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The issue of attracting international financial assistance has always been relevant
for Ukraine. Back in 1994, the International Monetary Fund (hereinafter — the IMF, the
Fund) began to provide Ukraine with its financial resources. Since then, the Fund has
been one of the main partners in providing loans to our country.

In March 2022, the Ukrainian authorities cancelled’ the current IMF agreement due
to the war with russia and expressed their intent to work with the IMF to design an
appropriate economic programme aimed at rehabilitation and growth, when condi-
tions permit.

There is no doubt that the post-war recovery of Ukraine will take place in particular
with the support of the above-mentioned institution. However, the effectiveness of
cooperation with the Fund causes various discussions in both the Ukrainian society
and expert circles in particular regarding the reforms carried out by the Government
within the IMF programmes. Besides, reports in the media about Ukraine's failure to
receive the next tranche due to non-fulfilment of its obligations raise the degree of
discussion.

This report presents the commitments undertaken by the Ukrainian side within the
three recent IMF programmes and the degree of their implementation.
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GLOSSARY

The terms and abbreviations used in this report have the following meaning:

cMU

DGF

HACC

HC)

HCS
Letter
MAPF
Memorandum
MinEnergo
MinFin
MinRegion
MinSoc
MJU

NABU
NBU
NEURC
SAPO

SAS

SB (structural
benchmark)

SCs

SDRs (Special

Drawing Rights)

SE

SFS

STS

the IMF, the Fund

VRU

the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine

the Deposit Guarantee Fund

the High Anti-Corruption Court

the High Council of Justice

Housing and Communal Services

Letter of Intent

the Ministry of Agrarian Policy and Food of Ukraine
Memorandum of Economic and Financial Policies

the Ministry of Energy and Coal Industry of Ukraine

the Ministry of Finance of Ukraine

the Ministry of Commmunities and Territories Development of Ukraine
the Ministry of Social Policy of Ukraine

the Ministry of Justice of Ukraine

the National Anti-Corruption Bureau of Ukraine

the National Bank of Ukraine

the National Energy and Utilities Regulatory Commission
the Specialised Anti-Corruption Prosecutor's Office

the State Audit Service of Ukraine

These are reformm measures under IMF agreements that often are
non-quantifiable but are critical for achieving programme goals and
are intended as markers to assess programme implementation.

the State Customs Service of Ukraine

A reserve and payment asset created by the International Monetary Fund.

It exists only in non-cash form, as records on bank accounts.
State enterprise

the State Fiscal Service of Ukraine

the State Tax Service of Ukraine

the International Monetary Fund

the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine



SUMMARY

The International Monetary Fund is one of the main partners in providing loans to our country.
Over the entire history of cooperation, Ukraine has received about US$ 36 billion from the FundZ2.

As of the end of May 2022, Ukraine ranks third,® after Argentina and Egypt, in the size of debt to
the IMF. The total amount of outstanding loans (principal amount of loan) is SDR 7.5 billion (about
US$ 10 billion).

Taking into account interest and other additional payments, Ukraine's total debt4 to the IMF as
of the end of May 2022 is SDR 8.1 billion (about US$ 10.8 billion).

The financial terms and conditions of the Fund programmes provide not only for the repayment
of the principal amount of debt, but also for interest and additional payments.

According to the NBU,> Ukraine transferred SDR 46.3 million (about US$ 65.7 million) in commit-
ment fees to the IMF in 2014-2020.

Ukraine is also included in the list of countries that pay surcharges. According to the authors,
the total projected amount of surcharges to be paid by the Ukrainian side in 2022-2024 is about
$ 301 million. According to experts,® the surcharges in the case of Ukraine increase the cost of
repaying the IMF loan by almost 61%.

Payment of these surcharges and commission fees is contextual, that is, it occurs only under
certain conditions, and it can be avoided provided the cooperation is planned well. Thus, the
fulfilment of the obligations set forth in the Memorandums by Ukraine not only affects the level
of trust in the State and reform implementation, but also entails financial losses.

The analysis of structural benchmarks showed a rather negative trend, as 43% of structural
benchmarks were met on time in the three recent IMF programmes, while the remaining 57%
were either not met under a particular programme or were met with delays.

Degree of meeting structural benchmarks under the three recent IMF programmes,” %

SBs were met SBs were met with delays :SBs were not met:

The number of completed actions, including those that were not completed on time (but even-
tually completed within a different programme), totals to 82%.

of the total number of structural benchmarks met

2. as of the end of May 2022;

. www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/balmov2.aspx?type=TOTAL;

4, www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extforth.aspx?memberkey1=9938&datelkey=2022-05-
3l&category=forth&year=2022&trxtype=repchg&overforth=f&schedule=exp&extend=y;

5. www.epravda.com.ua/news/2021/03/23/672228/;

. www.eurodad.org/a_guide_to_imf_surcharges;

7. some of the benchmarks, the deadline for which was from February 2022 to May 2022, were not taken into
account. The implementation status of some measures could not be determined due to the lack of public
information, so 2 such structural benchmarks were not taken into account;

[ON]
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https://www.eurodad.org/a_guide_to_imf_surcharges

If we take the total number of structural benchmarks not met or met with delays, half of them
are those measures that required the Verkhovna Rada to adopt certain laws.

Sbs that were met with delays or not met at all provided for adoption of a law

There are many reasons for this (political,economic, and social). For example, lifting the moratorium
on the sale of agricultural land was constantly postponed in particular due to the high sensitivity
of the Ukrainian people to this issue and the reluctance of MPs to vote for such an unpopular
decision. In addition, one of the possible reasons may also be lack of coordination between the
executive and legislative branches of power in the process of concluding and implementing IMF
agreements.

The structural benchmarks analysis in terms of sectors shows that percentage wise the energy
sector and financial policy have met the largest number structural benchmarks: 56% and 50%,
respectively. In fiscal policy, which had the largest number of structural benchmarks, less than
half of the measures were implemented.

The status of structural benchmarks under the three recent IMF programmes
by sector

Number of structural :  Met with

Sector S, Met delays Not met
Energy sector 9 56% 33% %
Financial sector 14 50% 36% 14%
Fiscal policy 17 47% 35% 18%
SE reforms 7 43% 57% 0%
Judicial system 3 33% 33% 33%
Fighting corruption © 22% 56% 22%
Business climate 2 0% 0% 100%

and deregulation

The worst performance indicators were recorded in the following areas: business climate and
deregulation, judiciary, fighting against corruption.

Executive agencies under the three recent IMF programmes?

MinFin |, 33%
neu [ 13%
miu - [ 13%

8. The evaluation by performers was carried out based on 39 CBs. After all, data on the performers under EFF
2015 are available only for 1 of 4 Memorandums (Memorandum of 02.03.2017);



Taking into account that the majority of structural benchmarks were fiscal and financial policies,
the Ministry of Finance and the NBU, respectively, were the executive agencies in 46% of cases.
The Ministry of Justice has the same number of tasks as the NBU and 13% of the total number of
structural benchmarks.

Being the main performer of the three recent programmes, the Ministry of Finance coped with
its tasks quite well and met more than half of the structural benchmarks on time. The MinRegion,
State Audit Service, and MinSoc met only half of their structural benchmarks on time. The
percentage completed by other agencies was under 50%.

The group of performers has a fairly high rate of delays. The Ministry of Justice and the NBU, for
example, met most of their benchmarks with delays. The State Audit Service and the MinSoc failed
to meet 50% of the structural benchmarks within the timeframe specified in the Memorandums.

Among the performers, there are those who, having only one task, could not complete it within
the current programme. These include the NABU, NEURC, and the Ministry of Agrarian Policy.

At the same time, the analysis of action plans for the implementation of IMF memorandums
has showed that they contain certain contradictions. For example, the NABU, which was primarily
responsible for conducting its own external audit, was actually unable to implement this action
on its own. Also, there is a situation where the ministry is the executive agency for the task that
requires the adoption of the law according to the plan, and this, we recall, is the authority of the
VRU. For example, the Ministry of Justice was responsible for ensuring that the Parliament adop-
ted legislation to establish anti-corruption courts. The Ministry of Agrarian Policy was responsible
for the adoption of the law on the turnover of agricultural land.

It should be noted that within the three recent programmes, Ukraine was able to receive less
than half (49%) of the total amount agreed upon with the Fund. In particular, Ukraine received only
SDR 9.2 billion out of the planned SDR 18.7 billion. Thus, the country was short of SDR 9.5 billion
(about US$ 12 billion).

USS BILLION Ukraine did not receive within
the framework of the last three IMF programs

The reason for that was that the Ukrainian side failed to successfully pass all the reviews under
any of the programmes and fulfil its obligations to the IMF. Besides, Ukraine initiated the can-
cellation of previous agreements and the launch of new ones even before the completion of EFF
2015 and SBA 2018.

In fact, the Ukrainian side fails to fulfil the tasks agreed with the IMF that are set out in the Memo-
randums in particular structural benchmarks.

There is no doubt that Ukraine's post-war recovery will also take place with the financial support
of the IMF, but Ukraine should draw conclusions from the experience of previous programmes
on how much it undertakes and how it fulfils its obligations in order to be as effective as possible,
receive the maximum amount of financial resources, and avoid additional financial losses.

So, based on the results obtained, the researchers formulated recommendations aimed at in-
creasing the transparency and openness of the cooperation with the Fund and the effectiveness
when implementing commitments undertaken by the Ukrainian side.



INTRODUCTION

Over the past 10 years, Ukraine has not received the full amount of funds® agreed between
the parties under any IMF programme. In the three recent agreements alone, the country
has lost about US$ 12 billion.

The format of cooperation with the Fund stipulates that if the country does not fulfil the
agreed obligations, funding is terminated. Thus, one of the reasons for only partial allocation
of the financial resources from the IMF is the failure of the State to fulfil its obligations.

There is also a part of payments that are tied to the degree of fulfilment of the country's
obligations to the IMF. That is, the failure of the Ukrainian side to implement the planned
actions not only negatively affects the country's reputation before the Fund and other cre-
ditors, but also leads to financial losses.

One of the factors affecting the amount of debt to the Fund is the obligation to pay not only
interest for the use of credit funds, but also make other payments. Like the commitment fee,
which is charged at the beginning of the programme and refunded only if the entire amount
of the programme has been received by the country, i.e. when all reviews have been success-
fully completed. In the case of Ukraine, surcharges© are also charged. These are amounts
payable if the debt is significant and has not been repaid for a long time.

In this regard, the issue of cooperation with the IMF has recently caused active discussions
among politicians, experts, and the public. Over the last 4 years alone, Ukraine has received
loans from the Fund in the amount of SDR 3 billion"(about US$ 4.2 billion). During the same
period, SDR 5.2 billion® (about US$ 7.2 billion) was repaid, including accrued interest and
other payments.

Thus, in order to provide a reasonable assessment of the relation with the IMF, the resear-
chers have analysed terms and conditions of the Fund loan programmes and the degree of
fulfilment of the obligations assumed by the Ukrainian side.

9. www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extarr2.aspx?memberkey1=993&datelKey=2022-05-31;

10. www.imf.org/external/np/pp/eng/2016/012016.pdf;

1. www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extransl.aspx?memberKey1=993&endDate=2099-12-31&finposition_flag=YES;
12. www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extransl.aspx?memberKey1=993&endDate=2099-12-31&finposition_flag=YES;



https://www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extarr2.aspx?memberkey1=993&date1Key=2022-05-31
https://www.imf.org/external/np/pp/eng/2016/012016.pdf
https://www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extrans1.aspx?memberKey1=993&endDate=2099-12-31&finposition_flag=YES
https://www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extrans1.aspx?memberKey1=993&endDate=2099-12-31&finposition_flag=YES

SECTION 1

About the IMF ®

The IMF is an international financial institution that was established to promote inter-
national financial stability, monetary cooperation and to encourage trade expansion and
economic growth.”® As of mid-2022, the organisation has 190 member countries.

Its supreme body of power is the Board of Governors, in which all member states are re-
presented. The IMF's day-to-day operations are overseen by its Executive Board.*

The main source of IMF funding is the contributions of member countries according to their
quotas.’s

One of the most important functions of the Fund is to provide loans and concessional finan-
cial support to member states facing actual or potential balance of payments problems.
The amount of funding is based on a quota.

It should be clarified that unlike other financial institutions, the IMF does not provide loans
for specific projects.

The Fund uses various lending instruments to provide financial support.’ They differ in
terms and conditions in particular the time periods of granting and repayment of loans.
Besides, there are different mechanisms of financial support for countries with different in-
come levels.

Before granting a loan, the government and the IMF must agree on an economic policy
programme.” In most cases, this programme is presented to the IMF Executive Board in a
Letter of Intent™® (hereinafter — the Letter) and is described in detail in a Memorandum of
Economic and Financial Policies (hereinafter — the Memorandum), which is attached to the
Letter. The Memorandum contains measures and conditions that the government has
implemented and plans to implement within the programme, as well as specific steps
necessary to receive the next tranches. The terms of the Memorandum are agreed through
the negotiations of the Government and the Central Bank with the IMF representatives. If
the government does not fulfil the obligations set out in the Memorandum, the funding is
stopped.

In the context of further analysis of the terms and conditions of Ukraine's loan programmes,
it should be clarified that the commitments agreed with the Fund may take different forms.”®

13. www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/IMF-at-a-Glance;

14. www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/IMF-at-a-Glance;

15. www.imf.org/en/About/executive-board/members-quotas;

16. www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/IMF-Lending;

17. www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/IMF-Lending;

18. www.imf.org/en/Publications/CPID;

19. www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/Sheets/2016/08/02/21/28/IMF-Conditionality:;



https://www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/IMF-at-a-Glance
https://www.imf.org/en/About/executive-board/members-quotas
https://www.imf.org/en/About/executive-board/members-quotas
https://www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/IMF-Lending
https://www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/IMF-Lending
https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/CPID
https://www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/Sheets/2016/08/02/21/28/IMF-Conditionality

Forms of commitments to the IMF

These are steps that the country commits
Prior actions to take before the IMF approves financing
or completes the programme review.

Specific, measurable IMF lending conditions,

which always relate to macroeconomic
Quantitative performance criteria indicators controlled by the authorities.

For example, international reserves, budget

balance, and external borrowing.

In addition to performance criteria, indicative
targets can be set for quantitative indicators in
order to assess progress toward achieving the
programme objectives. Indicative targets are
sometimes set instead of performance criteria
due to uncertain economic trends.

Indicative targets

These are reform measures that often are
non-quantifiable but are critical for achieving
programme goals and are intended as markers
to assess programme implementation.

Structural benchmarks

It is on the assessment of Ukraine's implementation of structural benchmarks (hereinafter —
benchmark, measure) that the researchers will focus their attention in the following sections.

Financial support from the IMF is provided on a repayable basis. In addition to the obligation
to repay the principal amount of loan, the country also pays interest for the use of loan funds
and makes other payments. However, IMF loans are considered one of the cheapest.

Finally, it should be added that cooperation with the IMF is not only about financial resources.
Transactions with the Fund are also a positive indicator for other international financial
institutions and investors; they help attract funds from other creditors, including the EU.

Next, we offer you to learn more about the
relations between Ukraine and the IMF.



SECTION 2

Ukraine and the IMF. General information Q)

Ukraine joined the Fund in 1992 based on the Law “On Ukraine's accession to the IMF"2°and
it began to receive funding since 1994.

During the period of cooperation between Ukraine and the IMF, financial support has been
provided under 12 loan programmes.?

According to the Fund,?? the total amount of loans received by Ukraine from the Fund
under the above agreements is SDR 24.9 billion 2 (about US$ 36 billion). Instead, it was
agreed to allocate SDR 56 billion (about US$ 74.8 billion). The question “Why did Ukraine
receive less than half of the funds provided by the agreements with the Fund?” will be ans-
wered in the sections below.

As a rule, the IMF financial resources are credited to the gold reserves of the NBU, however,
they can be directed to the general fund of the State Budget of Ukraine as an exception.?*

Ukraine — the IMF. General information

: ! loan < USS BILLION of
> 1 programmes 36 borrowed funds

The procedure for concluding agreements with the IMF.

First of all, it should be noted that there isn't any step-by-step procedure for concluding
agreements with the IMF in the Ukrainian legislation. Certain points are defined in the Law
“On Ukraine's accession to the IMF",25> but the process of approval of IMF agreements is not
clearly regulated in general.

Receiving funds from the Fund is carried out according to the standard procedure which
is based on the application of the IMF member country (hereinafter — the Letter of Intent).

The main stakeholders — the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine, the National Bank of Ukraine,
the Office of the President of Ukraine, and other agencies — analyse within their powers the

20. zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/2402-12#Text;

21. www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extarr2.aspx?memberkey1=993&datelKey=2022-05-31:

22. www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extarr2.aspx?memberkey1=993&datelKey=2022-05-31:

23. as of the end of May 2022;

24. under the latest loan programme, funds from the IMF were provided directly to the budget to finance the
deficit

25. zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/2402-12#Text;



https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/2402-12#Text
https://www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extarr2.aspx?memberkey1=993&date1Key=2022-05-31
https://www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extarr2.aspx?memberkey1=993&date1Key=2022-05-31
https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/2402-12#Text

measures and conditions that the Government of Ukraine and the National Bank of Ukraine
have implemented and plan to implement within the period of the Fund's programmes.

The IMF sends a mission of experts to determine the state of the economy, the need to re-
form certain sectors of the economy, as well as to identify areas and actions that can be
included in the programme. Based on the results of the mission, the Ukrainian side prepares
and submits to the IMF Executive Board a Letter of Intent and a Memorandum of Economic
and Financial Policies (hereinafter — the Memorandum).

The Memorandum contains the relevant policies in the form of prior actions and structural
benchmarks, which the Ukrainian side seeks to implement within the programme to achieve
its objectives.

The above-mentioned documents, together with the draft decree of the CMU on their app-
roval and authorisation of the Minister of Finance of Ukraine to sign them, are agreed with
the concerned state authorities and approved at the CMU meeting. Next, the draft Letter
and Memorandum, in accordance with the established practice, are signed by the President
of Ukraine, the Prime Minister of Ukraine, the Minister of Finance of Ukraine, and the Gover-
nor of the National Bank of Ukraine and sent to the IMF Executive Board for consideration.

The Fund's experts analyse the actions proposed by the Ukrainian side, their compliance
with the objectives of the programme, as well as the fiscal impact of such actions. Based on
the results of such analysis, the IMF Executive Board considers the relevant programme
documents and makes a decision to launch a reform support programme.

Following the decision of the IMF Executive Board to launch a new programme, the Ministry
of Finance of Ukraine develops an action plan for the implementation of the relevant agree-
ments. After that, it is sent to the CMU to instruct the authorities involved in accordance with
their competence to take comprehensive measures to implement, enforce the provisions of
the Memorandum in particular structural benchmarks and ensure monitoring of their im-
plementation.

Particular attention in the procedure of obtaining loans from the IMF attracts the fact that
it actually takes place without the participation of the Parliament, and the Memorandum is
not subject to ratification according to the current legislation. At the same time, the ob-
ligations to be implemented by the Ukrainian side often provide for the adoption of laws, so
the implementation of some tasks falls within the competence of the VRU. In the following
sections we will consider how this circumstance affects the implementation of obligations.

Articles of the IMF Agreement, as well as the Law of Ukraine “On Ukraine's Accession to the
International Monetary Fund” (hereinafter — the Law), do not provide for the participation of
parliamentary representatives in concluding agreements with the IMF. The Law states that
Ukraine can be represented in relations with the IMF by the CMU, NBU, and the Ministry of
Finance.

According to the Articles of Agreement of the IMF,26 each member state maintains relations
with the Fund only through its treasury, central bank, stabilisation fund, or another similar
fiscal agency. The Fund also maintains relations only with or through these institutions.

26. ips.ligazakon.net/document/view/mu44002?an=28ed=1944 07 22:



https://ips.ligazakon.net/document/view/mu44002?an=2&ed=1944_07_22

Under the current legislation, the Memorandum is not an international treaty and is not sub-
ject to ratification, as it is not binding. It contains only the conditions that must be met to
receive funding. If the Government does not comply with the provisions of the Memorandum,
funding will be terminated.

Thus, despite the fact that the agreements concluded with the IMF have the form of an inter-
national treaty, given their non-binding nature, the Letter of Intent and the Memorandum do
not require ratification.

It is worth noting that the VRU is involved in the process of implementation of agreements
with the IMF, because some of the structural benchmarks specified in the Memorandum
can be implemented only by adopting the relevant laws of Ukraine, which are adopted by
the VRU as a legislative body. Non-compliance with them negatively affects the further re-
ceipt of financial assistance and serves as a negative marker for other creditors.

Therefore, this situation, in our opinion, requires discussion in order to ensure effective me-
chanisms of interaction and timely meeting of structural benchmarks by all stakeholders.

Ukraine's debt to the IMF

Over the last 4 years alone, Ukraine has repaid SDR 5.2 billion #7 (about US$ 7.2 billion) along
with the accrued interest and fees. In return, it received SDR 3 billion (about US$ 4.2 billion).

In 2021, the State paid debts under the programme that was agreed back in 2015. According

to IMF forecasts, Ukraine will also continue repayment under the above programme in 2022
and will start repaying debt under the programme agreed in 2018.

Ukraine's payments to the IMF in 2018-2021

Year Amount Principal Interest and Programme for which
' of funds :  debtrepaid, ! commitment : the principal amount
provided, SDR mIn fees paid, of debt was paid
SDR min 5 5 SDR min
2018 § 1,000 § 1,486.3 § 2326 § SBA 2014
2019 0 i 1153 i 2414 | SBA 2014+first payment

under EFF 2015

2020 § 1,500 § 788 § 194.4 § EFF 2015
2021 500 9685 | 1801 EFF 2015
Total: : 3000 | 43958 848.5 -

Source: publicly available IMF data.

27. www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extransl.aspx?memberKey1=993&endDate=2099-12-31&finposition_flag=YES;



https://www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extrans1.aspx?memberKey1=993&endDate=2099-12-31&finposition_flag=YES

As of mid-2022, Ukraine ranks third, 28 after Argentina and Egypt, in the size of debt to the
IMF.

33@ 3rd COUNTRY The total amount of outstanding
‘\\A in the amount of loans is SDR 7.5 billion 2°
@_ outstanding loan (about US$ 10 billion).

Amount of outstanding loan (principal amount of loan)
to the IMF by programmes

Programme, year of approval Amount of outstanding loan (principal
amount of loan) as of 31.05.2022, SDR billion

The Extended Credit Facility (EFF) 2015 3.6
Stand-By Arrangement (SBA) 2018 0.9
Stand-By Arrangement (SBA) 2020 2
Rapid Financing Instrument (RFI) 2022 1
Total: 7.5

Source: publicly available IMF data.

Taking into account interest and other additional payments, Ukraine's total debt3° to the
IMF as of the end of May 2022 is SDR 8.1 billion (about US$ 10.8 billion).

USS BILLION
g °® Total amount of Ukraine's debt to the IMF ¥

Despite the difficult economic situation, Ukraine paid SDR 732 million to the IMF in 2022 as
of the end of June. The State is expected to pay about SDR 1 billion more by the end of the
year. The funds to be paid are repayment of arrears under EFF 2015 and SBA 2018.

28. www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/balmov2.aspx?type=TOTAL;
29. as of 31.05.2022;
30. www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extforth.aspx?memberkey1=993&datelkey=2022-05-

31&category=forth&year=2022&trxtype=repchg&overforth=f&schedule=exp&extend=y;
31. as of 31.05.2022;



https://www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/balmov2.aspx?type=TOTAL
https://www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extforth.aspx?memberkey1=993&date1key=2022-05-31&category=forth&year=2022&trxtype=repchg&overforth=f&schedule=exp&extend=y

Projected payments to be made by Ukraine
to the IMF in 2023-2027

Year Amount of payments, SDR billion

2023 | — >
2024 [, .9
2025 |, .8
2026 N, 1

2027 [ o2

Source: publicly available IMF data.

In total, Ukraine has to pay SDR 6.9 billion (about US$ 9.2 billion) to the IMF, including in-
terest and fees, over the next 5 years. According to IMF forecasts,32 Ukraine will fully pay off
its debts only in 2037. Such a scenario is possible only if further funding is not received.

Current situation as of mid-June 2022

At the beginning of the year, Ukraine expected 33 to receive the last tranche under SBA 2020
in June, but in March 2022, due to the war with Russia, the Ukrainian authorities cancelled 34
the current agreement with the IMF and expressed their intent to work with the IMF to de-
sign an appropriate economic programme aimed at rehabilitation and growth, when con-
ditions permit.

It should be added that the IMF Executive Board approved an emergency financial support
to Ukraine in the amount of US$ 1.4 billion the same month. In addition, the Government
of Ukraine has announced a $100 million Rapid Financing Instrument (RFI)3® to meet ur-
gent financing needs and mitigate the economic impact of the war.

In order to determine the real picture of Ukraine's relations with the IMF, we propose to pro-
ceed directly to the analysis of the terms and conditions of agreements with the IMF and
their implementation through the example of the three recent programmes.

32. www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extforth.aspx?memberkey1=9938&datelkey=2022-05-
31&category=forth&year=2022&trxtype=repchg&overforth=f&schedule=exp&extend=y;

33, wwwi.slovoidilo.ua/2022/02/18/novyna/finansy/ministr-nazvav-sumu-transhu-yaku-ukrayina-ochikuye-mvf;

34, www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2022/03/09/pr2269-ukraine-imf-executive-board-approves-usd-billion-in-
emergency-financing-support-to-ukraine;

35. www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/Sheets/2016/08/02/19/55/Rapid-Financing-Instrument;
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https://www.slovoidilo.ua/2022/02/18/novyna/finansy/ministr-nazvav-sumu-transhu-yaku-ukrayina-ochikuye-mvf
https://www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2022/03/09/pr2269-ukraine-imf-executive-board-approves-usd-billion-in-emergency-financing-support-to-ukraine
https://www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/Sheets/2016/08/02/19/55/Rapid-Financing-Instrument

SECTION 3

Analysis of the terms and conditions

of the three recent IMF programmes.*
Degree of fulfilment of obligations by
the Ukrainian side

®

3.1. General conditions for the three recent programmes

In 2015, Ukraine received financial support from the IMF under the following programmes:

Extended Fund Facility (hereinafter — EFF),
Stand-By Arrangement (hereinafter — SBA).

General terms and conditions of SBA and EFF

Programme

Extended
Fund Facility
(EFF) ¥

Duration

Usually approved for
a three-year period,
but can be approved
for up to 4 years to
implement deep
and sustainable
structural reforms.

Repayment date

Over the period

of 4%4-10 years in

12 equal semi-annual
instalments.

Financial obligations
under the programme

interest on the loan
in accordance with the
established lending rate;

surcharges. To be paid

if the loan amount exceeds
the quota of the member
country or the loan
remains high relative

to the quota after three
years;

commitment fee. The fee
is paid at the beginning
of the programme and
refunded if the entire
amount is received within
the programme;

service charge. Service
charge for each amount
received.

36. financial assistance provided in March 2022 under the Rapid Financing Instrument (RFI) was not included
in the analysis, as it is an emergency response instrument and does not provide for the implementation of

economic actions under the programme by the Ukrainian side;
37. www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/Sheets/2016/08/01/20/56/Extended-Fund-Facility;



https://www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/Sheets/2016/08/01/20/56/Extended-Fund-Facility

Financial obligations

Programme Duration Repayment date R B e
Stand-By ¢ From12to ¢ Over the period ¢« interest on the loan
Arrangement | 24 months, . of 3%-5years after in accordance with the
(SBA)3® © but not more + disbursement, : established lending rate;
! than 36 months. . which means that :
. each disbursement - surcharges. To be paid
is repaid in eight : if the loan amount
equal quarterly exceeds the quota of the
instalments : member country or the
beginning loan remains high relative
39 months after : to the quota after three
the date of each years;

disbursement.

« commitment fee. The fee
is paid at the beginning
of the programme and
refunded if the entire
amount is received within
the programme;

» service charge. Service
charge for each amount
received.

As we can see, the support provided under the Extended Fund Facility, as compared with
the Stand-By Facility, provides for a longer participation in the programme to help countries
implement medium-term structural reforms and has a longer repayment period.

Participation in these programmes involves not only the repayment of the principal amount
of debt, but also the payment of interest and additional payments. It should be noted that
the implementation of the IMF agreements affects not only credibility of the Government,
but also the amount of the commitment fee paid. The latter is paid at the beginning of the
programme and refunded if the entire amount under the programme has been received.

According to the NBU data3:

« under EFF 2015, Ukraine received SDR 6.2 billion, the amount of funds paid for the un-
received tranches amounted to SDR 31.1 million (or 0.50% of the received tranches under
the programme);

« under SBA 2018, Ukraine received SDR 1.0 billion, the amount of funds paid for the un-
received tranches amounted to SDR 3.9 million (or 0.39% of the received tranches under

the programme).

In total, Ukraine transferred SDR 46.3 million (about US$ 65.7 million) of commitment fee.

38. www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/Sheets/2016/08/01/20/33/Stand-By-Arrangement;
39. www.epravda.com.ua/news/2021/03/23/672228/:



https://www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/Sheets/2016/08/01/20/33/Stand-By-Arrangement
https://www.epravda.com.ua/news/2021/03/23/672228/

Equally important is the issue of surcharges, as Ukraine is on the list of countries that pay
them.

Surcharges apply only to countries which have:

« loans in excess of 187.5% of their quota;
» loan not repaid after 36 or 51 months, depending on the credit line.

Ukraine's quota in the IMF as of the end of June 2022 is SDR 2011.8 million (100% of the
guota). Instead, the amount of funds owed by the State (principal amount of loan) as of the
end of May 2022 is SDR 7.5 billion, which is 372.4% of the quota. Thus, the amount of debt
exceeds the threshold of 187.5%, so the IMF imposes surcharges on the excess amount. In
addition, Ukraine will pay in 2022 its debts under the Extended Fund Facility agreed back in
2015. Thus, the deadline was not met, therefore, additional time-based surcharges also apply.

According to Eurodad estimates,4° Ukraine has to pay US$ 483 million of surcharges in
2021-2023. According to experts, 4 the surcharges in the case of Ukraine increase the cost
of repaying the IMF loan by almost 61%.

According to the authors, the total projected amount of surcharges to be paid by the Ukrainian
side in 2022-2024 is about $ 301 million.

Thus, the fulfilment by the Ukrainian side of the obligations specified in the Memorandums
affects not only the level of trust in the State, but also the amount of financial losses. There-
fore, we offer you to learn more about the terms and conditions of the three recent prog-
rammes and the degree of their implementation. The analysts took structural benchmarks
as a basis because they are markers for evaluating the implementation of the programme,
and itis with their implementation that Ukraine usually has problems. In terms of distribution
of actions envisaged in the Memoranda by areas, prior actions were also taken into account,
as their implementation precedes the launch of the programme and is agreed with the
representatives of the Fund.

3.2. Commitments undertaken by Ukraine to the IMF under the
three recent programmes. Degree of their implementation

3.2.1. Commitments under EFF 2015 and the degree of their implementation

In February 2015, Ukraine submitted a Letter of Intent#2(hereinafter — the Letter) and a Memo-
randum of Economic and Financial Policies43 (hereinafter — the Memorandum) to the IMF
with a proposal to conclude a new agreement.

The Letter also requested to cancel the previous Stand-By Arrangement 2014. This request
was justified as follows: “Some of the targets were not achieved due to increased capital out-
flows after the conflict escalation in Eastern Ukraine.” It should be noted that the Ukrainian
side actually failed to fulfil the obligations agreed upon with the Fund and initiated the
cancelation of the programme.

40. www.eurodad.org/a_guide_to_imf_surcharges;
41, www.eurodad.org/a_guide_to_imf_surcharges:
42. surlli/dfwzh;
43, surlli/dfwzh;
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https://www.eurodad.org/a_guide_to_imf_surcharges
http://surl.li/dfwzh
http://surl.li/dfwzh

The IMF Executive Board granted 4+ the request and approved a new four-year agreement
under the Extended Fund Facility (EFF) worth SDR 12.3 billion (about US$ 17.5 billion). The
amount agreed under this programme is the largest in the history of relations between
Ukraine and the IMF. The Fund also took note of Ukraine's decision to cancel the previous
agreement.

The first tranche under the new programme in the amount of SDR 3.5 billion (about US$
5 billion) was received immediately after its adoption.

General information about EFF 2015

Programme Extended Fund Facility
Validity period 11.03.2015 —17.12.2018
Agreed amount, SDR billion 123

Received amount, SDR billion 6.2
Drawdown as a percentage of the agreed amount 50%

Amount of outstanding loan (principal amount of loan),*> SDR billion 36

Number of tranches 8

As usual, the Memorandum submitted to the IMF contained a detailed description of the
economic programme to be implemented by the Government of Ukraine with the support
of the IMF and other international partners. This programme was aimed at providing:

« |low and stable inflation,

» healthy banking system,

« short- and medium-term fiscal policy that will contribute to strengthening fiscal stability,

« measuresaimed at eliminating the deficit of Ukraine's state-owned gas company Naftogaz
by 2017.

According to the Memorandum, an important role in achieving these goals belongs to large-
scale structural reforms, such as reform of public administration, measures within the
framework of anti-corruption reforms and reform of the judiciary; reforms in the field of de-
regulation and tax administration aimed at improving the business climate; reforms of
state-owned enterprises aimed at reducing fiscal risks, as well as restructuring of Naftogaz
and improving corporate governance.

It was assumed that the monitoring of the programme implementation would be carried
out in the form of quarterly reviews. Previously, four programme reviews were planned du-
ring which the implementation of the Memorandum (primarily, structural benchmarks)
would be monitored.

Since the approval of the programme, Ukraine has successfully passed three reviews and
received three more tranches in 2015-2017. Each of these reviews resulted in an updated
Memorandum, so new structural benchmarks were added at each iteration, and unfulfilled
actions were transferred to the next Memorandum.

44 www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2015/09/14/01/49/pr15107;
45, as of June 2022;



https://www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2015/09/14/01/49/pr15107

Total number of prior actions and structural benchmarks within EFF 2015

Number of prior actions Number of structural benchmarks
I o - kbt

Most of the prior actions and structural benchmarks pertain to fiscal policy, the energy sec-
tor, and fighting corruption. Together, these three blocks make up almost 70% of the total
number of actions.

We should also note the peculiarity of the programme in comparison with the following: pre-
sence of structural benchmarks aimed at improving the business climate and deregulation.

Breakdown of prior actions and structural benchmarks
by policy areas under EFF 2015

Policy area Number of prior actions and structural benchmarks

Fiscal policy I 16
Energy sector I, 1<
Fighting corruption I 0

Financial sector I

SE reforms I <

Business climate and deregulation [l 2

Judicial system B

In our opinion, the following structural benchmarks of all provided by the programme are
worth to be highlighted:

« reform of the state-owned enterprises sector;

« establishment of the SAPO, NABU, anti-corruption court;

+ implementation of pension reform;

» reform of the system of tax and customs authorities;

» adoption by the VRU of laws to strengthen the governance and autonomy of the NBU;
« reforming the social assistance system;

» adoption of the law on agricultural land turnover;

« ensuring that all high-ranking officials declare their assets and income;

« establishment of a new civilian service responsible for investigating financial crimes
against the State to replace the then existing tax police.

Regarding the implementation of the measures envisaged by the programme, we state
that only 34% of structural benchmarks of their total number were met on time.



Degree of meeting structural benchmarks under EFF 2015

Implementation status Number of tasks

Met with delays I 17
Met I 13
Not met I ¢

Most of the obligations (45%) were not fulfilled on time, and 21% of benchmarks remained
unmet until the end of the programme.

Long delays in meeting certain benchmarks required the Ukrainian side to shift the dead-
lines or transfer an unmet benchmark to the next Memorandum.

were transferred as a
prior actiontothenext | ——>
Memorandums :

deadline
was shifted

—

benchmarks benchmarks

Thus, if we take the number of structural benchmarks met on time and those met with delays
(but eventually met under the programme), the total percentage of completed actions is
almost 79%.

It should be noted that 15 structural benchmarks (almost 40%) out of 38 provided for the need
to adopt laws by the VRU. However, as we have already noted above, MPs do not actually
participate in the IMF agreements. Therefore, the State often had difficulties meeting such
benchmarks. Out of 15 structural benchmarks, 38% were not met under the 2015 programme.
44% of benchmarks were met with delays.

If we take the total number of structural benchmarks that were not met or met with delays
(the number of such measures is 25), 52% of them are those measures that require the VRU to
adopt certain laws.

It should be noted that among the unmet structural benchmarks were important mea-
sures, such as:

» adoption by the VRU of a law that will strengthen the provisions of the Civil Procedure Co-
de on the procedure for payment for domestic transactions and seizure of bank accounts;

- theadoption by the Parliament ofamendmentsto legislative acts to strengthen the regime
of declaring a legal entity bankrupt and legislative support for the collection of debts on
loans, as well as the elimination of tax barriers;

« reform of the social assistance programme for HCS;
« adoption by the VRU of the law on agricultural land turnover;
« adoption by the VRU of legislation expanding the legal powers of the NABU;

» adoption of laws providing for the merger of customs and tax administration into a single
legal entity;

« adoption by the VRU of laws on the establishment of a new civil service responsible for
investigating financial crimes to replace the existing tax police.



The list of unmet benchmarks includes measures quite well-known to the Ukrainian society.
However, their implementation took place relatively recently. For example, the law on the
turnover of agricultural land, which was hotly debated in Ukrainian society, was approved
only in March 2020, that is 3 years after its first mention in the 2015 IMF programme.

The same goes for the establishment of a new body to replace the tax police. The deadline
for this structural benchmark was the end of April 2017. However, an authority called the
Bureau of Economic Security was officially established only in January 2021.

During the analysis of this programme, attention was also drawn to certain ambiguous re-
quirements from the IMF. For instance, the Fund changed its position on the reform of the
tax and customs authorities. The Memorandum of September 2016 stated the need to adopt
laws providing for the merger of the customs and tax administration into a single legal enti-
ty. But the Memorandum of 2018 suddenly contains structural benchmarks regarding the
need to consolidate the existing central and regional units of the State Fiscal Service into two
separate legal entities — Tax Service and Customs Service — that will report to the Minister of
Finance.

It is impossible to carry out a full analysis by performers under this programme because,
according to the information received from the Ministry of Finance, action plans for the im-
plementation of the IMF memorandums began to be developed in 2017, so data are availa-
ble only for one of the four memorandums under EFF 2015.

Executive agency under EFF 201546

Agency Number of tasks

MinFin I R Y e
MinSoc I . 2

MAPF I

M3JU I

Based on the available data, most of the tasks under the Memorandum of 2017 were assig-
ned to the Ministry of Finance. This is quite an expected result, given that almost 30% of the
structural benchmarks in the entire programme were related to fiscal policy. According to
the Regulation on the Ministry of Finance,4” one of its main tasks is to ensure the formula-
tion and implementation of the state financial, budgetary, and debt policy, state policy in
thefield ofinter-budgetary relations and local budgets.

46. Data are available only for 1 of 4 Memorandums (Memorandum of 02.03.2017). According to the response letter
from the Ministry of Finance: “Action Plans for the implementation of the Letters of Intent of the Government
of Ukraine and the National Bank of Ukraine to the International Monetary Fund and the Memorandums of
Economic and Financial Policies (hereinafter referred to as the Action Plan) have been developed by the
Ministry of Finance of Ukraine since 2017";

47. zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/375-2014-%D0%BF#Text;
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Status of meeting structural benchmarks under EFF 2015 by performers 48

Agency 2;1 Erearlulc?\l:nrgtr)ke; Met witthe:Iays Not met
MinFin 4 1 2 1
MinSoc 2 1 1

MAPF 1 1
MJU 1 1 |

In the analysis of meeting benchmarks by performers, attention is drawn to the fact that all
of them were responsible for meeting at least one structural benchmark which provided for
the adoption of a law. For example, the Ministry of Justice was responsible for ensuring that
the VRU adopted legislation to establish anti-corruption courts. The Ministry of Agrarian Poli-
cy was responsible for the adoption by the Parliament of the law on the turnover of agricultu-
ral land.

It means that in the real world, the ministry is the main performer of the task that requires
the adoption of the law, and this, we recall, is the authority of the VRU. This explains the fact
that all structural benchmarks that were not met or met with delays under the last Memoran-
dum provided for the adoption of the necessary law.

CONCLUSIONS:

« Before the launch of the programme, the Ukrainian side initiated the cancelation of the
previous programme. Thus, the Ukrainian side actually failed to fulfil its obligations ag-
reed with the Fund, although it referred to objectively existing circumstances;

«  We note that, as in all subsequent programmes, Ukraine has not received the entire ag-
reed amount under EFF 2015. Despite the fact that the 2015 programme is considered to
be one of the most successful, the Ukrainian side received only 50% of the amount ag-
reed under the programme;

« In total, the programme contained 38 structural benchmarks. 70% of the prior actions
and structural benchmarks pertained to fiscal policy, the energy sector, and fighting cor-
ruption.

«  Only 34% of structural benchmarks of their total number were met on time. Most of the
obligations (66%) were not fulfilled on time or remained unfulfilled until the end of the
programme.

« If we take the total number of structural benchmarks that were not met or met with delays
(the number of such measures is 25), 52% of them are those measures that required the
VRU to adopt certain laws.

«  Of the total number of benchmarks, 6 were moved to the following Memorandums as
prior actions, and the deadline for 9 benchmarks was transferred.

» It impossible to carry out a full analysis in terms of the performers under this programme
because, according to the information received from the Ministry of Finance, action plans

48. Data are available only for 1 of 4 Memorandums (of 02.03.2017). According to the response letter from the
Ministry of Finance: “Action Plans for the implementation of the Letters of Intent of the Government of Ukraine
and the National Bank of Ukraine to the International Monetary Fund and the Memorandums of Economic
and Financial Policies (hereinafter referred to as the Action Plan) have been developed by the Ministry of
Finance of Ukraine since 2017";



for the implementation of the IMF memorandums regarding the identification of executive
agencies began to be developed in 2017, so data are available only for one of the four
memorandums under EFF 2015.

3.2.2. Obligations under SBA 2018 and the degree of their implementation

In December 2018, Ukraine submitted a Letter of Intent4® (hereinafter — the Letter) and a
Memorandum of Economic and Financial Policies®° (hereinafter — the Memorandum) to the
IMF with a proposal on a new programme.

Additionally, the Ukrainian side informed the IMF about its decision to cancel the previous
programme. This decision was adopted because some targets of the Extended Fund Facility
(EFF) 2015 were no longer achievable by the end of its term due to certain delays. As in the
previous case, we note the initiative of the Ukrainian side to cancel the previous agreement
due to the inability to fulfil its obligations.

The IMF Executive Board granted ® the request and approved a new 14-month Stand-By
Arrangement (SBA). The arrangement was worth SDR 2.8 billion (about US$ 3.9 billion). The
IMF representatives also took note of Ukraine's decision to cancel the previous agreement
under the Extended Fund Facility (EFF) 2015.

The first tranche under the new programme in the amount of SDR 1 billion (about US$ 1.4
billion) was allocated immediately after its adoption.

General information about SBA 2018

Programme Stand-By Arrangement
Validity period 18.12.2018—17.02.2020
Agreed amount, SDR billion 2.8

Received amount, SDR billion 1
Drawdown as a percentage of the agreed amount 36%

Amount of outstanding loan (principal amount of loan),52 SDR billion 09

Number of tranches 1

In the new Letter of Intent, the Ukrainian side noted the significant progress in strengthe-
ning the financial condition of the banking system and the creation of new independent
institutions aimed at fighting corruption, namely the National Anti-Corruption Bureau of
Ukraine, the Specialised Anti-Corruption Prosecutor's Office, and the adoption of laws on
the establishment of the High Anti-Corruption Court.

49. mof.gov.ua/storage/files/UKR_SBA%2005122018%20LOI_MEFP_TMU.pdf;
50. mof.gov.ua/storage/files/UKR_SBA%2005122018%20LO1_MEFP_TMU.pdf;
51. www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2018/12/18/pr18483-ukraine-imf-executive-board-approves-14-month-stand-by-

arrangement;
52.as of June 2022;
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According to the Memorandum, the measures proposed in the new economic programme
were focused on:

« continuing fiscal consolidation in order to permanently reduce public debt;

« maintaining a flexible exchange rate and a tight monetary policy in order to reduce infla-
tion to the medium-term inflation target of the National Bank of Ukraine and further
accumulation of international reserves;

- reforms aimed at further strengthening of tax administration, financial and energy sec-
tors, as well as continuing to improve governance and fight corruption.

The programme was supposed to be monitored through reviews conducted every six months.
It should be noted that since the approval of the programme, Ukraine has never successfully
passed the review.

We assume that the lack of successful reviews affected a small number of structural bench-
marks compared to the 2015 and 2020 programmes. Therefore, the Memorandum under the
programme was not updated, and new structural benchmarks were not added. The total
number of benchmarks remained eight, like it was at the beginning.

Total number of prior actions and structural benchmarks under SBA 2018

Number of prior actions : Number of structural benchmarks

I I S

Overall, most of the prior actions and structural benchmarks concerned changes in the
financial sector (45%). Almost 55% of other actions were equally related to energy policy,
fighting corruption, and fiscal policy.

Unlike the previous programme and the 2020 programme, the Memorandum of 2018 does
not contain structural benchmarks aimed at reforming state-owned enterprises and chan-
ging the judicial system.

Breakdown of prior actions and structural benchmarks
by policy areas under SBA 2018

Policy area Number of structural benchmarks and prior actions
Financial sector I S
Energy sector I

Fighting corruption I

Fiscal policy I >



In our opinion, the following structural benchmarks of all provided by the programme are
worth to be highlighted:

« adoption by the VRU of a law that will revise the distribution of powers to supervise various
financial intermediaries (the so-called Split Law);

« consolidation of central and regional units of the SFS into two separate legal entities: Tax
Service and Customs Service;

e appointment of at least 35 anti-corruption judges with impeccable reputation and rele-
vant professional skills to the HACC;

« completion of the external audit of the NABU conducted by a group of respected experts
with international experience.

The results of meeting structural benchmarks under this programme are quite successful,
as 75% of the total number of measures were completed in a timely manner. However, we
should not forget that the programme had only 8 measures.

Degree of meeting structural benchmarks under SBA 2018

Implementation status Number of tasks

Met . ©
Performed with delays I

Not met B

One of the benchmarks was met with a delay. The VRU adopted the so-called Split Law 33
only in September 2019 (according to the Memorandum, the deadline for implementation is
the end of March 2019). The only unimplemented measure was the uncompleted external
audit of the NABU, which was to be conducted by a group of experts with international ex-
perience selected in accordance with the requirements set out in the Law “On the NABU".

Again, we note that the only measure that was not implemented on time provided for the
need to adopt a law (adoption by the VRU of the Split Law), although the executive agency
was the NBU.

The executive agencies of SBA 2018 are the NBU and the Ministry of Finance. Taking into ac-
count that 45% of the measures concerned financial sector policy, it is not surprising that
these agencies were assigned the most tasks. Recall that the tasks of the Ministry of Finance
include the formulation and implementation of the state financial, budget, and debt policy,
the state policy in the inter-budget relations and local budgets. The NBU promotes financial
stability, including the stability of the banking system.

Other authorities had only 1 structural benchmark each.

53. finbalance.com.ua/news/verkhovna-rada-priynyala-zakon-pro-split;
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Executive agency under SBA 2018

Agency Number of tasks

NBU I S . :
MinFin I R 2

MinRegion I 1

M3U I 1

NABU I 1

In general, all the performers coped with the implementation of their tasks quite well. The
NABU was the only not to meet its structural benchmark, which was to conduct an external
audit by a group of respected experts with international experience selected in accordance
with the requirements set out in the Law “On the NABU” > (hereinafter — the Law). It should
be added that the Law in the version in force at the time of signing the IMF Memorandum
provided that the audit was to be conducted by an external control commission consisting
of three members. The President of Ukraine, the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine, and the Cabinet
of Ministers of Ukraine appoint one member of the Commission annually. Thus, it is contro-
versial to appoint the NABU as the body responsible for this structural benchmark.

Status of meeting structural benchmarks under SBA 2018 by performers

Agency Overall number 5 Met 5 Met Not met

of benchmarks i with delays
NBU 3 2 1
MinFin 2 2 I
MinRegion 1 1
MJU 1 1
NABU 1 1

The first review of the programme implementation took place in May 2019. As a result, the
IMF mission did not approve the revision of the programme for Ukraine and noted the conti-
nuation of the discussion after the parliamentary elections.ss But in fact, the Ukrainian side
initiated %6 a discussion of a new programme before the end of the programme in Septem-
ber 2019.

CONCLUSIONS:
« Asin the case of the previous programme, we note the initiative of the Ukrainian side to
cancel the previous agreement due to inability to fulfil its obligations.

- Ukraine has never received the entire agreed amount under SBA 2018. Thus, only 36% of
the amount agreed under the programme was used by Ukraine.

e The programme had only 8 structural benchmarks. We assume that such a small number
is justified by the lack of successful reviews;

54. zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/1698-18/ed20180828#Text:
55. www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2019/05/30/pr19186-ukraine-imf-staff-concludes-visit-to-ukraine;
56. www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2019/09/26/pr19356-ukraine-imf-staff-concludes-mission;
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« Most of the prior actions and structural benchmarks concerned changes in the financial
sector. Almost 55% of other actions were equally related to energy policy, fighting
corruption, and fiscal policy.

«  75% of the total number of actions were completed in a timely manner. One action was not
implemented on time, another one remained unimplemented until the end of the
programme. Again, we note that the only action that was notimplemented on time wasthe
adoption of the law.

» The executive agencies of SBA 2018 were the NBU and the Ministry of Finance.

3.2.3. Obligations under SBA 2020 and the degree of their implementation

In June 2020, Ukraine submitted a Letter of Intent>” (hereinafter — the Letter) and a Memo-
randum of Economic and Financial Policies>(hereinafter - the Memorandum) to the IMF
regarding a new programme.

The IMF Executive Board granted *® the request and approved a new 18-month Stand-By
Arrangement (SBA) in the amount of SDR 3.6 billion (approximately US$ 5 billion) for balance
of payments and budget support.

Immediately after the approval, the first tranche of about US$ 2.1 billion was approved. The
funds were received in Ukraine on June 11, 2020, and transferred to the general fund of the
State Budget.60

General information about SBA 2020

Programme Stand-By Arrangement
Validity period 09.06.2020—08.12.2021%?
Agreed amount, SDR billion 3.6

Received amount, SDR billion 2

Drawdown as a percentage of the agreed amount 56%

Amount of outstanding loan (principal amount of loan),®' SDR billion 2

Number of tranches 2

In the Memorandum, the Ukrainian side stated that, like most countries, it suffered signifi-
cant losses caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. The new programme was expected to help
cover the urgent balance of payments needs of Ukraine and budgetary needs to support
the response to unforeseen crisis situations.

In addition, the Ukrainian side stated that the new programme would also continue to play a
catalytic role in mobilising international support, especially that from the EU and the World

57. surllifamwwh;

58. surl.li/amwwh;

59. www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2020/06/09/pr20239-ukraine-imf-executive-board-approves-18-month-us-5-
billion-stand-by-arrangement;

60. www.kmu.gov.ua/news/rada-direktoriv-mvf-zatverdila-novu-programu-stand-dlya-ukrayini:

61. as of June 2022;

62. based on the request of the Ukrainian side, the deadlines were postponed until June 30, 2022;
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Bank, to ensure full financing of the programme and facilitate continued access to inter-
national capital markets, as global market conditions allow.

The programme was supposed to be monitored through four reviews.
In November 2021, Ukraine successfully passed the first review.

The decision of the IMF Executive Board to complete the first review of the programme and
disburse the second tranche of US$ 0.7 billion, as well as to extend the programme to June
2022, was made on November 22, 2021.63

The new Memorandum contained plans for further measures to implement structural re-
forms in 2022. It was envisaged that the further focus of SBA 2020 would be on the key task
of maintaining macroeconomic and financial stability and would cover in particular the
following areas: fiscal policy; monetary and exchange rate policy; financial sector policy; struc-
tural policy (anti-corruption legislation and the rule of law, energy sector reforms, reform of
state-owned enterprises — corporate governance and privatisation).

Total number of prior actions and structural benchmarks under SBA 2020

Number of prior actions ; Number of structural benchmarks

I 12 - I 22

Overall, most of the prior actions and structural benchmarks concerned changes in the fi-
nancial sector and fiscal policy. Together, these two blocks make up almost 60% of the total.
There were also lots of benchmarks aimed at fighting corruption and changing the energy
sector (about 30%).

Breakdown of prior actions and structural benchmarks
by policy areas under SBA 2020

Policy area Number of prior actions and structural benchmarks

Financial sector 13
Fiscal policy N

Fighting corruption I -

Energy sector I

Judicial system I

SE reforms R

63. www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2021/11/22/pr21342-imf-executive-board-completes-review-for-ukraine-
extension-of-the-arrangement;
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The following structural benchmarks of all provided by the programme are worth to be
highlighted:

« adopt a simplified procedure for households to change their gas supplier;

+ amend the Law on the HCJ to improve the selection process to ensure that its members
have impeccable reputation and integrity;

« the STS and SCS shall operate throughout the country as two separate legal entities with
central and territorial offices organised on the basis of the functional principle, while
regional and other legal entities of the STS, SCS, and SFS shall cease their activities;

»« complete and publish an audit of the remaining funds spent under the budget programme
for COVID-19-related expenses;

« publication by the Office of the Prosecutor General of semi-annual reports on the results
of criminal proceedings against former owners of banks, managers, and other related per-
sons for each of the banks withdrawn from the market since the beginning of 2014;

« the Government to approve a roadmap that defines the steps necessary to bring Privat-
Bank and Oshchadbank to the market for partial or full privatisation, as well as to facilitate
the engagement of reputable international investors.

It is impossible to fully analyse the measures in terms of their implementation since the
deadline of some structural benchmarks was from February 2022 to May 2022. In March
2022, the Ukrainian authorities cancelled ¢ the current IMF agreement due to the war with
russia and expressed their intent to work with the IMF to design an appropriate economic
programme aimed at rehabilitation and growth, when conditions permit.

Thus, analysing the structural benchmarks, the deadline for which was until February 2022
(there were 17 of them), it was determined that only 41% of their total number were met on
time. Instead, 47% of the measures were not implemented on time or not implemented at all.

Degree of meeting structural benchmarks under SBA 2020

Implementation status Number of tasks

e N 7
Met with delays I ©

Not met I 2

Implementation status is unknown®® || N 2

It should be noted that 5 out of 17 structural benchmarks (almost 30%) provided for the need
to adopt laws by the VRU. However, as we have already noted above, MPs do not actually
participate in the IMF agreements. Therefore, the State often had difficulties meeting such
benchmarks. Thus, 3 out of 5 structural benchmarks were met with delays, and one remai-
ned unmet.

64. www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2022/03/09/pr2269-ukraine-imf-executive-board-approves-usd-billion-in-
emergency-financing-support-to-ukraine;
65. couldn't find public information on the implementation status;
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Long delays in meeting certain benchmarks required the Ukrainian side to shift the dead-
lines or transfer an unmet benchmark to the next Memorandum as prior actions. In particular,
2 out of 17 benchmarks were transferred to the following Memorandums as prior actions.

As for the performers, most of the tasks were assigned to the Ministry of Finance. Which was

quite expected, given that 41% of benchmarks pertained to financial policy. The Ministry of
Justice had 13% of tasks. Other agencies had only one or two structural benchmarks to meet.

Executive agencies under SBA 2020

Agency Number of tasks

MinFin ! ! | | W
MIU [ JK

SAS I

NBU I

Ministry of Economy [ H N NI :

MinEnergo I

Prosecutor B

General's Office

Interagency working

group on recovery B

of assets of failed banks

DGF I
NEURC I
MinRegion B



The Ministry of Finance fulfilled its obligations under the programme the best. It fulfilled
57% of its obligations. The implementation status of some of the obligations assigned to
the Ministry could not be determined due to the lack of publicly available information on
the implementation status.

Status of meeting structural benchmarks under SBA 2020 by performers 66

Number 5 5 Met Status

Agency of tasks Met with delays Not met :  unknown
MinFin 7 4 1 2
MJU 1 1 I I

SAS 2 1 1

NBU 2 2

Ministry

of Economy 1 !

MinEnergo 1 1

Prosecutor ' : 1 1

General's Office

DGF 1 1

NEURC 1 1

MinRegion 1 1

In terms of non-fulfilment or untimely fulfilment, the worst indicators are those of the DGF,
the NEURC, and the MinRegion, which did not fulfil 1 task each or fulfilled it with a delay.

CONCLUSIONS:

« Ukraine has never received the entire agreed amount under SBA 2020. Thus, only 56% of
the amount agreed under the programme was used by Ukraine.

* The programme had 22 structural benchmarks.

« Most of the prior actions and structural benchmarks concerned changes in the financial
sector and fiscal policy. Together, these two blocks make up almost 60% of the total. There
were also lots of benchmarks aimed at fighting corruption and changing the energy sec-
tor (about 30%).

« Analysing the benchmarks, the deadline for which was until February 2022, it was de-
termined that only 41% of the total number of structural benchmarks were met on time.
Instead, 47% of the measures were implemented with delays or not implemented at all.

+ Most tasks were assigned to the Ministry of Finance. Which was quite expected, given that
41% of benchmarks pertained to the financial sector. Other agencies had fewer tasks.

»  The Ministry of Finance fulfilled its obligations under the programme the best. It met 57%
of structural benchmarks.

66. The implementation status of the structural benchmarks, the deadline for which was until February 2022;



« In terms of non-fulfiiment or untimely fulfilment, the worst indicators are those of the
DGF, the NEURC, and the MinRegion, which did not fulfil 1 task each or fulfilled it with a
delay.

3.3. General information on the implementation
of the three recent programmes

The research would be incomplete without a joint analysis of data from the three recent
programmes. That is why we combined all the indicators to get a general picture of the
situation.

General data on the three recent IMF programmes

Received : Drawdown as

Programme Validity Agreed : Amount of : Number
period amount, amount, | apercentage . outstandingloan :of tranches
© SDR billion : SDR billion : of the agreed : (principal amount :
: : :  amount : of loan), SDR billion :
Extended  : 11.032015— .
Fund Facility : 17122018 123 6.2 >0% ! : ¢
Stand-By | 18122018— o
Arrangement : 17.02.2020 28 1 36% 1 1
Stand-By o9.06.2020—§
Arrangement | 0812.2021 3.6 2 56% 2 2
Total: 187 9.2 49% E 7.1 E 7

First off, it should be noted that within the three recent programmes, Ukraine was able to
receive less than half (49%) of the total amount agreed upon with the Fund. In particular,
Ukraine received only SDR 9.2 billion out of the planned SDR 18.7 billion. Thus, the country
was short of SDR 9.5 billion (about US$ 12 billion).

The reason for that was that the Ukrainian side failed to successfully pass all the reviews un-
der any of the programmes and fulfil its obligations to the IMF. Besides, Ukraine initiated
the cancellation of previous agreements and the launch of new ones even before the comp-
letion of EFF 2015 and SBA 2018.

Actually, the Ukrainian side fails to fulfil the terms and conditions agreed with the IMF that
are set out in the Memorandums in particular structural benchmarks.

Ukraine and the IMF have agreed 68 structural benchmarks in total under the three recent
programmes. The relatively large number of benchmarks in the programmes of 2015 and
2020 is justified by the presence of successful reviews and accordingly updated Memoran-
dums.



Number of benchmarks under the three recent IMF programmes

Programme Number of SBs Number of PAs
EFF 2015 § 38 § 19
SBA 2018 8 3
SBA 2020 § 22 § 12
In total § 68 § 34

Most of the prior actions and structural benchmarks pertain to financial sector policy, fiscal
policy, and energy sector policy. Together, these three blocks make up almost 71% of the total
number. Measures aimed at combating corruption are also very important. They take up about
17% of the total number of structural benchmarks and prior actions under the three recent
programmes.

Breakdown of prior actions and structural benchmarks by policy areas
under the three recent IMF programmes

Policy area Number of prior actions and structural benchmarks

Financial sector I 25

Fiscal policy
Energy sector
Fighting corruption
SE reforms

Judicial system

I, 25
I 21
I, 17
I 7

I 5

Business climate and deregulation - 2

Separately, it was determined that each programme had structural benchmarks in the
following sectors:

« fiscal policy

e energy sector

- fighting corruption
- financial sector.

Thus, we can assume that the above-mentioned areas, according to IMF experts and repre-
sentatives of the Government, required the most attention and solution of problem areas.

Meeting structural benchmarks under all three programmes
The analysis of the degree, to which the structural benchmarks have been met, shows a ra-

ther negative trend, as the number of completed measures and measures completed with
delays is almost the same (43% vs. 39%, respectively).



Degree of meeting structural benchmarks under the three recent IMF programmes ¢’

Implementation status Number of tasks

Met I 26
Met with delays N -
Not met I

Besides, there is a separate category of measures that have not been implemented at all by
the end of a particular programme - 18% of the total number of benchmarks.

Thus, 43% of structural benchmarks in the three recent IMF programmes were met in a time-
ly manner, the remaining 57% were either not met under a specific programme or met with
delays.

Degree of meeting structural benchmarks under the three recent IMF programmes,58%

SBs SBs were
were met ; — 5 7 Y4l not met or met
on time ; )l with delays

If we include the structural benchmarks that were not met on time (but eventually met),
the percentage of completed activities in general is almost 82%.

of the total number of structural benchmarks met

For the sake of objectivity, it should be noted that some studies®claim that most IMF prog-
rammes have not been completed because they were “unfeasible”. In particular, out of 763
programmes agreed in the period from 1980 to 2015, 512 were interrupted, of which 291 were
never resumed.

Long delays in meeting certain benchmarks required the Ukrainian side to shift the dead-
lines or transfer a benchmark to a prior action. In total, 8 benchmarks were moved to the
following Memorandums as prior actions, and the deadlines for 9 benchmarks were shifted.

67. some of the benchmarks, the deadline for which was from February 2022 to May 2022, were not taken into
account. The implementation status of some measures could not be determined due to the lack of public
information, so 2 such structural benchmarks were not taken into account. Therefore, the total number of
benchmarks, which was assessed in terms of meeting them, is 61 SBs;

68. excluding some of the benchmarks, the deadline for which was from February 2022 to May 2022. And
excluding benchmarks for which it was impossible to find public information regarding their status;

69. theconversation.com/lots-of-imf-programmes-are-never-completed-because-theyre-unworkable-161905;
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next Memorandums was shifted

-I 3 SBs were transferred SBs -
as a prior action to the ! .I 4 deadline
— % [ - %

A significant number of reforms that were hotly debated in the society were implemented
on the basis of the IMF agreements. In our opinion, the key measures that were implemen-
ted by the Ukrainian side in coordination with the Fund are as follows:

» reform of the state-owned enterprises sector;

« establishment of the SAPO, NABU, anti-corruption court;

« pension reform;

« reform of the system of tax and customs authorities;

« adoption by the VRU of laws to strengthen the governance and autonomy of the NBU;

» reformation of the social assistance system, namely: monetisation of subsidies and creati-
on of a centralised database of social assistance recipients;

» adoption of the law on agricultural land turnover;
« ensuring that all high-ranking officials declare their assets and income;

» establishment of a new civilian service responsible for investigating financial crimes
against the State to replace the then existing tax police.

« amendments to the Law on the HCJ to improve the selection process to ensure that its
members have impeccable reputation and integrity;

« audit of COVID-19-related expenses.

Among the unmet structural benchmarks under individual programmes, we should high-
light the following:

+ The VRU did not adopt the law on the turnover of agricultural land (a task that should
have been completed under EFF 2015 based on the Memorandum of 2016. However, the
law was actually adopted in 2020, when the programme had already ended);

« the Parliament did not adopt a law enabling the NABU to use a wide range of investigati-
ve methods (the task that should have been completed under EFF 2015 based on the
Memorandum of 2016. However, the law was actually adopted in 2019, when the prog-
ramme had already ended);

« the VRU did not adopt legislation on the creation of a new civilian service responsible for
investigating financial crimes to replace the current tax police (a task that should have
been completed under EFF 2015 based on the Memorandum of 2017). However, the law
was actually adopted in 2021, when the programme had already ended);

« the external audit of the NABU, which was to be conducted by a group of respected ex-
pertswith international experience, was not completed (the task should have been comple-
ted under SBA 2018 based on the Memorandum of 2018. However, the task was not actually
completed before the end of the programme).



It should be noted that out of the total number of structural benchmarks that were assessed
in terms of implementation, 34% (21 benchmarks) provided that the VRU needed to adopt
laws.

Of the 21 structural benchmarks, 33% were not met, 52% were met with delays. Thus, if we take
the total number of structural benchmarks that were not met or met with delays (and there
are 35 of them), half of them (51%) are those measures that required the VRU to adopt certain
laws.

Meeting structural benchmarks that provided for the need
to adopt laws under the three recent IMF programmes

Number of benchmarks that provided for adoption of a law

Met Met with delays Not met

This confirms the fact that the process of concluding agreements with the IMF is not co-
ordinated between the executive and legislative branches and probably needs better co-
ordination.

The structural benchmarks analysis by sectors shows that percentagewise the energy sector
and financial policy have met the largest number of structural benchmarks: 56% and 50%, res-
pectively. In fiscal policy, which had the largest number of structural benchmarks, less than
half of the measures were implemented.

The “best” performance indicators in terms of non-fulfilment were recorded in the following
areas: business climate and deregulation, judiciary, fight against corruption.

The highest percentage of untimely implemented measures belongs to meeting bench-
marks on combating corruption and reforming SE.

The status of structural benchmarks under the three recent IMF programmes by sector

Number of structural : Met

Sector benchmarks Met with delays Not met
Energy sector 9 56% 33% 1%
Financial sector 14 50% 36% 14%
Fiscal policy 17 47% 35% 18%
SE reforms 7 43% 57% 0%
Judicial system 3 33% 33% 33%
Fighting corruption 9 22% 56% 22%
Business climate and 2 0% 0% 100%

deregulation



The results by performers are quite expected. Taking into account that the majority of struc-
tural benchmarks were fiscal and financial policies, the Ministry of Finance and the NBU,
respectively, were the executive agencies in 46% of cases. The Ministry of Justice has the
same number of tasks as the NBU and 13% of the total number of structural benchmarks.

Executive agencies under the three recent IMF programmes 7°

Agency Number of tasks

MinFin !/ /' ' ' | [ | By
NBU I S
M3U [ | | B
MinRegion B

MinEnergo B

Ministry of Economy | Iz 2

SAS I

MinSoc B 2

NABU | N

NEURC B

DGF B

MAPF . N

Interagency working

group on recovery of [ 1
assets of failed banks

Prosecutor
N 1

General's Office

Other authorities had from 1 to 2 tasks to perform. The MinRegion, MinEnergo, the Ministry
of Economy, the SAS, and the MinSoc shared 26% of the total number of tasks.

Being the executive agency of the three recent programmes, the MinFin coped with its tasks
quite well, and more than half of the structural benchmarks were met on time as a result.
The MinRegion, State Audit Service, and MinSoc met only half of their structural bench-
marks on time. The percentage completed by other agencies was under 50%.

70. The evaluation by performers was carried out based on 39 CBs. After all, data on the performers under EFF
2015 are available only for 1 of 4 Memorandums (Memorandum of 02.03.2017);



The status of structural benchmarks under
the three recent IMF programmes by agencies 7

Met

Agency Number of Sbs Met TR Gl Not met
MinEnergo 1 100% 0% 0%
Prosecutor General's Officeé 1 100% 0% 0%
MinFin n 64% 18% 18%
MinRegion 2 50% 0% 50%
SAS 2 50% 50% 0%
MinSoc 2 50% 50% 0%
NBU 5 40% 60% 0%
MJU 3 33% 67% 0%
Ministry of Economy 1 0% 100% 0%
NABU 1 0% 0% 100%
NEURC 1 0% 0% 100%
DGF 1 0% 100% 0%
MAPF 1 0% 0% 100%

The group of performers has a fairly high rate of delays. The Ministry of Justice and the NBU,
for example, met most of their benchmarks with a delay. The State Audit Service and the Min-
Soc failed to complete 50% of measures within the timeframe specified in the Memoran-
dums.

Among the performers, there are those who, having only one task, could not complete it
within the current programme. These include the NABU, NEURC, and the Ministry of Agrarian
Policy.

For the sake of objectivity, it should be noted that the action plans for the implementation
of IMF memorandums (hereinafter — the plans) have certain contradictions. For instance, the
NABU, which was the main body responsible for its own external audit, was actually unable
to implement this measure on its own. After all, the audit should have been conducted by a
special commission whose membersshould have been appointed by the President of Ukraine,
the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine, and the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine. Thus, it is contro-
versial to appoint the NABU as the body responsible for this structural benchmark.

Also, there is a situation when the ministry is the main performer of the task that requires
adoption of a law according to the plan, and this, we recall, is the authority of the VRU. For
example, the Ministry of Justice was responsible for ensuring that the Parliament adopted
laws establishing anti-corruption courts. The Ministry of Agrarian Policy was responsible for
the adoption of the law on the turnover of agricultural land.

71. The evaluation by performers was carried out based on 32 CBs. After all, data on the performers under EFF
2015 are available only for 1 of 4 Memorandums (Memorandum of 02.03.2017). Besides, the benchmarks, the
deadline for which was from February 2022 to May 2022, were not taken into account. The implementation
status of some measures could not be determined due to the lack of public information, so 2 such structural
benchmarks were not taken into account;



CONCLUSIONS

The IMF is an international financial institution that was established to promote international
financial stability, monetary cooperation and to encourage trade expansion and economic
growth. 72

One of the most important functions of the Fund is to provide loans and concessional finan-
cial support to member states facing actual or potential balance of payments problems.

Since 1994, Ukraine has been receiving financial resources from the IMF. Today, the IMF is
one of the main partners in providing loans to our country.

During the period of cooperation between Ukraine and the IMF, financial support has been
provided under 12 loan programmes.”3

According to the IMF,74 the total amount of loans received by Ukraine from the Fund under
the above agreements is SDR 24.9 billion (about US$ 36 billion).7

Ukraine- the IMF. General information

loan E USS BILLION of
; 1 2 programmes 36 borrowed funds

Cooperation with the IMF is based on the Letter of Intent and Memorandum of Economic
and Financial Policies submitted by the Ukrainian side. The Memorandum contains measu-
res and conditions that the Government plans to implement within the programme, as well
as specific steps necessary to receive the next tranches.

It should be noted that the Ukrainian legislation has no step-by-step procedure for conclu-
ding agreements with the IMF. Certain points are defined in the law on Ukraine's accession
to the IMF,76but the process of approval of IMF agreements is not clearly regulated in general.

Another feature of the procedure for approval of IMF agreements is that it actually takes pla-
ce without the participation of the Parliament, and the Memorandum is not subject to ra-
tification under the current legislation.

The researchers paid special attention to Ukraine's debt to the IMF.

In terms of determining financial obligations to the IMF, analysts determined that only in
the last 4 years, Ukraine has repaid SDR 5.2 billion 77 (about US$ 7.2) along with the accrued
interest and fees. In return, it received SDR 3 billion (about US$ 4.2 billion). Thus, it turns out
that Ukraine gives more than it takes from the IMF as of the beginning of 2022.

72. www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/IMF-at-a-Glance;

73. www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extarr2.aspx?memberkey1=9938&datelKey=2022-05-31;

74. www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extarr2.aspx?memberkey1=993&datelKey=2022-05-31;

75. as of the end of May 2022;

76. zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/2402-12#Text;

77. www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extransl.aspx?memberKey1=993&endDate=2099-12-31&finposition_flag=YES;
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Besides, in 2021, the State paid debts under the programme that was agreed back in
2015. According to IMF forecasts, Ukraine will also continue repayment under the above
programme in 2022 and will start repaying debt under the programme agreed in 2018.

Ukraine's payments to the IMF in 2018-2021

Year

2018

2019

2020

2021

Total:

Amount : Principal

of funds i debt repaid,
provided, 5 SDR mIn
SDR miIn ;
1,000 § 1,486.3
0 E 1153
1,500 § 788
500 § 968.5

3000 i 43958

Source: publicly available IMF data.

Interest and
commitment
fees paid,
SDR min

2326

241.4

194.4

180.1

848.5

Programme for which
the principal amount
of debt was paid

SBA 2014

| SBA 2014+first payment

under EFF 2015

EFF 2015

EFF 2015

As of the end of May 2022, Ukraine ranks third,”®after Argentina and Egypt, in the size of debt
to the IMF. The total amount of outstanding loans (principal amount of loan) is SDR 7.5 billion
(about US$ 10 billion).”®

Amounts of loans outstanding to the IMF
(principal amount of loan) by programmes

Programme, year of approval

The Extended Credit Facility (EFF) 2015

Stand-By Arrangement (SBA) 2018

Stand-By Arrangement (SBA) 2020

Rapid Financing Instrument (RFI) 2022

Total:

Source: publicly available IMF data.

Amount of outstanding loan (principal
amount of loan) as of 31.05.2022, SDR billion

3.6

0.9

7.5

78. www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/balmov2.aspx?type=TOTAL;

79. as of 31.05.2022;
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Taking into account interest and other additional payments, Ukraine's total debt8° to the
IMF as of the end of May 2022 is SDR 8.1billion (about US$ 10.8 billion).

: USS BILLION
@ °® Total amount of Ukraine's debt to the IMF

Since 2015, Ukraine has received financial assistance from the IMF under the following prog-
rammes:

« Extended Fund Facility
« Stand-By Arrangement.

Participation in these programmes involves not only the repayment of the principal amount
of debt, but also payment of interest and additional payments. In this regard, it should be no-
ted that the implementation of the IMF agreements not only affects the credibility of the
Government, but also the amount of the commitment fee paid. The latter is paid at the
beginning of the programme and refunded if the entire amount under the programme has
been received.

According to the NBU,8 Ukraine transferred SDR 46.3 million (about US$ 65.7 million) of
commitment fee.

In addition, Ukraine is included in the list of countries that pay surcharges. According to the
authors, the total projected amount of surcharges to be paid by the Ukrainian side in
2022-2024 is about US$ 301 million. According to experts,82 the surcharges in the case of
Ukraine increase the cost of repaying the IMF loan by almost 61%.

Thus, the fulfilment by the Ukrainian side of the obligations specified in the Memorandums
affects not only the level of trust in the State, but also the amount of financial losses.

The analysis of the terms and conditions of Ukraine's loan programmes requires the follo-
wing clarification: the commitments agreed with the Fund can take different forms; 23 in
particular, they can be defined in the form of structural benchmarks.

The researchers mainly focused on assessing how Ukraine meets structural benchmarks.

After all, the latter are crucial for achieving the goals of the programme and serve as mar-
kers for assessing the degree of its implementation.

Ukraine and the IMF have agreed 68 structural bench- structural
marks in total under the three recent programmes. 84 benchmarks

80. www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extforth.aspx?memberkey1=993&datelkey=2022-05-
3l&category=forth&year=2022&trxtype=repchg&overforth=f&schedule=exp&extend=y;

81. www.epravda.com.ua/news/2021/03/23/672228/;

82. www.eurodad.org/a_guide_to_imf _surcharges;

83. www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/Sheets/2016/08/02/21/28/IMF-Conditionality;

84. financial assistance provided in March 2022 under the Rapid Financing Instrument (RFI) was not included
in the analysis, as it is an emergency response instrument and does not provide for the implementation of
economic actions under the programme by the Ukrainian side;
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https://www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/Sheets/2016/08/02/21/28/IMF-Conditionality

When dividing the measures by areas, it was determined that most of the prior actions and
structural benchmarks pertained to financial sector policy, fiscal policy, and energy sector
policy. Together, these three blocks make up 71% of the total number. Measures aimed at
combating corruption are also very important. They take up about 17% of the total number
of structural benchmarks and prior actions under the three recent programmes.

Separately, it was determined that each programme had structural benchmarks in the
following areas:

Fiscal policy Energy sector
25% of the total number 5 21% of the total number
Financial sector Fighting corruption

25% of the total number : 17% of the total number

Thus, we can assume that the above-mentioned areas, in the opinion of the Government
representatives and IMF experts, required the most attention and solution of problem areas.

The analysis of structural benchmarks showed a rather negative trend, as 43% of structural
benchmarks were met on time in the three recent IMF programmes, while the remaining
57% were either not met within a particular programme or were met with delays.

Degree of meeting structural benchmarks under the three recent IMF programmes, 85 %

SBs were met SBs were met with delays :SBs were not met:

If we include the structural benchmarks that were not met on time (but eventually met un-
der an individual programme), the percentage of completed measures in general is 82%.

of the total number of structural benchmarks met

Long delays in meeting certain benchmarks required the Ukrainian side to shift the dead-
lines or transfer a benchmark to a prior action. In total, 8 benchmarks were moved to the
following Memorandums as prior actions, and the deadlines for 9 benchmarks were shifted.

85. some of the benchmarks, the deadline for which was from February 2022 to May 2022, were not taken into
account. The implementation status of some measures could not be determined due to the lack of public
information, so 2 such structural benchmarks were not taken into account;



SBs were transferred
as a prior actiontothe | —> -I ‘ i %

SBs -
deadline
next Memorandums was shifted

We can presume that this situation may indicate that the Ukrainian side overestimates its
capabilities and assumes obligations that it actually cannot fulfil on time. However, there can
be many reasons for that (political, economic, and social). For example, lifting the moratorium
on the sale of agricultural land was constantly postponed in particular due to the high
sensitivity of the Ukrainian people to this issue and the reluctance of MPs to vote for such an
unpopular decision. Besides, we have already stressed that the reason may be the lack of
coordination between the executive and legislative branches of power in the process of
concluding and implementing IMF agreements.

A significant number of reforms that were hotly debated in the society were implemented
on the basis of the IMF agreements. In our opinion, the key measures that were implemented
by the Ukrainian side in coordination with the Fund are as follows:

« reform of the state-owned enterprises sector;

« establishment of the SAPO, NABU, anti-corruption court;

» pension reform;

« reform of the system of tax and customs authorities;

» adoption by the VRU of laws to strengthen the governance and autonomy of the NBU;

- reformation of the social assistance system, namely: monetisation of subsidies and crea-
tion of a centralised database of social assistance recipients;

« adoption of the law on agricultural land turnover;
« ensuring that all high-ranking officials declare their assets and income;

« establishment of a new civilian service responsible for investigating financial crimes
against the State to replace the then existing tax police.

« amendments to the Law on the HCJ to improve the selection process to ensure that its
members have impeccable reputation and integrity;

» audit of COVID-19-related expenses.

Among the unmet structural benchmarks under individual programmes, we should high-
light the following:

« The VRU did not adopt the law on the turnover of agricultural land (a task that should have
been completed under EFF 2015 based on the Memorandum of 2016. However, the law
was actually adopted in 2020, when the programme had already ended);

» the Parliament did not adopt a law enabling the NABU to use a wide range of investigative
methods (the task that should have been completed under EFF 2015 based on the
Memorandum of 2016. However, the law was actually adopted in 2019, when the
programme had already ended);

« the VRU did not adopt legislation on the creation of a new civilian service responsible for
investigating financial crimes to replace the current tax police (a task that should have



been completed under EFF 2015 based on the Memorandum of 2017). However, the law
was actually adopted in 2021, when the programme had already ended);

« the external audit of the NABU, which was to be conducted by a group of respected ex-
perts with international experience, was not completed (the task should have been comp-
leted under SBA 2018 based on the Memorandum of 2018. However, the task was not
actually completed before the end of the programme).

It should be noted that out of the total number of structural benchmarks that were asse-
ssed in terms of implementation, 34% (21 benchmarks) provided that the VRU needed to
adopt laws.

However, as we have already mentioned above, the VRU representatives do not actually
participate in IMF agreements, so the State often struggled to meet these benchmarks. So,
if we take the total number of structural benchmarks not met under certain programmes or
met with delays, half of them are those measures that required the Verkhovna Rada to adopt
certain laws.

This confirms the fact that the process of concluding agreements with the IMF is not
coordinated between the executive and legislative branches and probably needs better
coordination.

Sbs that were met with delays or not met at all provided for adoption of a law

As for the structural benchmarks by sectors, percentagewise the energy sector and financial
policy have met the largest number of structural benchmarks: 56% and 50%, respectively. In
fiscal policy, which had the largest number of structural benchmarks, less than half of the
measures were implemented.

The status of structural benchmarks under the three recent IMF programmes
by sector

Sector Number of structural ; Met '\ Met with

benchmarks 5 :  delays Not met

Energy sector 9 56% 33% 1%

Financial sector 14 50% 36% 14%
Fiscal policy 17 47% 35% 18%
SE reforms 7 43% 57% 0%

Judicial system 3 33% 33% 33%
Fighting corruption 9 22% 56% 22%
Business climate 2 0% 0% 100%

and deregulation

The “best” performance indicators in terms of non-fulfilment were recorded in the follo-
wing areas: business climate and deregulation, judiciary, fight against corruption.



The highest percentage of untimely implemented measures belongs to meeting bench-
marks on combating corruption and reforming SE.

The results by performers are quite expected. Taking into account that the majority of struc-
tural benchmarks were fiscal and financial policies, the Ministry of Finance and the NBU,
respectively, were the executive agencies in 46% of cases. The Ministry of Justice has the
same number of tasks as the NBU and 13% of the total number of structural benchmarks.

Executive agencies under the three recent IMF programmes 8¢

MinFin |, 33%
neu N 13%
mu - N 13%

Being the executive agency of the three recent programmes, the MinFin coped with its tasks
quite well, and more than half of the structural benchmarks were met on time as a result.
The MinRegion, State Audit Service, and MinSoc met only half of their structural benchmarks
ontime. The percentage completed by other agencies was under 50%.

The status of structural benchmarks under
the three recent IMF programmes by agencies 87

Agency Number of Sbs Met witthe:Iays Not met
MinEnergo 1 100% 0% 0%
Prosecutor General's Of'ficeé 1 100% 0% 0%
MinFin mn 64% 18% 18%
MinRegion 2 50% 0% 50%
SAS 2 50% 50% 0%
MinSoc 2 50% 50% 0%
NBU 5 40% 60% 0%
MJU 3 33% 67% 0%
Ministry of Economy 1 0% 100% 0%
NABU 1 0% 0% 100%
NEURC 1 0% 0% 100%
DGF 1 0% 100% 0%
MAPF 1 0% 0% L 100%

86. The evaluation by performers was carried out based on 39 CBs. After all, data on the performers under EFF
2015 are available only for 1 of 4 Memorandums (Memorandum of 02.03.2017);

87. The evaluation by performers was based on 32 CBs, since data on the performers under EFF 2015 are available
only for 1 of 4 Memorandums (Memorandum of 02.03.2017). Besides, the benchmarks, the deadline for which
was from February 2022 to May 2022, were not taken into account. The implementation status of some
measures could not be determined due to the lack of public information, so 2 such structural benchmarks
were not taken into account;



The group of some performers has a fairly high rate of delays. The Ministry of Justice and the
NBU, for example, met most of their benchmarks with a delay. And the State Audit Service and
MinSoc failed to meet 50% of structural benchmarks within the timeframe specified in the
Memorandums.

The agencies who failed to meet their benchmarks under the current programme include
the NABU, NEURC, and the Ministry of Agrarian Policy, which, having one task each, could not
fulfilthem.

For the sake of objectivity, it should be noted that the action plans for the implementation
of IMF memorandums (hereinafter — the plans) have certain contradictions. For instance, the
NABU, which was the main body responsible for its own external audit, was actually unable to
implement this measure on its own. After all, the audit should have been conducted by a spe-
cial commission whose members should have been appointed by the President of Ukraine,
the VerkhovnaRada of Ukraine, and the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine. Thus, it is controversial
to appoint the NABU as the body responsible for this structural benchmark.

Also, there is a situation when the ministry is the main performer of the task that requires
adoption of a law according to the plan, and this, we recall, is the authority of the VRU. For
example, the Ministry of Justice was responsible for ensuring that the Parliament adopted
laws establishing anti-corruption courts. The Ministry of Agrarian Policy was responsible for
the adoption of the law on the turnover of agricultural land.

It should be noted that within the three recent programmes, Ukraine was able to receive less
than half (49%) of the total amount agreed upon with the Fund. In particular, Ukraine received
only SDR 9.2 billion out of the planned SDR 18.7 billion. Thus, the country was short of SDR 9.5
billion (about US$ 12 billion).

®12

The reason for that was that the Ukrainian side failed to successfully pass all the reviews under
any of the programmes and fulfil its obligations to the IMF. Besides, Ukraine initiated the
cancellation of previous agreements and the launch of new ones even before the completion
of EFF 2015 and SBA 2018.

USS BILLION Ukraine did not receive within
the framework of the last three IMF programs

General data on the three recent IMF programmes

. Drawdown as

Programme Validity Agreed Received : Amount of . Number
period amount, amount, | apercentage : outstanding loan :oftranches
© SDR billion : SDR billion : of the agreed : (principal amount :
: : :  amount : of loan), SDR billion :
Extended i 11.032015—
Fund Facility ¢ 17122018 123 6.2 50% . 4
Stand-By | 1812.2018— o
Arrangement | 17.02.2020 28 1 36% 1 1
Stand-By . 09.06.2020— ! .
Arrangement ! 08122021 ! 36 2 56% 2 5)
Total: 18.7 9.2 49% 7.1 7



Despite the difficult economic situation, Ukraine paid SDR 732 million to the IMF in 2022 as
of the end of June. The State is expected to pay about SDR 1 billion more by the end of the
year. The funds to be paid are repayment of arrears under EFF 2015 and SBA 2018 programmes.

Projected payments to be made by Ukraine
to the IMF in 2023-2027

Year Amount of payments, SDR billion

2023 [ 2
2024 [ 1.9
2025 I 1.8
2026 [

2027 [ o2

Source: publicly available IMF data.

In total, Ukraine has to pay SDR 6.9 billion (about US$ 9.2 billion) to the IMF, including interest
and fees, over the next 5 years. According to IMF forecasts,88 Ukraine will fully pay off its debts
only in 2037. Such a scenario is possible only if further funding is not received.

In early 2022, Ukraine expected®® to receive the last tranche under SBA 2020 in June. How-
ever, in March 2022, the Ukrainian authorities cancelled®° the current IMF agreement due
to the war with russia and expressed their intent to work with the IMF to design an approp-
riate economic programme aimed at rehabilitation and growth, when conditions permit.

Thus, there is no doubt that Ukraine's post-war recovery will be supported by the IMF. How-
ever, Ukraine should learn its lessons regarding its commitments and the way it fulfils them in
order to be as efficient as possible, receive the maximum amount of financial resources, and
avoid additional financial losses in the form of fees and surcharges.

88. www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extforth.aspx?memberkey1=9938&datelkey=2022-05-
31&category=forth&year=2022&trxtype=repchg&overforth=f&schedule=exp&extend=y;

89. www.slovoidilo.ua/2022/02/18/novyna/finansy/ministr-nazvav-sumu-transhu-yaku-ukrayina-ochikuye-mvf:

90. www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2022/03/09/pr2269-ukraine-imf-executive-board-approves-usd-billion-in-
emergency-financing-support-to-ukraine;



https://www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extforth.aspx?memberkey1=993&date1key=2022-05-31&category=forth&year=2022&trxtype=repchg&overforth=f&schedule=exp&extend=y
https://www.slovoidilo.ua/2022/02/18/novyna/finansy/ministr-nazvav-sumu-transhu-yaku-ukrayina-ochikuye-mvf
https://www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2022/03/09/pr2269-ukraine-imf-executive-board-approves-usd-billion-in-emergency-financing-support-to-ukraine

PROPOSALS

All proposals are addressed to the CMU

Proposal1

Content of the proposal:

Ukraine received only SDR 9.2 billion out of the agreed SDR 18.7 billion under the three recent
IMF programmes. Thus, the country is short of about US$ 12 billion. Based on the above, we
propose to prioritise the measures and determine their step-by-step implementation with
reasonable deadlines (the “promise less, do more” principle) when agreeing on the obligations
to be undertaken by Ukraine.

Expected effect:

Ukraine is effectively implementing its loan programmes, which increases its credibility as a
reliable partner along with institutional interest of other international financial organisations,
governments, private investors, and development partners.

Proposal 2

Content of the proposal:

Discussion and search for a method (way) that would involve a representative(s) of the
parliament in the process of concluding agreements with the IMF in order to enhance the
efficiency of fulfilling Ukraine's commitments under the IMF programmes.

Expected effect:

The legislative and executive branches of power act in a coordinated manner in the conclu-
sion and implementation of loan agreements with the IMF in particular regarding the fulfil-
ment of obligations that provide for the adoption of laws, which results in a positive effect on
both the efficiency of fulfiiment of obligations and avoidance of any additional financial
losses.

Proposal 3

Content of the proposal:

To develop, implement, and publish a policy on the procedure for attracting and using the
Fund's resources, as well as monitoring the implementation of the commitments under-
taken by the Ukrainian side. The policy should, among other things, provide for the publica-
tion of the data sets specified in Proposal 4.

Expected effect:

The procedure for raising money from the Fund and the main participants of this process
are known to the public. Possible areas of use of financial resources are outlined, and a trans-
parent mechanism for spending funds with the possibility of their identification at any stage
is enshrined in the law.

There are legal grounds for collecting and publishing information on relations with the IMF.
There is publicly available data on the implementation of the Memorandums of Economic
and Financial Policies and financial losses that the State has incurred or may incur due to
non-fulfilment/untimely fulfilment of its obligations.



Proposal 4

Content of the proposal:
Develop a user friendly & data driven web portal (dashboard), where the following informa-
tion will be posted:

« proposed measures under the future IMF programme and the potential consequences
of their implementation;

« obligations of the Ukrainian side under the current IMF agreement;
« agencies responsible for fulfilling obligations;

» deadlines for fulfilling obligations;

« status of fulfilling obligations;

« the amount of debt to the IMF;

« the amount of payments to the IMF by years;

« projected amounts of payments to the IMF;

« other important and relevant data.

Content of the proposal:

The public receives comprehensive and complete information on the IMF agreements as
early as at the stage of development and approval of these agreements in particular infor-
mation on the commitments that are proposed to be fulfilled and the consequences that
may arise after they are fulfilled. Stakeholders (NGOs, think tanks, independent experts,
media) are actively involved in the discussion of future commitments.

At the stage of implementation of the IMF programmes, stakeholders and the general public
are aware of the fulfilment status of obligations and executive agencies. Media, experts, and
other stakeholders can use the data in their work and minimise the spread of inaccurate data
and narratives in the information space.

Proposal 5

Content of the proposal:

Support the revision of the IMF policy on surcharges initiated by the amendment to the
National Defence Authorization Act ' with the aim of suspending them (at least for the period
of war and post-war reconstruction) and further abolition through public cormmunication of
Ukraine's official position on the surcharge policy.

Content of the proposal:

An amendment to the National Defence Authorization Act?? is approved by the U.S. Con-
gress. The US Department of the Treasury (USDT) supports the revision of the surcharge poli-
cy. As a result, the debt burden on Ukraine is reduced. According to the authors' estimates,
the total projected amount of surcharges to be paid by the Ukrainian side in 2022-2024 is
about US$ 301 million.

91. amendments-rules.house.gov/amendments/CARCIL_080_xml_final%20revised220708135856614.pdf;
92. amendments-rules.house.gov/amendments/GARCIL_080_xml_final%20revised220708135856614.pdf:



https://amendments-rules.house.gov/amendments/GARCIL_080_xml_final revised220708135856614.pdf
https://amendments-rules.house.gov/amendments/GARCIL_080_xml_final revised220708135856614.pdf

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

- Context:

The International Monetary Fund is one of the key international financial institutions that
provides substantial credit support to Ukraine to stabilise its financial system and implement
structural reforms.

Over the last 4 years alone, Ukraine has received loans from the International Monetary
Fund in the amount of SDR 3 billion®3 (about US$ 4.2 billion). During the same period, SDR
5.2 billion?*(about US$ 7.2 billion) was repaid, including accrued interest and other payments.

One of the factors that affects the amount of debt to the Fund is the obligation to pay not
only interest for the use of credit funds, but also additional payments, such as the commit-
ment fee charged at the beginning of the programme and refunded only if the entire amount
under the programme has been received by the country; that is, if all reviews have been
successfully completed. In the case of Ukraine, surcharges ®5 are also charged. These are
amounts payable if the debt is significant and has not been repaid for a long time.

Thus, there is a part of payments that are actually tied to the degree of fulfilment of the
country's obligations to the IMF. At the same time, the media occasionally reports that the
Ukrainian side has not received the next tranche due to non-fulfilment of the obligations
agreed with the Fund. In fact, this leads not only to funds not being received, but also to
financial losses on the part of Ukraine.

However, the financial side of relations with the IMF is not the only one that raises questions.
Reforms and measures implemented by the Government under the programmes agreed

upon with the Fund are often quite “politicised” and ambiguously perceived by the society.

That is why there is a need today to analyse the terms and conditions of the IMF lending
programmes and assess the efficiency of fulfilling obligations by the Ukrainian side.

=) Objective of the research:

Development of recommendations to improve the degree of fulfilling obligations by the
Ukrainian side under the IMF programmes in order to avoid financial losses.

=) Subject of the research:
e terms and conditions of IMF loan programmes;

« the degree of fulfilling the obligations undertaken by the Ukrainian side under the IMF
loan programmes;

« the amount of financial losses under IMF programmes.

93. www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extransl.aspx?memberKey1=9938endDate=2099-12-31&finposition_flag=YES;
94. www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extransl.aspx?memberKey1=9938&endDate=2099-12-31&finposition_flag=YES;
95. www.imf.org/external/np/pp/eng/2016/012016.pdf.



https://www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extrans1.aspx?memberKey1=993&endDate=2099-12-31&finposition_flag=YES
https://www.imf.org/external/np/fin/tad/extrans1.aspx?memberKey1=993&endDate=2099-12-31&finposition_flag=YES
https://www.imf.org/external/np/pp/eng/2016/012016.pdf

->

Object of the research:

the three recent IMF programmes:

3

->

Extended Fund Facility agreed in 2015
Stand-By Arrangements agreed in 2018 and 2020.

The tasks of the research are as follows:

Define the procedure for attracting funds from the IMF and the powers of the main
stakeholders of the procedure in Ukraine and the IMF.

. Analyse Ukraine's lending programmes: conditions, requirements, obligations.

. Determine the efficiency of implementing commitments to the IMF undertaken by the

Ukrainian side.

. Determine the amount of financial losses and circumstances of their occurrence.

5. Prepare recommendations to improve the degree of fulfilling obligations by the Ukrainian

side in order to avoid financial losses.

Sources of information:

statutory instruments of Ukraine;
statutory instruments regulating the IMF activities;

Letter of Intent and Memorandum of Economic and Financial Policies of February 27, 2015,
Letter of Intent and Memorandum of Economic and Financial Policies of July 21, 2015, Letter
of Intent and Memorandum of Economic and Financial Policies of September 1, 2016, Letter
of Intent and Memorandum of Economic and Financial Policies of March 2, 2017, Letter of
Intent and Memorandum of Economic and Financial Policies of December 05, 2018, Letter
of Intent and Memorandum of Economic and Financial Policies of June 02, 2020, Letter of
Intent and Memorandum of Economic and Financial Policies of November 08, 2021;

information in the public domain and IMF resources;
responses from the authorities to inquiries;

official pages of public authorities;

public reports/plans of activities of state institutions;

research results of scientific organisations/think tanks.
Stages of theresearch:

Data collection and processing.
The main source of data will be IMF open resources, Letters of Intent, and Memorandums
of Economic and Financial Policies.

. Data analysis, structuring and description.

In order to determine the conditions under which the IMF grants loans, including finan-
cial ones, the acts regulating the IMF activities, open IMF resources, and memorandums
on economic and financial policies will be analysed.

The main structural benchmarks and the degree, to which they are met by the Ukrainian
side, will be determined. Based on the performance indicators, the financial losses incur-
red by the Ukrainian side in connection with the failure to comply with the terms of the
Memorandum will be determined.



2.

->

. Formulation of conclusions and recommendations to the report.

Based on the analysis, we will prepare recommendations aimed at improving the fulfil-
ment of Ukraine's obligations under the IMF programme to prevent additional financial
losses in the form of commitment fees, surcharges, etc.

Structure of the research:

About the IMF. How does the organisation work, for what purposes does it provide finan-
cial resources, what funding mechanisms does it use?

. Ukraine and the IMF. Historical perspective, the amount of borrowed funds, the procedure

for concluding agreements with the IMF, Ukraine's debt to the IMF.

. Commitments undertaken by Ukraine to the IMF under the three recent programmes.

Degree of their fulfilment.

. General information on the implementation of the three recent programmes. Amounts of

payments aimed at repaying the debt to the IMF in 2022-2026.

. Recommendations to improve the degree of fulfilling obligations by the Ukrainian side to

avoid financial losses and improve cooperation with the IMF.
Features of the research:
All analytical materials are published exclusively in Ukrainian (English if necessary).

The currency, in which the loans are disbursed, — USD or SDR - is not convertible.

Expected result:

The result of the research will be an analytical product with recommendations for improving
the degree of fulfilling obligations by the Ukrainian side to avoid financial losses.
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The International Renaissance Foundation is one of the largest charitable foundations in
Ukraine. Since 1990 we have been helping to develop an open society in Ukraine based on
democratic values. The Foundation has supported about 20,000 projects worth more than
$200 million. The IRF is part of the Open Society Foundations network established by inves-
tor and philanthropist George Soros.

www.fb.com/irf.ukraine

www.irf.ua

Institute IHCTUTYT
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and Advocacy Ta agBoKaLii

Institute of Analysis and Advocacy is a non-governmental think tank established in 2013
for the development of civil society in Ukraine. Its mission is to increase the capacity of the
non-governmental sector to influence the process of formulation and implementation of
government policies at the regional and national levels.

www.facebook.com/iaaukraine.org

iaa.org.ua
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