
Development

Contributions 
to TCB Trust 

Funds3 

TOTAL 
COMMITMENTS 

ON TRTA/CB 
Table A Amount (US$ Million) 
Commission 979 1 392 2 2 373
Member States 171 851 52 1 073
Total European Union 1 150 2 243 53 3 446
Other donors 1 158 2 191 55 3 404
TOTAL COMMITMENTS 
ON TRTA/CB  

2 308 4 434 108 6 850

Table B % Donor per type of intervention 
Commission 42.4% 31.4% 1.4% 34.6%
Member States 7.4% 19.2% 47.9% 15.7%
Total European Union 49.8% 50.6% 49.3% 50.3%
Other donors 50.2% 49.4% 50.7% 49.7%
TOTAL COMMITMENTS 
ON TRTA/CB  

100% 100% 100% 100%

Table C % Type of intervention per donor 
Commission 41.3% 58.7% 0.1% 100%
Member States 15.9% 79.3% 4.8% 100%
Total European Union 33.4% 65.1% 1.5% 100%
Other donors 34.0% 64.4% 1.6% 100%
TOTAL COMMITMENTS
ON TRTA/CB  

33.7% 64.7% 1.6% 100%

Source: Table 1 (data extracted from the Doha Development Agenda TCBDB). 
 
 
Tables A to C above present a synthesis of the TCB commitments of the Commission, its 
Members States and other donors for years 2001-2003. The main messages emerging from 
these tables and from Table 1 are set out below. 
 

                                                 
2  Based on tables 1 and 3. 
3  Contributions to TCB trust funds include ITC, JITAP, Integrated Framework Trust Fund, WTO Trust Funds. 
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 Importance of the EU contribution to TCB: 
 

The EU accounts for more that one-half of the total donors’ contribution to TCB activities 
(US$ 3 404 million out of a total of US$ 6 850 million). Within the EU, the Commission is 
the major contributor: its total commitments on TCB represent two-thirds of the EU TCB 
budget (US$ 2 373 million), the remaining one-third being committed by its MS. Among 
the EU MS, the major contributors are Germany (US$ 255.6 million committed in TCB 
from 2001 to 2003), France (US$ 228.3 million committed) and the United Kingdom (US$ 
200.2 million committed). 
 
 Participation in multilateral TCB trust funds: 

 
Total donor contribution to TCB trust funds represents 1.6% of overall TCB 
commitments. The EU’s allocations are in line with this trend (1.5% of the EU TCB 
budget is allocated to TCB trust funds). However, the respective foci of the MS and the 
Commission in this category vary: the MS allocate 4.8% of their TCB budget to TCB Trust 
Funds (US$ 52 million), while only 0.1% of the Commission’s TCB support is channelled 
in this way (US$ 2 million). 
 
 Distribution of TCB interventions: 

 
The donor community overall and the EU in particular support Trade Policy and 
Regulations and Trade Development in a similar manner (these two activities have 
respectively absorbed one-third and two-thirds of their TCB commitments). However, 
within the EU the MS put a stronger focus on Trade Development (almost 80% of their 
TCB budget) while the Commission presents a more even approach (58.7% of its TCB 
budget is allocated to Trade Development, 41.3% to Trade Policy and Regulations). 

2. Main focus of TCB interventions of the Commission and 
the MS 

Table 2 gives details on the categories of TCB classified under Trade Policy and 
Regulations. Table 3 puts an emphasis on specific MS contributions to TCB categories. 
 
From these tables, two trends reveal the MS’ approaches: 
 
 The United Kingdom, the Netherlands and Sweden are characterised by commitments 

to a wide range of TCB categories. For example, notwithstanding the United 
Kingdom’s strong emphasis on the “business support services and institutions” 
category, its budget represents only 36.3% of its overall TCB commitments. 

 For other countries such as Germany, France or Belgium the strategy is characterised 
by a stronger focus on specific TCB categories. As an example, 53.7% of the French 
TCB budget is accounted for by the category “trade promotion strategy and 
implementation”. 

 
The Commission and its MS are also distinguished by different focal interventions, which 
suggests some form of complementarity: 
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 Under the item Trade Policy and Regulations, the MS obviously focus on “trade 
mainstreaming in PRSPs/development plans” and on “training in trade negotiation 
techniques”. For these two categories, cumulated MS commitments are greater than the 
Commission’s commitments (see Table 2). Under the item Trade Development, the 
MS’ total commitments for “public-private sector networking” are US$ 42 million, 
compared with just US$ 90 000 committed by the Commission (see Table 3). 

 
 On the other hand the Commission puts particular emphasis on “SPS measures”, 

representing 12.9% of its TCB budget for the period, while the MS only contribute 
3.3% of their budget to this category for. For “regional trade agreements” (26.4% of 
the Commission’s budget; 2.9% of MS commitments), the Commission has obviously 
built on its own experience as a major donor in this area. 

 
Finally, Table 3 shows that for some categories both the Commission and its MS have 
developed a support strategy: 
 
 The Commission and the MS have committed comparable amounts in “trade-related 

intellectual property rights (TRIPS)” and in “trade education/training”. 
 Moreover both the Commission and the MS provide important support to “trade 

promotion strategy and implementation” (respectively US$ 325 million and US$ 284 
million, with particularly strong support from France), to “trade finance” (respectively 
US$ 311 million and US$ 269 million, with strong support from Germany), and to 
“business support services and institutions” (respectively US$ 594 million and US$ 184 
million, with notable support from the United Kingdom). 

3. Distribution of TCB Commitments by beneficiary regions 

Tables 4, 4A and 4B present the distribution of donors’ TCB commitments by beneficiary 
region. It must be noted at the outset that these figures extracted for the Doha 
Development Agenda TCBDB include important amounts classified as “unspecified”, and 
identified in the tables as “other regions or unspecified”. These figures could potentially 
include commitments for other regions; therefore findings have to be taken with caution. 
 
The Commission’s and MS’ contributions to TCB focuses mainly on three regions4: Asia 
(17.8% of the EU TCB commitments from 2001 to 2003), Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA: 
16.8%) and North Africa (11.8%). While the Commission focuses mainly on Asia (16% of 
its total TCB commitments), its Member States put a stronger emphasis on SSA (26.8% of 
their TCB commitment; 12.5% for the Commission)5. Individual MS contributions are 
however allocated in various ways: Portugal, Denmark, Austria and the United Kingdom 
focus their TCB activities on SSA, while other MS cover a larger geographical range. 
 

                                                 
4  Contribution to TCB Trust Funds non-included, see Table 4B. 
5  In particular, 74.4% of the MS support to “trade facilitation” is provided to SSA; this region also captures 40.7% of 

the MS commitments for “regional trade agreements”. 
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For SSA, North Africa and for Oceania, the EU is also the main TCB contributor: it 
provides 42.2% of total TCB commitments to SSA, 55.3% to North Africa, 60.4% to 
Oceania and 37.8% to Asia (see Table 4A). 
 

No TCB was provided by the MS to Oceania between 2001 and 2003. The only support 
identifiable from the EU is a US$ 11.7 million Commission commitment to “regional trade 
agreements”. As regards the ACP countries targeted in this evaluation, particular attention 
should be given to the SSA region; two main findings emerge from the analysis of 
Commission and MS TCB support to this region: 
 

 The European Union rarely takes the lead in donors’ TCB support to SSA (exception 
for “regional trade agreements” where the Commission represents 60.5% of the donors 
support to “South of Sahara”). EU support to SSA is particularly low in terms of “trade 
facilitation” (15.5% of total donor support to the region) and more generally in Trade 
Policy and Regulations (25.9% of donor support). 

 
 TCB provided by the Commission and the MS in SSA is characterised by enormous 

disparities in preferred TCB categories. Support for “technical standards”, for 
“multilateral trade negotiations and agreements” and (to a greater extend) for “regional 
trade agreements” emphasis strong focus of the Commission and lesser concentration 
of the MS. As opposed to that, the MS support to “trade facilitation” in SSA represents 
14.2% of the donor support to the region, compared with only 1.3% for the 
Commission. 

4. Content of the tables 

 Table 1 – Total TRTA/CB commitments:  
Table 1 presents the contribution of major Member States, of the Commission and of 
other bilateral and multilateral donors to the three main TCB categories (Trade Policy 
and Regulations, Trade Development and TCB Trust Funds).  
- The comparative budget allocated by each individual donor to each TCB category 

is detailed in column “% Type of intervention per donor”. As an example, Austria 
committed US$’000 654 between 2001 and 2003 for Trade Policy and 
Regulations: this budget represents 26.1% of its all TCB commitments between 
2001 and 2003. 

- The comparative weight of each donor in a TCB category is detailed in columns 
“% Donor per type of intervention”. Taking the same example, the budget Austria 
committed for Trade Policy and Regulations represents 0.03% of the overall 
amount committed by the donor community for Trade Policy and Regulations.  

 
 Table 2 – Commitments on Trade Policy and Regulations: 

Table 2 focuses on the main category Trade Policy and Regulations, with detailed data 
for each of the sub-categories it contains. The table identifies contributions from the 
EU Member States, the Commission and other donors.  
- Reading example: the EU Member States have committed US$’000 72.610 for 

“Trade mainstreaming in PRPSs/development plans” from 2001 to 2003, which 
represents 23.4% of the overall contribution to this category, and 42.2% of the 
EU MS’ contribution to Trade Policy and Regulations. 
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 Table 3 – TRTA/CB commitments for significant EU Member States: 

Table 3 provides, for selected EU Member States, detailed information on their 
contributions to specific Trade Policy and Regulations and Trade Development 
categories. The aim is also to identify their weight in the total MS contribution to TCB 
and to compare the scope of their TCB activities with those the other MS and of the 
Commission.  
- Reading example: under the main category Trade Policy and Regulations, Belgium 

has committed US$’000 2.054 for “Trade mainstreaming in PRPSs/development 
plans”, from 2001 to 2003. This budget represents 2.8% of the total MS 
contribution to this category, and 2.6% of the Belgian contribution to TCB 
activities. 

 
 Table 4 – Regional distribution of TRTA/CB commitments 

 Table 4A – Regional distribution of TRTA/CB commitments, geographic 
weight of each donor by TCB category 

 Table 4B – Regional distribution of TRTA/CB commitments, weight of each 
region in the donor’s budget allocated for a specific TCB category 

Tables 4, 4A and 4B present the distribution of donors’ TCB commitments by 
beneficiary region. It details contributions from the MS, the Commission and from 
other bilateral and multilateral donors. 
- Reading example for Table 4: from 2001 to 2003, Belgium has committed a total of 

US$’000 3.828 for Trade Policy and Regulations, including US$’000 121 for 
Southern Sahara (SSA), US$’000 68 for Northern Africa, US$’000 95 for South 
America, US$’000 61 for Asia and US$’000 3.483 classified as “other regions or 
unspecified”6. 

- Reading example for Table 4A – geographic weight of each donor by TCB category: From 
2001 to 2003 Belgium’s commitments to Trade Policy and Regulations has 
represented 0.2% of total donor support to this main TCB category. More 
specifically, its contribution to Trade Policy and Regulations for SSA represents 
0.04% of donor commitments to the region on Trade Policy and Regulations. 

- Reading example for Table 4B – weight of each region in the donor’s budget allocated for a 
specific TCB category: from 2001 to 2003, Belgium’s budget for Trade Policy and 
Regulations was allocated to the tune of 3.2% for SSA, and 1.8% to North 
Africa… 

 
 Table 5 – TRTA/CB commitments on Training in trade negotiation 

techniques: 

                                                 
6  It must be noticed that under these tables 4, 4A and 4B, figures extracted for the Doha Development Agenda 

TCBDB include important amounts classified as “unspecified”, and identified in the tables as “other regions or 
unspecified”. These figures could potentially include commitments for other regions; therefore findings have to be 
taken with caution. 
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 Table 5A – TRTA/CB commitments on Training in trade negotiation 
techniques for selected beneficiaries. 

Tables 5 and 5A provide information on donor contributions to the TCB category 
“Training in Trade negotiation techniques”. This category has been selected by the 
evaluation team as one of the two focal TCB categories, along with “SPS measures”. 
Information is detailed by region and sub-region. 
- Reading example for Table 5: under the TCB category “Training in Trade negotiation 

techniques”, the United Kingdom committed US$’000 480 for SSA between 2001 
and 2003. This budget contributes to the US$’000 3.217 British contribution to 
Africa in this category and to the US$’000 5.819 British contribution totally 
committed for the category. 

- Table 5B provides the same information on TCB category “Training in Trade 
negotiation techniques”, for a selection of 7 countries. 

 
 Table 6 – TRTA/CB commitments on SPS measures 

 Table 6A – TRTA/CB commitments on SPS measures for selected beneficiaries  

Tables 6 and 6A provide the same information as tables 5 and 5A, for the TCB 
category “SPS measures”. Please refer to Tables 5 and 5A for reading examples. 

 
 Table 7 – TRTA/CB commitments to Tanzania:  

Finally, Table 7 provides detailed information on donor commitments to TCB in 
Tanzania between 2001 and 2003. Please refer to table 3 for reading examples. 
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thousands)
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thousands)
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intervention 
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thousands)
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intervention 
per donor
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intervention

Austria   654 26,1% 0,03%  1 430 57,2% 0,03%   418 16,7% 0,39%  2 502 100% 0,04%

Belgium  3 828 4,9% 0,2%  72 314 93,2% 1,6%  1 436 1,9% 1,3%  77 578 100% 1,1%

Czech Republic   25 5,4% 0,001%   428 92,0% 0,010%   12 2,6% 0,011%   465 100% 0,007%

Denmark   403 0,7% 0,02%  52 944 87,9% 1,19%  6 862 11,4% 6,37%  60 209 100% 0,88%

Finland  7 042 30,7% 0,3%  13 523 58,9% 0,3%  2 403 10,5% 2,2%  22 968 100% 0,3%

France  19 921 8,7% 0,9%  204 102 89,4% 4,6%  4 273 1,9% 4,0%  228 296 100% 3,3%

Germany  21 915 8,6% 0,9%  228 111 89,2% 5,1%  5 578 2,2% 5,2%  255 605 100% 3,7%

Greece   392 73,5% 0,02%   67 12,6% 0,00%   74 13,9% 0,07%   533 100% 0,01%

Ireland   226 12,8% 0,01%   196 11,1% 0,00%  1 347 76,1% 1,25%  1 769 100% 0,03%

Italy  1 356 8,3% 0,1%  11 940 73,0% 0,3%  3 050 18,7% 2,8%  16 346 100% 0,2%

Luxembourg   56 10,8% 0,002%   286 55,1% 0,006%   177 34,1% 0,164%   519 100% 0,008%

Netherlands  19 498 14,6% 0,8%  103 853 77,8% 2,3%  10 050 7,5% 9,3%  133 401 100% 1,9%

Portugal   170 0,9% 0,01%  18 142 99,1% 0,41%   0 0,0% 0,0%  18 312 100% 0,27%

Spain  4 699 48,2% 0,2%  4 406 45,2% 0,1%   638 6,5% 0,6%  9 743 100% 0,1%

Sweden  19 146 43,3% 0,8%  15 104 34,1% 0,3%  10 003 22,6% 9,3%  44 253 100% 0,6%

United Kingdom  71 217 35,6% 3,1%  123 823 61,8% 2,8%  5 236 2,6% 4,9%  200 276 100% 2,9%

Total EU Member States  170 550 15,9% 7,4%  850 669 79,3% 19,2%  51 577 4,8% 47,9% 1 072 797 100% 15,7%

European Commission  979 474 41,3% 42,4% 1 392 198 58,7% 31,4%  1 561 0,1% 1,4% 2 373 233 100% 34,6%
Total EU (European Commission + 
EU Member States)

1 150 025 33,4% 49,8% 2 242 867 65,1% 50,6%  53 138 1,5% 49,3% 3 446 029 100% 50,3%

Bilateral Non-EU countries  784 839 29,5% 34,0% 1 829 292 68,8% 41,3%  44 809 1,7% 41,6% 2 658 940 100% 38,8%

Total Bilateral  955 389 25,6% 41,4% 2 679 961 71,8% 60,4%  96 386 2,6% 89,5% 3 731 736 100% 54,5%

Multilateral Non-European Commission  372 703 50,1% 16,2%  362 173 48,6% 8,2%  9 751 1,3% 9,1%  744 628 100% 10,9%

Total Multilateral 1 352 178 43,4% 58,6% 1 754 371 56,3% 39,6%  11 312 0,4% 10,5% 3 117 860 100% 45,5%

Multiple donors  26 679 41,9% 1,2%  37 042 58,1% 0,8% / / /  63 721 100% 0,9%

TOTAL TRTA/CB COMMITMENTS 2 307 567 33,7% 100% 4 434 332 64,7% 100%  107 698 1,6% 100% 6 849 597 100% 100%

Source: Joint OECD & WTO Doha Development Agenda Trade Capacity Building Database (TCBDB)    http://tcbdb.wto.org

TABLE 1
TRTA/CB COMMITMENTS 

2001, 2002, 2003

TOTAL COMMITMENTS ON TRTA/CB 
by donor 

TRADE POLICY AND REGULATIONS TRADE DEVELOPMENT
CONTRIBUTION TO TCB TRUST FUNDS 

(ITC, JITAP, Integrated Framework Trust Fund, 
WTO Trust Funds)
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33111 - Trade mainstreaming in PRSPs/development plans 72 610 23,4% 42,2% 60 818 19,6% 6,2% 133 428 42,9% 11,6% 177 426 57,1% 15,3% 310 854 100% 13,5%

33112 - Technical barriers to trade (TBT) 8 261 8,3% 4,8% 70 258 70,6% 7,2% 78 520 78,9% 6,8% 21 007 21,1% 1,8% 99 527 100% 4,3%
33113 - Sanitary and phytosanitary measures (SPS) 5 687 2,9% 3,3% 126 578 64,3% 12,9% 132 265 67,2% 11,5% 64 564 32,8% 5,6% 196 829 100% 8,5%
TOTAL Technical Standards 13 948 4,7% 8,1% 196 836 66,4% 20,1% 210 784 71,1% 18,3% 85 571 28,9% 7,4% 296 355 100% 12,8%

33121 - Trade facilitation procedures 26 796 4,1% 15,6% 294 389 45,1% 30,1% 321 185 49,2% 27,9% 332 142 50,8% 28,7% 653 327 100% 28,3%
33122 - Customs valuation 1 580 4,1% 0,9% 4 769 12,4% 0,5% 6 349 16,6% 0,6% 32 002 83,4% 2,8% 38 351 100% 1,7%
33123 - Tariff reforms  47 4,0% 0,0%  28 2,4% 0,0%  75 6,5% 0,0% 1 090 93,5% 0,1% 1 165 100% 0,1%
TOTAL Trade Facilitation 28 423 4,1% 16,5% 299 186 43,2% 30,5% 327 610 47,3% 28,5% 365 233 52,7% 31,6% 692 843 100% 30,0%

33130 - Regional trade agreements (RTAs) 4 907 1,4% 2,9% 259 063 71,8% 26,4% 263 970 73,1% 22,9% 96 972 26,9% 8,4% 360 942 100% 15,6%

33141 - Accession 3 176 5,7% 1,8% 25 797 46,2% 2,6% 28 973 51,8% 2,5% 26 909 48,2% 2,3% 55 882 100% 2,4%
33142 - Dispute settlement 3 955 52,0% 2,3% 3 955 52,0% 0,3% 3 655 48,0% 0,3% 7 609 100% 0,3%
33143 - Trade-related intellectual property rights (TRIPS) 6 899 18,6% 4,0% 8 690 23,4% 0,9% 15 589 42,1% 1,4% 21 473 57,9% 1,9% 37 062 100% 1,6%
33144 - Agriculture  709 3,1% 0,4% 5 015 21,7% 0,5% 5 724 24,7% 0,5% 17 431 75,3% 1,5% 23 155 100% 1,0%
33145 - Services 1 994 7,1% 1,2% 13 544 48,0% 1,4% 15 539 55,1% 1,3% 12 659 44,9% 1,1% 28 198 100% 1,2%
33146 - Tariff negotiations - non-agricultural market access  452 3,6% 0,3%  452 3,6% 0,0% 12 129 96,4% 1,0% 12 582 100% 0,5%
33147 - Rules 8 965 72,9% 0,9% 8 965 72,9% 0,8% 3 333 27,1% 0,3% 12 297 100% 0,5%
33148 - Training in trade negotiation techniques 11 491 38,6% 6,7% 5 095 17,1% 0,5% 16 586 55,7% 1,4% 13 204 44,3% 1,1% 29 790 100% 1,3%
33151 - Trade and environment 5 922 4,1% 3,4% 56 057 39,0% 5,7% 61 979 43,1% 5,4% 81 730 56,9% 7,1% 143 709 100% 6,2%
33152 - Trade and competition 1 022 1,0% 0,6% 4 253 4,2% 0,4% 5 276 5,3% 0,5% 95 116 94,7% 8,2% 100 392 100% 4,4%
33153 - Trade and investment 4 137 15,2% 2,4% 12 720 46,6% 1,3% 16 857 61,8% 1,5% 10 421 38,2% 0,9% 27 278 100% 1,2%
33154 - Transparency and government procurement  326 2,9% 0,2% 2 601 22,9% 0,3% 2 927 25,7% 0,3% 8 452 74,3% 0,7% 11 379 100% 0,5%

TOTAL Multilateral trade negociations & agreements 40 083 8,2% 23,3% 142 739 29,2% 14,6% 182 822 37,4% 15,9% 306 512 62,6% 26,5% 489 333 100% 21,2%

33181 - Trade education/training 12 078 7,7% 7,0% 20 832 13,2% 2,1% 32 910 20,9% 2,9% 124 329 79,1% 10,8% 157 239 100% 6,8%

TOTAL COMMITMENTS 
ON TRADE POLICY AND REGULATIONS

172 050 7,5% 100% 979 474 42,4% 100% 1151 524 49,9% 100% 1156 043 50,1% 100% 2307 567 100% 100%

Source: Joint OECD & WTO Doha Development Agenda Trade Capacity Building Database (TCBDB)    http://tcbdb.wto.org

TABLE 2
COMMITMENTS ON TRADE POLICY AND 

REGULATIONS
2001, 2002, 2003

European Union
Other Donors

TOTAL TRADE POLICY AND 
REGULATIONS

European Commission + Member StatesEU Member States European Commission
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thousands)
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intervention 
per donor

Amount (US$ 
thousands)

% Donor per 
type of 

intervention
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Amount 
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TRADE POLICY AND REGULATIONS 3 828 2,2% 4,9%  403 0,2% 0,7% 19 921 11,6% 8,7% 21 915 12,7% 8,6%
33111 - Trade mainstreaming in PRSPs/development 2 054 2,8% 2,6%  76 0,1% 0,1% 11 817 16,3% 5,2% 16 318 22,5% 6,4%

33112 - Technical barriers to trade (TBT)   13 0,2% 0,0%   714 8,6% 0,3%   115 1,4% 0,0%
33113 - Sanitary and phytosanitary measures (SPS)   324 5,7% 0,1%   119 2,1% 0,0%
Total Technical Standards   13 0,1% 0,0%  1 038 7,4% 0,5%   234 1,7% 0,1%

33121 - Trade facilitation procedures  3 403 12,7% 1,5%   188 0,7% 0,1%
33122 - Customs valuation   30 1,9% 0,0%
33123 - Tariff reforms   45 96,4% 0,1%   2 3,6% 0,0%
Total Trade Facilitation   45 0,2% 0,1%  3 435 12,1% 1,5%   188 0,7% 0,1%

33130 - Regional trade agreements (RTAs)   68 1,4% 0,1%   35 0,7% 0,1%   12 0,2% 0,0%  4 037 82,3% 1,6%

33141 - Accession
33142 - Dispute settlement
33143 - Trade-related intellectual property rights (TRIPS)  1 508 21,9% 0,7%
33144 - Agriculture
33145 - Services
33146 - Tariff negotiations - non-agricultural market access
33147 - Rules
33148 - Training in trade negotiation techniques
33151 - Trade and environment   6 0,1% 0,0%   836 14,1% 0,3%
33152 - Trade and competition
33153 - Trade and investment   144 3,5% 0,1%   255 6,2% 0,1%
33154 - Transparency and government procurement
Total Multilateral trade negociations & agreements   6 0,0% 0,0%  1 652 4,1% 0,7%  1 091 2,7% 0,4%

33181 - Trade education/training  1 706 14,1% 2,2%   228 1,9% 0,4%  1 967 16,3% 0,9%   47 0,4% 0,0%

TRADE DEVELOPMENT  72 314 8,5% 93,2%  52 944 6,2% 87,9%  204 102 24,0% 89,4%  228 111 26,8% 89,2%
A- Business support services and institutions   106 0,1% 0,1%  22 880 12,4% 38,0%  15 949 8,6% 7,0%  28 312 15,3% 11,1%
B- Public-private sector networking   807 1,9% 0,4%  31 378 73,8% 12,3%
C- E-commerce   237 16,9% 0,3%   269 19,2% 0,4%   2 0,2% 0,0%
D- Trade finance  42 026 15,6% 54,2%  11 584 4,3% 19,2%  57 488 21,4% 25,2%  122 326 45,4% 47,9%
E- Trade promotion strategy and implementation  27 029 9,5% 34,8%  11 986 4,2% 19,9%  122 621 43,1% 53,7%  32 443 11,4% 12,7%
F- Market analysis and development  2 916 4,3% 3,8%  6 226 9,2% 10,3%  7 235 10,6% 3,2%  13 651 20,1% 5,3%
CONTRIBUTION TO TCB TRUST FUNDS 
(ITC, JITAP, Integrated Framework Trust Fund, WTO 
Trust Funds)

 1 436 2,8% 1,9%  6 862 13,3% 11,4%  4 273 8,3% 1,9%  5 578 10,8% 2,2%

TOTAL COMMITMENTS ON TRTA/CB  77 578 7,2% 100%  60 209 5,6% 100%  228 296 21,3% 100%  255 605 23,8% 100%
Source: Joint OECD & WTO Doha Development Agenda Trade Capacity Building Database (TCBDB)    http://tcbdb.wto.org

TABLE 3
TRTA/CB COMMITMENTS 

SIGNIFICANT EU COUNTRIES
2001, 2002, 2003

Belgium Denmark France Germany
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JOINT EVALUATION OF CO-ORDINATION OF TRADE CAPACITY BUILDING IN PARTNER COUNTRIES 
EVALUATION STUDIES UNDER THE 3CS INITIATIVE

A DE

TRADE POLICY AND REGULATIONS
33111 - Trade mainstreaming in PRSPs/development 

33112 - Technical barriers to trade (TBT)
33113 - Sanitary and phytosanitary measures (SPS)
Total Technical Standards

33121 - Trade facilitation procedures
33122 - Customs valuation
33123 - Tariff reforms
Total Trade Facilitation

33130 - Regional trade agreements (RTAs)

33141 - Accession
33142 - Dispute settlement
33143 - Trade-related intellectual property rights (TRIPS)
33144 - Agriculture
33145 - Services
33146 - Tariff negotiations - non-agricultural market access
33147 - Rules
33148 - Training in trade negotiation techniques
33151 - Trade and environment
33152 - Trade and competition
33153 - Trade and investment
33154 - Transparency and government procurement
Total Multilateral trade negociations & agreements

33181 - Trade education/training

TRADE DEVELOPMENT
A- Business support services and institutions
B- Public-private sector networking
C- E-commerce
D- Trade finance
E- Trade promotion strategy and implementation
F- Market analysis and development
CONTRIBUTION TO TCB TRUST FUNDS 
(ITC, JITAP, Integrated Framework Trust Fund, WTO 
Trust Funds)

TOTAL COMMITMENTS ON TRTA/CB
Source: Joint OECD & WTO Doha Development Agenda Trade Capa

TABLE 3
TRTA/CB COMMITMENTS 

SIGNIFICANT EU COUNTRIES
2001, 2002, 2003

Amount 
(US$ 

thousands)

% Donor per 
type of 

intervention

% Type of 
intervention 
per donor

Amount 
(US$ 

thousands)

% Donor per 
type of 

intervention

% Type of 
intervention 
per donor

Amount 
(US$ 

thousands)

% Donor per 
type of 

intervention

% Type of 
intervention 
per donor

Amount 
(US$ 

thousands)

% MS /all MS 
Donors per 

type of 
intervention

% Type of 
intervention 
per donor

Amount 
(US$ 

thousands)

% Type of 
intervention 
per donor

 19 498 11,3% 14,6% 19 146 11,1% 43,3% 71 217 41,4% 35,6% 172 050 100% 16,0% 979 474 41,3%
 8 446 11,6% 6,3%  373 0,5% 0,8% 28 737 39,6% 14,3% 72 610 100% 6,8% 60 818 2,6%

 4 244 51,4% 9,6%   718 8,7% 0,4%  8 261 100% 0,8%  70 258 3,0%
 1 617 28,4% 1,2%  1 560 27,4% 3,5%   405 7,1% 0,2%  5 687 100% 0,5%  126 578 5,3%
 1 617 11,6% 1,2%  5 803 41,6% 13,1%  1 123 8,0% 0,6%  13 948 100% 1,3%  196 836 8,3%

 1 072 4,0% 0,8%   298 1,1% 0,7%  20 328 75,9% 10,2%  26 796 100% 2,5%  294 389 12,4%
  428 27,1% 0,3%   56 3,6% 0,1%  1 066 67,5% 0,5%  1 580 100% 0,1%  4 769 0,2%

  47 100% 0,0%   28 0,0%
 1 500 5,3% 1,1%   355 1,2% 0,8%  21 394 75,3% 10,7%  28 423 100% 2,6%  299 186 12,6%

  37 0,8% 0,1%   717 14,6% 0,4%  4 907 100% 0,5%  259 063 10,9%

  30 0,9% 0,1%  3 059 96,3% 1,5%  3 176 100% 0,3%  25 797 1,1%
  162 4,1% 0,1%  1 130 28,6% 2,6%  1 904 48,1% 1,0%  3 955 100% 0,4%

 1 149 16,7% 0,9%  1 025 14,9% 2,3%  3 149 45,6% 1,6%  6 899 100% 0,6%  8 690 0,4%
  520 73,4% 0,4%   709 100% 0,1%  5 015 0,2%

 1 689 84,7% 3,8%   150 7,5% 0,1%  1 994 100% 0,2%  13 544 0,6%
  452 100% 0,0%

 8 965
 2 382 20,7% 1,8%  1 956 17,0% 4,4%  5 819 50,6% 2,9%  11 491 100% 1,1%  5 095 0,2%
  166 2,8% 0,1%  3 221 54,4% 7,3%  1 669 28,2% 0,8%  5 922 100% 0,6%  56 057 2,4%
  297 29,0% 0,2%   41 4,0% 0,1%   685 67,0% 0,3%  1 022 100% 0,1%  4 253 0,2%
  212 5,1% 0,2%  2 049 49,5% 4,6%  1 399 33,8% 0,7%  4 137 100% 0,4%  12 720 0,5%

  326 100,0% 0,7%   326 100% 0,0%  2 601 0,1%
 4 888 12,2% 3,7%  11 465 28,6% 25,9%  17 834 44,5% 8,9%  40 083 100% 3,7%  142 739 6,0%

 3 047 25,2% 2,3%  1 112 9,2% 2,5%  1 412 11,7% 0,7%  12 078 100% 1,1%  20 832 0,9%

 103 853 12,2% 77,8%  15 104 1,8% 34,1%  123 823 14,6% 61,8%  850 669 100% 79,2% 1 392 198 58,7%
 36 029 19,5% 27,0%  2 419 1,3% 5,5%  72 693 39,3% 36,3%  184 806 100% 17,2%  594 489 25,0%

  90 0,2% 0,1%   191 0,4% 0,4%  8 800 20,7% 4,4%  42 522 100% 4,0%   90 0,0%
 1 402 100% 0,1%  4 486 0,2%

 1 236 0,5% 0,9%  33 651 12,5% 16,8%  269 156 100% 25,1%  311 265 13,1%
 46 599 16,4% 34,9%  7 019 2,5% 15,9%  3 298 1,2% 1,6%  284 766 100% 26,5%  324 979 13,7%
 19 899 29,3% 14,9%  5 475 8,0% 12,4%  5 381 7,9% 2,7%  68 017 100% 6,3%  156 888 6,6%

 10 050 19,5% 7,5%  10 003 19,4% 22,6%  5 236 10,2% 2,6%  51 577 100% 4,8%  1 561 0,1%

 133 401 12,4% 100%  44 253 4,1% 100%  200 276 18,6% 100% 1 074 296 100% 100% 2 373 233 100%

European CommissionTOTAL EU MEMBER STATESNetherlands Sweden United Kingdom
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JOINT EVALUATION OF CO-ORDINATION OF TRADE CAPACITY BUILDING IN PARTNER COUNTRIES 
EVALUATION STUDIES UNDER THE 3CS INITIATIVE

A DE

TABLE 4 - TRTA/CB COMMITMENTS REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION 2001, 2002, 2003

Au
st

ria

Be
lg

iu
m

De
nm

ar
k

Fi
nl

an
d

Fr
an

ce

G
er

m
an

y

G
re

ec
e

Ire
la

nd

Ita
ly

Ne
th

er
la

nd
s

Po
rtu

ga
l

Sp
ai

n

Sw
ed

en

Un
ite

d 
Ki

ng
do

m

To
ta

l
M

em
be

r 
St

at
es

Eu
ro

pe
an

Co
m

m
is

si
on

Co
m

m
is

si
on

 
+ 

M
em

be
r 

St
at

es

O
th

er
 

Bi
la

te
ra

l

M
ul

tip
le

 
do

no
rs

O
th

er
 

M
ul

til
at

er
al

 

TO
TA

L

TRADE POLICY AND REGULATIONS
TOTAL Category   654  3 828   403  7 042  19 921  21 915   392  1 356  1 695  19 498   170  4 699  19 146  71 217  172 050  979 474 1 151 524  783 339  26 679  372 703 2 307 567
Africa - South of Sahara   241   121   95   375  1 521  2 369   130   12   133  21 252  26 362  47 598  73 960  72 976   873  138 608  285 544
Africa - North of Sahara   68   133   339   473  1 640  2 652  116 692  119 344  114 082   42  1 901  235 327
South America   95   228   211   234   27   353  1 147  49 888  51 035  26 595  5 900  83 530
Oceania  11 768  11 768  3 908  1 610  17 286
Asia  1 093   61  1 048  6 044  3 947   698  2 715   98  2 721  8 839  27 265  188 418  215 683  298 301  17 337  120 763  634 747
Other regions or unspecified  3 483   81  5 618  12 012  15 026   365  1 356   524  16 783   40  2 596  16 292  41 126  114 623  565 111  679 734  267 478  8 426  103 922 1 051 134

Trade mainstreaming in PRSPs/development plans
TOTAL Category  2 054   76  3 405  11 817  16 318   35   323  8 446  1 025   373  28 737  72 610  60 818  133 428  161 979  6 625  15 447  310 854
Africa - South of Sahara   76  1 084   113   12   46   24  1 356  5 913  7 269  18 245   300  5 543  31 057
Africa - North of Sahara   339   285  1 012  1 637  1 637  15 006  16 701
South America  16 408  16 408  2 378   832  19 618
Oceania   73   642
Asia  1 048  2 599  2 929   66  8 678  15 320  30 811  46 132  74 739  1 537  4 051  124 921
Other regions or unspecified  2 054  2 357  8 135  12 937   35   38  8 446   261  20 034  54 297  7 686  61 983  51 538  4 788  4 393  117 915

Technical Standards
TOTAL Category   633   13   240  1 038   234   859  1 617  2 277  5 803  1 123  13 948  196 836  210 784  75 160  1 236  10 411  296 355
Africa - South of Sahara   220   13   22   99   87   552  6 745  7 297  8 961  3 522  19 780
Africa - North of Sahara   16   182   232   430   430  13 910  14 523
South America   25   119   353   496   496  1 828  2 755
Oceania   592   648
Asia  1 093   61   395   508   98  2 501   81  4 737  19 861  24 598  23 718   351  1 962  50 279
Other regions or unspecified   240   914   16   282  1 109  1 594  3 216  1 042  7 733  170 230  177 964  26 150   885  4 256  208 370

incl. Sanitary and phytosanitary measures (SPS)
TOTAL sub-category   324   119   577  1 617  1 085  1 560   405  5 687  126 578  132 265  57 796   698  6 768  196 829
Africa - South of Sahara   22   40   62   985  1 047  7 745  2 253  11 045
Africa - North of Sahara   1   182   232   415   415  7 894  6 467
South America   24   119   245   388   388  1 397  2 034
Oceania   586   590
Asia   49   395   508   98   81  1 131  5 865  6 996  20 271  1 387  28 654
Other regions or unspecified   229  1 109   510  1 520   324  3 691  119 728  123 419  19 903   698  2 838  148 037

Trade Facilitation
TOTAL Category   45  1 407  3 435   188   99  1 500   355  21 394  28 423  299 186  327 610  92 861  16 671  272 372  692 843
Africa - South of Sahara   349   47  20 748  21 144  1 880  23 024  7 905   487  118 038  148 966
Africa - North of Sahara   92   92  86 513  86 606  20 501   42   423  107 529
South America   125   125   94   220  2 387  3 112  5 719
Oceania   598   688
Asia   51   51  34 706  34 757  44 938  14 815  72 502  152 198
Other regions or unspecified   45  1 407  2 817   141   99  1 500   355   647  7 010  175 993  183 004  16 532  1 327  78 208  277 744

Regional trade agreements (RTAs
TOTAL Category   68   35   12  4 037   37   717  4 907  259 063  263 970  62 668  34 304  360 942
Africa - South of Sahara  1 997  1 997  25 494  27 491  14 338   290  42 119
Africa - North of Sahara   68   7   75  23 368  23 443   72   0  23 514
South America   104   104  30 314  30 417  2 714   0  33 132
Oceania  11 768  11 768  1 297   0  13 065
Asia   999   999  42 058  43 056  13 723  30 747  87 526
Other regions or unspecified   35   5   938   37   717  1 732  126 062  127 795  30 524  3 267  161 585

Multilateral trade negociations & agreements
TOTAL Category   21   6  1 555  1 652  1 091  1 005   303  4 888   104   159  11 465  17 834  40 083  142 739  182 822  279 840  1 310  26 671  489 333
Africa - South of Sahara   21   6   34   113   64   480   718  7 566  8 284  15 688  6 586  30 558
Africa - North of Sahara   17   17   17  52 877  53 946
South America   61   61  3 072  3 133  15 757  1 086  19 976
Oceania   137   785
Asia  1 493   303  1 069   80  2 946  60 982  63 928  105 733   634  9 659  179 319
Other regions or unspecified  1 555   47   978  1 005  3 819   40   159  11 465  17 274  36 342  71 118  107 460  89 649   675  7 640  204 749

Trade education/training
TOTAL Category  1 706   228   435  1 967   47   392   316   111  3 047   66  1 238  1 112  1 412  12 078  20 832  32 910  110 832   837  13 497  157 239
Africa - South of Sahara   121   375   33   66   595   595  7 839   86  13 063
Africa - North of Sahara   6   395   401  6 811  7 212  11 717   183  19 112
South America   95   228   11   27   361   361  1 531  2 331
Oceania  1 211  1 458
Asia   61  1 840   19  1 138   0   155  3 213  3 213  35 450  40 505
Other regions or unspecified  1 429   60   95   16   365   316   105  1 909   843   958  1 412  7 508  14 021  21 529  53 084   751  6 158  80 771

TRADE DEVELOPMENT
TOTAL Category  1 430  72 314  52 944  13 523  204 102  228 111   67   196  11 940  103 853  18 142  4 406  15 104  123 823  849 955 1 392 198 2 242 153 1 830 006  37 042  362 173 4 434 332
Africa - South of Sahara   995  7 634  35 061  1 634  74 587  16 501   196  3 387  12 114  16 363   499  78 225  247 195  248 939  496 134  303 590  6 569  266 115 1 065 840
Africa - North of Sahara   768  61 907  13 482   59  1 386   45   81   9  77 738  195 930  273 668  198 364   102  2 525  474 558
South America  24 202   105   528  4 827  2 036  6 062   321  2 767   177  41 024  30 194  71 218  101 485   96  2 392  175 095
Oceania  27 287  27 287  19 437   611  47 335
Asia  15 518   5  5 863  52 518  89 238  3 233  19 885   902   469  1 250  9 544  198 997  190 303  389 300  555 378  1 887  21 102  965 779
Other regions or unspecified   435  24 193  17 878  5 923  14 561  104 062   8  1 898  65 793   510   589  13 854  35 868  285 000  699 545  984 545  651 752  28 388  69 428 1 705 725

TOTAL COMMITMENTS ON TRTA/CB�(CONTRIBUTION TO TCB TRUST FUNDS NON INCLUDED)
TOTAL Category  2 084  76 142  53 347  20 565  224 023  250 027   459  1 552  13 635  123 351  18 312  9 105  34 250  195 040 1 022 005 2 371 672 3 393 676 2 613 346  63 721  734 877 6 741 899
Africa - South of Sahara  1 236  7 755  35 155  2 009  76 108  18 870   196  3 387  12 114  16 494   512   133  99 478  273 557  296 537  570 094  376 567  7 443  404 723 1 351 384
Africa - North of Sahara   836  62 040  13 821   59  1 860   45  1 721   9  80 390  312 622  393 013  312 446   144  4 426  709 884
South America  24 297   228   105   739  5 061   27  2 036  6 062   321  3 119   177  42 172  80 081  122 253  128 080   96  8 292  258 626
Oceania  39 055  39 055  23 345  2 221  64 621
Asia  1 093  15 579   5  6 911  58 563  93 186  3 931  22 600   902   567  3 971  18 382  226 262  378 720  604 983  853 678  19 224  141 865 1 600 525
Other regions or unspecified  27 675  17 959  11 541  26 573  119 089   374  1 356  2 421  82 576   550  3 186  30 146  76 993  399 623 1 264 656 1 664 279  919 230  36 814  173 350 2 756 858

Source: Joint OECD & WTO Doha Development Agenda Trade Capacity Building Database (TCBDB)    http://tcbdb.wto.or
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TABLE 4A - TRTA/CB COMMITMENTS REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION 2001, 2002, 2003
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TRADE POLICY AND REGULATIONS
TOTAL Category 0,03% 0,2% 0,0% 0,3% 0,9% 0,9% 0,02% 0,1% 0,1% 0,8% 0,0% 0,2% 0,8% 3,1% 7,5% 42,4% 49,9% 33,9% 1,2% 16,2% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 0,1% 0,04% 0,03% 0,1% 0,5% 0,8% 0,05% 0,00% 0,05% 7,4% 9,2% 16,7% 25,9% 25,6% 0,3% 48,5% 100%
Africa - North of Sahara 0,03% 0,1% 0,1% 0,2% 0,7% 1,1% 49,6% 50,7% 48,5% 0,02% 0,8% 100%
South America 0,1% 0,3% 0,3% 0,3% 0,03% 0,4% 1,4% 59,7% 61,1% 31,8% 7,1% 100%
Oceania 68,1% 68,1% 22,6% 9,3% 100%
Asia 0,2% 0,01% 0,2% 1,0% 0,6% 0,1% 0,4% 0,02% 0,4% 1,4% 4,3% 29,7% 34,0% 47,0% 2,7% 19,0% 100%
Other regions or unspecified 0,3% 0,01% 0,5% 1,1% 1,4% 0,03% 0,1% 0,05% 1,6% 0,00% 0,2% 1,5% 3,9% 10,9% 53,8% 64,7% 25,4% 0,8% 9,9% 100%

Trade mainstreaming in PRSPs/development plans
TOTAL Category 0,7% 0,02% 1,1% 3,8% 5,2% 0,01% 0,1% 2,7% 0,3% 0,1% 9,2% 23,4% 19,6% 42,9% 52,1% 2,1% 5,0% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 0,2% 3,5% 0,4% 0,04% 0,1% 0,1% 4,4% 19,0% 23,4% 58,7% 1,0% 17,8% 100%
Africa - North of Sahara 2,0% 1,7% 6,1% 9,8% 9,8% 89,9% 100%
South America 83,6% 83,6% 12,1% 4,2% 100%
Oceania 11,4% 100%
Asia 0,8% 2,1% 2,3% 0,1% 6,9% 12,3% 24,7% 36,9% 59,8% 1,2% 3,2% 100%
Other regions or unspecified 1,7% 2,0% 6,9% 11,0% 0,03% 0,03% 7,2% 0,2% 17,0% 46,0% 6,5% 52,6% 43,7% 4,1% 3,7% 100%

Technical Standards
TOTAL Category 0,2% 0,004% 0,1% 0,4% 0,1% 0,3% 0,5% 0,8% 2,0% 0,4% 4,7% 66,4% 71,1% 25,4% 0,4% 3,5% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 1,1% 0,1% 0,1% 0,5% 0,4% 2,8% 34,1% 36,9% 45,3% 17,8% 100%
Africa - North of Sahara 0,1% 1,3% 1,6% 3,0% 3,0% 95,8% 100%
South America 0,9% 4,3% 12,8% 18,0% 18,0% 66,3% 100%
Oceania 91,3% 100%
Asia 2,2% 0,1% 0,8% 1,0% 0,2% 5,0% 0,2% 9,4% 39,5% 48,9% 47,2% 0,7% 3,9% 100%
Other regions or unspecified 0,1% 0,4% 0,01% 0,1% 0,5% 0,8% 1,5% 0,5% 3,7% 81,7% 85,4% 12,5% 0,4% 2,0% 100%

incl. Sanitary and phytosanitary measures (SPS)
TOTAL sub-category 0,2% 0,1% 0,3% 0,8% 0,6% 0,8% 0,2% 2,9% 64,3% 67,2% 29,4% 0,4% 3,4% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 0,2% 0,4% 0,6% 8,9% 9,5% 70,1% 20,4% 100%
Africa - North of Sahara 0,01% 2,8% 3,6% 6,4% 6,4% 122,1% 100%
South America 1,2% 5,8% 12,1% 19,1% 19,1% 68,7% 100%
Oceania 99,2% 100%
Asia 0,2% 1,4% 1,8% 0,3% 0,3% 3,9% 20,5% 24,4% 70,7% 4,8% 100%
Other regions or unspecified 0,2% 0,7% 0,3% 1,0% 0,2% 2,5% 80,9% 83,4% 13,4% 0,5% 1,9% 100%

Trade Facilitation
TOTAL Category 0,01% 0,2% 0,5% 0,03% 0,01% 0,2% 0,1% 3,1% 4,1% 43,2% 47,3% 13,4% 2,4% 39,3% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 0,2% 0,03% 13,9% 14,2% 1,3% 15,5% 5,3% 0,3% 79,2% 100%
Africa - North of Sahara 0,1% 0,1% 80,5% 80,5% 19,1% 0,04% 0,4% 100%
South America 2,2% 2,2% 1,6% 3,8% 41,7% 54,4% 100%
Oceania 86,9% 100%
Asia 0,03% 0,03% 22,8% 22,84% 29,5% 9,7% 47,6% 100%
Other regions or unspecified 0,02% 0,5% 1,0% 0,05% 0,04% 0,5% 0,1% 0,2% 2,5% 63,4% 65,9% 6,0% 0,5% 28,2% 100%

Regional trade agreements (RTAs
TOTAL Category 0,02% 0,01% 0,003% 1,1% 0,01% 0,2% 1,4% 71,8% 73,1% 17,4% 9,5% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 4,7% 4,7% 60,5% 65,3% 34,0% 0,7% 100%
Africa - North of Sahara 0,3% 0,03% 0,3% 99,4% 99,7% 0,3% 0,0% 100%
South America 0,3% 0,3% 91,5% 91,8% 8,2% 0,0% 100%
Oceania 90,1% 90,1% 9,9% 0,0% 100%
Asia 1,1% 1,1% 48,1% 49,2% 15,7% 35,1% 100%
Other regions or unspecified 0,02% 0,003% 0,6% 0,02% 0,4% 1,1% 78,0% 79,1% 18,9% 2,0% 100%

Multilateral trade negociations & agreements
TOTAL Category 0,004% 0,001% 0,3% 0,3% 0,2% 0,2% 0,1% 1,0% 0,02% 0,03% 2,3% 3,6% 8,2% 29,2% 37,4% 57,2% 0,3% 5,5% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 0,1% 0,02% 0,1% 0,4% 0,2% 1,6% 2,3% 24,8% 27,1% 51,3% 21,6% 100%
Africa - North of Sahara 0,03% 0,0% 0,0% 98,0% 100%
South America 0,3% 0,3% 15,4% 15,7% 78,9% 5,4% 100%
Oceania 17,4% 100%
Asia 0,8% 0,2% 0,6% 0,0% 1,6% 34,0% 35,7% 59,0% 0,4% 5,4% 100%
Other regions or unspecified 0,8% 0,02% 0,5% 0,5% 1,9% 0,02% 0,1% 5,6% 8,4% 17,7% 34,7% 52,5% 43,8% 0,3% 3,7% 100%

Trade education/training
TOTAL Category 1,1% 0,1% 0,3% 1,3% 0,03% 0,2% 0,2% 0,1% 1,9% 0,04% 0,8% 0,7% 0,9% 7,7% 13,2% 20,9% 70,5% 0,5% 8,6% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 0,9% 2,9% 0,2% 0,5% 4,6% 4,6% 60,0% 0,7% 100%
Africa - North of Sahara 0,03% 2,1% 2,1% 35,6% 37,7% 61,3% 1,0% 100%
South America 4,1% 9,8% 0,5% 1,2% 15,5% 15,5% 65,7% 100%
Oceania 83,1% 100%
Asia 0,2% 4,5% 0,05% 2,8% 0,00% 0,4% 7,9% 7,9% 87,5% 100%
Other regions or unspecified 1,8% 0,1% 0,1% 0,02% 0,5% 0,4% 0,1% 2,4% 1,0% 1,2% 1,7% 9,3% 17,4% 26,7% 65,7% 0,9% 7,6% 100%

TRADE DEVELOPMENT
TOTAL Category 0,03% 1,6% 1,2% 0,3% 4,6% 5,1% 0,002% 0,004% 0,3% 2,3% 0,4% 0,1% 0,3% 2,8% 19,2% 31,4% 50,6% 41,3% 0,8% 8,2% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 0,1% 0,7% 3,3% 0,2% 7,0% 1,5% 0,02% 0,3% 1,1% 1,5% 0,05% 7,3% 23,2% 23,4% 46,5% 28,5% 0,6% 25,0% 100%
Africa - North of Sahara 0,2% 13,0% 2,8% 0,01% 0,3% 0,01% 0,02% 0,002% 16,4% 41,3% 57,7% 41,8% 0,02% 0,5% 100%
South America 13,8% 0,1% 0,3% 2,8% 1,2% 3,5% 0,2% 1,6% 0,1% 23,4% 17,2% 40,7% 58,0% 0,1% 1,4% 100%
Oceania 57,6% 57,6% 41,1% 1,3% 100%
Asia 1,6% 0,0% 0,6% 5,4% 9,2% 0,3% 2,1% 0,1% 0,05% 0,1% 1,0% 20,6% 19,7% 40,3% 57,5% 0,2% 2,2% 100%
Other regions or unspecified 0,03% 1,4% 1,0% 0,3% 0,9% 6,1% 0,00% 0,1% 3,9% 0,0% 0,03% 0,8% 2,1% 16,7% 41,0% 57,7% 38,2% 1,7% 4,1% 100%

TOTAL COMMITMENTS ON TRTA/CB�(CONTRIBUTION T
TOTAL Category 0,03% 1,1% 0,8% 0,3% 3,3% 3,7% 0,01% 0,02% 0,2% 1,8% 0,3% 0,1% 0,5% 2,9% 15,2% 35,2% 50,3% 38,8% 0,9% 10,9% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 0,1% 0,6% 2,6% 0,1% 5,6% 1,4% 0,01% 0,3% 0,9% 1,2% 0,04% 0,01% 7,4% 20,2% 21,9% 42,2% 27,9% 0,6% 29,9% 100%
Africa - North of Sahara 0,1% 8,7% 1,9% 0,01% 0,3% 0,01% 0,2% 0,0% 11,3% 44,0% 55,4% 44,0% 0,02% 0,6% 100%
South America 9,4% 0,1% 0,04% 0,3% 2,0% 0,01% 0,8% 2,3% 0,1% 1,2% 0,1% 16,3% 31,0% 47,3% 49,5% 0,04% 3,2% 100%
Oceania 60,4% 60,4% 36,1% 3,4% 100%
Asia 0,1% 1,0% 0,0003% 0,4% 3,7% 5,8% 0,2% 1,4% 0,1% 0,04% 0,2% 1,1% 14,1% 23,7% 37,8% 53,3% 1,2% 8,9% 100%
Other regions or unspecified 1,0% 0,7% 0,4% 1,0% 4,3% 0,01% 0,05% 0,1% 3,0% 0,02% 0,1% 1,1% 2,8% 14,5% 45,9% 60,4% 33,3% 1,3% 6,3% 100%

Source: Joint OECD & WTO Doha Development Agenda Trade Capacity Building Database (TCBDB)    http://tcbdb.wto.org
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JOINT EVALUATION OF CO-ORDINATION OF TRADE CAPACITY BUILDING IN PARTNER COUNTRIES 
EVALUATION STUDIES UNDER THE 3CS INITIATIVE
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TRADE POLICY AND REGULATIONS
TOTAL Category 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 36,9% 3,2% 23,4% 5,3% 7,6% 10,8% 76,5% 0,3% 0,7% 29,8% 15,3% 4,9% 6,4% 9,3% 3,3% 37,2% 12,4%
Africa - North of Sahara 1,8% 0,7% 1,5% 27,9% 34,9% 1,5% 11,9% 10,4% 14,6% 0,2% 0,5% 10,2%
South America 2,5% 56,5% 1,1% 1,1% 6,8% 7,5% 0,7% 5,1% 4,4% 3,4% 1,6% 3,6%
Oceania 1,2% 1,0% 0,5% 0,4% 0,7%
Asia / 1,6% 14,9% 30,3% 18,0% 41,2% 13,9% 2,1% 14,2% 12,4% 15,8% 19,2% 18,7% 38,1% 65,0% 32,4% 27,5%
Other regions or unspecified 91,0% 20,0% 79,8% 60,3% 68,6% 93,2% 100,0% 30,9% 86,1% 23,5% 55,3% 85,1% 57,7% 66,6% 57,7% 59,0% 34,1% 31,6% 27,9% 45,6%

Trade mainstreaming in PRSPs/development plans
TOTAL Category 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 100,0% 9,2% 0,7% 1,2% 12,4% 0,1% 1,9% 9,7% 5,4% 11,3% 4,5% 35,9% 10,0%
Africa - North of Sahara 2,1% 88,3% 98,8% 2,3% 1,2% 9,3% 5,4%
South America 27,0% 12,3% 1,5% 5,4% 6,3%
Oceania 0,0% 0,2%
Asia 30,8% 22,0% 18,0% 17,6% 30,2% 21,1% 50,7% 34,6% 46,1% 23,2% 26,2% 40,2%
Other regions or unspecified 100,0% 69,2% 68,8% 79,3% 100,0% 11,7% 100,0% 70,0% 69,7% 74,8% 12,6% 46,5% 31,8% 72,3% 28,4% 37,9%

Technical Standards
TOTAL Category 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 34,8% 100,0% 2,1% 42,4% 1,5% 4,0% 3,4% 3,5% 11,9% 33,8% 6,7%
Africa - North of Sahara 1,6% 21,2% 10,2% 3,1% 0,2% 18,5% 4,9%
South America 2,4% 50,8% 15,5% 3,6% 0,2% 2,4% 0,9%
Oceania 0,8% 0,2%
Asia / 5,9% 46,0% 31,4% 4,3% 43,1% 7,2% 34,0% 10,1% 11,7% 31,6% 28,4% 18,8% 17,0%
Other regions or unspecified 100,0% 88,0% 6,8% 32,8% 68,6% 70,0% 55,4% 92,8% 55,4% 86,5% 84,4% 34,8% 71,6% 40,9% 70,3%

incl. Sanitary and phytosanitary measures (SPS)
TOTAL sub-category 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 6,8% 2,6% 1,1% 0,8% 0,8% 13,4% 33,3% 5,6%
Africa - North of Sahara 0,2% 31,5% 21,4% 7,3% 0,3% 13,7% 3,3%
South America 7,4% 100,0% 22,6% 6,8% 0,3% 2,4% 1,0%
Oceania 1,0% 0,3%
Asia 15,0% 68,5% 31,4% 9,0% 20,0% 19,9% 4,6% 5,3% 35,1% 20,5% 14,6%
Other regions or unspecified 70,5% 68,6% 47,0% 97,4% 80,0% 64,9% 94,6% 93,3% 34,4% 100,0% 41,9% 75,2%

Trade Facilitation
TOTAL Category 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 10,2% 25,0% 97,0% 74,4% 0,6% 7,0% 8,5% 2,9% 43,3% 21,5%
Africa - North of Sahara 2,7% 0,3% 28,9% 26,4% 22,1% 0,3% 0,2% 15,5%
South America 3,7% 0,4% 0,0% 0,1% 2,6% 1,1% 0,8%
Oceania 0,6% 0,1%
Asia 1,5% 0,2% 11,6% 10,6% 48,4% 88,9% 26,6% 22,0%
Other regions or unspecified 100,0% 100,0% 82,0% 75,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 3,0% 24,7% 58,8% 55,9% 17,8% 8,0% 28,7% 40,1%

Regional trade agreements (RTAs
TOTAL Category 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 49,5% 40,7% 9,8% 10,4% 22,9% 0,8% 11,7%
Africa - North of Sahara 100,0% 60,5% 1,5% 9,0% 8,9% 0,1% 0,0% 6,5%
South America 2,6% 2,1% 11,7% 11,5% 4,3% 0,0% 9,2%
Oceania 4,5% 4,5% 2,1% 0,0% 3,6%
Asia 24,7% 20,4% 16,2% 16,3% 21,9% 89,6% 24,2%
Other regions or unspecified 100,0% 39,5% 23,2% 100,0% 100,0% 35,3% 48,7% 48,4% 48,7% 9,5% 44,8%

Multilateral trade negociations & agreements
TOTAL Category 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 100,0% 100,0% 2,1% 10,4% 61,7% 2,7% 1,8% 5,3% 4,5% 5,6% 24,7% 6,2%
Africa - North of Sahara 1,0% 0,0% 0,0% 18,9% 11,0%
South America 3,7% 0,2% 2,2% 1,7% 5,6% 4,1% 4,1%
Oceania 0,0% 0,2%
Asia 90,4% 100,0% 21,9% 0,4% 7,3% 42,7% 35,0% 37,8% 48,4% 36,2% 36,6%
Other regions or unspecified 100,0% 2,8% 89,6% 100,0% 78,1% 38,3% 100,0% 100,0% 96,9% 90,7% 49,8% 58,8% 32,0% 51,6% 28,6% 41,8%

Trade education/training
TOTAL Category 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 7,1% 86,2% 1,7% 100,0% 4,9% 1,8% 7,1% 10,3% 8,3%
Africa - North of Sahara 5,3% 31,9% 3,3% 32,7% 21,9% 10,6% 1,4% 12,2%
South America 5,6% 100,0% 24,3% 6,8% 3,0% 1,1% 1,4% 1,5%
Oceania 1,1% 0,9%
Asia 3,6% 93,5% 41,3% 37,3% 0,0% 13,9% 26,6% 9,8% 32,0% 25,8%
Other regions or unspecified 83,7% 13,8% 4,8% 34,4% 93,2% 100,0% 94,7% 62,7% 68,1% 86,1% 100,0% 62,2% 67,3% 65,4% 47,9% 89,7% 45,6% 51,4%

TRADE DEVELOPMENT
TOTAL Category 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 69,6% 10,6% 66,2% 12,1% 36,5% 7,2% 100,0% 28,4% 11,7% 90,2% 11,3% 63,2% 29,1% 17,9% 22,1% 16,6% 17,7% 73,5% 24,0%
Africa - North of Sahara 1,1% 30,3% 5,9% 87,6% 11,6% 0,2% 1,8% 0,0% 9,1% 14,1% 12,2% 10,8% 0,3% 0,7% 10,7%
South America 33,5% 0,8% 0,3% 2,1% 17,1% 5,8% 1,8% 62,8% 0,1% 4,8% 2,2% 3,2% 5,5% 0,3% 0,7% 3,9%
Oceania 2,0% 1,2% 1,1% 0,2% 1,1%
Asia 21,5% 0,0% 43,4% 25,7% 39,1% 27,1% 19,1% 5,0% 10,7% 8,3% 7,7% 23,4% 13,7% 17,4% 30,3% 5,1% 5,8% 21,8%
Other regions or unspecified 30,4% 33,5% 33,8% 43,8% 7,1% 45,6% 12,4% 15,9% 63,4% 2,8% 13,4% 91,7% 29,0% 33,5% 50,2% 43,9% 35,6% 76,6% 19,2% 38,5%

TOTAL COMMITMENTS ON TRTA/CB�(CONTRIBUTION TO TCB TRUST FUNDS NON INCLUDED)
TOTAL Category 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Africa - South of Sahara 59,3% 10,2% 65,9% 9,8% 34,0% 7,5% 12,7% 24,8% 9,8% 90,1% 5,6% 0,4% 51,0% 26,8% 12,5% 16,8% 14,4% 11,7% 55,1% 20,0%
Africa - North of Sahara 1,1% 27,7% 5,5% 12,8% 13,6% 0,2% 18,9% 0,0% 7,9% 13,2% 11,6% 12,0% 0,2% 0,6% 10,5%
South America 31,9% 0,4% 0,5% 0,3% 2,0% 5,8% 14,9% 4,9% 1,8% 34,3% 0,1% 4,1% 3,4% 3,6% 4,9% 0,2% 1,1% 3,8%
Oceania 1,6% 1,2% 0,9% 0,3% 1,0%
Asia 52,4% 20,5% 0,0% 33,6% 26,1% 37,3% 28,8% 18,3% 4,9% 6,2% 11,6% 9,4% 22,1% 16,0% 17,8% 32,7% 30,2% 19,3% 23,7%
Other regions or unspecified 36,3% 33,7% 56,1% 11,9% 47,6% 81,3% 87,3% 17,8% 66,9% 3,0% 35,0% 88,0% 39,5% 39,1% 53,3% 49,0% 35,2% 57,8% 23,6% 40,9%

Source: Joint OECD & WTO Doha Development Agenda Trade Capacity Building Database (TCBDB)    http://tcbdb.wto.or

Final Report – Annexes – February 2006 Annexe 6 / page 14



JOINT EVALUATION OF CO-ORDINATION OF TRADE CAPACITY BUILDING IN PARTNER COUNTRIES 
EVALUATION STUDIES UNDER THE 3CS INITIATIVE

A DE

North of 
Sahara

South of 
Sahara

Unspe-
cified

TOTAL 
Africa

North & 
Central 

Ameri-ca

South 
America

TOTAL 
America

Far East
Middle 

East

South & 
Central 

Asia

Unspe-
cified

TOTAL 
Asia

CEEC/
NIS

Europe
TOTAL 
Europe

Austria
Belgium
Denmark
Finland  1 034  1 034
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy   300   300   300
Netherlands   56   56  2 325  2 382
Portugal
Spain
Sweden   186   186  1 770  1 956
United Kingdom   480  2 737  3 217  2 401  2 401   202  5 819

Total EU Member States   480  2 979  3 459  2 401  2 401   300   300  5 331  11 491

European Commission  3 570  1 073  4 644   452  5 095

Total EU (European Commission + 
EU Member States)

  480  2 979  3 459  2 401  2 401  3 870  1 073  4 944  5 783  16 586

Australia   49   49   8   8   57
Japan  2 626  2 626   200   200  2 826
New Zealand   14   14   58   58   72
Switzerland  4 720  4 720
Thailand   0
United States   870   870   870
Total Bilateral Non-EU countries   870   14   49   933   0   0   58   8  2 626  2 691   200   200  5 025  8 849

Total Bilateral   870   494  3 028  4 392  2 401  2 401   358   8  2 626  2 991   200   200  10 356  20 340

AsDB   550   550
Isl.Dev Bank   5   5   5
UNDP  1 684  1 684  1 684
WTO   74   643   717   175   93   267   295   183   367   845   59   20   79   204   4  2 116
Multilateral Non-European Commission   74   643   717   175   93   267   295   183   372  1 684  2 534   59   20   79   204   554  4 355

Total Multilateral   74   643   717   175   93   267  3 865   183  1 446  1 684  7 177   59   20   79   204  1 006  9 450

Multiple donors   305   305

TOTAL commitments on Training in trade 
negotiation techniques

  944  1 137  3 028  5 109  2 575   93  2 668  4 223   183  1 453  4 310  10 169   259   20   279   204  11 362  29 790

Source: Joint OECD & WTO Doha Development Agenda Trade Capacity Building Database (TCBDB)    http://tcbdb.wto.org

Europe

Oceania
Developing 
countries 

unspecified
TOTAL

TABLE 5
TRTA/CB COMMITMENTS 

Training in trade negotiation techniques
2001, 2002, 2003

Amount (US$ thousands)

AmericaAfrica Asia
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JOINT EVALUATION OF CO-ORDINATION OF TRADE CAPACITY BUILDING IN PARTNER COUNTRIES 
EVALUATION STUDIES UNDER THE 3CS INITIATIVE

A DE

Kenya Madagascar Malawi Mauritius Seychelles Zambia Zimbabwe

Austria
Belgium
Denmark
Finland 1 034 1 034
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy  300  300
Netherlands  56 2 325 2 382
Portugal
Spain
Sweden  186 1 770 1 956
United Kingdom   480  3 217 2 401  202 5 819
Total EU Member States   480  3 459 2 401  300 5 331 11 491

European Commission 4 644  452 5 095
Total EU (European Commission + 
EU Member States)

  480  3 459  2 401  4 944  5 783  16 586

Australia  49  8  57
Japan 2 626  200 2 826
New Zealand   14  14  58  72
Switzerland 4 720 4 720
United States  870  870
Total Bilateral Non-EU countries   14  933 2 691  200 5 025 8 849
Total Bilateral   494  4 392 2 401 2 991  200 10 356 20 340

AsDB  550  550
Isl.Dev Bank  5  5
UNDP 1 684 1 684
WTO  20  10  9  10   643  717  267  845  79  204  4 2 116
Multilateral Non-European Commission  20  10  9  10   643  717  267 2 534  79  204  554 4 355
Total Multilateral  20  10  9  10   643  717  267 7 177  79  204 1 006 9 450

Multiple donors  305  305

TOTAL commitments on Training in trade 
negotiation techniques

  20   10   9   10  1 137  5 109  2 668  10 169   279   204  11 362  29 790

TABLE 5A
TRTA/CB COMMITMENTS 

Training in trade negotiation techniques
Selected Countries

2001, 2002, 2003
Amount (US$ thousands)

Africa
Developing 
countries 

unspecified

TOTAL 
commitments 
on Training in 

trade 
negotiation 
techniques

Africa - South of Sahara
America Asia Europe Oceania
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JOINT EVALUATION OF CO-ORDINATION OF TRADE CAPACITY BUILDING IN PARTNER COUNTRIES 
EVALUATION STUDIES UNDER THE 3CS INITIATIVE

A DE

North of 
Sahara

South of 
Sahara

Unspe-
cified

TOTAL 
Africa

North & 
Central 
America

South 
America

Unspe-
cified

TOTAL 
America

Far East
Midd-le 

East

South & 
Central 

Asia

Unspe-
cified

TOTAL 
Asia

CEEC/
NIS

Europe
TOTAL 
Europe

Austria
Belgium
Denmark
Finland
France   1   22   23   24   24   3   45   49   222   6   229   324
Germany   119   119   119
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy   182   182   395   395   577
Netherlands   508   508  1 109  1 617
Portugal
Spain   232   232   18   245   55   318   98   98   437   437  1 085
Sweden   40   376   416   334   334   809  1 560
United Kingdom   324   324   81   81   405

Total EU Member States   415   62   376   853   342   388   55   785   610   440   81  1 131   222   778  1 000  1 918  5 687

European Commission   985  1 969  2 955  5 691   5   169  5 865  47 028  2 299  49 327  68 431  126 578
Total EU (European Commission + 
EU Member States)

  415  1 047  2 346  3 808   342   388   55   785  6 300   445   81   169  6 996  47 251  3 076  50 327  70 350  132 265

Australia   501  2 271  2 772  2 772
Canada   80  1 911  1 990   134   98  4 324  4 556  14 934  14 934   807   807  4 390  26 677
Japan   7   52   58   8   36   44  1 172   6   6  1 184   0   0   6  1 294
New Zealand   312   312   579   891
Switzerland  1 016  1 016  1 016  1 016  2 033
United States  5 930  4 766  10 696  5 865  1 263   190  7 318   28   446   586   10  1 070  1 286  1 286  3 062  23 432

Total Bilateral Non-EU countries  6 016  7 745  13 761  6 007  1 397  4 514  11 918  16 635   452   592  2 592  20 271  3 109   141  3 250   586  8 009  57 796

Total Bilateral  6 431  7 807   376  14 614  6 349  1 785  4 569  12 703  17 245   892   673  2 592  21 402  3 331   919  4 250   586  9 927  63 483

APEC   217   217
FAO   920   920   153   94   700   947   157   597   217   971  1 126  3 964
IDA   150   150   150
UNDP   28   28   28
UNIDO   733   733   222   222   114   114  1 069
WTO   37   450   487   151   155   305   110   100   177   388   107   41   148   5   7  1 340

Multilateral Non-European Commission   37  2 253  2 290   526   249   700  1 474   267   697   422   0  1 387   221   41   262   5  1 350  6 768

Total Multilateral   37  3 238  1 969  5 245   526   249   700  1 474  5 958   702   422   169  7 252  47 250  2 339  49 589   5  69 781  133 346

Multiple donors   141   141   557   698

TOTAL commitments on Sanitary and 
phytosanitary measures (SPS)

 6 467  11 045  2 346  19 859  6 875  2 034  5 269  14 178  23 202  1 594  1 096  2 762  28 654  50 581  3 258  53 839   590  79 709  196 829

Source: Joint OECD & WTO Doha Development Agenda Trade Capacity Building Database (TCBDB)    http://tcbdb.wto.org

TABLE 6
TRTA/CB COMMITMENTS 

Sanitary and phytosanitary measures (SPS)
2001, 2002, 2003

Amount (US$ thousands)

Africa America Asia Europe

Oceania
Developing 
countries 

unspecified
TOTAL
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Kenya Madagascar Malawi Mauritius Seychelles Zambia Zimbabwe

Austria
Belgium
Denmark
Finland
France   22  23  24  49  229   324
Germany  119   119
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy  182  395   577
Netherlands  508 1 109  1 617
Portugal
Spain  232  318  98  437  1 085
Sweden   40  416  334  809  1 560
United Kingdom  324  81   405
Total EU Member States   62  853  785 1 131 1 000 1 918  5 687

European Commission  985   985 2 955 5 865 49 327 68 431 126 578
Total EU (European Commission + 
EU Member States)

  985  1 047  3 808   785  6 996  50 327  70 350  132 265

Australia 2 772  2 772
Canada  1 911 1 990 4 556 14 934  807 4 390  26 677
Japan   52  58  44 1 184  6  1 294
New Zealand  579
Switzerland  1 016 1 016 1 016  2 033
United States   43  18  18  18  18  36  18  4 766 10 696 7 318 1 070 1 286 3 062  23 432
Total Bilateral Non-EU countries   43  18  18  18  18  36  18  7 745 13 761 11 918 20 271 3 250  586 8 009  57 796
Total Bilateral   43  18  18  18  18  36  18  7 807 14 614 12 703 21 402 4 250  586 9 927  63 483

APEC  217   217
FAO  290   920  920  947  971 1 126  3 964
IDA   150   150  150   150
UNDP  28   28
UNIDO   111   733  733  222  114  1 069
WTO   28  10  3  10  12  6   450  487  305  388  148  5  7  1 340
Multilateral Non-European Commission   289  10  293  10  12  6  2 253 2 290 1 474 1 387  262  5 1 350  6 768
Total Multilateral   289  10  293  995  12  6  3 238 5 245 1 474 7 252 49 589  5 69 781 133 346

Multiple donors  141  557   698

TOTAL commitments on SPS   332  18  28  311 1 013  48  24  11 045 19 859 14 178 28 654 53 839  590 79 709 196 829

Source: Joint OECD & WTO Doha Development Agenda Trade Capacity Building Database (TCBDB)    http://tcbdb.wto.org

TABLE 6A
TRTA/CB COMMITMENTS 

Sanitary and phytosanitary measures (SPS)
Selected Countries

2001, 2002, 2003
Amount (US$ thousands)

Africa - South of Sahara

Africa

TOTAL 
commitments 

on SPS

Developing 
countries 

unspecified
OceaniaAmerica Asia Europe

Final Report – Annexes – February 2006 Annex 6 / page 18



JOINT EVALUATION OF CO-ORDINATION OF TRADE CAPACITY BUILDING IN PARTNER COUNTRIES 
EVALUATION STUDIES UNDER THE 3CS INITIATIVE
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TABLE 7
TRTA/CB COMMITMENTS 

Tanzania
2001, 2002, 2003

Amount (US$ thousands)
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TRADE POLICY AND REGULATIONS  121 3 169 3 169  855  855 4 024

33111 - Trade mainstreaming in PRSPs/development plans 2 487 2 487  44  44 2 531

33112 - Technical barriers to trade (TBT)  19  19  19

33113 - Sanitary and phytosanitary measures (SPS)  18  18  333  333  351

Total Technical Standards

33121 - Trade facilitation procedures  77  77  77

33122 - Customs valuation  12  12  34  34  46

33123 - Tariff reforms
Total Trade Facilitation

33130 - Regional trade agreements (RTAs)  93  93  93

33141 - Accession
33142 - Dispute settlement  12  12  12

33143 - Trade-related intellectual property rights (TRIPS)
33144 - Agriculture  14  14  14

33145 - Services  40  40  6  6  46

33146 - Tariff negotiations - non-agricultural market access  30  30  30

33147 - Rules  3  3  3

33148 - Training in trade negotiation techniques  10  10  10

33151 - Trade and environment  333  333  9  9  342

33152 - Trade and competition  17  17  17

33153 - Trade and investment  7  7  7

33154 - Transparency and government procurement  19  19  19

Total Multilateral trade negociations & agreements

33181 - Trade education/training  121  186  186  220  220  406

TRADE DEVELOPMENT  165  532 5 396  627 6 720  330 7 050 14 964 21 684 16 357 16 687  795 38 371

A- Business support services and institutions 1 164 1 164 1 166 1 166  790 2 330

B- Public-private sector networking  627  627  627  158  785  785

C- E-commerce  29  29  5  29

D- Trade finance  38  38 15 000 15 000 15 038

E- Trade promotion strategy and implementation  165  532 5 396 6 093 6 093 12 182 18 275  98  98 18 373

F- Market analysis and development  330  330 1 394 1 394  93  423 1 817
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Annex 7 - The intervention logic of the 
coordination process 

The reconstruction of the intervention logic is a prerequisite for an evaluation since it 
amounts to an understanding of the objectives assigned to the projects, programmes and 
policies being evaluated and how their effects are expected to lead to the materialisation of 
their intended objectives. 
 
The intervention logic underlying the TCB coordination process is represented in the form 
of two diagrams1 recommended for evaluating the Commission’s activities. Diagram 1 
reconstructs the hierarchy of objectives that the coordination of TCB activities aims to 
achieve. It is matched by Diagram 2 that represents for each layer of objectives the 
corresponding effects. 
 
The construction of Diagram 1 is based on the official documents that prescribe 
coordination of TCB activities or specify the rationale for such coordination. These 
documents are listed in the bibliographical references of annex 6. The most important ones 
allowing identification of the hierarchy of objectives are: 
 
 The Treaties establishing the European Community and the European Union 

(Maastricht, Amsterdam and Nice). 
 Guidelines for strengthening operational coordination between the Community and the 

Member States in the field of development cooperation (Council, March 1998)2. 
 Guidelines on operational coordination between the Community and the Member 

States (Council, 2001)3. 
 The European Community’s Development Policy, Communication of the Commission 

to the Council and the European Parliament, COM(2000) 212, 26/4/2000. 
 Trade and Development: Assisting Developing Countries to Benefit from Trade, 

Communication of the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament, 
COM(2002) 513, 18/9/2002. 

 
This selection calls for the following comments: 
 
 The reconstruction of the intervention logic is based exclusively on official documents 

of the Commission or the Council and not on Member States’ documents. It is the 
Treaty of Maastricht (article 130x) that imposes coordination between the Community 
and the Member States and the sets of guidelines enacted in 1998 and 2001 by the 
Council define clearly and completely the objectives and modalities of coordination 
between the Member States and the Commission. 

                                                 
1  See European Commission, Directorate-General for the Budget, Evaluating EU Activities, A practical guide for the 

Commission services, July 2004. Annex B: Different elements and concepts of intervention logic. 
2  Referred to as G1998 in Diagram 1. 
3  Referred to as G2001 in Diagram 1. 
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 Many other documents, internal or external to the Commission, were also considered 
as potentially complementary to these official sources. However they turned out to be 
either too recent to be considered as determinants of the intervention logic supporting 
the coordination efforts of the Commission and the MS4, or else they contained useful 
indications but could not be regarded as prescriptive or official documents from which 
an authoritative view of the objectives assigned to coordination could be derived5. 
Finally, many important prescriptive documents confirm the hierarchy of objectives as 
described in Diagram 1 but they do not include elements that would contradict or 
complement the overall logic6 as presented here. 

 
 This evaluation deals with the coordination of TCB activities. The intervention logic 

stems from official statements dealing (with the exception of COM (2002, 513) with 
coordination in cooperation and development activities rather than just TCB activities. 
This is reflected in Diagram 1 which is not TCB specific (apart from the definition of 
the overall objectives), whereas Diagram 2 concentrates on the effects expected from 
coordination of TCB activities. 

 
The lower tier of Diagram 1 lists the various coordination activities that are imposed on or 
recommended to EU actors in the official documents. Moving upwards, the second layer 
identifies, with reference to the texts, the operational objectives. These correspond to the 
outputs mentioned in the lower layer of Diagram 2. These are the most immediate delivered 
outputs from the coordination activities. They relate to the sharing of information and 
experience and the harmonisation of programmes and procedures. The third layer of 
Diagram 1 represents the specific objectives that can be assessed by materialisation of the 
results, i.e. the short-term direct effects on the partners. They include improved 
transparency of donors’ and partner’s programmes, reduced demand on the partner’s 
resources, an improved response to the partner’s needs and also the development of a 
common EU position in international bodies. The fourth layer (upwards) of Diagram 1 lists 
the intermediate objectives expected from coordination activities. These are, according to the 
official texts, improvements in the efficiency and effectiveness of EU assistance and an 
increased weight and visibility of the EU in the international fora that address development 
and cooperation. The corresponding layer in Diagram 2 indicates the intermediate impacts; i.e. 
the short-to-medium-term direct and indirect effects of coordination on the partners. 
Finally, the overall objective of coordination (top layer of Diagram 1) concerns the effective 
and efficient realisation of the overall objectives of the activities coordinated, in the present 
case TCB, so as to maximise their benefits for the partners. The matching global impacts 
permitting an assessment of the degree of realisation of the overall objectives are therefore 
the medium long-term impacts of TCB activities, that is a profitable insertion into the 
world economy, sustainable growth and ultimately poverty reduction. 
 

                                                 
4  For instance, the essential Communication “Translating the Monterrey Consensus into practice: the contribution by 

the EU, 5/3/2004”. 
5  For instance, the reports from the Commission on the coordination between the Community and the MS in the field 

of development cooperation, or the WTO/OECD Reports on TRTA/CB and the reports providing overviews of 
donor policies and activities. 

6  For instance, the Council Conclusions of November 2000 on a Standard Framework for Country Strategy Papers. 
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This intervention logic will serve as the benchmark for this evaluation and the Evaluation 
Questions of the next section will be directly derived from it. One would expect that the 
intermediary objectives include the provision of added value to the policy dialogue with the 
partner. This point is explicitly mentioned in the Report of the Commission on 
Coordination (2000) but not in any of the documents defining the coordination objectives. 
However, the numerous references made in the documents to the need for helping 
partners to own and lead the assistance process imply a central role for the policy dialogue; 
this issue will be taken up amongst the Evaluation Questions. 
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                                             Diagram 1. Logical Diagram for Coordination in TCB (Programming objectives)

Maximise the benefits of TCB for 
the partner countries (Treaty of 

Maestricht 130u;G2001§1.1,§2.3; 
G1998 §2) 

Reduce transaction costs 
and increase economies of 

scale for the partner and 
the donors (COM212, §223)

Enhance EU's ability to 
present a common 

position in international 
bodies (COM212,§223)

Improve efficiency of 
Community and MS 

assistance (G2001 §1.1)

Improve effectiveness of 
Community and MS 

assistance (G2001 §1.1)

Improve the weight and 
visibility of EU in 

international fora (Treaty 
Art 2, G2001 §1.1)

Avoid duplication of 
efforts (G1998 §5.a2)

Exploit the advantage of 
the EU being a large donor 
in terms of synergies and 
critical mass (G2001 §1.1)

Promote common 
approach (policy & 
implementation) in  

support of partner's 
priorities and needs 
(G1998, 5.A.4, 5a5)

Achieve gradual 
harmonisation of 

procedures 
(COM212§7,G1998§5e)

Increase transparency in 
all activities in partner 
countries (G2001, §1.1)

Make use of combined experience 
of EU donors to share best 

practices and lessons learned  
(G1998,5bv; G2001,3§2)

Activities  mentioned  in 
the framework for CSP/

RSPs involving 
consultations and 

agreement reaching with 
partner, MS (and other 

donors) (G2001, §1.2, §2.3)

Participation in activities 
organised at wider level 

(PSRP, IF, JTAP) 
(Com212,§53;G2001§2.2)

Joint studies, evaluations and 
analysis in cooperation with 
the partner including joint 

stocktaking of the situation 
and needs (G1998, 
5C§2;§5ai,5av,5b)

Meetings between MS and 
Delegations (G1998, 5a)

Exchange of information 
between MS and 

Commission and other 
donors (G1998,G5b)

Joint activities  in 
cooperation with partner 
(G1998,5d, Com212,§5.3

²
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                                                              Diagram 2: Logical Diagram for Coordination in TCB (Effects)

Poverty reduction

Sustainable growthProfitable engagement into 
the MTS

Reduced demand on 
partner's resources  for 

programming and 
implementing TCB

EU Common position in 
international bodies

Non redundant TCB
activities

Increased range of 
activities responding to 

partner TCB needs
Harmonised procedures or 
eventual use of partner's 

procedures for TCB 
implementation and 

programmation

Improved efficiency of 
Community and MS TCB 

assistance

Improved effectiveness  of 
Community and MS TCB 

assistance under partner's 
leadership

Increased weight of EU 
positions and resources in  

TCB activities at 
international  level

Improved availaility and 
comparability of 

information on TCB 
activities of donors and 

partners

Common support 
strategies developed in 
response to partner's 

needs and with partner's 
cooperation

Common guidelines based on 
experience and best practices in 

specific TCB activities
 Shared experiences of 
EU donors in different 

partner countries/
regions
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Annex 8 - Indicators/sub-questions to 
substantiate the validation of the 
judgement criteria 

NB: When consulting this annex the reader should keep in mind that the terms EU, EU activities, EU 
approach etc. always refer to the Commission and the Member States. 
 
 
EQ.1 To what extent are the mechanisms that have been set up at headquarter level to 

develop coordination between the European Commission and the Member States, 
and between the Member States, appropriate for achieving complementarity (and 
coherence) of TCB activities (resource allocation,  preparing common TCB 
activities and facilitating programming of TCB activities)? 

 
EQ.2  To what extent are the consultation mechanisms that have been set up at partner 

country or regional level between the European Commission, the Member States, 
and the partner appropriate to ensure coordination in programming and 
implementation of TCB activities? 

 
EQ.3 To what extent did the Commission and MS participation in multilateral initiatives 

or in TCB activities that are organised and/or managed at a wider multilateral level 
achieve its expected benefits (i.e.: economies of scale, knowledge sharing in TCB 
implementation, promotion of EU objectives in wider fora, optimisation of EU 
influence in TCB activities, leverage)? 

 
EQ.4 Have the EU coordination mechanisms set up at headquarter level been 

successfully exploited for preparation, adoption and implementation of 
complementary and/or mutually reinforcing TCB strategies and for facilitating 
coordination of the programming of TCB activities? 

 
EQ.5 Have the consultation mechanisms set up at partner country or regional level 

between the European Commission, the Member States, and the partner been 
sufficiently exploited to ensure coordination of programming and implementation 
of TCB activities? 

 
EQ.6 Does EU coordination lead to a more consistent and coherent framework for the 

programming of TCB interventions? 
 
EQ.7 Does EU coordination lead to better performing mechanisms for the 

implementation of all or some TCB interventions? 
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EQ.8 Does coordination contribute to the elaboration of a TCB strategy that is owned by 
the partner, addresses its needs and priorities and is shared and supported by the 
donors? 

 
EQ.9 To what extent has coordination of TCB at HQ level and in-country helped the 

partners to cope with EU policy measures that affect their trade environment, and 
to negotiate effectively any new agreements? 
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J.1.1 The mechanisms (coordination committees, consultation procedures, working groups, etc.) are 
designed so as to facilitate the sharing of information, the appropriate allocation of resources to TCB, 
the adoption of best practices in the sphere of TCB and the development of common and/or 
complementary approaches.

I.1.1.1 Evidence that the mandate and status (formal, informal) of the various coordinating bodies dealing with or set 
up for TCB at headquarter level allow for the coverage of the following fields:

- information on participants's policies, strategies, activities and ressources allocated and 
   disbursed to TCB activities

X X

 - the monitoring of the evolution of the common understanding of main issues and partner's 
   needs in terms of TCB

X X

 - identification of best practices in terms of TCB X X
 - information and consensus on participant's respective comparative advantages X X
 - identification of the problems of coherence in the TCB activities of different donors X X
 - preparation of common positions in multilateral fora X X

I.1.1.2 Evidence that  the operational modalities are adapted to the mandate and status of the coordination groups 
such as:
 - Criteria for the identification of the members of the coordination groups X X
 - Frequency of meetings X X
 - Procedural aspects (chairmanship, agendas, existence of minutes..) X X

I.1.1.3 Ways of dissemination of the outcomes of the coordination meetings such as:
 - instruments of dissemination (website, donor internal meeting, guidelines…) X X
 - channels of communication from headquarters to in-field implementing agencies X X
 - evidence (complaints, messages) of insufficient communication of information or results of 
   coordination activities

X X

Field level Wider level

EQ.1

To what extent are the mechanisms that have been set up at headquarter level to develop coordination
between the European Commission and the Member States, and between the Member States,
appropriate for achieving complementarity (and coherence) of TCB activities (resource allocation,
preparing common TCB activities and facilitating programming of TCB activities)?

EU 
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Field level Wider level

EQ.1

To what extent are the mechanisms that have been set up at headquarter level to develop coordination
between the European Commission and the Member States, and between the Member States,
appropriate for achieving complementarity (and coherence) of TCB activities (resource allocation,
preparing common TCB activities and facilitating programming of TCB activities)?

EU 

J.1.2 The persons participating in these mechanisms work within the TCB area in their own institutions 
and their feed back to their home institutions is taken into account and, possibly, acted upon.

I.1.2.1 Status of the documents produced in the coordination exercises ? (e.g.: information notes, draft regulations, 
guidelines, prescriptive norms)

X X

I.1.2.2 Evidence that the participants in these coordination mechanisms influence practices in their own institution. 
(Opinions of members of  the institutions, organisation of debriefing sessions, or information 
seminars/workshops)

X X

I.1.2.3 Status of the documents aiming at communicating the outcomes of the coordination meetings to the 
Commission and MS representations in the field  and channels of communication,   

X X
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J.2.1 The mechanisms (coordination committees, consultation procedures, working groups, etc.) are designed to 
facilitate sharing of information, the adoption of best practices and development of common approaches in the 
sphere of TCB.

I.2.1.1 Have specific coordination mechanisms been set up for TCB or is TCB one specific issue amongst others on a more 
global/general agenda?

x x x x x

 If a specific mechanism exists, is it considered as a sub-group of a larger coordination mechanism or is it quite 
independent (are participants entitled to speak for the organisations they represent and are they entitled to make decisions 
on behalf of the organisations they represent)? 

x x x x x

I.2.1.2 How do these mechanisms reflect or respond of the coordination mechanisms at HQ level? x x x x x
I.2.1.3 Who participates in this consultation mechanism (EU and non-EU, partner, stakeholders…)? x x x x x x

Are the meetings formally prepared and organised (e.g.mandate/brief, organisation responsibility assigned, nomination of 
chairmanship and secretary, frequency and place of meeting established, list of participants known, agenda drawn up, 
minutes taken, speakers invited, papers/analysis presented etc.)? 

x x x x x x

Who chairs the meetings? x x x x x x
Is there a chef de file for TCB activities, or even different chefs de file for different TCB actvities, and are some members 
representing more than one donor?

I.2.1.4 What kind of TCB activities are handled during these meetings? Is the frequency of regular meetings approriate to the 
needs (need for quick responses, availability of resource persons, availability of materials and analysis..)?

x x x x x x

I.2.1.5 With regards to TCB activities, what kind of publications or reports are produced as a result of these mechanisms and 
what is their scope of dissemination? 

x x x x x x

J.2.2 The TCB interventions in the partner countries reflect the priorities established in the mechanisms of 
coordination of the Commission and Member States activities. 

I.2.2.1 Has it been possible to implement the cooperation agreements made at headquarter level between the Commission and 
MS without adapting them to local circumstances?

I.2.2.2 What kind of difficulties (if any) have been encountered when implementing the agreements made at headquarter level 
through 'coordination in advance' to the situation at field level?

J.2.3 These mechanisms are designed and operated in such a way as to optimise the role of the partner.
I.2.3.1 Does the partner participate in the consultation mechanisms? x x x x x x

If so, has it played a role in establishing this mechanism? x x x x x x

Field level Wider level

EQ.2
To what extent are the consultation mechanisms that have been set up at partner country or regional
level between the European Commission, the Member States, and the partner appropriate to ensure
coordination in programming and implementation of TCB activities?

EU 
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Field level Wider level

EQ.2
To what extent are the consultation mechanisms that have been set up at partner country or regional
level between the European Commission, the Member States, and the partner appropriate to ensure
coordination in programming and implementation of TCB activities?

EU 

 Does it play an active role in organising and running the mechanism: in particular does it produce ( in advance of the 
meetings) the appropriate statistics/data and/or analytical papers upon which discussions can be based and decisions can 
be taken?  

x x x x x x

I.2.3.2 Evidence that partner government programming decisions, in particular with regard to budgetary and human resources 
allocated to TCB activities, are influenced by the outcome of the consultation procedures in place.  In particular, have the 
consultation mechanisms enabled the government to take better account of donor programming in its budget such as to

x x

 (i) improve complementarity in financing of TCB activities and x x
 (ii) improve complementarity in the choice of TCB activities programmed. x x
--> does government 'hear' and 'act upon'? x x

I.2.3.3 Evidence that partner government takes this consultation mechanism as an opportunity to air opinions/analyse the 
situation.

x x x x x

If yes, is there evidence that the coordination mechanism has enabled the government's voice to be better heard and acted 
upon within the donor community: e.g. can examples be cited where actual changes of programme/project design and/or 
timing of donor financed and implemented programmes/projects have been made following governement's participation 
in the consultation mechanisms. 

x x

-->  do donors 'hear' and 'act upon' ? x x
I.2.3.4 Does the partner government have its own national or regional consultation mechanisms with stakeholders and 

beneficiaries on TCB issues (If yes, please describe frequency, participants, issues treated etc)? Evidence that the 
government considers the outcome of this national mechanism as a useful input/contribution to the questions treated in 
the wider consultation forum.

x x x
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JOINT EVALUATION OF CO-ORDINATION OF TRADE CAPACITY BUILDING IN PARTNER COUNTRIES 
EVALUATION STUDIES UNDER THE 3CS INITIATIVE
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J.3.1 The Commission and/or MS participation in these initiatives is coordinated in advance and organised to optimise EU influence in these 
activities.

I.3.1.1 Was there a chef de file designated among the (or a group of) EU donors? Or was a MS or the Commission given a delegation of mandate to represent the EU 
positions or the position of several EU donors?

X X X X X X X X X X

If yes, on which criteria was this chef de file designated / this delegation of mandate given? X X X X X X X X X X
I.3.1.2 Views of partners and donors on whether the influence of the Commission in designing the programmes was generally helpful. If so more at field level than at 

headquarters level.
X X X X X X X X X X

Views of partners and donors on whether the influence of the MS in designing the programmes was generally helpful? If so more at field level than at 
headquarters level.

X X X X X X X X X X

Views of partners and donors on whether  the influence of the Commission in the management of the programmes at field level was generally helpful. X X X X X

Views of partners and donors on whether the influence of the MS in the management of the programmes at field level was generally helpful. X X X X X

I.3.1.3 Evidence that the priorities of the EU were reflected in the design of the programmes. X X X X X X X X X X
Is the Commission and/or MS participation in these initiatives a silent one or an active one (sleeping partner or not)? Does this depend on the type of activity?

J.3.2 The TCB interventions in the partner countries reflect the priorities established in the mechanisms of coordination of multilateral activities 

I.3.2.1 Has it been possible to implement the cooperation agreements made at headquarter level between the Commission/MS and multilateral institutions without 
adapting them to local circumstances?

X X X X X X X X

I.3.2.2 What kind of difficulties (if any) have been encountered when implementing the agreements made at headquarter level through 'coordination in advance' to the 
situation at field level?

X X X X X X X X

J.3.3 The Commission and/or MS participation in these initiatives provides information and lessons drawn from their experience to other participants 
and vice versa.

I.3.3.1 In particular was there a  sharing of experience? (contribution to databases, sharing of evaluation reports, secondment of officials between MS and/or the 
Commission…)

X X X X X X X X

I.3.3.2 To the extent that there was such a sharing of experience, views of donors and partners on who were the main gainers (the partners, the Commission the MS or
the non-EU donors)?

X X X X X X X X

I.3.3.3 Was there a specific mechanism for the sharing of experience e.g. regular seminars? X X X X X X X X
I.3.3.4 Views of partners and donors on  the need for more formal mechanisms for the sharing of experience, for example through workshops, for example, in 

Brussels or Geneva.
X X X X X X X X

I.3.3.5 Alternative views and arguments of partners and donors that the sharing of experience should be more usefully done in the field? X X X X X X X X

Wider level

EQ.3
To what extent did the Commission and MS participation in multilateral initiatives or in TCB activities that are organised and/or
managed at a wider multilateral level achieve its expected benefits (i.e.: economies of scale, knowledge sharing in TCB
implementation, promotion of EU objectives in wider fora, optimisation of EU influence in TCB activities, leverage)?

Field level EU level
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JOINT EVALUATION OF CO-ORDINATION OF TRADE CAPACITY BUILDING IN PARTNER COUNTRIES 
EVALUATION STUDIES UNDER THE 3CS INITIATIVE
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Wider level

EQ.3
To what extent did the Commission and MS participation in multilateral initiatives or in TCB activities that are organised and/or
managed at a wider multilateral level achieve its expected benefits (i.e.: economies of scale, knowledge sharing in TCB
implementation, promotion of EU objectives in wider fora, optimisation of EU influence in TCB activities, leverage)?

Field level EU level

J.3.4 The Commission and/or MS participation in these initiatives offers opportunities for economies of scale, greater effectiveness and efficiency. 

I.3.4.1 What are the reasons advocated for participating in basket funding or other initiatives? X X X X X X X X
I.3.4.2 Evidence of division of labour among participants including non-EU donors. X X X X X X X X
I.3.4.3 Evidence of economies of scale from such coordination. X X X X X X X X X
J.3.5 The benefits (i.e.: economies of scale, knowledge sharing in TCB implementation, promotion of EU objectives in wider fora, optimisation of EU 

influence in TCB activities, leverage) derived from participation to these coordination mechanisms compensate for transaction costs related to 
the coordination efforts. 

I.3.5.1 Opinions and views of partners and donors on the benefits or drawbacks of multilateral coordination mechanisms for:         
   - identification of common needs and goals ; X X X X X X X X
   - design of a coordination structure; X X X X X X X X
   - testing of the coordination structure; X X X X X X X X
   - institutionnalisation of the coordination structure; X X X X X X X X
   - selection of the TCB activities to be implemented in common; X X X X X X X X
   - monitoring of the coordination process; X X X X X X X X
   - management of conflicts among donors. X X X X X X X X

I.3.5.2 Opinions and views of partners and donors on whether, at multilateral level, the coordination efforts compensate for loss of autonomy due to partnership, 
specifically by contributing to better:

X X X X     

   - monitoring of implementation; X X X X X X X X
   - review of implementation; X X X X X X X X
   - management of conflicts with partners; X X X X X X X X

I.3.5.3 Opinion of partners and donors on whether the effectiveness of EU aid was significantly enhanced by coordination at a multilateral level, more than 
compensating for transactions costs of such coordination?

X X X X X X X X

I.3.5.4 Views on specific gains of coordination at multilateral level or through multilateral initiatives: X X X X X X X X
     - for SPS initiatives X X X X X X X

I.3.5.5    - for trade facilitation initiatives X X X X X X X
I.3.5.6    - for training for trade and trade negotiations activities. X X X X X X X
I.3.5.7 Views on whether these gains could be found by such coordination more widely among TCB activities? X X X X X X X X
I.3.5.8 Comparison of EU Coordination mechanisms with those of multilateral organisations or the IF or JITAP.

Views of partners and donors on these different mechanisms with respect to
   - the application of the comparative principle
   - the gains frorm co-financing
   - the ownership of TCB programmes by the partner.
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JOINT EVALUATION OF CO-ORDINATION OF TRADE CAPACITY BUILDING IN PARTNER COUNTRIES 
EVALUATION STUDIES UNDER THE 3CS INITIATIVE
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J.4.1 The mechanisms (coordination committees, consultation procedures, working groups, etc..) have been used to 
coordinate and develop complementarities in the provision of TCB.

I.4.1.1 Is there evidence that the outcomes of the coordination mechanisms are taken into account by the participants in preparing 
their policies, strategies and activities? 

X X

I.4.1.2 Is there evidence that the outcomes of the coordination mechanisms have influenced the division of labour and distribution 
of responsibilities among Commission and MS?

X X

J.4.2 The mechanisms (coordination committees, consultation procedures, working groups, etc..) have led to the 
sharing of information and the adoption of best practices in the sphere of TCB and permitted/ facilitated the 
elaboration of mutually reinforcing  approaches.

I.4.2.1 Do the coordination mechanisms set up at EU headquarters level lead to the creation of common and structured 
information bases on EU TCB activities? 

X X

If yes, are these instruments regularely updated and used by participants? X X
Evidence that they provide for added-value, with regards to those developed by other (multilateral) institutions. X X

I.4.2.2 Do the coordination mechanisms set up at EU headquarters level lead to the creation of common guidelines for TCB 
activities (distinguish between the different phases of planning, implementation and monitoring and evaluation)? 

X X

If yes, are these instruments used by participants (distinguish by phase again)? X X
I.4.2.3 Do the coordination mechanisms set up at EU headquarters level directly or indirectly lead to improved identification of the 

TCB needs of the partner?  
X X X X X

I.4.2.4 Do the coordination mechanisms set up at EU headquarters level directly or indirectly influence the distribution of 
responsibilities and activities among the EU donors? 

X X X X X

I.4.2.5 Do the coordination mechanisms set up at EU headquarters level directly or indirectly lead to EU joint planning, 
implementation, monitoring and evaluations of EU TCB activities? 

X X X X

Field level Wider level

EQ.4
Have the EU coordination mechanisms set up at headquarter level been successfully exploited for
preparation, adoption and implementation of complementary and/or mutually reinforcing TCB
strategies and for facilitating coordination of the programming of TCB activities?

EU 
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EVALUATION OF COORDINATION OF TRADE CAPACITY BUILDING IN PARTNER 
COUNTRIES-EVALUATION STUDIES UNDER THE 3CS INITIATIVE
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J.5.1 The consultation mechanisms (coordination committees, consultation procedures, working groups, etc.) have 
been used to coordinate and develop complementarities in the provision of in-country TCB. 

I.5.1.1 Evidence that  the coordination mechanisms have enabled donors to develop a common understanding of TCB needs and 
priorities in-country? Has this common understanding extended to the development of a common approach to TCB in-
country? If a common approach has been developed, did it need to be agreed upon by headquarter level or did the local 
representative of the donor have independent decision making power over this topic?

x x

I.5.1.2 Evidence that a common understanding and a common approach to TCB issues enabled economies of scale in dealing 
with the government. In dealings amongst donors (one donor being able to represent other donors if a common stance 
has been obtained)?

x x

I.5.1.3 What have been the bases upon which a common understanding and a common approach have been developed (studies 
commissioned, government needs assessment, government strategy, headquarter level approach adapted to local 
needs…)?

x x

I.5.1.4 Evidence that the diversity of approaches to TCB as witnessed in donor and nationally financed projects/programmes 
been notably reduced since coordination mechanisms were put into place? Has one witnessed a reduction in the overlap 
of TCB projects/programmes?

x x x

J.5.2 The EU approach, including its internal coordination mechanisms and contacts with other donors, has involved 
the partner in view of increasing its participation in the overall coordination process covering all donors in this 
field

I.5.2.1 Evidence of developments in terms of local participation in the consultation mechanisms put into place for TCB. x x x x x x

Opinions on the extent to which the role of the governement has evolved from the level of participant to active 
participant and/or organiser of such consultation events.

I.5.2.2 Have TCB consultations been extended over time to include other non-EU donors?

Field level Wider level

EQ.5
Have the consultation mechanisms set up at partner country or regional level between 
the European Commission, the Member States, and the partner been sufficiently exploited to ensure
coordination of programming and implementation of TCB activities?

EU 
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JOINT EVALUATION OF CO-ORDINATION OF TRADE CAPACITY BUILDING IN PARTNER COUNTRIES 
EVALUATION STUDIES UNDER THE 3CS INITIATIVE
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J.6.1 EU coordination has led to the development, use or sharing of a common analytical approach to needs and 
priorities assessment.

I.6.1.1 Is the development of a common analytical approach to the assessment of needs and priorities continuing as a priority on 
the part of the Commission and/or the MS?

X X X X X

1.6.1.2 Do the MS and the EU share common guidelines or methodological approaches for the assessment of needs? X X X X X
1.6.1.3 To the extent that such an approach has been adopted has the process been led by the Commission or certain MS? X X X X X

1.6.1.4 Which MS have been most active in leading  such an approach? X X X X X
1.6.1.5 Which MS have most frequently diverged from a common approach? X X X X X
1.6.1.6 Opinion of donors and partners on whether such a common approach has been developed most sucessfully at the field level 

or the EU level? 
X X X X X

1.6.1.7 Evidence that this approach contributed to the identification of complementarities and/or duplications between donor 
interventions for TCB.

X X X X X X

I.6.1.8 Has the coordination led by the EU enabled the government to gain better understanding of the importance of TCB issues 
and developed its capacity to formulate its needs in this area (for example has there been mutual sharing of studies and needs 
assesments)?

X X X X X

J.6.2 The EU approach (including in-country coordination and relations with partner and other donors) has led to a 
more appropriate answer to the partner’s needs in terms of TCB.

I.6.2.1 Opinions on the contribution of an EU approach - to the extent that such has been adopted in particular countries - to a 
better assessment of the partner's TCB needs.

X X X X X

I.6.2.2 To what extend do the TCB interventions developped by EU members take account of the assessments the partner's TCB 
needs made by other donors?

X X X X X

I.6.2.3 To what extent do the assessments of the partner's TCB needs take account of the partner's programming documents? X X X X X

I.6.2.4 Has this contribution been across all areas of TCB or in particular fields? If the latter which fields? X X X X X

Wider level

EQ.6
Does EU coordination lead to a more consistent and coherent framework for the programming of TCB
interventions?

Field level EU level
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EVALUATION STUDIES UNDER THE 3CS INITIATIVE
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J.7.1 Coordination has led to the establishment and implementation and monitoring of a clear schedule including the distribution 
of tasks, the sequencing and the funding of TCB activities.

I.7.1.1 Is coordination leading towards a common implementation schedule for the whole set of TCB activities implemented by the EU 
(Commission + MS)?

X X X X

I.7.1.2 Is the status of TCB activities implemented by a single EU member transmitted to other EU actors for information? X X X X
I.7.1.3 Are there common EU monitoring mechanisms developed for implementation of EU members TCB activities? X X X X
I.7.1.4 Is the partner involved in the monitoring of EU TCB activities implemented? X X X X

If yes, to which extent ? X X X X
I.7.1.5 Are there shared documents produced on these monitoring exercises? X X X X
J.7.2 Coordination has led to the adoption of common procedures or the procedures of the partner, and simplified implementation 

procedures.  
I.7.2.1 Has implementation of TCB activities led to the development of harmonised procedures adopted by the EU, other donors and/or the 

partner?
X X X X X X

If yes, to what extent do these harmonised procedures impose on donors? X X X X X X
I.7.2.2 Was the partner actively involved in designing these procedures? X X X X X X
I.7.2.3 To what extend are these harmonised procedures based on the partner's procedures? X X X X X X
I.7.2.4 View on the risks of conflicts between the harmonised procedure and the partner's rules and regulations. X X X X X X
I.7.2.5 Views on the extent to which these harmonised procedures facilitate and symplify implementation of TCB activities ? X X X X X X
J.7.3 Coordination has facilitated the application of lessons learned by donors in TCB experience both in the partner country or 

region and elsewhere.
I.7.3.1 Evidence that coordination enabled to share lessons learned from experience between donors in the field . X X X X X X X
I.7.3.2 How far does this sharing of information result in dissemination of lessons learned (in the beneficiary country and with other partners)? X X X X X X X

I.7.3.3 Views of separate donors: how far does dissemination of lessons learned impact on implementation of YOUR TCB activities in the 
beneficiary country and with other partners? (introduction of new delivery systems for YOUR TCB activities)?

X X X X X X X

I.7.3.4 Views of separate donors:  how far does dissemination of lessons learned impact on implementation of OTHER DONORS TCB 
activities in the beneficiary country and with other partners? (introduction of new delivery systems for THEIR TCB activities)

X X X X X X X

J.7.4 Coordination has led to the allocation of responsibilities among EU donors that reflects their comparative advantages.

I.7.4.1 Evidence that coordination contributes to better complementarity of donors's specificities in their TCB interventions to a given partner 
country (or region). (prefered TCB categories, prefered channels of implementation…)

X X X X X X X

I.7.4.2 Does it result in a distribution of tasks for the programming of TCB activities in the given partner country or region ? X X X X X X X
I.7.4.3 If yes, is this distribution based on "comparative advantages" of donors in managing or implementing TCB activities ? (experience, critical 

mass…) Or is this distribution based on different criteria?
X X X X X X X

I.7.4.4 Is this principle of distributed responsabilities extended to other partner countries or regions? X X X X X X X

Field level Wider level

EQ.7 
Does EU coordination lead to better performing mechanisms for the implementation of all or some TCB
interventions?

EU level
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J.8.1 There exists a policy dialogue on TCB and related areas (which may develop gradually in terms of 
number of donors involved and depth of dialogue).

I.8.1.1 Beyond the well established coordination meetings where the focus may be on informing donors and 
government on TCB activities, have these meetings also enabled donors and government to discuss policy issues 
with regards to TCB? 

x x x x

In particular has there been the development of a common stance on ways to identify needs, a common 
understanding of these needs and a common approach developed to address these needs? (A list of topics 
discussed and copies of the minutes would be appreciated)

I.8.1.2 Evidence that the design of the government's trade policy benefited from donor support (which might have 
taken the form of training of government fficials for trade, financing of technical assistance, joint studies and the 
like)?

x x x x

I.8.1.3 Is there a specific schedule of meetings set up by the government and/or donors to discuss policy, strategy and 
implementation issues in the area of trade and TCB in particular (round tables or sector wide reviews)?

x x x x

J.8.2 The combined efforts of the Commission and Member States have contributed to the capacity of the 
partner to lead the policy dialogue on TCB and related areas.

I.8.2.1 Have relevant civil servants, representatives of the local business community and/or other interested 
stakeholders benefitted from training courses organised or financed by the EU/MS (or participated in study 
tours/workshops etc) with the aim of strengthening understanding and knowledge of trade-related areas and 
aiming at building up a local capacity for analysis of trade related issues?

x x x

I.8.2.2 Are analytical documents on trade issues affecting the partner's economic performance produced on a regular 
basis by the government, local research bodies and/or business community representative bodies? Is this 
production supported in any way by the Commission's/MS' efforts?

x x x x x

Field level Wider level

EQ.8 
Does coordination contribute to the elaboration of a TCB strategy that is owned by the partner,
addresses its needs and priorities and is shared and supported by the donors?

EU level
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Field level Wider level

EQ.8 
Does coordination contribute to the elaboration of a TCB strategy that is owned by the partner,
addresses its needs and priorities and is shared and supported by the donors?

EU level

I.8.2.3 Views on whether the government has changed its attitude towards the consultation and coordination 
mechanism (greater active participation in it and/or the gradual taking over of the responsibilities attached to the 
organising and conducting of these mechanisms)?

x

I.8.2.4 Have the consultation mechanisms set up initially by the Commission and MS been 'taken over' by the 
government and led to the participation of an increasing number of non-EU donors?

x x x

J.8.3 The strengthened policy dialogue has led to the elaboration of a trade-related strategy which has full 
partner ownership and is validated by the alignment of donors to it.

I.8.3.1 Evidence that the role of trade in the country's national development strategy has been highlighted and taken on 
greater importance as a result of the EU approach.

x x

I.8.3.2 Following on from the common understanding of needs and approach to address them, has a trade strategy 
been elaborated by the government which reflects its priorities and to which all donors have been able to rally 
around?

x x x x

 In particular, have there been instances where a potentially conflicting donor strategy has been abandonned in 
favour of the strategic solution designed at local level?

I.8.3.3 Has the place given to trade in the government's development policy been more prominent over the last 5 years 
compared to the 1990's (has trade been retained as a core sector within the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper)?

x

I.8.3.4 Are TCB specific expenditures identifiable within the government's budget? x
 Has the government budget received any specific donor support in this area? 
Has there been a shift from stand-alone donor projects towards integrating donor support to TCB within the 
budget (proof that donors are buying into the national sector strategy for trade rather than implementing their 
own projects on the side)?
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J.9.1 The Commission and the MS coordinate the provision of information to the partners about the policy changes and 
their implications in terms of market access and trade conditions.

I.9.1.1 Evidence that the Commission and MS  inform partners on changes in EU bilateral trade policy and explain the implications. X X X X X X

I.9.1.2 Evidence that the Commission and MS  inform the partners on the stance of the EU in negotiations at the WTO, the World 
Bank and other multilateral organisations, and explain the implications.

X X X X X X

J.9.2 The Commission and the MS coordinate to identify and implement the TCB measures that would help the partner 
countries to mitigate the negative effects or to take advantage of these changes.

I.9.2.1 Evidence that the Commission and MS coordinate the provision of TCB measures to help the partners mitigate the negative 
effects or benefit from changes in EU bilateral trade policy.

X X X X X

I.9.2.2 Evidence that the Commission and MS coordinate the provision of TCB measures to help the partners mitigate the negative 
effects or benefit from changes in international trade agreements.

X X X X X

J.9.3 The Commission and the MS coordinate to identify and implement TCB measures that help the partners 
negotiate to their greater advantage new trading arrangements.

I.9.3.1 Evidence that the Commission and MS coordinate the provision of TCB measures to help the partners negotiate to their 
advantage new trading arrangements with the EU?.

X  X X X X

I.9.3.2 Evidence that the Commission and MS coordinate the provision of TCB measures to help the partners negotiate to their 
advantage new trading arrangements in multilateral fora.

X X X X X

I.9.3.3 Where TCB activities concern support in the preparation for, or participation in, trade negotiations between the partner and 
the EU or in international fora, evidence that the Commission and the MS coordinate to ensure that the strategic interests of 
the partner are fully taken into account?

X X X X X

I.9.3.4 Where TCB activities concern support in the preparation for, or participation in, trade negotiations between the partner and 
the EU or in international fora, evidence that the Commission and/or the MS have developed any specific approaches to 
ensure that the strategic interests of the partner are fully taken into account?

X X X X X

Wider level

EQ.9
To what extent has coordination of TCB at HQ level and in-country helped the partners to cope with
EU policy measures that affect their trade environment, and to negotiate effectively any new
agreements?

Field level EU level
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1. Introduction 

1.1 The questionnaire survey and the evaluation methodology 

The evaluation team adopted a four-stage methodological approach consisting of 
reconstructing the intervention logic, then formulating the Evaluation Questions, collection 
the information and finally processing to analysis of the findings, synthesis of the 
evaluation and formulation of conclusions and recommendations. This questionnaire 
survey enters in this approach as part of the methods and tools developed to collect the 
information, so as to complete the Indicators, validate the Judgement Criteria and answer 
the Evaluation Questions. This survey aims to complement information provided during 
field visits, meetings with the Commission and MS at HQ level, and information from 
documents collected. The value added of this tool is its capacity to provide a broader the 
picture on opinions and practices of actors involved in coordination of TCB interventions, 
in the partner countries or at HQ level. 
 
Three types of audiences were targeted and to each audience a different questionnaire was 
addressed (also see sections below): 
 
 Staff of the Commission Delegations and MS Representations in a selection of partner 

countries or regions (questionnaire A). 
 Officials and stakeholders in the same countries (questionnaire B).  
 Persons who have participated in the work of the Joint Trade & Development Expert 

Group which was designed to enable MS and Commission experts to discuss issues 
related to trade and development (questionnaire C). This Group is targeted because it is 
the main EU coordination group for TCB at HQ level. Other groups, such as the 
Article 133 Committee, the Council’s Working Party on Development Cooperation 
(CODEV), and the ACP Working Group, could also be sent a questionnaire but their 
activities only marginally involve TCB. 

1.2 Three questionnaires 

Content 

Three types of questionnaires have been developed for three different audiences targeted 
(see above). Their presentation and content has been refined and tested with the assistance 
of professionals skilled in questionnaire surveys. 
 
The three questionnaires are adapted to the specific target group. However their structure 
is fairly similar, as it aims basically to collect information and opinion on the operational 
aspects, outcomes and benefits from the TCB coordination instances identified. The 
generic structure of the three questionnaires is presented below: 
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Questionnaire A 

(Commission Delegations and 
MS Representations) 

Questionnaire B 
(Partners) 

Questionnaire C 
(Joint Trade & Development 

Expert Group) 
Identification of the respondent 

Institution, functions, etc… 

Operational aspects including costs 

Existing coordination mechanisms, how they are operated in terms  
of participants, frequency of meetings, etc. 

Relevance of topics addressed 
Views of the participants on the relevance of the issues addressed in  

the coordination mechanisms in which they participate. 
Outcomes 

Gains from the coordination 
process (for programming, 

implementation, monitoring 
and evaluation) 

Dissemination of the results 
 

Outcomes of the coordination 
process (programming, 

implementation, monitoring 
and evaluation) Issues relating to the activities 

of multilateral organisations Outcomes of the meetings 

Outcomes in terms of ownership and leadership by the partner / 

Value for money 
To what extent is the cost of coordination is justified by its results?  

Distinction between the value for individual participation and in terms of overall outcomes. 
Specific coordination 

between the country and the 
EU donors 

/ 
Questions specific to 
questionnaire B to capture 
whether, from the point of 
view of the partner, 
coordination has improved the 
delivery of EU TCB assistance.

/ 

Recommendations 
Views of the participants on the relevance of the issues addressed in  

the coordination mechanisms in which they participate. 
 
 
The content and structure of each of these three questionnaires has been revised and tested 
with the support of professional experts, specialised in survey and quantitative analysis. 
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Target population and selection of countries 

Questionnaires A and B: 
 

Questionnaire A was sent to the Delegations of the Commission and the Representations 
of the Member States in a selection of ACP and non-ACP developing countries. People 
targeted were those involved in trade-related issues within these institutions. The 
questionnaire was designed to capture factual and judgemental information on the 
operational aspects, the coverage and the outcomes of cooperation for TCB in the country. 
 
For the same selected countries, Questionnaire B was sent to local officials and 
stakeholders. Contacts for sending this questionnaire were theoretically identified by 
respondents to questionnaire A. Sending this Questionnaire B was indeed dependant of 
answers to Questionnaire A. 
 
49 countries have been selected for sending these two questionnaires: 36 ACP and 13 non 
ACP. The aim was to identify coordination instances that exist for TCB in ACP countries, 
but it was also intended to collect “good practices” in this area from developing countries 
that are not ACP countries, in order to potentially recommend promoting these practices 
to ACP countries. 
 

The two countries selected for the field visits (Ethiopia and Madagascar) as well as the 
seven other countries pre-selected for these visits have been included in the selection. For 
other countries, the selection was based on the following criteria: 
 

 commitments of EU donors in TCB (on the basis of the information provided by the 
OECD TCBDB and on information provided by the MS);  

 the fact that the country is the seat of a regional integration organisation;  
 existence of a JITAP and/or and Integrated Framework for the country. 

 
Below, the list of the 36 ACP countries selected (in bold the countries pre-selected for the 
field visits): 
 
Ethiopia Niger  Burkina Faso Fiji Mauritania Senegal 
Ghana Rwanda Burundi Gambia Mauritius Seychelles 
Guinea Tanzania Cameroon Guyana Mozambique South Africa 
Madagascar Barbados Cent. Afr. 

Rep. 
Jamaica Namibia St. Lucia 

Malawi Benin Côte d’Ivoire Kenya Nigeria Uganda 
Mali Botswana Dominican R. Lesotho Papua New 

G. 
Zambia 

 
 
And the selection of 13 non ACP countries: 
 
Bangladesh Ecuador India Macedonia Morocco 
Cambodge Egypt Laos Moldova Pakistan 
Tunisia Ukraine Vietnam   
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Questionnaire C: 
 
Questionnaire C was addressed to the members of the Joint Expert Group on Trade and 
Development. This informal group of representatives of the MS and the Commission is 
specifically designed to discuss issues related to trade and development. It is not a Council 
institution and therefore does not vote and does not produce official minutes of its 
meetings. Its objective is to help bridge the gap between trade and development by 
bringing together trade and development experts from all the MS and the Commission.  
 
Topics for discussion in this Group are, among other: 
 

 Discussion of EU positions on Trade and Development and TRA in the context of 
ongoing multilateral, plurilateral and bilateral negotiations. 

 Co-ordination of TRA. 
 Identification of best practices in TRA. 

 

The purpose of Questionnaire C is to collect the views of the persons who have been 
involved regularly or occasionally in the activities of the Group on the operational aspects, 
the relevance, the outcomes and the value for money of this. 
 

This questionnaire has been sent to all participants to one or all meetings organised by the 
Group (66 persons), plus to persons non participating in the meetings but registered on the 
restricted website of the Group1 (89 persons). 

2. Results of the survey 

2.1 Questionnaire B: rate of response  

Recipients of and Respondents to Questionnaire B 
 Recipients Respondents 

Officials and stakeholders  
in ACP countries 69 85% 3 100% 

Incl. in Ethiopia 11 14% 2 67% 
Incl. in Madagascar 13 16% 1 33% 

Officials and stakeholders  
in non-ACP countries 12 15% 0 0% 

TOTAL 81 100% 3 100% 
 

Rate of response 3,70% 
 
 
Only three responses were received for this Questionnaire B. The three of them do not 
provide for relevant nor sufficient information: several questions were not answered, and 
answers do not provide valuable for the study, especially comparing to answers to 
Questionnaire A that generally give a clear picture of the situation in targeted countries. 

                                                 
1  Joint Trade & Development Expert Group website: http://trade-info.cec.eu.int/cgi-bin/trade_dev/index.pl  
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2.2 Questionnaire A: rate of response and synthesis of answers 

See pages 6 to 24. 

2.3 Questionnaire C: rate of response and synthesis of answers 

See pages 25 to 35. 
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Synthesis of answers to Questionnaire A 

This note is a synthesis of all answers to Questionnaire A. With respect for privacy of respondents, 
answers are not quoted attributably. For this purpose, a reference code “A#” corresponds to each 
respondent, and information susceptible to enable identification of respondents is hidden in open 
questions. 

0. Identification of the respondent 

Recipients of and Respondents to Questionnaire A 

 Recipients Respondents 
  

Answered but did 
not complete 
questionnaire 

European Commission 
Delegations 49 19% 20 71%  1 9%

Incl. in ACP countries 36 14% 13 46%  1 9%
Incl. in non-ACP countries 13 5% 7 25%  0 0%

Representations of  
EU Member States 214 81% 8 29%  10 91%

Incl. in ACP countries 162 62% 7 25%  7 64%
Incl. in non-ACP countries 52 20% 1 4%  3 27%

TOTAL 263 100% 28 100%
 

11 100%
      

Rate of response 10,6%  4,4%
 
We received 11 e-mail responses from contacts who did not answer Questionnaire A. These people estimate that 
coordination for TCB does not exist in their working country.  
 
 

The programming and management of Trade Capacity Building (TCB) 
projects/programmes is: 

Your main responsibility  3 11% 
An important but not dominant responsibility 13 46% 
A marginal responsibility. 12 43% 

TOTAL 28 100% 

1. Operational aspects including cost 

1.1 - Are there one or several committee(s)/working groups set up in 
this partner country/region which deal with the coordination of 

donors’ TCB activities? 
Yes 18 64% 
No 10 36% 
TOTAL 28 100% 
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1.2 - If yes, please list the 3 most important of these 

committee(s)/working groups: 

 
Census by 

country 
Detail 

Bangladesh  Trade Working Group of the Private Sector Local Consultative Group 

Benin 
 Coordination group on "private sector"  
 Informal EC+MS private sector coordination  
 Informal "fish" group for capacity building on exports 

Botswana  Programme Steering Committee of DFID "Regional Trade Facilitation 
Programme" to which several donors participate 

Cambodia  Sub-Steering Committee on Trade Facilitation (reporting to the Steering 
Committee for Private Sector Development) 

Dominican 
Republic 

 Donor's General Coordination Group: it is the set up for exchange and 
sharing of donor's information about cooperation activities in the country, 
including, but not specifically, TCB   

 Caribbean Regional Negotiating Machinery: Regional structure dealing with 
all trade negotiations engaged by the Caribbean, including search and 
implementation of donor's funds fro TCB. The Dominican Republic is now 
incorporated in this structure to negotiate the EPA with the EU 

Ecuador 
 Monthly meetings where joint problems are discussed, ideas exchanged and 

possible solutions are looked, but not trade capabilities for this or another 
sector 

Ghana 

 Private Sector/Trade and Financial Sector Donor Work Group (three 
different groups that have metamorphosed into one single working group 
that covers all three areas) 

 There have been broad and extensive ad hoc consultations with key 
stakeholder groups (including donors) to design a National Trade Policy 
and a Trade Sector Support Strategy. The latter will be presented to 
Government and the donor community in summer 2005. There is not a 
specific group or a coordination mechanism on TBC activities as yet. 

Kenya  Private Sector Donor Group  
 Trade Policy Donor Group 

Madagascar  Steering Committee of the Integrated Framework 

Malawi 
 Integrated Framework Steering Committee / Task Force – focuses on the 

IF programme, but also attempts to coordinate donor interventions –  
 Other committees for each project 

Mali  Integrated Framework 

Mauritania  Integrated Framework Steering Committee 

Rwanda  Private Sector Cluster  
 Integrated Framework 

Senegal  EU  trade officers meetings  
 Private sector donor group 
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Census by 
country 

Detail 

Tanzania 

 Integrated Framework Steering Committee  
 Integrated Framework Trade Related Assistance Committee (newly set up) 
 Development Partner Group on Private Sector (NB the future composition, 

mandate and relationship of these three groups is currently under 
discussion) 

 Informal meeting by EC on trade capacity building activities 

Tunisia 
 No working group on TCB but quarterly meetings of trade/economic 

counsellors of the EU embassies + EC. the answers will be focused on 
these meetings. 

Vietnam  Trade Donor Working Group 
 
 
Based on this list of committees/working groups identified by respondents, the evaluation team has identified three 
categories of “generic” TCB coordination groups, that will be used hereafter to aggregate information 
collected:  
- the so-called “Integrated Framework” groups are those created and managed under the auspice of an 

Integrated Framework. 
- the so-called “PSD & Trade” group are those dealing with private sector or trade issues, but with no 

connection to the Integrated Framework. 
- The third category identifies “Other” categories of groups identified by respondents, that are dealing with trade 

or TCB among other issues. 
 
 

Census by 
type of 

Committee/ 
Working 

group 

Occurrence Detail 

Integrated 
Framework 

7 26% 

 Madagascar: Steering committee of the Integrated Framework 
 Malawi: Integrated Framework Steering Committee / Task 

Force – focuses on the IF programme, but also attempts to 
coordinate donor interventions 

 Mali: Integrated Framework 
 Mauritania: Integrated Framework Steering Committee 
 Rwanda: Integrated Framework 
 Tanzania: Integrated Framework Steering, and Integrated 

Framework Trade Related Assistance Committee (newly set 
up, future composition, mandate and relationship currently 
under discussion) 

PSD & 
Trade Group 

14 52% 

 Bangladesh: Trade Working Group of the Private Sector 
Local Consultative Group 

 Benin: Coordination group on "private sector, and Informal 
EC+MS private sector coordination 

 Cambodia: Sub-Steering Committee on Trade Facilitation 
(reporting to the Steering Committee for Private Sector 
Development). 

 Ghana: PSD, Trade and Financial Sector Donor Work 
Group. There have also been broad and extensive ad hoc 
consultations with key stakeholder groups (including donors) 
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Census by 
type of 

Committee/ 
Working 

group 

Occurrence Detail 

to design a National Trade Policy and a Trade Sector Support 
Strategy.  

 Kenya: Private Sector Donor Group, and Trade Policy Donor 
Group 

 Rwanda: Private Sector Cluster 
 Senegal: EU trade officers meetings 
 Senegal: Private sector donor group 
 Tanzania: Development Partner Group on Private Sector (the 

future composition, mandate and relationship of this group is 
currently under discussion) 

 Tunisia: no working group on TCB but quarterly meetings of 
Trade/Economic Counsellors of the EU Embassies + EC. 
the answers will be focused on these meetings.   

 Vietnam: Trade Donor Working Group 

Other 6 22% 

 Benin: Informal "fish" group for capacity building on exports 
 Botswana: Programme Steering Committee of DFID 

"Regional Trade Facilitation Programme" to which several 
donors participate  

 Dominican Republic: Donor's General Coordination Group 
for exchange and sharing of donor's information about 
cooperation activities in the country, including, but not 
specifically, TCB. Another “group” is the Caribbean Regional 
Negotiating Machinery: regional structure dealing with all 
trade negotiations engaged by the Caribbean, including search 
and implementation of donor's funds fro TCB. The DR is 
now incorporated in this structure to negotiate the EPA with 
the EU. 

 Ecuador: Monthly meetings where joint problems are 
discussed, ideas exchanged and possible solutions are looked, 
but not trade capabilities for this or another sector 

 Malawi: Other committees for each project 
TOTAL 27 100%  
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1.3 - For each of the Committees/ Working groups you listed above, 

please answer the following questions: 

 

  Integrated 
Framework 

PSD & Trade 
Group 

Other 

How many times did the committee/ 
working group meet in the last 2 years? 

Average 
6 times in last 

two years 

Average 
9 times in last 

two years 

Average 
10 times in last 

two years 

How many days per year does it involve 
(including preparation time)? 

Average 
9 days per year

Average 
11 days per year 

Average 
9 days per year

Are you satisfied with the frequency of the meetings? 
- Not sufficiently frequent 5 2 0 
- Satisfactory 2 11 5a 
- Too frequent 0 1 0 

Who established it? 
- your government 3 2 2 
- the Commission Delegation 1 4 1b 
- a  Member State (specify) 0 4c 2d 
- other donors (specify) 6e 6f 1g 

Who participates in the meetings?  Reference is average number of participants.   
Example: for the working groups related to the Integrated Framework,  
on average 5 persons represent the partner country at each meeting. 

- The partner country Average number of 
participants: 5 

Average number of 
participants: 1 

Average number of 
participants: <1 

- The Commission Delegation Average number of 
participants: 1 

Average number of 
participants: 1 

Average number of 
participants:  1 

- Member States (specify) Average number of 
participants: 2h 

Average number of 
participants: 3i 

Average number of 
participants: 1j 

- Other donors (specify) Average number of 
participants: 1k 

Average number of 
participants: 3l 

Average number of 
participants: 2m 

Are TCB activities the  specific mandate of the committee/ working group ? 
- Yes 2 1 2n 
- No 5 13 3 

Are TCB activities one of its mandates, among other issues? 
- Yes 4 10 2o 
- No 3 4 3 

Does it deal with:    
- Integrated Framework (IF)? 7 6 0 
- Joint Integrated Technical 

Assistance Programme (JITAP)? 2 2 0 

- Other multilateral TCB activities? 
(specify) 2p 6q 0 

Does the EU (Commission/MS) designate a principal spokesperson to it?  
- -        Yes 3 13 2r 
- No 4 1 3 
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  Integrated 
Framework 

PSD & Trade 
Group 

Other 

Who most often chairs the meetings? 
- Official from the partner 

government 7 4 3s 

- Official from EU (specify which 
MS or representative of the 
Commission Delegation) 

3t 7u 1v 

- Official from multilateral 
organisations 1 3 1 

- Official from non-EU donors 
(specify) 0 4w 0 

In the case of Integrated Framework (IF) activities, is the chairman an official from the IF 
facilitator country? 

- Yes 3 1 0 
- No 4 5 1 

 

2. Relevance of topics addressed 

 
2.1 - In view of the mandate of the coordination mechanisms you listed 

above, can you give your views on: 

 
2.1.1 - The importance that should be given to the following aspects. 

[INTEGRATED FRAMEWORK] 

  
Not 

important
Important 

Very 
important 

TOTAL 

Information on common approaches and visions 
agreed at HQ level on TCB 2 2 2 6 

Information on changes in EU bilateral trade 
policies and stances of the EU in negotiations at 
the WTO, WB and other multilateral 
organisations 

5 2 0 7 

Information on donors TCB policies, strategies, 
activities of participants in the country 1 2 4 7 

Improvement of common understanding of TCB 
main issues and partner’s needs 0 2 5 7 

Identification of best practices in terms of TCB 2 3 2 7 

Make use of donors’ comparative advantages 1 2 4 7 
Identification of the problems of coherence in 
the TCB activities of different donors 3 3 1 7 

Other (specify) 0 2x 1y 2 
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2.1.2 - The extent to which this importance is reflected in the agenda 

[INTEGRATED FRAMEWORK] 

  
Not 

addressed 
Addressed 

Main 
topic of 

the 
agenda 

TOTAL 

Information on common approaches and visions 
agreed at HQ level on TCB 3 2 1 6 

Information on changes in EU bilateral trade 
policies and stances of the EU in negotiations at 
the WTO, WB and other multilateral 
organisations 

6 0 0 6 

Information on donors TCB policies, strategies, 
activities of participants in the country 1 5 0 6 

Improvement of common understanding of TCB 
main issues and partner’s needs 1 4 1 6 

Identification of best practices in terms of TCB 5 1 0 6 

Make use of donors’ comparative advantages 3 2 1 6 
Identification of the problems of coherence in 
the TCB activities of different donors 3 3 0 6 

Other (specify) 0 1z 1aa 2 
 
 

2.1.1 - The importance that should be given to the following aspects. 
[PSD & TRADE GROUP] 

  
Not 

important
Important 

Very 
important 

TOTAL 

Information on common approaches and visions 
agreed at HQ level on TCB 2 5 6 13 

Information on changes in EU bilateral trade 
policies and stances of the EU in negotiations at 
the WTO, WB and other multilateral 
organisations 

2 8 3 13 

Information on donors TCB policies, strategies, 
activities of participants in the country 1 5 7 13 

Improvement of common understanding of TCB 
main issues and partner’s needs 1 9 3 13 

Identification of best practices in terms of TCB 1 8 4 13 

Make use of donors’ comparative advantages 1 7 5 13 
Identification of the problems of coherence in 
the TCB activities of different donors 1 9 3 13 

Other (specify) 0 3bb 2cc 5 
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2.1.2 -  The extent to which this importance is reflected in the agenda 

[PSD & TRADE GROUP] 

  
Not 

addressed 
Addressed 

Main 
topic of 

the 
agenda 

TOTAL 

Information on common approaches and visions 
agreed at HQ level on TCB 4 6 3 13 

Information on changes in EU bilateral trade 
policies and stances of the EU in negotiations at 
the WTO, WB and other multilateral 
organisations 

5 6 2 13 

Information on donors TCB policies, strategies, 
activities of participants in the country 3 4 6 13 

Improvement of common understanding of TCB 
main issues and partner’s needs 5 6 2 13 

Identification of best practices in terms of TCB 8 3 2 13 

Make use of donors’ comparative advantages 3 8 2 13 
Identification of the problems of coherence in 
the TCB activities of different donors 6 5 2 13 

Other (specify) 0 2dd 1ee 3 
 
 

2.1.1 - The importance that should be given to the following aspects 
[OTHER] 

  Not 
important

Important 
Very 

important 
TOTAL 

Information on common approaches and visions 
agreed at HQ level on TCB 0 4 1 5 

Information on changes in EU bilateral trade 
policies and stances of the EU in negotiations at 
the WTO, WB and other multilateral 
organisations 

1 3 1 5 

Information on donors TCB policies, strategies, 
activities of participants in the country 0 3 2 5 

Improvement of common understanding of TCB 
main issues and partner’s needs 0 4 1 5 

Identification of best practices in terms of TCB 0 4 1 5 

Make use of donors’ comparative advantages 0 3 2 5 
Identification of the problems of coherence in 
the TCB activities of different donors 0 2 2 4 

Other (specify) 0 0 0 0 
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2.1.2 -  The extent to which this importance is reflected in the agenda. 

[OTHER] 

  Not 
addressed 

Addressed 

Main 
topic of 

the 
agenda 

TOTAL 

Information on common approaches and visions 
agreed at HQ level on TCB 4 0 1 5 

Information on changes in EU bilateral trade 
policies and stances of the EU in negotiations at 
the WTO, WB and other multilateral 
organisations 

4 0 1 5 

Information on donors TCB policies, strategies, 
activities of participants in the country 1 2 2 5 

Improvement of common understanding of TCB 
main issues and partner’s needs 2 3 0 5 

Identification of best practices in terms of TCB 3 2 0 5 

Make use of donors’ comparative advantages 1 3 1 5 
Identification of the problems of coherence in 
the TCB activities of different donors 1 3 0 4 

Other (specify) 0 0 0 0 
 

2.2 - If the coordination mechanisms involve participation of 
representatives of the partner country, is this participation 

 Very active 3 17% 
 Fairly active 10 56% 
 Passive  2 11% 
 No role 3 17% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 
2.3 - If the partner does not participate in the discussions, do you 

consider that the group manages nevertheless to align donor support to 
TCB activities on the objectives and priorities of the partner’s 

development strategy? 
 Fully 3 30% 
 Partially 7 70% 
 Not at all 0 0% 

TOTAL 10 100% 
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3. Outcomes of the coordination process 

3.1 For programming 

3.1 - Have the coordination mechanisms favoured a common approach 
to the identification of TCB needs? (many possible answers) 

No 6 25% 
Yes, between EU donors (=EU Member 
States and the Commission) 5 21% 

Yes, between EU donors and other donors 6 25% 
Yes, between the partner and EU donors 
(specify which)       7ff 29% 

TOTAL 24 100% 
 

3.2 - Have the coordination mechanisms enabled programming a set of 
TCB donor supported activities that are: 

 
3.2.1 - Complementing each other and 

avoiding duplications? 
  

Not at all 6 46% 
Fully 7 54% 
TOTAL 13 100% 

No reply 5  
 

3.2.2 - Reflecting donors comparative 
advantage or relative experience in specific 

TCB areas? 
  

Yes 8 57% 
No 6 43% 
TOTAL 14 100% 

No reply 4  
 

3.2.3 - Generally better designed than 
previously? 

  

Yes 12 80% 
No 3 20% 
TOTAL 15 100% 

No reply 3  
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3.3 - Have the coordination mechanisms led to the adoption of 

common mechanisms for TCB interventions? 

Yes 5 28% 
No 13 72% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 
3.3.1 - If yes, what sort of common 

mechanisms? (many possible answers) 
  

Co-financing  2 18% 
Basket funding 3 27% 
Sector wide approach 5 45% 
Other (specify)       1gg 9% 
TOTAL 11 100% 

 

3.2 For implementation 

3.4 - In general did the coordination mechanisms lead to: 

 
3.4.1 - A common implementation 
schedule for the whole set of TCB 

activities? 
  

Yes 2 11% 
No 16 89% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 
3.4.2 - Information sharing on the status of 
TCB activities implemented by EU donor?

  

Yes, formal 3 17% 
Yes, but only informal 9 50% 
No  6 33% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 
3.4.3 - Involvement of the partner in the 
coordination of TCB implementation? 

  

Yes, as leading actor 5 28% 
Yes, as participant 7 39% 
No  6 33% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 
3.4.4. Adoption of harmonised procedures 

for all or specific TCB interventions? 
  

Yes 2 11% 
No  16 89% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 



 
JOINT EVALUATION OF CO-ORDINATION OF TRADE CAPACITY BUILDING IN PARTNER COUNTRIES  
EVALUATION STUDIES UNDER THE 3CS INITIATIVE ADE 

Final Report – Annexes – February 2006 Annex 9 / page 18 

 

3.4.4.1 - If yes are these procedures based 
on the partner’s procedures?   

Entirely 0 0% 
Partially  2 100% 
Not at all 0 0% 
Do not know 0 0% 
TOTAL 2 100% 

 
3.4.5 - Dissemination of information on 

best practices resulting from the 
participants experience?   

  

Yes 5 28% 
No 10 56% 
Do not know 3 17% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 
3.4.6 - Adoption of best practices of others   

Yes 3 17% 
No 11 61% 
Do not know 4 22% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 

3.3 For monitoring and evaluation 

3.5 - Are there common mechanisms for monitoring implementation  
of TCB activities? (many possible answers) 

No 14 78% 
Yes, between EU donors (=EU Member 
States and the Commission) 1 6% 

Yes, between EU donors and other donors 0 0% 
Yes, between the partner and EU donors 
(specify which)       3hh 17% 

TOTAL 18 100% 

 
3.6 - Are there common mechanisms for evaluating implementation of 

TCB activities? (many possible answers) 

No 14 78% 
Yes, between EU donors (=EU Member 
States and the Commission) 1 6% 

Yes, between EU donors and other donors 0 0% 
Yes, between the partner and EU donors 
(specify which)        3ii 17% 

TOTAL 18 100% 
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3.7 - What are the mechanisms for feeding the results back to the 

headquarters?   

None 4 22% 
Common feed back to Member States and 
the Commission 2 11% 

Bilateral feed backs 12 67% 

TOTAL 18 100% 

 

4. Outcomes in terms of ownership and leadership by the 
partner 

4.1 - Did the coordination mechanisms improve the policy dialogue 
with the Government: 

 
4.1.1 - By permitting a better common 
understanding of the issues at hand?  
(Rank from 1 – not at all – to 5 – completely) 

  

Answer 1 1 6% 
Answer 2 4 22% 
Answer 3 8 44% 
Answer 4 4 22% 

1 = not at all 

 
5 = completely Answer 5 1 6% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 
4.1.2 - By allowing a single dialogue 

between the Government and EU donors? 
(Rank from 1 – not at all – to 5 – completely) 

  

Answer 1 3 17% 
Answer 2 7 39% 
Answer 3 6 33% 
Answer 4 1 6% 

1 = not at all 

 
5 = completely Answer 5 1 6% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 



 
JOINT EVALUATION OF CO-ORDINATION OF TRADE CAPACITY BUILDING IN PARTNER COUNTRIES  
EVALUATION STUDIES UNDER THE 3CS INITIATIVE ADE 

Final Report – Annexes – February 2006 Annex 9 / page 20 

5. Value for money 

5.1 - Do you consider that for your work the benefits of your 
participation to the coordination mechanisms outweigh the costs (time, 

travel, etc.)? 
Yes, Entirely 5 28% 
Partially  9 50% 
Not at all 2 11% 
No opinion 2 11% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 
5.2 - Do you consider that overall the outcomes of the coordination 

mechanisms outweigh the resources put in it by the EU donors?  
in the following aspects: 

 
5.2.1 - It reduces the cost for the partner   

Yes 11 69% 
No 5 31% 
TOTAL 16 100% 

No reply 2  
 

5.2.2 - It reduces the time (and the cost) 
spent in bilateral meetings 

  

Yes 10 63% 
No 6 38% 
TOTAL 16 100% 

No reply 2  
 

5.2.3 - It produces worthwhile results   

Yes 10 71% 
No 4 29% 
TOTAL 14 100% 

No reply 4  
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6. Recommendations 

6.1 - Do you think that the coordination mechanisms should devote 
more attention to the allocation of EU resources to the various TCB 

categories within the overall assistance programme? 
Yes 13 76% 
No  4 24% 
TOTAL 17 100% 
No reply 11  

 
6.2 - Do you think that the coordination mechanisms improve 

awareness of the role of TCB in the development process? 
(Rank from 1 – not at all – to 5 – completely) 

Answer 1 0 0% 
Answer 2 2 11% 
Answer 3 11 61% 
Answer 4 5 28% 

1 = not at all 

 
5 = completely Answer 5 0 0% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

No reply 10  
 
 

6.3 - Open question: Suggestion to improve the coordination mechanisms. 

A1: Stronger commitment by member states to coordination. 
A2: The objective of the coordination mechanisms on TCB should go together with an 
overall strategy to integrate "trade assistance" in the overall development and cooperation 
strategies. But today, for example, there is no reference in the EC development strategy in 
Benin to Trade Capacity Building, and the need of some actions by the government are most 
often not implemented (port reform, elimination of abusive controls on the main routes, 
etc.). 
There is very specially the need to incorporate the private sector (representatives from the 
Chamber of Commerce and local and foreign investors. The administration has not the 
ability to understand most issues and implement most solutions. A local change can only be 
achieved through the pushing by the private sector, and donors can contribute to it 
associating directly the private sector to discussions with the administration. 
A3: There is one overall coordination task force composed of SADC and all interested 
International Cooperating Partners (ICP) already in existence. It does not deal specifically 
with TCB but has identified a number of cross-cutting issues for better coordination. It has 
also commissioned a comprehensive study on how coordination could be improved. 
One of the outcomes of the work of the task force is the recent agreement to establish 
specific thematic coordination groups for a number of relevant sectors, notably in trade and 
in finance and investment.  
These groups will be set up in the second semester 2005 and will deal with TCB issues in a 
more systematic way than the more project oriented DFID led Committee could do in the 
past. SADC appointed as lead donors the EC (for the trade group) and DFID (for the 
finance and investment group). Due to the recent nature of this decision no experience with 
these instruments can be reported to date. 
A4: message in e-mail: 
Réponse à la question 1.: il n'existe pas au […] de mécanisme de coordination des initiatives des bailleurs de 
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fonds en matière de renforcement des capacités dans le domaine du  commerce. Les autres questions n'appellent 
donc pas de réponse.  
Toutefois, on peut faire les quelques commentaires suivants:  au […], il existe une certaine "concurrence" 
entre les différents programmes de renforcement des capacités dans le domaine commercial, dont les montages 
élaborés par la CNUCED, le CCI, l'OMC, ..... sont, bien souvent, des programmes "prêts à porter", ne 
prenant pas toujours en compte les réalités du terrain pour la mise en oeuvre de leurs activités (grandes 
faiblesses des ministères du commerce dans la mobilisation des contre-parties nationales, notamment) .  
Par ailleurs, on constate que la coordination et la complémentarité des activités de ces différents programmes 
fait souvent défaut. 
A6: So far the co-ordination mechanism has focused only on Trade Facilitation, which was 
considered the most important priority area in view of the end of the MFA (and the 
consequent threat to the Cambodian garment industry). 
The Government, under the leadership of the Ministry of Commerce, is now starting 
preparation for a Sector Programme, that is expected to be supported through a SWAp in 
the months to come. The EC is providing assistance to the Ministry of Commerce on this 
issue. The co-ordination mechanism will be an integral part of the new system, which should 
be seen as a development of a successful Integrated Framework. In early 2006 we are 
expecting to see the first results. 
A7: message in e-mail:  
As you will see there is no specific coordination mechanism set up in […]dealing with TCB activities either at 
the initiative of donors or Government.  Thus, it is not possible to reply to most of the questions.  However, 
there is a multi-donor committee set up to examine all PRSP-related activities (including when and if 
necessary/appropriate trade related matters).  In reality, trade has rarely been discussed in the committee in 
terms of TCB measures but the Delegation has given presentations on other trade related matters e.g. the 
Economic Partnership Agreement negotiations.  This committee meets monthly, is chaired in turn by a donor 
but does not include a representative of the Government (donors include WB, IMF, EC, UN, Japan, 
Canada, Germany, France).  
A9: Besides the general donors coordination group, there are several sector-oriented donors 
coordination groups (health, education, etc). It could be useful to set up a sector group on 
TRA and TCB. BUT from the knowledge I have, donors in […] have none or extremely 
limited interventions in this area and thus, no interest in such a group. 
There also exists a National Commission for Trade Negotiations: an inter-service govt. 
commission dealing and consulting on trade negotiations which has also a coordinating role 
on TRA and TCB. It is a govt. structure.  
A10: Although it does not give a committee in […]working in such activity, the Delegation 
within the Member States works in issues which have to do with these actions. For example, 
the monthly meetings between the Delegation and MS in trade and economic issues, which 
treat problems related with the lack of the trade capacity in non oil productivity sectors, 
which annual increase related to the national GDP is only the 2%, a percentage under the 
2,1% corresponding to the annual demographic population increase. Having in account, that 
the GDP increase for 2005 was of 6%, the differential stays in the oil prices increase and not 
in a no oil productivity, which means for the national economy a strong dependency of the 
oil productivity and its actual prices and not of the trade capacity of the country. Referred to 
other parts of the questionnaire and, although as mentioned, does not exist a Committee for 
TCBs, it is possible to answer a lot of questions to your form, otherwise impossible to do 
without these. It is also very important to explain, that the government has even not 
resolved, by no legislate, lie over, political interests or non interest, organic laws, marked as 
essential by the IMF in it initial stand-bye agreement with the Government, related between 
others, to competence, quality, customs, public administration, financial system, etc. 
Understandably, with so a lack in the security of the legal system, it is very difficult for 
business men and companies to make or try to do investments or business. Even it, and as 
said before, the Delegation and the MS treat to help to improve the situation with actions 
and activities, executed through programmes and political instruments. By this, and even here 
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is not formally applied the TCBs, please take the answers to your questionnaire as a work of 
approximation and approach to your exercise. Thus, please take in account the 
Committee/Working Group A as the only one for validation purposes.  
A11: 1. Establish a database of trade related donor initiatives that is updated regularly  and 
that is accessible by all participating donor agencies; 
2. Establish rotational chairmanship every six months as against a year to speed up the 
introduction of new perspectives and expedite their implementation. 
A12: Currently TCB is only one of many elements included in the TSSP. In July 2005, all 
concerned parties (all the signatories of the MoU under Group 1) Ministry of Trade will 
present to the Government, the donor community and civil society at large the Trade Sector 
Support Programme for the implementation of the National Trade Policy, which will include 
TCB. It will be only then that we will be able to fully respond to most of the question in this 
questionnaire (particularly those related to implementation mechanisms and impact/results). 
 
Donor Group on PSD: Monthly meetings, but in the last 6 months the group met more 
frequently to draft a MoU to coordinate joint donor support to the implementation of the 
National Strategy on PSD and Trade (2005-2009). 
 
+ Message in e-mail:  
We would like to take this opportunity to raise some concerns on the nature and focus of the questionnaire, 
which might be considered whilst writing the report.  
1) The Europe-centred nature of the questionnaire seems to clash with the increasing international efforts to 

move towards joint/harmonised donor approaches in the provision of aid   
2) there should have been less focus on EC/MSs initiatives/strategies and greater attention on assessing 

TCB relevance in government-led initiatives, processes, national strategies and programmes 
3) the underlying suggestion that greater EC or MS focus (hence resources) could be channelled to TCB, seems 

to contradict the general trend to move towards sector and budget support, where donors do not specify their 
preference and governments take the lead over resource allocation. 

To help the consultants interpret our responses, we have added a brief background on the on going process for 
the development of a Trade Sector Support Strategy (TSSP) that will include TCB and on the donor 
coordination process in […]. Until the TSSP is approved, most donors will not support/implement any TCB 
related activity. 
A13: In Guinea, there is not a working group dealing with implementation of EU donors 
resources. There are informal contacts with Member States staff and Government officials 
based in personal relationship. 
Guinean Authorities have requested to EC Delegation to finance several capacity building 
projects, what has not been possible until now because the 9 FED has not yet signed due to 
political difficulties. 
Nevertheless, Delegation meets on a regular basis Trade Authorities in order to identify TCB 
projects that could be eligible for future funding.  
A14: The following should be noted: 
TCB/TRTA is not near the list of priority areas for donors to […]; neither Government nor 
donors have identified it as a key issue in recent years. There are only a limited number of 
donors in […]and there is only one active EU MS (UK) that beside the EC is  a large donor. 
[…]is among the most well-resourced and institutionally capable countries of following the  
wide agenda of trade negotiations, albeit this agenda remains very heavy for a small country 
like […].
 
To the Delegations knowledge, TRTA/TCB benefiting […]is mostly implemented at the 
regional level (CARICOM, RNM, etc.), for which the Delegation has no managing 
responsibilities. There are of course projects ongoing that possibly affect […]'s trade 
performance indirectly (e.g. in infrastructure or private sector development) but these cannot 
be considered TCB or TRTA as such as their objectives are much broader formulated.
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In […], donors, including EC and MS (UK) have recently seriously stepped up their 
coordination mechanisms and joint monitoring of key areas (security and justice, social 
sectors, macroeconomic performance and disaster mitigation), however these do not include 
TCB or TRTA.  
For the purpose of the Regional Preparatory Task Force in the context of the EPA 
negotiations, Caribbean delegations comprised a list of ongoing and recent TRTA/TCB 
projects. It should be noted that this list, which is attached, caters for a very wide definition 
of TRTA/TCB and is therefore very large.  
A15: TCB has only started recently as a coordinated activity amongst the donors. With the 
cooperation of the Ministry of Trade and Industry, there is ample scope for improved results. 
However, the interest in sector-wide donor supported programme as opposed to the 
traditional stand-alone project must be there from the Government. 
A16: At the moment there is no dedicated coordination mechanism in the field of trade in 
the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. This is not to say that the different 
stakeholders have no contacts at all. 
1) the EAR organises on a monthly basis a European Union Member States meeting in 
which all EU member states participate and in which different subject are discussed. Trade 
occasionally is one of these subjects. 
2) Both EAR and other international agencies organise ad-hoc meetings to discuss issues 
related to trade. These meetings are generally called when important outputs of projects or 
missions are available and need discussions. Or they are organised as part of the 
programming for future assistance. 
3) As part of the EU Member States meetings, an ongoing initiative is to stimulate the 
emergence of sector-focused coordination mechanisms between the government and the 
international community, basing on the principals of the Paris Declaration. Although trade is 
not yet on the agenda, private sector development (which is linked to trade issues) is and will 
be discussed in the coming few months. 
A17: a strong leadership from the Government's side is necessary but lack of human 
resources/capacity in this area is too important to be overcome in the short-medium term 
A18: There is a lack of understanding within the Ministry of Trade and Private Sector 
Development of the advantages of improving coordination of donor inputs. Those donors 
resident in […]are very concerned about the poor coordination and are working together to 
take a common approach. Our efforts to encourage the government are, however, 
undermined by the approach taken by non-resident donors, such as ITC, UNCTAD and 
World Bank Washington based staff who come to […]with a particular objective and without 
a good understanding of the local context and existing structures.  
A19: Dans le cas […]nous sommes toujours au stade de préparation du plan d'action du 
Cadre Intégré. Il est donc prématuré d'emettre un avis sur l'efficacité et la plus value de ce 
processus mais nous pouvons déjà signalé que les partenaires financiers montrent peu 
d'intérêt à participer Il faudrait, donc, une plus grande implication des bailleurs surtout des 
EM pour augmenter les chances de réussite de cette démarche. 
A20: Le Comité de pilotage du "Cadre intégré" est à ce jour  le seul Comité de coordination 
dans le domaine du TCB. Projet de création d'un sous-groupe au sein de la coordination 
"Délégation de la CE / Etats membres" (septembre-octobre 2005)  
A21: As far as the Delegation is aware, there is no coordination mechanism related to the 
TCB activities in […]. At the Government level, there is a donor coordination meeting which 
is only information sharing and no decision making with regard to planning of new activities 
and needs on TCB. It is chaired by the Ministry of Commerce, Government of […]and is 
attended by the donors agencies (including the IFIs and EU MS working in the area of trade 
and trade related activities including capacity building.  
A22: To my knowledge, there is no coordination mechanism as such related to TCB in […].
During the EU Economic & Commercial Counsellors meetings organised by the EU local 
Presidency (in principle twice per semester) there is an opportunity to discuss these matters. 
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A24: message in e-mail: 
As the Netherlands government does not have a private sector development program in Senegal I might not be 
aware of all developments. The US and the WB are actively involved in this field in Senegal. However we had 
the local presidency of the EU over the last 1,5 years in Dakar and were organizing the trade officers 
meetings.  
I hope the information is useful for your evaluation. 
A25: There is need to bring in both TCB and PSD programmes together under one 
coordination process. The nature of activities undertaken in the context of trade and PSD 
require a mixed approach, e.g. global budget support and Multidonor Projects (Basket funds). 
More progress is required on coherence with EC Regional programmes and links to regional 
institutions with trade/customs union responsibilities. 
A28: The Delegation has organised number of briefing and consultations meetings with EU 
Member States representatives and donors as well as with the government agencies on EC 
funded activities (MUTRAP II, TRTA Asia Trust Fund, Trade Needs Assessment mission, 
EC-ASEAN ECAP II programme on Intellectual Property Rights). Information sharing on 
EC funded projects (European Technical Assistance Programme ETV 2, EC-ASEAN 
Standards and Quality Programme, etc.) frequently done in  donors and bilateral meetings 
organised on other subjects. 
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Synthesis of answers to Questionnaire C 

This note is a synthesis of all answers to Questionnaire C. With respect for privacy of respondents, 
answers are not quoted attributably. For this purpose, a reference code “C#” corresponds to each 
respondent, and information susceptible to enable identification of respondents is hidden in open 
questions. 

0. Identification of the respondents 

Recipients of and Respondents to Questionnaire C 

  Recipients Respondents 

European Commission 25 16% 6 32% 
EU Member States 126 81% 13 68% 
Other  
(Candidate countries, European Council) 4 3% 0 0% 

TOTAL 155 100% 19 100% 
 

Rate of response   Total 12,3% 
Incl. participants in the Group:  28,8% 

 
 
This questionnaire has been sent to all participants to one or all meetings organised by the 
Group (66 persons), plus to persons non-participants in the meetings but registered on the 
restricted website of the Group2 (89 persons).  
 

 
Are you from a department dealing mainly with trade or with 

development? 

Trade mainly 9 47% 

Development mainly 1 5% 

Integration of both aspects 9 47% 

TOTAL 19 100% 

 

                                                 
2  Joint Trade & Development Expert Group website: http://trade-info.cec.eu.int/cgi-bin/trade_dev/index.pl  
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1. Operational aspects  

1.1 -  Your participation in meetings organised by the group: 

You never attended the meetings of the group 
(in this case, please go directly to question 2.2 and then 
skip to section 4) 

1 5% 

You normally attend all meetings of the group 13 68% 
You participate exclusively when certain topics 
are discussed 5 26% 

TOTAL 19 100% 
 

1.1.1. - To the extent that you only participate when certain topics are 
discussed, what are these topics? 

C1: Integrated Framework - WTO Training Programme - WTO-OECD Trade 
Capacity Building Data Base 
C10: Trade related assistance in ACP Countries, EPA negotiations and other general 
TRA issues 
C14: EPA 
C15: Trade Related Technical Cooperation, Doha Development Round, Trade 
Facilitation (Other colleagues might participate when Services or European Partnership 
Agreements are a major topic on the agenda) 
C17: Services 

 
1.2 - Why were you designated to participate regularly in the meetings 

of the group? (many possible answers) 
Because you expressed an interest in the topics 
discussed. 3 10% 

Because your institution appointed you to 
represent it. 14 48% 

Because your job includes responsibility in 
coordination with other MS and/or the 
Commission. 

12 41% 

Other (specify)        0 0% 
TOTAL 29 100% 

 
1.3 - Are you satisfied with the frequency of the meetings? 

Too many 1 6% 
Satisfied with the frequency 17 94% 
Too few 0 0% 

TOTAL 18 100% 
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1.4 - Are you satisfied with the procedures of the meetings? In terms of: 

 
1.4.1 - Recording notes:     

Yes 12 67% 
No  4 22% 
TOTAL 16 100% 

 
If No, why?  
C2: which notes? 
C3: coming too late 
C13:  Following the meeting, the recording notes are 
issued several months after (too late). 
C19: With reservation that there are no official 
recording notes since February 2005 

 
1.4.2 -  Status of participants     
Yes 14 78% 
No  3 17% 
TOTAL 17 100% 

 

1.5 - Are you satisfied with informal status of the Group? 

Yes 15 83% 
No  3 17% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 
If No, why?  
C14:  it is not clear, if the group has any impact 
C15: The Group has no real mandate to advise the 
133 the Committee, which therefore can ignore the 
work of the group. 

 

2. Relevance of topics addressed 

2.1 - Is the planned agenda of the meetings:  
In phase with the TCB activities planned by 
the MS and the Commission?  8 44% 

Only in phase with the TCB activities planned 
by the Commission? 3 17% 

Determined on the proposals or requests from 
participants? 10 56% 

TOTAL 21 100% 
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2.2 - In view of the mandate of the Group, can you give your views on: 

 
 

2.2.1 - The importance that should be given to the following aspects. 

  
Very 

important 
Important 

Not 
important 

TOTAL

Information on common approaches and 
visions agreed at HQ level on TCB 14 5 0 19 

Improvement of common understanding of 
main issues and partner’s needs in the area 
of TCB 

10 7 2 19 

Identification of the problems of coherence 
in the TCB activities of different donors 10 9 0 19 

Information on changes in EU bilateral 
trade policies and stances of the EU in 
negotiations at the WTO, WB and other 
multilateral organisation 

12 7 0 19 

Information on donors TCB policies, 
strategies, activities of participants in the 
country 

10 9 0 19 

Identification of best practices in terms of 
TCB 4 13 2 19 

Make use of donors’ comparative 
advantages 11 8 0 19 

Other (specify) 0 1 0 1 

 
 C18: Identification of strategies to implement Paris Declaration on Aid effectiveness, 

including coordination and harmonisation with non-EU donors 
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74%

53%

53%

63%

53%

21%

58%

0%

26%

37%

47%

37%

47%

68%

42%

100%

0%

11%

0%

0%

0%

11%

0%

0%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

Information on common approaches and visions agreed at HQ level on
TCB

Improvement of common understanding of main issues and partner’s
needs in the area of TCB

Identification of the problems of coherence in the TCB activities of
different donors

Information on changes in EU bilateral trade policies and stances of the
EU in negotiations at the WTO, WB and other multilateral organisation

Information on donors TCB policies, strategies, activities of participants in
the country

Identification of best practices in terms of TCB

Make use of donors’ comparative advantages

Other (specify)

Very important Important Not important  
 
 

2.2.2 -  The extent to which this importance is reflected in the agenda 

  
Main topic of 

the agenda 
Addressed

Not 
addressed 

TOTAL 

Information on common approaches 
and visions agreed at HQ level on TCB 8 7 3 18 

Improvement of common 
understanding of main issues and 
partner’s needs in the area of TCB 

3 12 3 18 

Identification of the problems of 
coherence in the TCB activities of 
different donors 

0 7 11 18 

Information on changes in EU bilateral 
trade policies and stances of the EU in 
negotiations at the WTO, WB and 
other multilateral organization 

3 11 4 18 

Information on donors TCB policies, 
strategies, activities of participants in 
the country 

5 10 3 18 

Identification of best practices in terms 
of TCB 1 13 4 18 

Make use of donors’ comparative 
advantages 0 7 11 18 

Other (specify) 0 0 1 1 

 
 C18: Identification of strategies to implement Paris Declaration on Aid effectiveness, 

including coordination and harmonisation with non-EU donors 
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44%

17%

28%

17%

6%

0%

0%

0%

39%

61%

56%

67%

72%

39%

39%

0%

17%

22%

17%

17%

22%

61%

61%

100%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

Information on common approaches and visions agreed at HQ level on
TCB

Improvement of common understanding of main issues and partner’s needs
in the area of TCB

Identification of the problems of coherence in the TCB activities of
different donors

Information on changes in EU bilateral trade policies and stances of the
EU in negotiations at the WTO, WB and other multilateral organisation

Information on donors TCB policies, strategies, activities of participants in
the country

Identification of best practices in terms of TCB

Make use of donors’ comparative advantages

Other (specify)

Main topic of the agenda Addressed Not addressed  

3. Dissemination of the results of the meetings 

3.1 - What feed back do you produce after the meetings of the group? 

Nothing 1 3% 
A note for the file 4 13% 
A note for your department 9 30% 

 

3.1.1 -  If so, which?     

  Trade 8 36% 
  Development 6 27% 
  Foreign affairs 7 32% 
  Treasury/finance 0  0% 
  Other (specify)      

C15: GTZ  <= 1 5% 

TOTAL 22 100%  

A note for other departments or DGs 9 30% 
A debriefing meeting 1 3% 

 

3.1.2 - If so, who attends this meeting?     

Only officials from your own department 2 66% 
Officials from other departments  
(specify) 

 C2: <= 
Within the Committee 133 coordination 

meetings only if subject matter arises.

1 33% 

TOTAL 3 100%  
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Other (specify)       6 20% 
 

C4: Depending on the topics discussed, short e-mail and/or verbal exchanges are made 
between persons dealing with trade and development policy in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs or the […]representations in Geneva and Brussels. These exchanges are often 
based on the useful Commission minutes of the meetings, that are disseminated 
systematically/routinely to the persons concerned. 
C8: A report of the meeting is sent to Member States and relevant Commission services. 
C10: Only occasional verbal reports to Head of Unit 
C13: Actually, it depends on the issues addressed during the meetings of the Group 
C15: On items that require a follow-up an e-mail to the person in charge of the issue 
may in some cases supplement the note on the full meeting 
C18: A note sometimes, regularly debriefing during staff meetings 

 

 
TOTAL 30 100% 

 

3.2 -  Is the information resulting from you participation in the 
meetings of the Group disseminated to your representatives in the 

partner countries? 

Systematically 2 11% 
Depending on the topics discussed 9 50% 
No dissemination 7 39% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 

3.3 - After dissemination of the results of meeting do you get demands 
for information or further details on the subjects discussed? (many 

possible answers) 

From colleagues in your departments 11 50% 

From other departments in your home 
administration or the Commission 5 23% 

From representatives in partner countries 2 9% 
No demand for information 4 18% 

TOTAL 22 100% 
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4. Outcomes of the meetings 

4.1 - Did the meetings lead to further bilateral or multilateral contacts 
(on the subject) between your administration and those of other MS or 

Commission? 
Yes 12 67% 
No 6 33% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 
4.2 - Did the meetings of the group lead to progress in the elaboration 
of a common EU approach to TCB activities? at the following levels: 

 
4.2.1 - The exchange of information on on-

going and planned activities. 
    

Yes 15 83% 
No 3 17% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 
4.2.2 - The development of a structured 

information basis on on-going and planned 
activities. 

    

Yes 5 28% 
No 13 72% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 
4.2.3 - The development of or the sharing of 

common guidelines for particular TCB 
activities or for particular phases of the TCB 

project cycle (from needs assessment to 
evaluation). 

    

Yes 7 39% 
No 11 61% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 
4.3 - Did the meetings of the group help to define a common approach 

to multilateral TCB activities (e.g.: WTO seminars, Integrated 
framework, JITAP)? in terms of 

 
4.3.1 - Their objectives       

Significant contribution 3 17% 
Quite important contribution 6 33% 
Some contribution 9 50% 
No contribution at all 0 0% 
TOTAL 18 100% 
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4.3.2 - Their contents      

Significant contribution 0 0% 
Quite important contribution 10 56% 
Some contribution 8 44% 
No contribution at all 0 0% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 

4.3.3 - Participation of EU donors     

Significant contribution 0 0% 
Quite important contribution 7 39% 
Some contribution 7 39% 
No contribution at all 4 22% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 
4.3.4 - A common position by those EU 

donors in the management of these activities 
    

Significant contribution 2 11% 

Quite important contribution 7 39% 

Some contribution 6 33% 

No contribution at all 3 17% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 
4.3.5 - A common position by those EU 
donors in the funding of these activities 

    

Significant contribution 0 0% 
Quite important contribution 4 22% 
Some contribution 9 50% 
No contribution at all 5 28% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 

4.3.6 - Other (specify)     

Significant contribution 0 0% 
Quite important contribution 0 0% 
Some contribution 0 0% 
No contribution at all 0 0% 
TOTAL 0 100% 
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5. Value for money 

5.1 - Do you consider that for your work the benefits of your 
participation to the coordination mechanisms outweigh the costs (time, 

travel, etc.)? 
Yes, Entirely 7 39% 
Partially  10 56% 
Not at all 0 0% 
No opinion 1 6% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 
5.2 - Do you consider that overall the outcomes of the coordination 

mechanisms outweigh the resources put in it by the EU donors? 
Yes, Entirely 5 28% 
Partially  8 44% 
Not at all 1 6% 
No opinion 4 22% 
TOTAL 18 100% 

 

6. Recommendations 

6.1 - Do you think that the group should devote more attention to the 
allocation of EU resources to the various TCB categories?  

Yes, but only in terms of information sharing 12 63% 

Yes, active contribution to EU funding 
decisions for TCB  7 37% 

No 0 0% 
TOTAL 19 100% 

 
6.2 - Do you think that the group should be more involved in preparing 
common positions for the EU participation in multilateral fora relative 

to the following aspects: 
 

6.2.1 - Design of multilateral activities (e.g. 
WTO training sessions, IF activities, etc.) 

    

Yes 15 79% 
No  4 21% 
TOTAL 19 100% 
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6.2.2 - Funding (e.g.: earmarked funding, 

basket funding.) 
    

Yes 12 63% 
No  7 37% 
TOTAL 19 100% 

 
6.2.3 - Implementation (e.g.: identification of 
IF facilitator, allocation of tasks, formation of 

clusters of EU donors, etc.) 
    

Yes 15 79% 
No  4 21% 
TOTAL 19 100% 

 

6.2.4 - Monitoring and evaluation     

Yes 19 100% 
No  0 0% 
TOTAL 19 100% 

 
6.3 - Do you have any suggestions for alternative topics that could be  

handled by the group? 

C2: No suggestions on alternative topics, but two other remarks: 
 the Group meetings need more structure and more complementarity with both the Geneva 

WTO agenda and the Committee 133 agenda in Brussels. 
 the document distribution should change and only the Committee 133 distribution 

mechanism should be used. 
C3: NB: Please note that I have been participating in the group only from March 2005! 
C4: I do not believe that the group should necessarily attempt to formulate 'common positions' 
in a strict sense. In my opinion, the group should, chiefly through information exchange, strive 
to ensure coherency and complementarity of EU Member State and Commission trade and 
development policy. 
The group could to a greater degree be used as an informal forum of sparring partners for the 
Commission and Member States. Views on potential Commission initiatives in the area of trade 
and development could thus be exchanged before more formal discussions take place in the 
EU. The Commission could, for example, present an early draft of the report on the EPA-
negotiations before it is finalized by mid September this year. 
Such a process would probably attract more expert participants from Member State capitals, 
and thus heighten the level and value of the exchange of views in the group. 
C6: The group already discusses a wide range of topics, with a focus on TCB related subjects, 
but also covering trade & development policy issues. The group has been more responsive to 
topics coming from the trade side than to topics coming from the development side. 
Development side involvement has been less than trade side involvement. 
C10: The representativity of the EU MS representatives is not relevant for the TRA activities in 
ACP countries and, hence, the relevance of the Group was not high for our activities. I have 
requested access to the website so as to follow some of the issues but did not get it. 
C12: [request for more focus on] Trade and development policies and their effectiveness. 
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C15: I would like to point out that on some questions (e.g. 4.2) it would have been good to 
have some intermediate answer between the black and white answers yes and no. 
On question 5: My positive answers here may seem to be somewhat contradictory to my 
answers under 4.3. However, as a representative of the development ministry (which does not 
sit in the 133) the meetings of the group are the only occasion where we have an opportunity to 
discuss issues directly with the commission and other Member States. It is therefore valuable to 
have the group meetings, even if some of the specific outcomes are not rated all that high. 
C18:  1. [request for more focus on]Concrete examples of policy coherence for development in 
relation to trade and development;    
 2. Generally, the group's agenda should include at least 40% trade & development issues, 
and involve officials from both trade and development ministries. 

 
 
 
                                                 
a  A18: varies by committee. 
b  A18: varies by committee. 
c  A25: UK; A24: EU- Presidency; A12: DFID & DANIDA; A2: Holland + France. 
d  A10: That which has the rotatory Presidence. Actually is the UK; A3: DFID. 
e  A25: World Bank and UNDP; A25: World Bank and UNDP; A20: UNDP; A19: Banque Mondiale+ 

USAID (facilitateur); A18: Various IF Donors and Malawi Government; A17: Banque Mondiale 
f  A28: World Bank; A25: Dutch and DFID; A24: US, WB; A15: World Bank; A15: EC/UNDP; A2: 

Heads of Mission. 
g  A9: WB 
h  A26: about 5 including SIDA, DANIDA, DFID; A19: France, Pays Bas, Allemagne; A18: DFID. 
i  A27: All MS present in Tunisia; A24: EU Delegations in Dakar: SP, FR, GE, NL, IT, PO, etc.; A12: 

DFID, EC, GTZ, DANIDA, AFD, Italian Cooperation; A6: France; A1: DfID. 
j  A10: All MS with representation in Ecuador: Belgium, Nederlands, Luxembourg, Italy, Germany, France, 

Spain and UK; A3: DFID, GTZ; A2: Belgium. 
k  A25: World Bank and UNDP; A20: UNDP; A19: Suisse, FMI, PNUD, USAID; A18: UNDP, WB, 

Other visiting donors (e.g. ITC, UNCTAD etc.). 
l  A25: WB, UNDP; A24: WB, US, KFW etc.; A15: World Bank; A15: EC/UNDP; A12: JICA, 

Switzelrand, WB/IFC, USAID; A12: JICA, Switzelrand, WB/IFC  USAID, 16 Donors all together; A6: 
JICA, WB, IMF, UNDP, UNCTAD, AusAid, etc; A2: USAID, WB, Suisse Cooperation, PNUD; A1: 
CIDA, NORAD, JICA, IFC, World Bank. 

m  A9: 10 donors total; A3: USAID; A2: FIDA, FAO, MCA. 
n  A18: varies by committee. 
o  A18: varies by committee. 
p  A25: other donor projects; A25: other donor projects. 
q  A28: Donor matrix on TRTA; A25: other donor projects; A24: WB programs; A12: Ghana is not a LDC, 

a government led process has been developed to achieve a national trade strategy with a prioritised list of 
actions; A12: All donor coordination issues related to PSD, Trade and Finance; A2: Other studies and 
initiatives by WB, EC, MS and MCA. 

r  A18: varies by committee. 
s  A18: varies by committee. 
t  A20: Representative of the Commission Delegation, as Facilitator for IF in the identification phases. 

A25: SIDA is the IF facilitator for Tanzania. 
u  A27: Official from EU country that holds the EU presidency; A24: NL did for last 1,50 year. Now GB; 

A15: i/c Private Sector Development; A12: The Donor group has two chairs: DFID and DANIDA; A2: 
Commission Delegation; A1: EC Delegation. 

v  A10: The MS which has the rotatory Presidence. 
w  A28: World Bank; A25: NL; A24: US; A2: Holland. 
x  A18: Main focus: taking forward IF agenda and spending IF window II resources; A25: relationship with 

regional integration and regional programming issues is a key area requiring greater attention. 
y  A19: Identification and project financement. 
z  A18: Main focus – taking forward IF agenda and spending IF window II resources. 
aa  A19: Identification and project financement. 
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bb  A25: The Delegation attempts to update periodically other DPs, especially EU Member States, on trade 

policy developments, notably relating to EPAs. This has been done in meetings, papers etc (examples 
available on request).; A2: Follow-up of private sector environment and coordination of positions 
regarding to it; A1: Impact of end of ATC on Bangladesh. 

cc  A2: Comments and coordination on new programs being designed (EC program of support to private 
sector, MCA); A12: Identify a common approach to support TCB  in country. 

dd  A12: Identify a common approach to support TCB  in country; A2: Follow-up of private sector 
environment and coordination of positions regarding to it. 

ee  A2: Comments and coordination on new programs being designed (EC program of support to private 
sector, MCA). 

ff  A12: but the leadership in identification of needs is left with the Governement of Ghana; A20: UNDP; 
A25: but EU has hd no interventions in the private sector under recent EDFs so this is limited; A27: 
World Bank. 

gg  A24: Messages to Government on private secteor improvement. 
hh  A12: and all concerned parties; A20: UNDP. 
ii  A20: EC; A11: Joint Review Meeting, Performance Assessment Reports, Monitoring & Evaluation 

Framework. 
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Annex 10 - Review of three categories of 
TCB: SPS, Trade Facilitation and 
Training for Trade/Negotiation Training 

Contents: 

1. SANITARY AND PHYTO-SANITARY MEASURES (SPS) .............................................................3 
1.1 Definition of SPS measures and WTO mandate......................................................3 
1.2 Main issues faced by developing countries in the area of SPS. ..............................5 
1.3 The response of the EU...............................................................................................7 

2 TRADE FACILITATION.................................................................................................................9 
2.1 Definition of Trade Facilitation and WTO mandate...............................................9 
2.2 Main issues facing developing countries in trade facilitation................................11 
2.3 The response of the donors.......................................................................................13 

3 TRAINING FOR TRADE ..............................................................................................................15 
3.1 Definition of Training for trade................................................................................15 
3.2 Main issues ...................................................................................................................16 
3.3 Main Commission and MS interventions ................................................................17 

CONCLUSION: IMPLICATIONS FOR COORDINATION....................................................................20 
 
 
 
This annex provides a review of three selected categories of TCB activities to highlight the 
issues faced by the partner countries in these fields and to review the instruments 
developed to meet them. Table 1 shows the relative importance of these three categories of 
TCB in total TCB assistance as well as the relative weight of EU donors in each category. 
The data are extracted from the Trade Capacity Building Data Base of the WTO/OECD 
(TCBDB) since it is the only comprehensive source of data on TCB donor-funded 
activities worldwide; it captures TCB data over the period 2001-20041. The table can only 
give an indication in terms of an order of magnitude as it suffers from several limitations. 
One of the main limitations is that substantial assistance in the selected categories is 
provided through development projects which are not necessarily and typically categorised 
under ‘trade development’ whereas they (or large sub-components of them) do have trade 
development characteristics (for instance SPS in agricultural projects): these activities might 
not be reported on in the TCBDB. Similarly, interventions via the multilateral Trust Funds 
cannot be categorised in the database. 
 
                                                 
1  More detailed extracts from the TCBDB are presented in annex 5 of Evaluation of Coordination of Trade Capacity Building 

in Partner Countries – Evaluation studies under the 3Cs Initiative, Revised Inception Note, 16th March 2005.  



 
JOINT EVALUATION OF CO-ORDINATION OF TRADE CAPACITY BUILDING IN PARTNER COUNTRIES  
EVALUATION STUDIES UNDER THE 3CS INITIATIVE ADE 

Final Report – Annexes – February 2006 Annex 10 / page 2 

Together the three TCB categories represent about 16% of total TRTA/CB over the 
period 2001-2003, which is about half the commitment on trade policy and regulations. 
The EU donors dominate the SPS category with 67% and provide nearly half of the 
assistance on trade facilitation. Their share in trade education and training, and in training 
for trade negotiation, is smaller. It is worth noting that the EU donors are contributing 
50% of total commitments to the multilateral Trust Funds but the share of these in total 
TRTA/CB is marginal (2%). The large share of commitments in trade development 
suggests that it will be important to check in the field visit countries whether trade 
development projects include activities in the TCB categories selected for this evaluation.  

Table 1 - Commitments on TRTA/CB (2001 to 2003) 
 

 

EU 
donors

Other 
donors

All 
donors

Trade policy and regulations  1 150  1 158  2 308 34% 50%
Sanitary and phytosanitary measures (SPS)  132  65  197 3% 67%
Trade Facilitation   328   365   693 10% 47%
Trade education/training and training in trade negotiation 
techniques

  49   138   187 3% 26%

Trade development  2 243  2 191  4 434 65% 51%
Contributions to TCB Trust Funds
 (ITC, JITAP, Integrated Framework Trust Fund, WTO TF)

  53   55   108 2% 49%

Total Commitments on TRTA/CB  3 446  3 404  6 850 100% 50%

Commitments in $ million Distribution 
by category 
(all donors)

Share of EU 
donors in 

each 
category

Source: Joint OECD & WTO Doha Development Agenda Trade Capacity Building Database (TCBDB)    http://tcbdb.wto.org
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1. Sanitary and Phyto-Sanitary Measures (SPS) 

1.1 Definition of SPS measures and WTO mandate  

a) Definition 

Sanitary and phytosanitary measures are a sub-set of technical measures, and are 
defined within the WTO as any action applied (WTO, 1994): 
 

(a) to protect animal or plant life or health within the territory of the Member 
from risks arising from the entry, establishment or spread of pests, diseases, 
disease-carrying organisms or disease-causing organisms;  

(b) to protect human or animal life or health within the territory of the Member 
from risks arising from additives, contaminants, toxins or disease-causing 
organisms in foods, beverages or feedstuffs;  

(c) to protect human life or health within the territory of the Member from risks 
arising from diseases carried by animals, plants or products thereof, or from 
the entry, establishment or spread of pests; or  

(d) to prevent or limit other damage within the territory of the Member from the 
entry, establishment or spread of pests. 

 
These SPS measures aim to ensuring that Members are not prevented from adopting or 
enforcing measures necessary to protect human, animal or plant life or health, subject 
to the requirement that these measures are not applied in a manner which would 
constitute a means of arbitrary or unjustifiable discrimination between Members where 
the same conditions prevail or a disguised restriction on international trade. 
 
Source: http://tcbdb.wto.org/trta_subcategory.asp?cat=331&subcat=13 

 

b) The legal basis: the WTO’s SPS Agreement2 

The international community has addressed the impact of SPS standards on trade in 
agricultural and food products through the Agreement on Sanitary and Phytosanitary 
Measures (the SPS Agreement). The aim of the Agreement is to minimise the negative 
trade effects of SPS measures and the abuse of these measures as trade barriers. As part of 
the 1994 GATT Agreement the new Agreement on SPS Measures entered into force with 
the establishment of the WTO on 1 January 1995. It grew out of several trade disputes, 
most notably between developed countries, that could not be resolved under the existing 
Technical Barriers to Trade (TBT) Code or through the then existing GATT dispute 
settlement procedures. The SPS Agreement prevails over the GATT Agreement of 1994.  
                                                 
2  Sources:  

 Impact of sanitary and phytosanitary measures on developing countries, Henson S.J., Loader R.J., Swinbank, A., Bredahl, M. and 
Lux N. - Department of Agricultural and Food Economics - The University of Reading, June 2002.  

 Comparing EU free trade agreements: Sanitary and Phytosanitary Standards, Rudloff, B. Simons, ECDPM with CTA -the 
Technical Centre for Agriculture and Rural Cooperation ACP-EU, June 2004. 
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The SPS Agreement aims to: 
 
 protect and improve the current human health, animal health, and phytosanitary 

situation of all member countries.  
 protect the Members from arbitrary or unjustifiable discrimination due to different 

sanitary and phytosanitary standards.  
 

The Agreement permits individual countries to take legitimate measures to protect the life 
and health of their consumers given the level of risk they deem ‘acceptable’, provided such 
measures can be justified scientifically and do not unnecessarily impede trade.  
 

The SPS Agreement emphasises a number of key principles: 
 

 Member States are free to choose the level of protection they deem necessary and 
to establish measures to implement the targeted protection level. 

 Harmonisation requires national standards to be based on standards developed by the 
three accepted and recommended international standard setting organisations3. These 
are the Codex Alimentarius Commission (CAC, administrated by the FAO and the WHO) 
for food safety, the Office International des Epizooties – World Animal Health Organization 
(OIE), and the International Plant Protection Convention (IPCC). 

 Any stricter protection must be justified by a scientific risk assessment.  
 Equivalence is recommended in the acceptance of different measures that achieve 

similar protection levels. The exporting country must demonstrate equivalency of 
measures to the importing country.  

 Definition of risk–free areas should take account of regional circumstances such as 
diseases of special regional relevance or the existence of control programmes for 
certain regions. 

 Special and differential treatment provides for the encouragement and facilitation of 
developing countries' participation in relevant organisations, as well as for longer 
implementation periods. This is developed in sub-section (c) hereafter 

c) Provisions for developing countries under the SPS Agreement 

The SPS Agreement should help facilitate trade from developing to developed countries by 
improving transparency, promoting harmonisation and preventing the implementation of 
SPS measures that cannot be justified scientifically. Much of this is dependent, however, on 
the ability of developing countries to participate in the Agreement effectively. 
 
The Standards and Trade Development Facility (STDF) is provided through the World 
Bank's Development Grant Facility and the Doha Development Trust Fund, in 
complement to the WTO SPS Agreement. Its main objective is to help developing 
countries meet SPS requirements by extending technical skills and supporting participation 
in relevant organisations.  
 

                                                 
3  The institution pre-existed the WTO and have been confirmed. 
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The Food-Specific Codex Trust Fund, jointly launched by the World Health Organization 
and the FAO and coordinated by the STDF, aims to support developing countries 
participating in the process of establishing standards, for example by joining the relevant 
meetings and conferences. More specifically: 
 

 Members are instructed to take account of the special needs of developing countries, 
and in particular least developed countries, in the development of SPS measures.  

 Where the appropriate level of protection permits scope for the phased introduction of 
new SPS measures, longer periods should be given for products of special interest to 
developing countries so as to maintain their opportunities for exporting,.  

 The SPS Committee is permitted to grant developing countries time-limited 
exemptions from obligations under the Agreement, taking into account their financial, 
trade and development needs.  

 Members should encourage and facilitate the active participation of developing 
countries in international organisations such as Codex Alimentarius, OIE and IPPC.  

 Members are encouraged to provide technical assistance to other Members, in 
particular developing countries, for the purpose of allowing such countries to meet the 
level of SPS protection required in their export markets.  

1.2 Main issues faced by developing countries in the area of SPS.4 

a) SPS measures involve costs but also potential benefits. 

The developments described in section 2.2.1 lead on to an examination of the major issues 
associated with SPS measures: 
 

 SPS is a vast and very technical domain. It involves a large number of stakeholders at 
the crossroads of trade, development, public health, environment and so on, and 
requires extremely specialised expertise at different levels: capacity to negotiate on the 
basis of scientific evidence, elaboration of certification and control mechanisms, and 
assimilation of the rules by the trade operators.  

 SPS is a politically sensitive domain because the border between justified SPS measures 
and protectionist technical barriers to trade is sometimes difficult to establish Its 
components (food safety, animal health and plant health) are generally covered by 
wider agricultural or trade-related programmes rather than by autonomous SPS 
interventions. 

 

The two issues are interdependent because the technical weakness of the developing 
countries increases their political vulnerability. However, it would be a mistake to consider 
that SPS measures involve costs only for the developing countries. Developing countries 
are also importers and SPS measures are equally relevant for their imports from developed 
and other developing countries as well as for their internal trade. Moreover, adequate 
compliance with internal standards is increasingly a determinant factor of international 
competitiveness for countries whose main exports are agro-food products. 

                                                 
4  Source: Impact of sanitary and phytosanitary measures on developing countries, Henson S.J., Loader R.J., Swinbank, A., Bredahl, 

M. and Lux N. - Department of Agricultural and Food Economics - The University of Reading, June 2002. 
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b) SPS and trade distortion 

Further to reduction of tariffs and quantitative restrictions to trade, there has been growing 
recognition that SPS measures can impede trade in agricultural and food products. 
Developing countries in particular experience problems in meeting the SPS requirements of 
developed countries. This can seriously impede their ability to export agricultural and food 
products. 
 
The WTO SPS Agreement attempts to reduce the trade distortion effects of SPS measures, 
but structural problems persist, as developed countries typically apply stricter SPS measures 
than developing countries and as SPS controls in many developing countries are weak and 
overly fragmented. Furthermore, in certain circumstances SPS requirements are 
incompatible with the prevailing systems of production and marketing in developing 
countries. In consequence wholesale structural and organisational change may be required 
in order to comply, and the associated costs can act to restrict trade in a similar manner to 
tariffs. 

c) Technical complexity of SPS 

SPS regulations and their implementation involve several dimensions: the international 
agreements and rules; certification; verification of compliance; adaptation of operators to 
comply with the rules. A particularly acute problem is access to appropriate scientific and 
technical expertise. In many developing countries knowledge of SPS issues is poor, both 
within government and the food supply chain, and the skills required to assess the SPS 
measures applied by developed countries are lacking. Key problems are insufficient ability 
of developing countries to assess the implications of developed country SPS requirements 
following notifications; to participate effectively in dispute settlement procedures, and to 
demonstrate that domestic SPS measures are equivalent to developed country 
requirements. Their scientific capacities are simply insufficient to enable them to contribute 
their voice in international fora. Many developing countries are not represented at SPS 
Committee meetings or at meetings of the international standards organisations and, as a 
result, may fail to utilise to their advantage the provisions and mechanisms laid down by 
the Agreement.  
Potential solutions to these issues can be found, including5. 
 
 First, enhanced capacity of developing countries to comply with SPS requirements can 

be attained through: 
- initiatives to improve access to scientific and technical expertise; 
- development of domestic SPS control systems that are effective and appropriate 

to local circumstances.  
 Second, the reform or the development of international institutions responsible for 

SPS matters (revisions to the transparency arrangements of the SPS Agreement, greater 
harmonisation of international SPS standards, changes to the decision-making 
procedures of the international standards organisations, and development of 

                                                 
5  Source: Impact of sanitary and phytosanitary measures on developing countries, Henson S.J., Loader R.J., Swinbank, A., Bredahl, 

M. and Lux N. - Department of Agricultural and Food Economics - The University of Reading, June 2002.  
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mechanisms for legal or technical assistance relating to SPS matters within the context 
of the WTO) could allow the needs of developing countries to be better addressed.  

 Third, greater recognition of the problems faced by developing countries is required if 
their needs are to be more consistently taken into account when designing and applying 
SPS requirements. This may necessitate changes in institutional structures to 
incorporate developing country interests into the SPS standard-setting process. 

1.3 The response of the EU 

The response of the EU to the problems faced by developing countries is examined at two 
levels. Trade policy, on the one hand, and in particular the way the EU is handling SPS in 
its free trade agreements with developing countries, TCB interventions of the Commission 
and the MS in the area of SPS, on the other. 

a) SPS in EU free trade agreements 

The EU has always maintained a strong body of legislation related to consumer health and 
safety in the area of foodstuffs. However, in recent years these SPS measures have 
increased significantly to the extent that they are regarded as a barrier to imports from ACP 
countries, whose exporters have difficulty in complying with EU requirements. These 
difficulties are compounded by the continuing reduction in ACP competitive advantage 
derived from EU preferences. 
 
As the definition of norms and standards is predetermined by the higher-level WTO rules, 
bilateral arrangements mainly focus on procedural issues. In this respect a common 
characteristic of all EU Free Trade Area Arrangements (FTA) is their emphasis on 
facilitating the application of the WTO SPS provisions. This is done in two main ways: 
 

 fostering consistent application of WTO SPS measures by pursuing a common 
understanding of the existing WTO provisions; and  

 harmonisation, through consistency with WTO standards and mutual recognition 
provisions. 

 
The FTA differ from the WTO SPS provisions in four main respects: 
 

 the extent to which they reaffirm WTO rules, 
 the emphasis on cooperation on SPS measures, 
 the adoption of a general exception clause similar to GATT Art. XX, and 
 the specification of technical assistance in SPS issues.  

 
Only very rarely do the agreements contain individual provisions that go beyond WTO SPS 
commitments; these concern a limited number of specific products, procedural provisions 
on fixed time schedules or decision procedures and equivalence provisions.  
 

The WTO commitments regarding SPS measures increase the flexibility of the parties in 
the event of disagreements. The parties have the opportunity to settle disputes either 
according to the dispute procedures of the specific FTA or according to the WTO dispute 
settlement procedures. 
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b) The Commission6 and MS approaches to TCB in SPS 

SPS measures are at the crossroads of two major domains: 
 

 trade, where SPS measures appear as one of the non-tariff barriers; 
 agriculture development and fisheries, where SPS measures specifically target food 

products and commodities.  
 
Because of that specificity, SPS measures are generally a component of wider programmes, 
rather than specific interventions. 
 

Mandates in the Commission with regards to SPS are found within several Directorates- 
General: 
 

 The RELEX Family (DG RELEX-AIDCO-DEV) for programming and 
implementation of appropriate programmes to tackle SPS measures in developing 
countries. 

 DG SANCO, especially concerning general guidance for third countries’ authorities on 
the procedures to be followed when importing living animals or animal products into 
the EU. Specifically, when drafting technical assistance projects addressing access to 
EU market, DG SANCO should be consulted. 

 DG TRADE, for coordinating with sector DGs on trade negotiations concerning SPS 
matters; for contributing to the definition of Commission policy on SPS issues in trade 
relations with third countries; for coordination responses to SPS-related market access 
complaints concerning EU imports from and exports to developing countries; for 
providing rapid, targeted technical assistance to developing countries; and for providing 
input into the definition and prioritisation of technical assistance and capacity-building 
activities under programmes managed by the Commission. 

An Inter-Service Thematic Group on SPS-related issues for developing countries brings 
together several Commission DGs (DEV, RELEX, AIDCO, TRADE, SANCO, RTD and 
AGRI) to share information and promote a common approach among all DGs directly or 
indirectly involved in SPS activities. 
 
Annex 3 provides an overview of SPS interventions by EU donors. As evident from this 
annex (and from table 1 at the beginning of this section) most SPS TCB is provided by the 
Commission through the major regional programmes it finances in the three main SPS 
domains (food, animal health and plants). These interventions focus on technical issues and 
on institutional support to authorities for implementation of SPS measures.  
 
 Food safety: technical assistance and expertise, training and investments in a limited 

range of products which nonetheless represent most of the exports from ACP 
countries in these areas, i.e.:  
- Maximum Residue Level (MRL) for the horticulture sector, 
- Sanitary and hygienic conditions for fisheries products. 

 Animal health: relates to some of the OIE list A of diseases: 
                                                 
6  The Thematic Review on SPS produced by the Commission’s Taskforce on Trade and Development provides useful 

general background on SPS issues, on institutions involved with this domain, on the Commission’s activities in SPS, 
and on impact of SPS measures for developing countries. 
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- Rinderpest and others, 
- Foot and mouth disease in SADC countries, 
- African Swine fever: Caribbean programme. 

 Plant health : 
- Support to quarantine systems (Caribbean, Pacific), 
- Phytosanitary harmonisation (Indian Ocean). 

 
The Thematic Review7 includes lessons and recommendations worth mentioning: 
 
 Most relevant existing SPS programmes are those focusing on the preparation of 

countries to comply with and to adjust to SPS standards. These programmes appear 
more efficient when implemented at regional level. 

 SPS issues are often highlighted when a crisis occurs. But lack of qualified expertise and 
rigid procedures hardly contribute to resolving conflicts. Therefore country preparation 
to SPS is paramount and should not be diverted by the debates taking place when a 
SPS crisis occurs. 

 
Member States activities in SPS are limited and generally under the cover of trade 
development or agricultural projects. Interventions in standards (SPS) are usually 
conducted via participation in multilateral facilities (see for instance, DFID). 

2 Trade facilitation 

2.1  Definition of Trade Facilitation and WTO mandate 

a) Definition 

The WTO defines Trade Facilitation as: 
 
Simplification and harmonisation of international trade procedures. Trade procedures 
include the activities, practices and formalities involved in collecting, presenting, 
communicating and processing data and other information required for the movement 
of goods in international trade. 
 
Trade facilitation relates to a wide range of activities such as import and export 
procedures (e.g. customs or licensing procedures); transport formalities; and payments, 
insurance, and other financial requirements. For example, companies need to be able to 
acquire information on other countries’ importing and exporting regulations and how 
customs procedures are handled. Cutting red tape at the point where goods enter a 
country and providing easier access to this kind of information are two ways of 
“facilitating” trade. 
 
http://tcbdb.wto.org/trta_subcategory.asp?cat=331&subcat=21 
  

                                                 
7  With the limitation that both data from the WTO/OECD TCBDB and data from individual donors fail to capture 

adequately the substantial trade related interventions embodied in projects that are not specifically trade related. 
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The objective of trade facilitation is to reduce the cost of doing trade business by 
eliminating unnecessary or illegal constraints applied to movements of goods. In this view, 
trade facilitation refers to (i°) the simplification, standardisation and automation of all 
requirements and procedures applied by government and other agencies involved in the 
management of trade operations, (ii°) the transparency of these regulations, (iii°) and their 
correct enforcement.  
 
The procedures applied by customs and similar agencies for import, export and transit 
operations, are particularly important elements of trade facilitation. 

b) Legal basis  

The legal basis for TF within WTO can be found in Articles V, VIII and X of the GATT 
and in the mandate agreed under paragraph 27 of the Doha Declaration8. Trade facilitation 
is one of the so-called Singapore Issues, the others being competition policy, trade and 
investment and transparency in government procurement. The EU argued in favour of a 
multilateral agreement covering all of these issues – and later of an agreement to cover each 
separately – at the WTO Ministerial Meeting in Cancun in September 2003. The EU’s 
arguments were rejected by the developing countries and, indeed, disagreement over these 
issues was considered by many to be one of the triggers that led to the breakdown of 
negotiations at Cancun. The main argument against an agreement on TF within the WTO 
was that the problem is not one of purposeful exploitation of border procedures as barriers 
to trade but rather simply a lack of financial and human resources on the part of the 
developing countries.9 The developing countries argued that they would willingly accept 
and implement more efficient border procedures if they had the financial and technical 
resources to do so. The issue, they argued, is not one of imposing disciplines to force 
countries to reform their procedures, but one of identifying the most cost-effective 
instruments for delivering financial and technical assistance to these countries, and then 
delivering the assistance.  
 

                                                 
8  Article 27 of the Doha Declaration reads as flows; 

‘Recognizing the case for further expediting the movement, release and clearance of goods, including goods in transit, 
and the need for enhanced technical assistance and capacity building in this area, we agree that negotiations will take 
place after the Fifth Session of the Ministerial Conference on the basis of a decision to be taken, by explicit 
consensus, at that session on modalities of negotiations. In the period until the Fifth Session, the Council for Trade in 
Goods shall review and as appropriate, clarify and improve relevant aspects of Articles V, VIII and X of the 
GATT 1994 and identify the TF needs and priorities of members, in particular developing and least-developed 
countries. We commit ourselves to ensuring adequate technical assistance and support for capacity building in this 
area.’ 

9  Article 45 of the main Cotonou Agreement commits parties to: “implement national or regional rules and policies 
including the control and under certain conditions the prohibition of agreements between undertakings…..which 
have as their object or effect the prevention, restriction or distortion of competition.” It should be noted that the EU 
proposed that any future WTO agreement on TF should include measures to build capacity in developing countries, 
and allow a reasonable time period for implementing improvements. The Commission went further proposing that 
individual transitional periods would be established for each member seeking more time, in conjunction with a 
specific technical assistance programme that would be worked out and agreed with the country in question. 
(European Communities submission to the WTO Council for Trade in Goods of 12 July 2002 on Improvements to 
GATT Article VIII on Fees and Formalities Connected with Importation and Exportation, see/  

 http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/tradfa_e/tradfa_overview2002_e.htm ) 
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The EU negotiators are now expected to push for some agreement on the Singapore issues 
in the course of the EPA negotiations10. As expected at the initial technical meetings for 
EPA negotiations in Central and West Africa, TF has been high on the agenda. “As a first 
step, priority areas have been identified, such as sanitary and phytosanitary measures, 
technical barriers to trade and TF, where the promotion of regional cooperation and rules 
will help to remove significant barriers to trade, first between the ACP countries and then 
between the ACP and the EC”11. 

2.2 Main issues facing developing countries in trade facilitation 

a) Contribution of trade facilitation to profitable participation in the MTS 

It is estimated that, on average, border costs contribute up to 15% of the overall value of 
an international trade transactions12. Increased efficiency would, moreover, improve 
compliance with standards, reduce illicit trade, cut costs through elimination of duplication 
and unnecessary procedures and increase tariff and tax revenue. 
 

Improved trade facilitation is essential to permit the access of SME and new producers 
from developing countries to the MTS.  

b) Cost of trade facilitation and shortage of skills 

The process of TF reforms may imply significant administrative and equipment costs, 
which means, for instance, that customs reform must compete with other developmental 
priorities. There may be substantial developmental costs in, say, the rebuilding of port 
facilities and associated supply-side components such as the transport infrastructure – 
which cannot be defined as TF or even as TCB – but are required if TF is going to yield 
major developmental returns.  
 

Moreover in developing countries there are often critical shortages of the skills necessary to 
introduce effective reforms. Up to a point training may address this constraint but there 
may be a deeper and much less tractable problem in inadequacy of the basic educational 
requirements. Thus there are broader developmental obstacles to TF processes. This is why 

                                                 
10  The Commission has declared that “in parallel to the WTO work, the EC is also pursuing trade facilitation provisions 

in its bilateral or regional initiatives. These provisions should – where possible – extend beyond what the EU has 
suggested in the WTO (i.e. they should be "WTO+") through, e.g.:  

 negotiating stronger commitments; 
 providing enhanced co-operation on specific and practical aspects on trade facilitation, e.g. promoting a single 

administrative document/message; 
 introducing specific "add-ons", e.g. regional transit arrangements; 
 integrating the development dimension of trade facilitation by providing trade related (technical) assistance. 

 European Commission: Information on EU Bilateral and Regional Initiatives on Trade Facilitation. Internal note. 
11  EPA Watch, Joint Report on the State of Play of Regional EPA Negotiations, 2004 (available on 

http://www.epawatch.net/general/text.php?itemID=243&menuID=26) 
12  OECD, Trade Facilitation, Policy Brief, 2003. 
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donors insist that TF and the required training needs be assigned the appropriate priority 
and sequencing in the overall development process13. 

c) Inefficient border procedures  

The costs of inefficient and fraudulent border procedures clearly impact on business and 
later on intermediate and final users in terms of delays, unnecessary paperwork and missed 
opportunities. Significant gains can be won through improved border procedures, and 
these gains could accrue mainly to the developing countries.  
 
Trade facilitation does not only cover customs procedures; the wider aspects of border 
management processes are also at stake. Globalisation, which means greater international 
specialisation in production and reliance on international trade, will mean that border-
related costs will increasingly discourage trade with the countries concerned as they 
represent a burden on consumers of imported products. Moreover successive reductions in 
tariff barriers, together with increased dependence on a range of suppliers and reliance in 
supply chain management on ‘just-in-time’ techniques have meant that the costs of border 
procedures has become increasingly significant. In addition there are problems with lack of 
rapid legal redress in the event of a complaint, insufficient co-ordination between the 
customs and other inspection agencies, weakness or absence of mechanisms for pre-
customs clearance, and inadequate use of information technology. 

d) Corruption 

Another aspect of TF is elimination of corruption. The nature of border procedures can 
create fertile ground for corrupt practices ranging from the “petty” to the very significant. 
Indeed, it often involves one-to-one contact between customs and other officials and 
traders or their agents and carriers, the importance of rapid processing of goods and 
associated documentation, and the often arbitrary nature of customs valuation.  
 
For governments, fraud induces costs of shortfalls and delays in revenue collection and of 
the lack of transparency associated with the trade regime. From a macro viewpoint there 
will be the loss of output, and of output growth, associated with loss of competitiveness of 
exports and the higher cost of imports. “Countries that have carried out reforms in this 
area have achieved a substantial increase in Customs revenue, despite the reduction in 
duties brought by trade liberalisation”14. 
 
Trade facilitation could help reduce corrupt practices in several ways, such as through 
proper electronic recording of processing, transparency in valuation and other processes, 
mechanisms for rapid resolution of disputes and improved training of staff at all levels. 

                                                 
13  DFID, Department for International Development, March 2003, Building Capacity for Trade 

(http://www.dfid.gov.uk/pubs/files/bbp4.pdf). 
14  OECD, Trade Facilitation, Policy Brief, 2003. 
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2.3 The response of the donors  

a) A privileged channel: the Integrated Framework 

Trade facilitation issues require a multi-dimensional and systemic response. This is why the 
Integrated Framework has become deeply involved in the process of TF in a number of 
LDCs and 14 donor countries have decided to contribute through this mechanism. It also 
largely explains the establishment of the Joint Integrated Technical Assistance Programme 
(JITAP) in eight selected African countries and its stress on the close linkages between 
trade and development.  
 
The developing countries have for some years been the recipients of significant amounts of 
TCB directed towards TF. As recorded in the TCBDB, TF received $ 693 million or 10% 
of total TCB commitments over the period 2001-2003. EU donors provided $ 328 million 
or 47% of this total. (See Table 1 above). 

b) Main EU donors’ trade facilitation projects 

Annex 3, table 1b, also extracted from the TCBDB, lists the TF projects from all donors in 
the nine pre-selected countries or the regional groups to which they belong. This amounts 
to a total of $ 51.2 million15. Information additional to that in table 1b has been obtained 
from the EU donors and is also included in annex 3 as tables 2 and subsequent. 
 
In general the WTO definition of trade facilitation is very broad and lends itself to an 
elastic interpretation. There is inevitably a major TF component in a large number if not 
the majority of multilateral TCB, tax reform, training and regional integration programmes. 
Within the EU, both the Commission and the MS, in particular DFID, are running a great 
number of such programmes. It is impossible – and given the conceptual problems would 
be unwise – to try to evaluate in monetary terms the TF component of each of these. The 
figure of 10% of total TCB as calculated from the WTO database is likely to be an 
underestimate.  
 
The details of the TF programmes are not always available. Even in an area like customs, in 
which improved procedures may stimulate trade - and indeed form part of the current TF 
agenda16 - projects may not always be classified as TCB particularly if their primary purpose 
was improved tax management. Secondly, an examination of available project descriptions 
is not very informative. Thirdly, the most important deficiency of the database is the 
inclusion of activities considered wrongly as ‘trade facilitation’. For instance, the database 
records under TF projects that promote fair trade, others that concern assistance with 
national accounts and price index data; clearly they do not fit into the WTO classification 
of TF. 
 

                                                 
15  See Annex 3, introductory table. 
16 See for example, OECD, ‘Trade Facilitation: The Benefits of Simpler, More Transparent Border Procedures’, at 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/35/50/8920454.pdf  
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The data from annex 3, though deficient in many ways, convey some information regarding 
the TF activities of the Commission and the MS. 
 
Not surprisingly TF includes many bilateral as well as global or regional projects. Bilateral 
projects tend to address country specific issues, in particular customs valuation, whereas 
global or regional projects provide support for implementation of the ASYCUDA system 
across sets of countries, improvement of transit procedures - by nature a transnational 
trade facilitation issue - and international TF-related training programmes. 
 
Among the EU donors, the Commission and DFID programmes and projects classified as 
TF involve significantly greater budgets than those of the others. This might have led to 
some specialisation and the exploitation of acquired expertise in the TF field. However, the 
data in the WTO database or made available by other sources do not make it clear whether 
any such specialisation has consciously taken place either between the Commission and 
DFID or among the EU donors as a whole. To the extent that TF activities are imbedded 
in broader programmes this becomes even more complex.  
 

European Commission TF programmes (annex 3, table 2) relate primarily to customs 
procedures and ASYCUDA. 
 

DFID (annex 3, table 4a) has a significant portfolio of TF projects involving customs 
services, simplification and harmonization of export procedures, but also of projects which 
may suffer from the misclassifications mentioned earlier. For example, DFID is currently 
running a project in Southern Africa “to increase trading opportunities for small-scale 
farmers and traders by developing common standards across goods and services in the 
region and improving customs procedures”. The project is budgeted at £ 12 million but the 
strict TF component is not quantified. Another regional project in Africa is titled the “G8-
Preferential Access Scheme Study” and is intended to “simplify and harmonise schemes so 
that African exporters and trade officials are presented with a more manageable set of 
tasks”. £ 67 000 has been allocated to this project. Specific country projects include the 
2003/4 project for Mozambique which sought to “ensure that the new revenue authority is 
established and functioning without causing any disruption to the activities and 
performance of the customs department” but this again seems to be as focused on 
enhancing revenues as in TF per se. Clearer TF country projects include £ 1,56 million to 
Mozambique to establish an “effective and efficient customs department with a sustainable 
improvement in performance as regards revenue and drugs” (1996-2003), to Malawi to 
“develop an effective, efficient and dynamic customs and excise service” (£ 4,09 million, 
1998-2003) or to Tanzania to “strengthen the customs department with priority 
information systems” (£ 2,2 million, 2001-2006). 
 

An “Innovative trade facilitation programme with the Customs under the Tax Revenue 
Authority”, which started 6 months ago, is mentioned in a DFID note17. The donor group 
which includes the World Bank, GTZ, EU and the IMF is developing a funding basket for 
a technical assistance programme for the Tax Revenue Authority. This trade facilitation 
programme will form a component of the TA programme and also have a regional 
dimension, addressing the East African Customs Union.  

                                                 
17  DFID, Tanzania, 2005, note status unclear 
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3 Training for trade 

3.1 Definition of Training for trade 

The category of TCB activities ranked under ‘training for trade’ in the WTO database 
specifically includes two types of training, the first being ‘trade negotiation training’ and the 
second being ‘trade related training and education’. Whereas the first sub-category is well-
defined, focusing on specialised and customised programmes to train trade negotiators, the 
second sub-category is more loosely defined as any human resources development in trade 
not included under other WTO codes. 
 

Negotiation training thus aims to increase the trainee’s knowledge and skills on trade 
communication and to build capacity to participate effectively in international trade 
negotiations; it thereby directly contributes to the country’s capacity to defend (or preserve 
or gain) its best interests in international fora. 
 

On the other hand trade-related training and education (which includes university courses 
for individuals) might at first hand strengthen more the individual capacity of the person 
taking the course than the institution which the person concerned might potentially 
represent; here the link to improved integration into the MTS is thus more indirect. 
Despite the wide range of potential activities that could fall under this second sub-category 
(and notably the training and education components of other TCB projects or activities), it 
appears that records under this sub-category in the WTO database mostly concern stand-
alone training and education projects18. 
 

In the absence of a narrowly defined set of training topics to be included under the 
category of training for trade, the following might provide guidance as to the content and 
areas of the specific (negotiation) and general trade-related training activities targeted under 
the category: 
 

 Training on trade negotiation techniques and skills, including: (i) basic information on 
the negotiation process; (ii) basic principles, techniques and modalities for negotiations; 
(iii) simulation exercises and case studies on trade negotiations and dispute settlement; 
and (iv) use of databases and tool kits. 

 Training on trade policy, including: formulation and implementation of trade policy; 
the provisions of all WTO legal instruments and Agreements; the structure, scope and 
functioning of the WTO system; issues arising from the Doha Development Agenda. 

 Training on specific trade-related topics, either sector-specific (such as identification of 
markets and products for trade promotion and analysis of market barriers in a specific 
sector) or general training including the use of analytical tools for market analysis, 
developing a trade strategy, undertaking trade promotion, measuring and benchmarking 
of national trade performance, etc. 

 

Annex 3 provides an illustrative list of projects entered by the Member States and the 
Commission into the WTO database under the two sub-categories for training in trade.  

                                                 
18  These training/education projects, however, as will be seen below, do not all appear to be strictly related to trade. As 

a result, the number of entries in this sub-category might well exceed actual trade-related activities. 
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3.2 Main issues 

As is highlighted in one of the Commission’s recent project documents dealing with trade 
issues (see the EC trade.com project document) ‘the ACP often lack the institutional capacity and 
the human resources to fully assess the risks and opportunities arising from their gradual integration in the 
world economy and therefore to formulate, implement and monitor the appropriate trade policies and 
agendas for international trade negotiations which are conducive to sustainable development’. 
 
According to the EC’s TRA Guidelines of June 2003, the ability to effectively negotiate in 
multilateral and regional trade agreements (and later to implement these agreements) 
appears as one of the three major challenges to be overcome for countries wishing to 
improve their trade performance and participate effectively in the multilateral trading 
system. This involves interacting with the WTO and other trade negotiation agendas from 
a country-specific perspective. The two other challenges are (i) an ability to formulate and 
implement appropriate trade policies together with the necessary supporting 
complementary measures and institutions. This involves establishing a trade policy process 
able to assess and weigh up the implications of trade reform (for example tariff reductions), 
and (ii) an ability to address supply side constraints and ensure a positive response to 
improved market access and domestic policy reform. Training for trade is thus one of the 
possible responses to the constraints thus identified. 
 
One issue that arises from the need to strengthen the ability to negotiate effectively is that 
the donor country and the beneficiary country will often be opponents at the actual 
negotiation table: whether or not the provider of negotiation training is best placed to 
strengthen its potential opponent’s capacity to defend its interests remains an open 
question. Given the potentially conflicting interests but against the background of good 
intentions, it is possible therefore that negotiation training may be mostly undertaken by 
third parties with no direct stake in the outcome of the negotiations19,20: indeed, of 108 
entries in the WTO databases for negotiation training, more than half concern training 
delivered by the WTO (and as far as the nine pre-sample countries are concerned, five out 
of six negotiation training entries are for training delivered by the WTO). 
 
A similarly interesting issue is also emerging from the current focus of the Commission and 
ACP countries on the EPA negotiations where the Commission is both offering ACP 
countries technical assistance and training in negotiating the EPAs while also directing the 
negotiations itself to protect its best interest.  

                                                 
19  The absence of direct ‘bilateral’ trade interests does not preclude the defence of other interests or positions such as 

the resolutely anti-protectionist stance of the WTO. 
20  It should also not be forgotten that developing countries benefit from support (training/advice etc) in negotiations 

which is not recorded in the WTO database since it comes from non governmental sources (pressure groups). 
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3.3 Main Commission and MS interventions  

Tables 2 and 3 reproduced below are drawn from the WTO database: they give an 
indication of both the main providers of training and about its main beneficiaries21. As 
mentioned before, it appears that in the area of training for trade negotiation, the 
overwhelming actor is the WTO which by far and large finances, organizes and holds the 
majority of training courses, whether in the form of national or regional training courses, 
workshops or seminars. It organises training for government officials in the form of 
courses, seminars and workshops and also provides in-country seminars and workshops 
tailor-made to the country’s needs. 
 
By comparison, the Commission’s and MS’s contributions to negotiation training is both 
relatively limited in terms of the number of projects (even though the cost is relatively high 
according to the WTO data) and also indirect in the sense that most assistance in this area 
involves financing the costs of attendance by beneficiary state representatives at regional 
workshops organized by other institutions22. 
In terms of target beneficiaries, a quarter of the projects are directed towards groups of 
countries (Africa unallocated, least developed countries, developing countries) but 75% are 
for country-specific training. Geographically, and not counting possible participation in 
regional training, only about 21% of projects concerned the ACP countries (14 in Africa, 1 
in the Pacific, 4 in the Caribbean). Out of the 90 entries over the period 2001-2004, only 5 
concern the pre-sample of countries selected for this study, namely: (i) the UK project 
‘Ghana trade policy project Phase II’ already cited, (ii) one course and one workshop 
organised by the WTO in Mali on trade negotiations skills and on preparation for the Fifth 
Ministerial Conference, and (iii) in Tanzania, one national training course and one regional 
workshop (with Kenya and Uganda) on trade negotiation skills.  

Table 2 - Negotiation Training and Trade-Related Training and Education, all 
donors, all countries 

Year Number of projects Amount (in US$ 000) 

 Neg. 
Traing TRTE Neg. 

Traing TRTE 

2001 18 338 11 187 37 161  
2002 22 479 8 264  57 133  
2003 33 523 12 798  62 053  
2004 * 17 103 5 296  25 235  
Total  90 1 443 37 545 181 582  

Source: WTO database; * Partial data. 
For Negotiation Training: 11 unallocated projects and 4 self-financed projects. For Trade-Related Training and 
Education: 16 unallocated projects: and 1 self-financed project. 

                                                 
21  Data for 2004 are partial only. The total number of projects and their value are slightly different between the two 

tables, Table 1 excluding the self-financed and unallocated projects whereas table 2 includes these. 
22  Based on the project descriptions for Denmark, Finland, Italy, the Netherlands, Sweden and the United Kingdom 

where only the UK entry relates to a bilateral project (‘Ghana trade policy project Phase II’ the organisation of a workshop 
with the aim to support Ghana's formulation of pro poor trade policy and prepare them for multilateral, regional and 
bilateral trade negotiations). Out of the EC’s 6 entries, only 2 projects relate to ACPs, one for Nigeria (no project 
description given) and one for ‘developing countries’ which might include ACPs (no project description given either).  
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Table 3 - Projects by donors in Negotiation Training (N.T.) and Trade-Related 
Training and Education (TRTE) 

  
Entries into WTO database for 2001 to 

2004 
 Value of projects  

  Number % of total in US$ '000 in % of total value 
  N.T. TRTE N.T. TRTE N.T. TRTE N.T. TRTE
Commission 6   11   5,8% 0,8% 711  1 078   7,7% 1,7%
EU MS 17   63   16,5% 4,3% 3 300  7 955   35,9% 12,4%
Other bilateral 18   959   17,5% 65,7% 1 858   41 509   20,2% 64,7%
Other multilateral 62   427   60,2% 29,2% 3 333   13 571   36,2% 21,2%
 of which WTO 55   336   53,4% 23,0% 2 469  6 680   26,8% 10,4%
Total 103   1 460   100% 100% 9 202   64 113   100% 100%

Source: WTO database. Period 2001-2004. 
 
 
As for Trade-Related Training and Education, the loose WTO definition of this category of 
TCB has presumably contributed to the great number and high value of entries in the 
WTO database for this category (relative to other categories of TCB). Trade-related 
training and education appears largely to contain odds and ends, without strict rules for an 
actual definition of this category. As a result, many non-trade-related training and education 
projects seem to have found their way into this category, such as training projects for 
nurses, agricultural staff and the like; nevertheless the category also contains a number of 
genuinely trade-related training activities such as trade seminars, workshops, fellowships 
and the like. 
 
The detailed data reported to the WTO database by donor and beneficiary country indicate 
that: 
 
 in the area of trade-related training education, Member States are more strongly present 

than the Commission, both in number of projects and their value ; 
 the contribution of the MS and the Commission in this area is relatively small 

compared to that of other bilateral donors which account for almost two-thirds of the 
projects during 2001-2004 in this area. 

 
It should however be noted that a large number of entries, notably those for Japan which 
account for 47% of entries and 39.3% of the value of projects entered into the database, 
appear at first sight almost certainly erroneously categorized as trade-related training. 
 
As for the geographical focus of the current study, only two entries correspond both to 
Commission or MS and to the sample countries, namely one project financed by Belgium 
in Tanzania (for training at the Faculty of Commerce and Management on research on 
savings and credit financing of micro, small and medium enterprises) and one seminar 
financed by France in Ethiopia. Of the entries for the Commission, 6 out of 11 entries 
relate to multiple beneficiaries, either developing countries, least developed countries or 
North of Sahara; these training programmes could therefore potentially have benefited any 
of the sample countries selected for this current study. 
 



 
JOINT EVALUATION OF CO-ORDINATION OF TRADE CAPACITY BUILDING IN PARTNER COUNTRIES  
EVALUATION STUDIES UNDER THE 3CS INITIATIVE ADE 

Final Report – Annexes – February 2006 Annex 10 / page 19 

Specific training for trade tools developed by the Commission include the ACP-EPA 
Project Management Unit (UGP) – Capacity Building in support of the preparation of 
Economic Partnership Agreements and the ‘trade.com’ project23. The UGP is a project 
management unit, set up in partnership with the ACP Secretariat in July 2002, which is in 
charge of managing capacity-strengthening projects in regional groupings and ACP 
countries; its budget is €20 million. It seeks to give specific technical support to countries, 
regional integration organisations, private sector organisations and other non-state-sector 
stakeholders in the context of their preparation for the EPA negotiations. One of the four 
specific areas of support concerns training of negotiators in trade policy analysis and 
negotiation techniques, another concerns seminars, workshops and conferences dealing 
with trade negotiations. All projects submitted for financing under this UGP facility have 
to contribute to strengthening national capacities for trade negotiations and formulation of 
national trade policies (see www.acpepa.org/index.html). 
 
The second trade-training-specific programme ‘trade.com’ was set up in 2004 with a budget 
of € 50 million over 6 years. It aims to improve the capacity of ACP countries to analyse 
and implement trade policies, to offer them immediate support in trade negotiations and to 
strengthen their institutional capacities. The main focus of the programme is on training 
and on dissemination of information to targeted ACP stakeholders. The project’s four 
components focus on: 
 
(i) strengthening analytical capacities (research, local and regional analysis, ..); 
(ii) strengthening of trade capacities through provision of ACP trade experts and 

training of ACP negotiators with the intended result24 of (a) increasing the effective 
participation of ACPs in international trade negotiations through provision of 
technical assistance and training to national and regional trade negotiators and (b) 
mainstreaming trade policies in development strategies and negotiation agendas; 

(iii) institutional strengthening in the area of trade (especially information, setting up of 
networks and dissemination of good practices); and 

(iv) programme coordination, including that of other donors. 
 
The project is aimed at all ACP countries; regional integration organisations; ministries and 
government departments responsible for trade matters; civil society and private sector 
organisations; research bodies and universities; and any other actors that can assist in 
realising the objectives of the programme. 

                                                 
23  See Bilal, S. Houée, S. et S. Szepesi. 2004. Rexpaco - La dimension commerciale du partenariat ACP-UE: 

l'Accord de Cotonou et les APE (Document de réflexion ECDPM n° 60) Maastricht: ECDPM. 
24  Component initially conceived by the Commonwealth Secretariat (ComSec) and the Agence Inter-gouvernementale 

de la Francophonie (AIF) which will co-finance this component; these institutions can rely on a unique network of 
trade related research and development institutions to meet the complex issues of recruiting and managing trade 
experts while ensuring full and balanced geographic coverage of all the ACP countries and regions. 
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Conclusion: implications for coordination 

The above analysis of three selected TCB categories and the overview presented in annex 2 
of EU donor policies and institutional mechanisms highlight a number of points of 
significance for coordination among European providers of TCB.  
 
At policy level the main issue is designing the Multilateral Trading System and its 
regulations in such a way as to accommodate the needs and concerns of developing 
countries. This is essentially an issue of coherence, which may need more lobbying than 
coordination, strictly speaking. The example of the Dutch25, who devote important efforts 
to analysing the consequences of SPS regulations (for instance, the Maximum Residual 
Level, MRL regulation, or the Food and Feed Regulation) on developing countries to feed 
the coherence debate inside the EU, is illustrative.  
 
At implementation level coordination primarily requires good complementarity so as to 
achieve a distribution of tasks among donors that makes the best use of their respective 
comparative advantages. This seems to be achieved by a few broad principles shared by all 
EU donors: 
 
 Large multilateral institutions such as the World Bank and the Commission are best 

equipped to manage large regional projects dealing with the complex SPS issues and 
requiring important resources.  

 The principle of the Integrated Framework approach is favoured by many donors. The 
systemic dimension of the trade issues and their complex links with development and 
poverty issues justify an integrated approach. These multilateral initiatives constitute 
however a very small share of TCB and their implementation seems to raise specific 
difficulties. 

 Interventions in the trade development area are the most important component of 
TCB. They are largely the object of bilateral interventions by the Commission and the 
MS in partner countries but at this stage they constitute a grey area in the sense that 
desk studies do not permit identification of the TCB components of these activities 
and even less of the extent to which their implementation by a donor is the result of a 
voluntary division of labour or of coordination with others. 

 

In addition, the overview of issues and activities for the three selected TCB categories 
points to some areas where coordination/complementarity among EU donors would 
generate efficiency and effectiveness gains. 
 

 For certain types of TCB activities, such as streamlining of customs procedures and 
training of customs staff, the same skills are required of the donor staff whichever the 
partner country. In these cases there would a priori seem to be scope for allocating 
specific activities for specialisation by particular donors (the Commission or MS). This 
could be the case where individual TF or training projects are concerned. Even in the 
case of a large regional, of ACP-wide, programme led by the Commission there may be 
advantages in “outsourcing” particular tasks to particular MS.  

                                                 
25  See annex 2, section 4.1.2 
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 In some activities such as training-for-trade there may be scope for increased joint 
funding of TCB activities where those activities are managed by a EU donor with 
particular expertise – or in some cases a language advantage - in the field. 

 

The field visits should help clarify and deepen some of these points. 
 

Another important message emerging from the analytical description of the institutional 
mechanisms developed by the EU donors is that the increased engagement into TRA after 
Doha has imposed strengthened coordination mechanisms inside each donor internal 
administration. In particular, mechanisms that permit a dialogue between specialised 
departments that used to define their strategies and operations in isolation have been 
developed. Trade departments have been increasingly aware of the interfacing character of 
many of their activities and this has encompassed more specialised activities connected to 
the variety of TCB categories (SPS, agriculture, business to business operations, etc). Many 
examples, formal and informal, of these internal coordination efforts can be observed: 
 

 the thematic groups in the European Commission and the elaboration of thematic 
reviews on specific TCB categories; 

 the internal coordination between the various components of the French PRCC (MAE, 
DREE, AfD); it involves an intensified cooperation between development experts, 
trade experts and specialists of institutional support and technical assistance, and also 
exchange of staff, joint preparation of projects and co-financing operations; 

 etc.  
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Annex 11 - The Integrated Framework1 
 
1. ABOUT THE INTEGRATED FRAMEWORK ...............................................................................1 
2. IF MEMBERS ..............................................................................................................................2 
3. IF MANAGEMENT .....................................................................................................................3 
4. THE IF TRUST FUND ................................................................................................................3 
5. SUCCESSIVE STEPS OF THE IF PROCESS ..................................................................................4 
6. STATUS OF LDC PARTICIPATION TO THE IF.........................................................................5 
7. THE AID FOR TRADE INITIATIVE: PROPOSALS FOR AN ENHANCED IF.............................6 
 

1. About the Integrated Framework 

The Integrated Framework for Trade-Related Technical Assistance to least-developed 
countries (IF) is a multi-agency, multi-donor program. It assists LDCs to expand their 
participation in the global economy whereby enhancing their economic growth and poverty 
reduction strategies. 
 
The IF was inaugurated in October 1997 at the WTO High Level Meeting on Integrated 
Initiatives for Least-Developed Countries' Trade Development by six multilateral 
institutions (IMF, ITC, UNCTAD, UNDP, World Bank and the WTO) which, with their 
distinct competence, could complement each other to deliver greater development 
dividends to LDCs in the multilateral trading system. The Heads of Agency met in July 
2000 to review the IF process and recommended several initiatives to enhance its 
effectiveness. As a result the IF was revamped. 
 
The IF has two objectives: 
 

(i) to "mainstream" (integrated) trade into the national development plans such as the 
Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs) of least-developed countries; and  

(ii) to assist in the co-ordinated delivery of trade-related technical assistance in 
response to needs identified by the LDC. The IF is built on the principles of 
country ownership and partnership.  

 
Other key elements for the revamped IF are: 
 

(i) improved governance structure with the establishment of the Integrated 
Framework Steering Committee (IFSC) and the expanded IF Working Group 
(IFWG) for better coordination amongst donors, beneficiary LDCs and the 
agencies;  

(ii) the establishment of the IF Trust Fund, which finances mainstreaming work, led by 
the World Bank but also follow-up activities from the studies; and  

(iii) improved coordination of the delivery of trade-related technical assistance amongst 
bilateral and multilateral donors within a coherent policy framework. 

                                                 
1  Sources: http://www.integratedframework.org ; Development Committee (Joint Ministerial Committee of the Boards 

of Governors of the Bank and the Fund on the Transfer of Real Resources to Developing Countries), Doha 
Development Agenda and Aid For Trade, September 12, 2005 ; meetings. 
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2. IF Members 

Agencies 
 International Monetary Fund 

(IMF) 
 International Trade Centre (ITC) 
 The World Bank Group 
 United Nations Conference on 

Trade And Development 
(UNCTAD) 

 United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP) 

 World Trade Organization 
(WTO) 

 

Donors 
 Belgium 
 Canada (CIDA) 
 Denmark (DANIDA) 
 European Commission 
 Finland 
 France 
 Ireland 
 Italy 
 Japan (JICA) 

 Netherlands (Dutch Dev. 
Cooperation) 

 Norway (NORAD) 
 Sweden (SIDA) 
 Switzerland (SECO) 
 United Kingdom (DFID) 
 United States (USAID) 

 

Least Developed Countries (LDCs) 
 Afghanistan 
 Angola 
 Bangladesh 
 Benin 
 Bhutan 
 Burkina Faso 
 Burundi 
 Cambodia 
 Cape Verde 
 Central 

African Rep. 
 Chad 
 Comoros 
 Democratic 

Rep. of 
Congo 

 Djibouti 
 Equatorial 

Guinea 
 Eritrea 
 Ethiopia 
 Gambia 
 Guinea 
 Guinea-

Bissau 
 Haiti 
 Kiribati 
 Lao People's 

Democratic 
Rep 

 Lesotho 
 Liberia 

 Madagascar 
 Malawi 
 Maldives 
 Mali 
 Mauritania 
 Mozambique 
 Myanmar 
 Nepal 
 Niger 
 Rwanda 
 Samoa 
 Sao Tome 

and Principe 
 Senegal  
 Sierra Leone  

 Solomon 
Islands 

 Somalia 
 Sudan 
 Timor-Lesté 
 Togo 
 Tuvalu 
 Uganda 
 United Rep. 

of Tanzania 
 Vanuatu 
 Yemen 
 Zambia 
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3. IF Management 

The Integrated Framework Steering Committee (IFSC) oversees and governs the IF 
process. The IFSC, currently chaired by H.E. Mr Hendrik Reé Iversen (Denmark), is a 
tripartite arrangement with representation from agencies, donors and LDCs. 
 
The day-to-day management of the IF is the Integrated Framework Working Group. The 
IFWG is chaired by the WTO, and consists of representatives of the agencies and 2 donors 
(rotating every 6 months; currently USA and Sweden) + 2 LDCs (rotating, 6 month; 
currently Rwanda and Zambia). The DAC/OECD Secretariat has one observer 
representative. The IFWG responsibilities include exchange of information, coordination 
of events, resource management of the IF Trust Fund (when the IFWG is performing 
IFTF functions), monitoring and evaluation of field level operations.  
 
The WTO houses the IF Secretariat which services both the Integrated Framework 
Steering Committee (IFSC) and (IFWG) meetings. 
 
The Integrated Framework Trust Fund (IFTF) is managed by the UNDP, on behalf of the 
six agencies and donors, manages, established under the financial regulations and rules of 
the UNDP for the receipt and administration of funds and for mobilizing additional 
resources needed to enhance the programme activities of the Integrated Framework. 
 
Since its creation in February 2001, the IFTF has served as a central point for the deposit 
of contributions to the IF. Contributions have been pledged by both bilateral and 
multilateral donors towards two finance windows operating simultaneously: Window I, a 
general fund, for un-earmarked contributions for diagnostic studies and mainstreaming, or 
Window II for contributions allocated to specific and clearly identifiable programmes for 
capacity building. The scope and eligibility criteria for disbursements under Window II are 
currently being discussed. 

4. The IF Trust Fund 

The IF Window 1 finances the DTIS, to the limit of $ 300 000 by country. 
 
Window 2 provides some bridging funding (up to $ 1 000 000 per country whose DTIS 
and priority action matrices have been approved) for priority projects from the DTIS 
Action Matrix. the Main interest of WTO is that donors involve themselves in the Matrix. 
Although the objective of the IF is to mobilise donor funding, de facto Window 2 has 
become the objective of the beneficiary countries because it provides a sort of entitlement 
to funds.  
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Status of the Trust Fund: 

Contributor Total Pledges 
US$ Disbursements 

    2001 2002  2003 
Belgium 692,942 0 692,942 0 
Canada 1,331,405 660,264 0 671,141 
Denmark  3,281,168 281,168 0 0 
Finland 154,497 154,497 0 0 
France 538,213 0 0 538,213 
Ireland 535,521 299,950 0 0 
Italy* 900,000 0 0 0 
Japan 500,000 0 500,000 0 
Netherlands 330,000 330,000 0 0 
Norway 3,815,155  511,946 0 1,303,209 
Sweden 1,510,780 328,558 0 982,222 
Switzerland** 500,000  200,000 0 300,000 
United Kingdom 3,428,572 500,000 1,428,572 0 
United States 200,000 0 0 200,000 
European 
Commission  467,176 0 138,168 0 

UNDP 300,000 0 300,000 0 
World Bank 1,800,000 0 500,000 500,000 
TOTAL 19,385,429 3,266,383 3,559,682 4,494,785 
Of which:        

Window I 9,156,767 3,266,383 2,366,740 3,523,644 
Window II 9,694,118 0 1,192,942 971,141 

As of: 3 July 2003 - Source: IF Financial Report prepared by the UNDP. 
*The Italian pledge was removed from the IFTF and transferred to ITC. 
**Once the TOR for Window II has been finalized, Switzerland will decide on the use of their pledge of US$300,000 to 
either Window I or II. However, based on previous discussions and until then, the amount is being placed under Window I. 

 

5. Successive steps of the IF process 

1) Application. 
2) Technical review. Preliminary study conducted by the World Bank; the output is a 

recommendation to accept or not the application.  
3) Preliminary mission in the country: conducted by the IF agencies to explain the 

beneficiary the IF process.  
4) Exploratory mission of the lead agency that will conduct the DTIS: usually WB sends 

a lead economist to explain and prepare the DTIS. 
5) Main DTIS mission, with the team leader and his team (in-depth technical work). 
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6) DTIS and Priority Actions Matrix Validation Workshop. Validation usually requires 
six months after finalisation of the DTIS. 

7) From this step Window 2 funds are available to fund priority actions in the interval 
necessary to mobilise more bilateral donor support. 

8) Integration of DTIS in PRSP: dependent on the time schedule of the PRSP review. 
9) Donors workshop: concentrates on trade and the matrix, generally to fit their 

projects in the matrix. 

6. Status of LDC participation to the IF2 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The remaining LDCs that may participate in the IF at a later date include Bhutan, Cape 
Verde, Eritrea, Guinea-Bissau, Kiribati, Myanmar, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Somalia, 
Timor-Leste, Togo and Tuvalu. They are mostly small island economies or conflict 
countries. Bangladesh was an original participant in the first phase of the IF but chose not 
to participate in the re-vamped IF. 

                                                 
2  Source: Development Committee (Joint Ministerial Committee of the Boards of Governors of the Bank and the Fund 

on the Transfer of Real Resources to Developing Countries), Doha Development Agenda and Aid For Trade, 
September 12, 2005. 
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7. The Aid for Trade Initiative: proposals for an enhanced IF 

Under the Aid For Trade Initiative, the Joint Ministerial Committee of the Boards of 
Governors of the Bank and the Fund emphasises the contribution of the IF to increased 
knowledge of trade issues in the countries where it is implemented; the help provided by 
the diagnostic phase of the IF to raise in-country awareness of the wide array of 
complementary reforms needed for trade integration and to facilitate a dialogue on trade 
and growth across Ministries; the knowledge generated by the IF process and its 
contribution to a more fluid dialogue on trade among LDCs, donors, and trade-related 
agencies and stakeholders in LDCs. The paper also points on a recent evaluation of the IF 
by the Bank’s Operations Evaluation Department, which highlighted some of 
shortcomings, summarized as follows: 
 
 Remaining gap between available resources and the expectations of developing 

countries. 
 No systematic follow-up at the country level and therefore implementation is often 

delayed. Parts of the action matrixes were often not implemented due to lack of donor 
awareness, developing countries’ action and inadequate implementation plans for the 
matrix. 

 In-country capacity and ownership is still too weak, due to:  
- Limited capacity, which often explains the poor reflection of trade issues in 

PRSPs and government programs. 
- Relatively weak Ministry of Finance facing difficulties to strengthen IF 

implementation.  
- Weak donor response beyond Window II, and uncertain financing of the DTIS 

Matrix. 
 
In light of the opportunity for the new IF work program (starting in 2006) to play a more 
sustained catalytic role in building long-term trade capacity, the Aid for Trade Initiative 
supports the development of the IF to become an instrument (i) supporting the creation of 
strong in-country leadership on trade; (ii) promoting the development of a coherent 
strategy for trade and competitiveness; (iii) supporting this trade push via a multiyear, 
rolling program of capacity building, and; (iv) promoting and increasing donor 
coordination on aid for trade, via both multilateral and bilateral channels. 
 
To this end, the Aid for Trade Initiative proposes the following: 
 
 the IF should fund two main types of activities: 

- Multi-year programs of technical assistance and capacity building, and 
- Project preparation (strengthened link between identified large-scale needs in the 

DTIS and donor funding by financing project preparation in areas of priority).  
 The enhanced IF would require predictable, multi-year financing (with resources 

increased to a sum in the order of $200–$400 million, disbursed over an initial 5 year 
period), strengthened in-country structures to move from diagnostics to 
implementation, improved links to donor processes to maximize both multilateral and 
bilateral resources for aid for trade.  
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 In addition to $200–400 million for IF countries the Aid For Trade claims for 
increased donor willingness to fund aid for trade via the PRS process. IF engagement 
with the private sector and civil society at the country level would also be enhanced.  

 Improved monitoring and administration is also expected to place the IF on a 
sustainable, fully-funded footing, with adequate resources (this involves necessary 
reforms of the IF governance structure at the global level).  

 A further proposal is the creation of a separate Regional/Cross-Country Window to 
finance diagnostics of regional, or cross-country, impediments to trade development. 

 




