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1. Introduction

We, civil society organisations from Europe and beyond, welcome the opportunity to meet the SCIMF

again, after a gap of one year.

Regrettably, this happens while the global economy is experiencing a series of compounded crises

that are giving way to increasing levels of hunger, poverty and inequality. These compounded crises

(or a ‘poly-crisis’) are, once again, hitting developing countries the hardest, including through actions

taken by wealthier countries to protect their economies. For instance, higher interest rates are

increasing the cost of servicing foreign debts, so that poorer nations are having to find more and

more money simply to stay afloat, when they are already on their knees following the economic

storm of Covid-19.

In this context, we have been closely monitoring the IMF response to the poly-crisis, and we have

found this unsatisfactory: on one side, it is aggravating the situation for some countries by

demanding austerity measures; on the other side, it is proposing inadequate or insufficient solutions

that don’t tackle the roots of the problem.

On austerity, since late 2020, several studies have been warning that the brief Covid-19-related fiscal

expansion was being followed by an aggressive and premature return to austerity, in large part

instigated by the IMF. A new report, End Austerity: A global report on budget cuts and harmful social

reforms, confirms this by showing that 85 percent of the world’s population will live in the grip of

austerity measures by 2023. Despite the millions of people being pushed into hunger and poverty,

143 countries - including 94 developing nations, many of which are under IMF programs - are

implementing policy measures that undermine the capacity of governments to provide education,

healthcare, social protection and other public services.

The rest of this brief presents our views on some of the aforementioned inadequate or insufficient

solutions, which we would be keen to discuss with you, convinced that the European Union should

play a positive and proactive role in pushing the IMF towards more progressive measures and

reforms.

2. Special Drawing Rights and the Resilience and Sustainability Trust

Status of RST pledges

In August 2021, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) issued $650bn in Special Drawing Rights

(SDRs) to its member states to support them in coping with the Covid-19 pandemic. While this is the

biggest allocation to date, the distribution in proportion to member quotas resulted in an inequitable

https://debtjustice.org.uk/press-release/lower-income-country-borrowing-costs-rise-at-three-times-the-rate-of-the-us
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allocation, with countries that need it the most receiving the least support. According to the Bretton

Woods Project, “as part of the 2021 allocation, high-income countries (HICs) received nearly $400

billion worth of SDRs, middle-income (MICs) received $230 billion, and low-income countries (LICs)

just $21 billion.”

In response to the continued need for additional assistance, the IMF has proposed to “rechannel”

SDRs via conditional lending programs for low- and middle-income countries, including through the

Poverty Reduction and Growth Trust (PRGT) and the newly established Resilience and Sustainability

Trust (RST). During the IMF Annuals, the Managing Director Kristalina Georgieva announced that

only $20 billion in contributions have been made available for the RST program, despite the $40 bn

in contributions originally pledged.

Questions:

- What is the status of RST pledges among European countries?

- To our knowledge, so far only Germany and Spain have acted upon their pledges and actually

made contributions to the RST. Will any other EU countries follow suit shortly?

Operationalisation of the RST

While we welcome the initiative of SDR reallocation, the RST defeats the purpose of SDRs as a debt-

free and conditionality-free instrument. The RST comes attached with stringent eligibility

requirements (including the requirement that countries have another IMF programme in place), that

currently exclude about 70 per cent of low- and middle-income countries. IMF programs are often

accompanied by conditionalities requiring fiscal consolidation which have often contributed to

increase poverty and inequality . V20 countries have strongly called for the RST’s ‘qualifying reforms’

to be ‘borrower-led’, highlighting that there is a strong perception among IMF borrower countries

that these reforms potentially represent the beginning of a new type of ‘green conditionality’.

Questions:

- What are your thoughts on the use of conditionality (including ‘green conditionality’) in the

RST?

- Will you support reforms to the IMF’s Resilience and Sustainability Trust at its first review

period (slated to happen within the first three years of its approval) that ensure its eligibility

requirements are less onerous?

SDR channelling through MDBs

An alternative avenue for rechanneling SDRs that could prove an effective option beyond rerouting

via the IMF itself, is rechanneling through multilateral development banks (MDBs). Capital

contributions in SDRs made to MDBs as prescribed holders could provide greater flexibility than

simply on-lending SDRs and, via leverage, could allow MDBs to scale up its lending capacity by at

least 3-4 times the increase in capital. The AfDB has recently developed a hybrid capital structure

that allows rich countries to lend SDRs to multilateral development banks. These contributions can

account as equity which can be leveraged to borrow from capital markets at affordable pricing due to

their Triple-A rating and as a result, significantly reducing its debt burden. Top-rated regional

development banks like the AfDB can easily open a line for receiving SDRs that maintains their

https://www.brettonwoodsproject.org/2021/12/what-are-special-drawing-rights-sdrs/
https://www.brettonwoodsproject.org/2021/08/civil-society-joint-statement-on-uk-channelling-of-its-imf-special-drawing-rights-sdrs-allocation/
https://www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2022/10/12/pr22348-md-announces-operationalization-of-rst
https://www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2022/09/14/tr091322-cgd-transcript
https://www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2022/09/14/tr091322-cgd-transcript
https://www.cepr.net/report/the-case-for-more-special-drawing-rights/
https://www.cepr.net/report/the-case-for-more-special-drawing-rights/
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https://www.lazard.com/perspective/rechanneling-imf-special-drawing-rights-in-a-responsible-and-efficient-way/
https://www.afdb.org/en/news-and-events/interviews/leveraging-power-special-drawing-rights-how-developed-countries-can-help-boost-africas-development-51910
https://www.lazard.com/media/452003/20220208-lazard-white-paper.pdf


‘reserve asset status’ as long as they can guarantee that at least one-third of the SDRs remain

untouched and are not lent.

The rechanneling of SDRs needs to occur alongside efforts to improve debt restructuring and to

mobilise greater volumes of concessional finance, in order to address overlapping present crises.

Questions:

- What is your position regarding channelling of SDR through MDBs?

- We understand the UK is currently looking to rechannel some SDRs through MDBs and we

would like to know whether you are supporting their efforts of identifying more potential

contributors?

- We acknowledge that an ECB provision currently precludes countries in the Eurozone from

allocating SDRs through entities other than the IMF, however we would like to know if any

member countries not part of the Eurozone are considering reallocating SDRs through MDBs,

and whether you think there is sufficient political will to make this possible within the

Eurozone?

Civil society supports low- and middle-income countries’ calls for an additional allocation of SDRs

The 2021 SDRs allocation was a fundamental lifeline to many low- and middle-income countries

struggling with the Covid-19 pandemic. According to research by CEPR, over 100 low- and

middle-income countries used SDRs in the first year after the August 2021 allocation; 42 of which

exchanged most of their SDRs for hard currency, around $16 billion worth, and 69 of which included

SDRs totaling over $80 billion in their government budgets or for other fiscal purposes.

However, many countries continue to struggle, as the global economic recovery is slow and uneven

and accompanied by rampant inflation in food and energy. The IMF’s World Economic Outlook report

from October 2022 highlighted that, “Global growth is forecast to slow…[to] 2.7 per cent in

2023…[the] weakest growth profile since 2001 except for the global financial crisis and the acute

phase of the COVID-19 pandemic.”

Such economic projections clearly show that the global need for liquidity has not dissipated,

particularly in low- and middle-income countries. According to the existing IMF Articles of

Agreement, there must be a long-term global need to supplement reserves with a new SDRs

emission; however, there is no agreed methodology to calculate the optimal level of global liquidity,

while almost two-thirds of Least Developed Countries and Low Income Countries are either in debt

distress or at high risk of debt distress, a number that has doubled since 2015. This situation on its

own signals a need for additional reserves.

Calls for a new allocation of SDRs have been made by the V20 group during the IMF Annual Meetings

and by the Prime Minister of Barbados Mia Mottley as part of her Bridgetown Agenda for Reforming

the Global Financial Architecture. Furthermore, the call for new SDR allocations is backed by over

150 civil society organisations as the most simple and effective way to deliver essential economic

support.
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As the IMF’s May assessment of social unrest makes clear, the pre-pandemic trend of increased

protests and social instability has once again gathered pace after a decline during the pandemic. The

assessment notes that while the causes of social unrest are complex, “steep price increases for food

and fuel have been associated with more frequent protests in the past”, adding that, “any rise in

social unrest could pose a risk to the global economy’s recovery, as it can have a lasting impact on

economic performance.” The IMF’s projections and concerns are shared by Verisk Maplecroft, whose

latest report stresses that “middle-income countries will bear the brunt of social discontent” arising

from the current economic conditions. Oxfam’s recent report is clear about the consequences of the

debt crisis on state capacity to meet the needs and expectations of their citizens, highlighting that

“despite the worst health crisis in a century, half of all poor countries have cut their share of health

spending. Almost half…cut their budget share going to social protection, 70 percent cut their share

going to education and two-thirds failed to raise their minimum wage in line with economic growth.

Over the next five years, three-quarters of all countries globally are planning further cuts totaling

US$7.8 trillion dollars.” Given the costs of social unrest and political instability, particularly in

economically important middle-income countries, and the Commission’s focus on conflict prevention

and recognition in, inter-alia, its 2016 Shared Vision document that inequality and resource

constraints can be root causes of conflict, we would argue that a new SDR allocation would strongly

contribute to the Commission’s conflict prevention efforts and to the IMF’s mandate to ensure global

financial stability.

We understand that some voices argue that a new SDR allocation would support Russia’s war efforts

in Ukraine. However, we would like to point out that in order to exchange SDRs, Russia would have to

either find another government willing to enter into an agreement with them or request a

conversion using the voluntary trading arrangements (VTAs) established with the Fund, both of which

would be highly unlikely considering the present geopolitical situation with most VTA participants

(with the exception of Saudi Arabia, Oman, and China) condemning Russia’s invasion of Ukraine.

Furthermore, if the IMF designation mechanism was activated as a way to force conversion of

Russia’s SDRs, the main IMF shareholders would be able to block any sanction for noncompliance

with the designation plan.

Likewise, the argument that a new SDR allocation would increase inflation seems spurious if we

analyse past allocations. A 2009 study from the European Central Bank (ECB) found that only

countries which received SDRs more than 10% of their international reserves experienced higher

inflation. When looking at the 2021 allocation, only Slovenia had an SDR proportion comprising

about 3 per cent of its total reserves, followed by Cyprus as 1.5 per cent, with the rest of the

countries having a proportion of around 1 per cent, resulting in a negligible risk of inflation.

Alternatively, concerns for the undesired effects of a general SDRs allocation could be overcome by

modifying the IMF Articles of Agreement so as to allow for a targeted SDRs allocation based on

actual country needs. Such an option may soon become desirable to face the increasing needs and

vulnerabilities of climate vulnerable countries.

Questions:

- Considering the global economic outlook reflecting a continuous need for liquidity, what is

your position regarding a new allocation of SDRs ?

https://www.imf.org/en/Blogs/Articles/2022/05/20/social-unrest-is-rising-adding-to-risks-for-global-economy
https://www.maplecroft.com/insights/analysis/101-countries-witness-rise-in-civil-unrest-in-last-quarter-worst-yet-to-come-as-socioeconomic-pressures-build/#report_form_container
https://reliefweb.int/report/world/g20-must-tackle-cost-profit-crisis-causing-chaos-worldwide-says-oxfam
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/eugs_review_web_0.pdf
https://www.cgdev.org/blog/can-russia-use-its-sdrs-yes-and-no
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- What are your thoughts with regards to the option of a targeted SDRs allocation, which

would only reach the countries most in need?

3. IMF quota reform - including proposal for an additional African Chair

The forthcoming 16th general review of IMF quotas (16 GRQ) comes at a time of intersecting global

crises, compounded by fragmentation of international political consensus and an erosion of the

multilateral system. The 16 GRQ offers an opportunity to re-build trust in multilateralism, but it can

only do so if it acknowledges and addresses the faults of the current system.

The governance structure of the IMF, based on quotas, concentrates formal power within the hands

of a few wealthy countries (the G7 countries alone have 41 percent of voting power), while the

countries that are most directly impacted by the policies of the IMF and most likely to seek

assistance from the IMF have little say in the design of those programs and the policies imposed onto

their people. The IMF’s quota structure also has implications on countries’ access to funds and

lending costs (e.g. it determines when surcharges should be applied) and the distribution of SDRs. It

disproportionately gives more power to countries that have historically contributed the largest

emissions and very little to those that are least responsible for causing climate change and are often

most at risk. For instance the V20, the group representing the 20 countries most vulnerable to

climate change, only have a total of 5% of voting shares but over one-third of IMF programs have

been in V20 countries in the last 20 years.

There is a compelling need for an ambitious 16 GRQ that ensures a substantial increase in quotas and

introduces significant adjustments to the formula itself so as to strengthen the voice and

representation of emerging markets and developing economies (EMDEs).

Meaningful formula reforms can take many shapes in the 16GRQ, in addition to an increase in quota.

We recognise that negotiations will be complex and that multiple combinations of variables could be

considered to achieve similar outcomes. We argue that a successful review will be one that

increases the total vote share of the following country groups:

● The 78 countries of the Global South as defined by the UN Finance Center for
South-South cooperation

● The 28 low-income countries
● The V20 group of 55 climate vulnerable countries
●     The 46 countries that make up sub-Saharan Africa

We also recommend consideration of the following reforms:

● Increasing the weight of the GDP PPP variable in relation to the GDP market exchange rate

variable, as the latter is biased in favour of advanced economies.

● Review the treatment on intra-currency union flows, paying particular attention to

intra-Eurozone trade. Intra-Eurozone trade is currently significantly boosting the openness

index of EU countries, while this trade is not subject to a balance of payments crisis that

would be addressed by the Fund and should therefore not be relevant to the quota formula.

This bias is a major source of over-representation of European countries and its removal

from tabulation should be considered.

https://www.bu.edu/gdp/files/2022/10/GEGI_WP_057_FIN.pdf
https://www.bu.edu/gdp/files/2022/10/GEGI_WP_057_FIN.pdf
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● Increasing basic votes in proportion to quota-based votes, in line with the Asian

Development Bank’s model. Basic votes, which are equally distributed to all members,

currently represent 5.5% of all votes, with the rest determined by votes attributed to quota.

● Extend and adjust the IMF’s use of double-majority voting, towards requiring a simple

majority of both types of votes for regular executive board decision-making. Article XXVIII,

Section A of the IMF’s Articles of Agreement requires a 60 per cent majority of members and

an 85 per cent majority of voting weight to change the Articles of Agreement. This

double-majority voting system that requires a majority of members and a majority of

quota-based votes to make decisions should be extended and adjusted.

● Beyond the quota formula, we support the call by the G24 for the creation of a third Chair for

sub-Saharan Africa, not at the expense of other EMDE’s Chairs. We believe that an Executive

Board made up of 25 members is just as practically manageable as one of 24, while it

significantly increases the ability of sub-Saharan African members to make their views known

on the board.

● We do not support Japan’s proposal of counting voluntary contributions as part of the quota

formula and urge you not to support this proposal.

For too long, the IMF’s quota system has unfairly benefitted European countries in particular at the

cost of the global South, upholding a system of unequal power relations rooted in colonial legacies.

At the Townhall with civil society in October 2022, the IMF Managing Director herself recognised that

an unsuccessful 16GRQ would undermine the legitimacy of the Fund.

Questions:

- The European Union and European Countries will play a critical role in the 16 GRQ. What are

your views on the possible reforms outlined above? How are you planning to use your weight

to influence the process?

4. Debt issues

Debt treatment under the Common Framework

Debt problems in low- and middle-income countries are worsening, with bond yields and interest

rates increasing, and the strengthening dollar increasing the relative size of debt and interest

payments in local currencies. The IMF assesses almost sixty percent of lower income countries to be

at high risk of debt distress or already in default.

In this situation, debt restructuring should not be a last resort measure taken when the country is

already in debt distress, but a tool available to all countries in order to avoid bigger problems. It is

better for debt to be restructured sooner, rather than IMF loans enabling original creditors to be

paid, while the debt crisis continues. This is also the stated goal of the G20 Common Framework.

In the Debt Sustainability Analysis (DSA) conducted between November 2020 and January 2022, the

IMF mentioned debt treatments in only five cases out of 44 high-debt countries. Of these five

countries, only three have not already defaulted or initiated debt restructuring negotiations at that

time (Angola, Seychelles, Malawi). The other two countries were Suriname and Chad. In all other

countries, there are no scenarios which deviate from the standard recommendation of fiscal

consolidation as a strategy for stabilizing the debt ratio.

https://meetings.imf.org/en/2022/Annual/Videos?videoId=6313565463112
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Even more critical is the decision whether the IMF should lend with or without a debt restructuring

taking place. In this context, we expected the Common Framework to at least deliver effective debt

restructurings, including debt stock reduction, for Chad, Ethiopia and Zambia. We followed with

interest the IMF position to stop further disbursements following the announcement of the Creditor

Committee that Chad will not be granted any debt relief. However, we are critical about the deal that

was finalized last Friday because it does not provide any reduction in net present value terms. World

Bank president Malpass assessed this deal as insufficient. This decision is in line with the Common

Framework principle to not grant any debt write-offs, although empirical findings and history show

that it is debt operations with principal haircuts that have been more effective in restoring debt

sustainability. Once again, we run the risk of incurring in a “too little too late” situation.

This is also evident when looking at IMF programs for Zambia and Sri Lanka, which require a primary

surplus of 3,2 and 2,3 percent respectively. In both cases, this request deviates substantially both

from past best peer practice and from the IMF’s own assessment of peer performance in the future.

Historically, unrealistic and overoptimistic expectations about growth and primary balances have

often led to an underestimation of the size of debt treatments needed to restore debt sustainability

and unnecessary harsh austerity conditions. This is also seen in standard overoptimistic baseline

scenarios underlying DSA. Forthcoming research by Erlassjahr, shows that in DSA since November

2020, the baseline scenario in IMF debt sustainability analyses shows in most cases an intrinsic

optimism and is described by IMF staff itself as “titled to the downside”.

So far, the methodology underlying debt sustainability assessments is still largely kept secret. For

example, the recently released guidance note for the Market Access Countries Debt Sustainability

Framework says, “since the methodology by which the Fund makes its sustainability (and thus

lending) decisions is potentially market-sensitive, the precise aggregation method and the index

cutoffs determining the three signals and strictly confidential and must remain internal to the Fund.”

The methodology is market sensitive, but that is why it should be released. Markets work more

efficiently when participants are aware of all relevant information. Furthermore, the public, media

and civil society in borrowing and lending countries can better hold governments and lenders to

account on decisions around debt sustainability if the methodology guiding those decisions is

released. Furthermore, the only way for the public and legislators to know if debt sustainability

analyses are considering all the necessary elements, including climate risks and financing needs,

among others, is to fully disclose the methodology. This would be a first step for the long awaited

review of the approach to debt sustainability.

Further, claims from multilateral creditors represent almost half of the outstanding claims for

Common Framework eligible countries. For more than 30 countries, multilateral claims represent

more than 60% of the outstanding claims with claims of the IMF surpassing 10 percent in more than

30 cases. Restructuring will therefore need to include multilateral lenders because of their scale of

exposure, and because China’s willingness to restructure may be dependent on multilateral lenders

doing so.

Key questions:

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2022-11-01/imf-cash-for-chad-on-hold-as-creditors-refuse-debt-relief?leadSource=uverify%20wall
https://www.reuters.com/world/africa/chad-agrees-debt-plan-with-creditors-including-glencore-says-minister-2022-11-11/
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● Do you agree that the IMF should discuss the possibility and effects of debt restructurings

and debt relief as a standard growth-promoting scenario in high-debt cases in its annual

country reports?

● Do you agree that it is key to have realistic DSA and that it is problematic that the IMF staff

itself assesses most of the baseline scenarios as “tilted to the downside”? If yes, how is the

IMF going to improve their analyses?

● When making debt sustainability assessments as part of restructuring negotiations, should

they look at debt payment profiles for longer periods, so that payments are not just moved

into the future (as it is now the case with Chad and Zambia)?

● Do you agree that the high primary surplus that the IMF takes as a basis for its calculation in

Zambia and Sri Lanka are too optimistic and therefore likely to underestimate necessary debt

treatments? Do you agree that the economic policy advice from the IMF should include

human needs assessment more consistently? If yes, how will the EU exert its influence to push

the IMF to this trajectory?

● Do you agree that the IMF’s methodology for deciding whether a debt is sustainable should

be released? When might this be reviewed?

Debt and IMF approach to fragile and conflict countries

In March 2022, the IMF launched its Strategy for Fragile and Conflict-affected States (FCS). We

welcome this strategy, but find it lacking on two points.

First, it does not adequately engage with the ‘do no harm’ principle in the strategy, and more broadly

in its work. The ‘do no harm’ principle is common among development agencies to assess the impact

of their programs and prevent harm.1

As the World Bank mentions, “[a]ccording to the ‘do no harm’ principle, activities financed by donors

and development partners should first and foremost seek to avoid causing or contributing to adverse

human or environmental impacts.” The World Bank has a ‘do no harm’ approach in its strategy for

Fragility, Conflict and Violence and notes for example in its Country Engagement Note for South

Sudan dated 15 April 2021, “Acknowledging the complexity of the conflict in South Sudan, WBG

engagement is grounded in conflict-sensitive and ‘do no harm’ principles.”

The ‘Do no harm’ principle applies to the negative impact from corruption and misappropriation of

all IFIs funds and is especially relevant in Fragile and Conflict States because of the high risk of

negative or unintended consequences. The stealing of IFI funds, corruption or providing subpar

quality of service has a negative impact on the trust in institutions and stability of a country. Or as

the IMF says in its own FCS strategy, “[a]s a result of the uneven delivery of public goods, elite

capture or corruption, governments in FCS are generally not perceived as impartially delivering on

the social contract, lacking in trust and legitimacy.” For this reason, the ‘do no harm’ principle should

be a priority for the IMF's engagement around the world and especially in fragile countries.

Second, the strategy should have put more emphasis on the fact that accountability and

transparency measures should apply to the entire supply chain of IMF programmes, including all

1 Oxfam Novib details the ‘do no harm’ process on their website.
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subcontractors and financial intermediaries (this also holds for IFIs projects at large). As well as the

clear and prior communication of consequences of corruption. If IFIs funds are diverted or misused,

the project and its counter-corruption measures should be evaluated, and if appropriate reduced or

redirected to other national actors or UN agencies.

In 2020, the World Bank launched a report ‘Elite Capture of Foreign Aid’ which deducts that on

average 7.5% of provided aid ends up in bank accounts in secrecy jurisdictions instead of being used

for the intended target. The more corrupt a country, the higher the “leakage” the authors add.

Thus transparency requirements are essential for projects as well as accountability mechanisms and

real consequences for when funds do go missing. Without proper accountability, corrupt actors are

incentivised to keep people poor to be able to raise more funds and misappropriate more in the

long-run. Impunity further fosters continued corruption.

The IMF should expand its financial audit to human rights and corruption due diligence in line with

the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights.

Questions:

- Does the EU agree that the ‘do no harm’ principle should be a priority of the IMF's Strategy

for Fragile and Conflict-affected States?

- Does the EU acknowledge the need for applying accountability and transparency measures to

the entire supply chain of the Fund as well as including consequences for corruption and

misappropriation?

5. Surcharges

In April 2022, over 250 organisations and experts sent a statement to the IMF board of directors

stressing the overwhelming evidence demonstrating that the policy of surcharges is pro-cyclical,

likely exacerbates the risk of default and is counter-productive. The policy also violates international

human rights law and is unnecessary.

On 26th of August, the UN Independent Expert on the effects of foreign debt, and several other

United Nations Independent Experts and Special Rapporteurs, expressed their concerns about the

current surcharge policy in a letter to the IMF Managing Director. The letter expressed concerns

“with the impact of the surcharge policy on the enjoyment of the human rights in affected countries”

and requested a reply to six questions. Given the IMF has not replied to the letter, we ask that you

call upon the managing director to ensure the IMF meets its obligations to the Council and provide

it an immediate response.

Projections indicate that debt-vulnerable countries already facing multiple crises and a worsening

economic outlook may have to pay nearly $8 billion from 2021 to 2028 in unnecessary surcharges to

the IMF. We hope that you will agree that this vast sum should instead be used to finance climate

action, to strengthen countries’ ability to meet their international human rights obligations and to

ensure political stability in these uncertain times. We therefore hope that we can count on your

support in advocating for an end to the policy.

https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/493201582052636710/pdf/Elite-Capture-of-Foreign-Aid-Evidence-from-Offshore-Bank-Accounts.pdf
https://assets.nationbuilder.com/eurodad/pages/2840/attachments/original/1645199693/Letter_ENGLISH.pdf?1645199693
https://www.cepr.net/report/imf-surcharges-counterproductive-and-unfair/
https://www.brettonwoodsproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/Surcharges-Open-Letter-Former-UN-IE-on-debt-and-Human-Rights-June-2021.pdf
https://www.brettonwoodsproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/Surcharges-Open-Letter-Former-UN-IE-on-debt-and-Human-Rights-June-2021.pdf
https://cepr.org/voxeu/columns/imf-surcharges-lose-lose-policy-global-recovery
https://spcommreports.ohchr.org/TMResultsBase/DownLoadPublicCommunicationFile?gId=27523
https://www.eurodad.org/a_guide_to_imf_surcharges


Question:

- Will you support the request to the IMF’s Executive Board to carry out an immediate review

of surcharge policy, ensure transparency around past and future surcharge payments, and

align the institution with its mandate by supporting the complete elimination of surcharges?


