Draft Development NGO Response to the EC’s Summary Note on the Rationalisation of certain Financial Instruments of Development Policy

The European Commission, in its summary note of 17 July 2002
, sets out to analyse the inadequacy of current instruments supporting initiatives and programmes of a thematic or horizontal nature, and puts forward certain proposals for the rationalisation of these instruments. The EC’s recommendations can be summarised as follows:   

· Reduction of the number of thematic budget lines to 4:   

· Food Security

· Democracy and Human Rights: 

· Thematic actions for Sustainable Development

· NGO Co-financing

· Introduction of a more efficient inter-institutional co-ordination through a concerted multi-annual and annual programming with the Council, the European Parliament and Civil Society 

· Introduction of a regular reporting system with the Council and the European Parliament in order to monitor and if necessary adapt the implementation of the orientations laid down within the framework of concerted programming.

· Simplification of the administrative procedures of implementation and of financial management.  

Additional clarifications on this document were given during a meeting between development NGO platforms and networks and the Commission on 6 September 2002.

The present paper sets out the response from the Development NGOs (NGDO) community to these proposed reforms, highlighting what we see as the positive elements of the EC’s proposal, and clarifying some of our concerns. In addition we make a series of recommendations as to how to address these concerns and ultimately improve the EC’s proposal.

The development NGO community welcomes the Commission initiative to seek ways to improve the management of the EC’s thematic budget lines in the field of development. In particular we welcome: 

1. The EC’s willingness and availability to engage in dialogue with the NGO community 

2. The proposal to introduce an annual review of the performances of these budget lines through cooperation with the EP and civil society 

3. The EC’s expressed intention to introduce a system of transparent multi-annual and targeted programming for these budget lines

4. Initiatives to speed up the project selection and contract management process
5. The introduction of measures that promote more coherence within the deconcentration process as relates to management development of thematic budget lines 

6. The proposal to promote increased partnership with and amongst civil society actors, in North and South

The development NGO community has identified the following areas of concern and where we propose recommendations for improving the European Commission’s proposal:

I. Political context of the proposal

II. Background analysis of the proposal

III. Budget line on Sustainable Development

IV. Programming and democratic accountability 

V. Deconcentration

VI. Implementation modalities/ EC’s internal capacities

These areas are elaborated below.

I. THE POLITICAL CONTEXT OF THE REFORM

NGDOs welcome the exercise that consists of using thematic budget lines more efficiently in EU aid management. The paper circulated by EuropeAid F1 makes many frank admissions about the inefficiency and waste involved in the current system, and we wish to express our support for any changes that genuinely deliver a greater degree of clarity, transparency, consultation and targeting in the administration of European Commission External Aid. 

NGDOs are, however, concerned by the fact that the proposals on rationalisation present the reduction of number of budget lines as being the starting point of the exercise. The proposals do not refer to overall EU policies effecting thematic and sectoral approaches in development. 

In particular we note a total lack, in the EC’s paper, of reference to the present debate between the EC and the European Parliament on the introduction of sectoral output targets for the geographic budget lines. The 35% benchmark for disbursements in social services formulated by the budgetary authority in the 2002 Budget is only a first step in the direction of defining sectoral priorities and output targets in the regional programmes. 

On 31 May 2001, the Development  Council  noted that:

“The EU has a major role to play in reaching the international development targets … Some things however remain to be done: we need to focus on results, where we must demonstrate impact on poverty reduction. Improved focus on result-orientation, always bearing in mind the international development targets, is an absolute necessity. ” 

The introduction and improvement of output targets are a response to this concern. To achieve the objective of poverty reduction, regional aid programmes need a serious revision. Specific attention should be given to those sectors that directly benefit people living in poverty and give them a future, specifically through increased efforts in basic health and education, water and sanitation and attention to the problems of women and children in development.  Investing in social sectors is a matter of getting the order of priorities right. The confidence of the budgetary authority and the NGO community in the effectiveness of the geographic lines to combat poverty will depend on the achievement of this commitment.

Moreover, the proposed rationalisation exercise does not seem to attach any specific attention to equality between men and women, children’s rights and the environment however these are among the four cross-cutting issues as identified in the EU’s Development policy. Conflict prevention and crisis management that should require systematic attention are not mentioned at all. It is quite clear that desk officers and Delegations will continue to attach a low priority to these issues (as demonstrated in the present EDF programming exercise) as long as there are no specific guidelines on the way these issues should be integrated in geographic lines and in the absence of earmarked funds under the national envelopes. We also feel that the lack of expert staff in the Delegations will have a negative impact on the adequate mainstreaming of these themes into the geographic programming. 

The Commission reminds us of the importance attached to the role of civil society in the new EU Development policy. Nevertheless, civil society organisations have been waiting, for over a year, for the publication of an EC communication on the participation of civil society (or non-state actors). Moreover, despite the fact that this communication is expected to include a main chapter on modalities of civil society participation, it is not available at a time when the Commission is in the process of drafting proposals to rationalise the financial instruments and review the modalities of their application.

For the deconcentration process to be effective we believe that a clear link should be established between implementation at field level and decision making at Brussels level. In that view participation and feedback from the Delegations seems essential at all stages from programming to evaluation. In the EC proposal there is no evidence of any consultation at field level. In addition, the role of Delegations with regard to the strategic guidance of the thematic lines and to their relations with civil society is not clarified. It seems to us that the effectiveness and coherence of future EU development aid instruments will very much depend on the capacity of the EC to combine geographic and thematic programming and to build relations based on confidence with civil society organisations in Europe and in developing countries. 

NGDO recommendations

· We recommend that the EC first publishes and discusses with all stakeholders its Communication on Civil Society participation before bringing any major modifications to the present instruments of cooperation with civil society.

· We strongly recommend that the rationalisation of thematic lines be fully integrated in the whole reflection process on the reform of EU Development aid management and that the role of thematic lines be seen as complementary to the geographic lines in the general objective of combating poverty as already mentioned in some thematic communications adopted by the Commission. 

· Special attention should be attached to the way thematic issues are taken into account and mainstreamed in geographic lines. The EC must go beyond rhetoric and engage in the development of targets and indicators for the implementation of its poverty reduction policy in a systematic way that encompasses all geographic and thematic aid instruments.

· We recommend a more substantial process of reflection on the implications the present reform will have in terms of the involvement of various internal and external stakeholders (eg. other EC DGs, Delegations, the European Parliament, the Council and other partners of the EC) 

II. THE ANALYSIS OF THE PRESENT SITUATION

NGDOs have major concerns regarding a rationalisation exercise that would be based on administrative and management grounds without serious strategic analysis of the respective roles of thematic and geographic lines in EU development aid. First findings on the CSP process showed the shortcomings illustrating the difficulty encountered by both the Country authorities and the Delegations in defining a meaningful interaction between the diverse funding instruments (Food Security is a good example).

NGDOs think that before proposing major reform of the budget structure, a thorough analysis of the role of the current budget lines and of the EC capacity to manage these budget lines in cooperation with its external partners should be made. This analysis should be based on the EC’s political commitments expressed in official communications and on the relevant resolutions adopted by the Development Council. Then the purpose of thematic/horizontal budget lines accessible to NGOs could be refined according to their genuine rationale that was to allow some flexibility for targeted objectives, in complementarity with planned national or regional strategies.

The evaluation of the B7-6000 budget line was generally very positive and showed, together with other NGO budget lines, better results than many other budget lines or activities of the European Commission. It is amazing to note that the review and rationalisation now focuses mainly on budget lines that have shown fairly good results, whereas the proposal does not seem to be addressing the budget lines that performed below average.

Concerning the EC conclusion of existing and obviously successful budget lines being “victims of their instrumental inconsistency as well as of their incapacity for political and technical adequacy” we would like to put forward our concern as to the use of development aid. As far as we know the European Commission’s current development policy aim is to reduce poverty.  This means that the primary focus for development aid should be “development”, i.e. poverty reduction. Development aid should not be made into an additional instrument to attain short-term foreign policy goals. In that view we think that the thematic budget lines represent a good set of poverty reduction instruments, with potential flexibility for coping with emerging issues, and are effectively the victims of their own success in the fact that they respond to real and important needs with a dramatically low level of financial resources.

An additional conclusion of the EC is that there is a “contradiction between the costs of implementation (internal and external) and the impact of the financed actions”. One wonders against on which criteria the EC has judged the impact. Up until now there have been no clear criteria and the impact could therefore not be adequately measured.

A thorough revision of the way these budget lines are managed and administered would probably lead to the conclusion that a certain level of rationalisation is indeed needed but the recommendations based on such an exercise would certainly be more adequate than the proposals made so far. The overall objective being to define necessary management improvement both at the headquarters and Delegation levels for better efficiency of the existing budget lines.

Regarding the future, we also feel that the EC’s proposal does not adequately explain some of the safeguards that the EC will need to put in place to ensure improved transparency, more effective project cycle management and – importantly - improved partnership and dialogue with civil society in the North and the South. We feel that this raises many concerns regarding the feasibility of the proposed reform that the budget authority should seriously take into consideration, especially relating to the capacity of EC staff at headquarters and at Delegation levels

NGDO recommendations

· We recommend that each budget line addressed in the current Commission proposal be subject to a thorough analysis to determine how the proposed reform will affect the EC’s specific policy objectives in that field of intervention, as well as the overall EC development policy.

· These reviews should be based on a serious analysis of the outcomes and recommendations of existing evaluation reports on thematic budget lines and sectors of intervention, produced in recent years
. 

· On the basis of such an analysis the EC could enter into a much more constructive dialogue with the European Parliament and civil society on how best to improve the efficiency of the thematic budget lines. 

· We also recommend that a detailed analysis be made of the human and financial resources needed for a proper implementation of the existing budget lines at both Brussels and Delegation levels.   

III Thematic Actions for Sustainable Development

	

	


We are concerned by the implications of the reduction in thematic lines other than reducing the administrative burden of EuropeAid. The EU’s current allocations to cross-cutting themes such as child rights, education, gender etc are extremely weak and there is a poor record of mainstreaming thematic priorities. 

We are not convinced that this situation will be improved by a reduction (merging) of eleven budget lines into one, since the rationale for this is based on administrative concerns rather than a political will to strengthen the mainstreaming of the thematic issues into geographic budget lines. Furthermore, the approach presented by the Commission would deny the existing regulations fixing the policy objectives for the thematic budget lines. This would represent a major step backwards in terms of the mainstreaming approach adopted by the Development Council.

Moreover, we are concerned by the lack of a detailed discussion on the impact these reforms will have on accountability, transparency and targeting of EC development funding.  

It is our understanding that the Commission, DG RELEX and DG Development would suggest the priorities for multi-annual and annual programming of the Sustainable Development Budget line and that these would be discussed in consultation with the EP, Council and civil society. The current trends within the EU lead us to believe that there is a risk that priorities may be set according to foreign policy interests and not according to development concerns. 

With a reduction of European Parliament control over allocations to individual thematic issues we fear that there will be less accountability and transparency as to how thematic areas are placed on the agenda and on what basis the choice will be guided. For instance, there is a concern about how priorities are set under the category “Thematic actions for Sustainable Development” and to which extent it will be possible to introduce new thematic issues under this line in the future. This is especially relevant as regards to the fact that priorities will be restricted on an annual basis, meaning that there would be “rotating” priorities and budgets and corresponding Calls for Proposals. 

Furthermore, the sustainable development being a process and not a thematic issue, it seems to be rather unrealistic to create such a budget line without defining which issues will be addressed, what will be addressed that is not currently addressed by existing thematic budget lines, and what will no longer be financed.

A lack of expertise in the thematic priorities set out in the EC’s Development Policy, at both Brussels level and Delegation level would further limit a successful mainstreaming of the thematic issues into geographic budget lines. According to the Commission, the devolution of the set priorities to Delegations would depend on the possibility to devolve. 

This means that if a priority was for example AIDS in Southern Africa, with specific target countries there could be devolution of responsibility. However, if the priority were less targeted with no target countries, e.g. a study on AIDS consequences in Africa, then devolution would not be appropriate. This would probably mean that the thematic lines would not be fully included in the ongoing devolution process. This assumption is supported by the Commission’s reluctance to place experts outside Brussels. This is strongly opposed by the European Parliament Development Committee, which is putting strong pressure on the Commission to increase expertise within the Delegations. We also fear that expertise on certain thematic issues might be reduced at Brussels level as soon as these issues will not receive substantial funding. We are particularly concerned by the fact that cross-cutting issues such as gender and environment are not presently covered by any internal  EC Thematic Network
.

Moreover, we lack a clearly defined framework for consultation with civil society, both from the South and the North. A failure to consult external expertise can be costly in terms of quality, time and money. 

NGDOs recommendations

· Policy Priorities: Commission rhetoric on policy priorities must be supported by clearly spelled out criteria and goals. It is imperative that such criteria and goals are set on the basis of long-term development priorities and not as a result of short-term foreign policy concerns. 

· Funding: In order to secure that specific thematic issues receive sufficient attention and financial support, the Commission would have to show a solid commitment to spending a part of the budget on each thematic issue, as well as giving clear indications as to how this amount is to be calculated. 

· Impact on thematic issues: Changes to the budget, including a merger of a number of thematic lines into one needs to be motivated by strong arguments as to how this will benefit the implementation of actions in support of specific thematic issues and not only how it will reduce the administrative burden of EuropeAid. The Commission is called to find solutions in managing thematic funds rather than creating a new budget line without adequate analysis of relevance regarding EC development policy objective, and efficient implementation procedures currently lacking in management of existing budget lines.

· Expertise: There needs to be sufficient expertise of the different thematic areas both at policy direction level and policy implementation level in order to make sure that the thematic issues are integrated in the EU development policy. Adequate funding for training and human resources from the administrative expenses budget must support the integration of crosscutting issues and implementation of action plans. 
· Thematic Networks: The setting up of thematic networks should be based on clear criteria in line with the six priority areas and 4 cross-cutting themes, outlined in the EC’s Development Policy. Terms of Reference, level of authority and accountability should be clearly defined. The thematic networks should involve all relevant DGs as well as the Delegations and should have clear guidelines for consultation with civil society. In addition, for Thematic Networks to be effective they must be adequately resourced.

· Dialogue:  The EC should set up a clear framework and adequate reporting instruments for dialogue and consultation with the European Parliament and with civil society both in the North and in the South.

IV. PROGRAMMING

We welcome the initiative from the Commission to introduce a system for improved programming of thematic budget lines. We believe this is an essential step towards a more effective and impact-oriented  management of thematic budget lines. 

However, we are concerned that in the Commission proposal on rationalisation of budget lines, there is inadequate attention given to the involvement of civil society, given the lack of established mechanisms for this consultation both at the country level, at the Delegation level and especially for horizontal issues, at the Headquarters level.

Introducing a system of “consultative programming” implies the involvement of civil society at all levels of the process, if coherence is taken seriously and taking into account the importance of capacity-building. However, following our understanding of the EC proposal document, the only means of consultation that civil society would have on horizontal and thematic issues is through the European Parliament. It would be regrettable to reduce the role of non-state actors in the programming process to that of observer while existing dialogue processes between the EC and its NGDO partners proved to be fruitful.

From our understanding of present geographical programming exercises, there also currently seems to be too little space for internal consultation inside the Commission on particular sectors.  For instance, recent programming consultations have been very limited as far as social development is concerned, and there has been little scope for consultation with different EuropeAid Units.  This is mostly due to the fact that DG Relex and DG Dev are both keen to keep the programming process separate from implementation and to refer consultation to the country level. We are concerned that this type of inadequate internal consultation could well be replicated to thematic budget lines.  

It is unclear to us whether specific units in DG Relex or DG Dev will be in charge of programming of these budget lines, or whether EuropeAid will play this role. Furthermore the role of the Delegations in this process is not at all clear. It is our concern that the programming exercise will not be adequately based on sound knowledge of other programming processes or past experiences. In our opinion, a distinction should be made between consultation at the country level, and consultation at the Brussels level on the overall programming, definition of guidelines, and especially on the horizontal instruments. The involvement of NGDOs at each level would improve the understanding and the visibility of European Development Cooperation, vis-à-vis our local partners and the European public opinion.

Considering that sectoral programmes financed under geographic budget lines are to be defined and managed by the governments in beneficiary countries, in cooperation with the EC, we are concerned that present and future programming processes will strengthen the top-down approach to development. Following this logic there is a concern that development programming will be increasingly influenced by internal political interests and financial concerns rather than being driven by the rights and needs of the world’s poorest people.  Much is decided between governments and EC officials. There is a notable lack of systematic and proper civil society consultation at the level where governments and the EC decide on policies. 

The quality of the consultation of civil society is variable from one country to the other and inadequate mechanisms and resources are foreseen to address this important deficiency. 
The aim of the EC is to include more and more horizontal themes in geographic budget lines, but the substantial evidence that NGDOs do not have adequate access to regional envelopes worries us. Despite the generous opening to non state actors participation enshrined in the Cotonou agreement, the percentage of funds earmarked for civil society participation in the future National Indicative Programmes represents only 2.9 %
 and Commission representatives admitted in a recent meeting with ACP civil society representatives that the present EDF regulation does not in fact allow the direct funding of civil society organisations. 

In the same vein, as the EC limits the number of priorities (2 or 3 sectors in general) in Country Strategy Papers (CSPs), we fear that sectors like infrastructure, transport and macroeconomic support for instance take precedence over health, education or food security, as current overviews of the endorsed CSPs already tend to show. This makes evidence of both the need for complementarity between geographical instruments and thematic budget lines and the important role of NGDOs in strengthening civil society and poverty-focused objectives.

NGOs also fear that by integrating more and more horizontal themes into the geographical lines, the EC may loose the flexibility and independence needed to support certain types of projects (e.g. in the field of human rights, support to civil society, conflict prevention). 

Another important concern regarding the programming of the thematic budget lines is the poor results in the geographic budget lines of mainstreaming crosscutting issues such as gender, environment, children‘s rights or conflict prevention. Additionally, rehabilitation and refugee budget lines have already been integrated into geographical budget lines. However, we are sceptical that enough resources will be dedicated to these issues since there is hardly any emphasis on these themes in geographical programming (CSPs).

According to the programming guidelines, the promotion of crosscutting concerns should motivate and inform all areas of programming in the CSPs. But beyond this broad goal, CSP guidelines make no further mention about how to ensure, for example, that gender equality is mainstreamed in the CSP preparation process. Existing commitments to mainstreaming gender in policy and programming are not referenced and, importantly, there is no effective mechanism for insuring quality standard in gender mainstreaming during the CSP preparation.

As a result, the quality of gender mainstreaming in the CSPs that have been produced to date is very troubling. A recent review of 40 CSPs conducted by DG Development found that the concept of gender mainstreaming is hardly found in the CSPs at all
. It questions the EC capacities in implementing the action plan on gender mainstreaming.

In the same way, environment actions only represent 0.5 % of total allocations under the programmable envelopes of the 9th EDF4 and children’s rights are even not mentioned in the EC figures on sectoral breakdown. 

In view of such a poor track record of the mainstreaming of cross-cutting issues into development programming, we really wonder whether we should not strengthen the thematic budget lines and increase their allocations instead of, as proposed by the Commission, reduce their visibility and importance in the budget.

 We are, in particular, concerned that the sustainable development budget line would include too many sectors and would be difficult to programme. Given the lack of capacities observed under the present programming process we fear that the reduction of 11 thematic budget lines into 1 budget line and 1 programming process would even more limit capacities and flexibility in the implementation of horizontal policies. 

We welcome the EC’s proposal to introduce a system of mid-term reporting on thematic budget lines. However we are concerned that it will be extremely difficult for the EC to deliver in the absence of increased capacity. With the deconcentration ahead, it would require a remarkable amount of coordination and capacity to deliver an adequate report on each budget line every 6 months, especially since many programs are multi-annual. Additionally, we seriously doubt that these reports will be done with a simple “push-of-a-button” from the CRIS database. We fear that such a report will be of poor quality and will not allow a serious and constructive dialogue on a strategic programming. A more analytical annual report on programmes seems more feasible and useful provided that there is adequate and appropriate consultation with the EP and with civil society. 

NGDOs recommendations

· Considering the above concerns, we urge that consultation and participation of civil society be effective at the Programming stage at the level of both Delegations and Headquarters. Given the role of NGDOs in both promoting pro-poor issues and the implementation of thematic budget lines, we  believe a consultation mechanism with civil society should be put in place alongside the establishment of real inter-service consultations on programming of thematic budget lines. Existing thematic networks could be used as a starting point. In order to come to a real involvement of civil society, timeframes for programming processes should be fixed well in advance so that consultations can be held. Concretely, we recommend the following: 

· Existing thematic networks and inter-service groups are opened up to dialogue with non-state actors.

· Guidelines for Delegations on civil society consultation for programming should be revised and improved. These guidelines should also include a chapter on how to deal with thematic budget lines. 

·  New thematic networks or inter-service groups on civil society participation and on the four main cross-cutting issues of the EU Development Policy should be created.

· The present structure of  Human Rights consultation on policy review , as well as the efforts developed by EuronAid for involving concerned NGOs in programming for Food Aid and Food Security, should be maintained and improved so as to be adapted to other thematic budget lines. 

· We recommend that all services of the Commission (including Delegations) concerned join their efforts and exchange expertise and feedback during the programming process of thematic budget lines.
· Moreover, as a single programming of the sustainable development budget line seems impractical, we would recommend that the Commission elaborates in greater detail the kind of programming they would envisage (See the chapter on the Sustainable development budget line for further recommendations.)

· About reporting on programming, we recommend that  this be established once a year. It would be up to the Commission – both at Delegation and at Headquarters level - to identify non-state actors to discuss achievements of sectoral programming and feed the next programming exercise. Most importantly, in order to make an effective evaluation, clear indicators must be established during the programming phase on which any review of the achievements of the thematic budget lines should be based. 

V. Deconcentration

In principle we welcome measures that lead to more coherence within the deconcentration process. Being closer to and more aware of the local context, it seems quite logical that the Delegation in the country plays a significant role in the funding decision. 

However, until now the experiences of European NGDOs and their Southern partners are quite negative when it comes to a cooperation with local Delegations. Many of them do not only seem to lack the time and human resources but also the understanding of working with civil society actors. This will be particularly problematic in a situation where responsibility for budgetary administration is to be transferred to the Delegations.

Besides its “traditional role” of political representation and effective and efficient implementation of the NIPs/RIPs and CSPs/RSP, the Delegation will in future also be in charge of project management of fully deconcentrated budget lines, give feedback and decide on priority listings of projects within the budget lines that are partially deconcentrated and give feedback and input to the experts in Brussels who are in charge of policy development of different sectoral and thematic policy areas, e.g. environment, gender, human rights, etc. etc.. We can see that in order to reduce work the European Commission is willing to reduce number of budget lines. However we foresee that one outcome of the proposal could be the simple displacement of the burden and cost from the Commission in Brussels to the Delegations throughout the world. 

These extra tasks handed down to the Delegations will cut too much into their main tasks of political representation and dealing with programmes at governmental level. It will also lead to time constraints for the Delegation to provide adequate feedback to experts in Brussels on the policy programming of the different sectors/themes. In turn this could lead to the isolation of policy programming in Brussels far removed from the field with little quality input from the field concerning project implementation. 

The thematic networks and inter-service quality support groups operate in a rather internal and isolated fashion, with a lack of input from Delegations. We are concerned that not enough valuable expertise from outside these groups will be taken into account.

In general if the EC were to define a clearer framework for dialogue and partnership with NGDOs at the level of the Delegation, this would improve the quality of both the policy dialogue and the proposals and their coherence with the EC’s priorities and activities financed under other instruments. Currently, there seem to be inadequate measures in place to improve dialogue with civil society in the South to build their understanding and capacity to respond to EC priorities and funding requirements. An exception to this rule is the excellent initiative proposed by EuropeAid F5 within the recent Food security Call for Proposals for a special NGO Network for Capacity Building for Southern Civil Society on Food Security.

For these proposals to work, the capacity of Delegations – in terms of personnel, skills and political framework (including the readiness to involve civil society actors in programming exercises and project issues)– will have to be increased. We are particularly concerned about the expertise and skills available at the level of the Delegations. Scanning through all Delegations throughout the world there are currently only only 5 experts on education and 7 on health to implement the current focus on “poverty reduction” with priorities of “education” and “health”.  And we have no data on the number of posts for NGO Coordination, gender, children’s and human rights or environment.

Observing the latest “Calls for proposals” and “Calls for expression of interest”, there is an increasing concern among the NGDO community that both Southern and Northern NGDOs are finding it increasingly difficult to fit the eligibility criteria for EC funding. While focusing on poverty eradication and targeting the “poorest of the poor” the EC makes it increasingly difficult for those organisations that have the appropriate expertise to obtain EC funding. We are concerned that support to local civil society grassroots initiatives (nurturing of small scale initiatives emanating from within communities) will suffer as a result of this approach.  The deconcentration process will not really improve the access of Southern civil society organisations to EC funding as long as appropriate and simplified procedures are not adopted. 

Recommendations from NGDOs

· Since the guidelines worked out by the thematic networks will have an impact on NGDOs, we strongly recommend that NGDOs should have a possibility to give an input to the preparation of guidelines before these guidelines are being finalized and decided upon. 

· The EC should prepare clear guidelines for Delegations on the following: 

· engagement with civil society to avoid disparity in approaches. 

· Project and programme selection ensuring consistency throughout the Commission.

· defining their role in providing technical support to contract holders, as we feel that this may help to ensure better compliance with the EC’s particular and bureaucratic procedures around contract management – thereby reducing the number of delays and problems caused by lack of understanding on the part of the contract holder.
· Delegations should play a greater role in proactively promoting dialogue with Civil Society. In the short to medium term, the EC should implement intermediary measures that define a common understanding and framework through which the Delegations can work with civil society actors. 
· Investment in recruitment of experts on thematic issues and training of staff for EU Delegations is a priority. Training should include specific work on improving understanding of and working relations with civil society.

· The EC must continue to support work in building capacity of southern civil society and in adapting funding mechanisms to accommodate more effectively the realities of civil society actors in the South.

· Much of the proposal on rationalisation of budget lines is clearly conceived from the perspective of “Brussels management”.  The field level doesn’t seem to have been involved much. We strongly recommend the EC maintains a realistic view of the speed of devolution of tasks from Brussels to the Delegations, keeping in line with capacities and realities at field level.

V.I Management modalities – internal capacities

We are very supportive of the EC’s expressed intention to introduce a system of transparent multi-annual and targeted programming for these budget lines, especially if this results in a clearer timetabling of programming priorities, guidelines, Calls, decisions etc. Additionally, all proposed initiatives to speed up the contract management process are extremely welcome.

However, neither in the document, nor in the presentation on 6 September, did members of the NGDO community find any convincing evidence to the fact that the proposed rationalisation of the budget lines with its plans for improved modalities, will lead to a reduction in the administrative  burden of implementing the budget lines. We are concerned that in reality it will only mean that the administrative  burden is simply moved from Brussels to the Delegations.  In actual fact the EC’s proposal contains some quite extensive analysis of the current situation in terms of administrative burden and its shortcomings as well as an indication of expectations of improved modalities. Yet only the broadest sketch of the “new-look” modalities were given in the EC’s proposal, giving the impression that it is not yet well thought through.

While in principle we would applaud the simplification of procedures throughout the different budget lines, there is a growing feeling that whenever the Commission talks about "simplification" they a) think in first instance of themselves without realizing the negative impact their constant series of reforms have on the daily project life of NGDOS and their Southern partners; and b) do not seem to realize that they tend to get more and more lost in the jungle of their own reform ideas - instead of looking for ways to properly use the tools they already have.

To us it seems that the central issue is not the rationalisation of the number of budget lines, but the rationalisation of the processes of funding. Focus should be on changing existing rigid structures within the EC and the simplification of procedures for application, assessment and reporting. This would greatly enhance the flexibility and usability of the already existing budget lines and potentially reduce the quantitative and increase the qualitative workload of relevant EC staff.
It is still very unclear how the management of the new system will function in future and there is great doubt as to the way the proposals address the problem of staff capacity both in quality and quantity, both in Brussels and in the field.

The fact is that time and again the EC does not respect its own timing and planning, making it even harder for NGDOs to plan accordingly. The number of examples is endless, just take the postponing of CFP for B7 6000, which has now become almost standard practice or the latest complex call for B7 6211 on AIDS with a preparation period of only 2 months for a very complicated programme. 

We consider that the proposed and expected achievements of the ‘rationalisation of budget lines’ risk not being achieved since any rationalisation exercise will be severely hampered by existing, in most instances rigid, structures – and paradoxically, much of the gains hoped for by rationalisation could be achieved by simply managing properly the tools they have available.

In principle, we support the idea of focusing resources on well-targeted and larger-scale programmes, especially if this decreases the workload and increases the efficiency of the European Commission’s management of these budget lines. However, there is a notable lack of analysis on the way Programme Contracts and big consortia projects improve efficiency and impact. The EC should not assume that a greater focus on large-scale programmes and horizontal initiatives will necessarily reduce its workload. Nor should the increase in Programme contracts result in the exclusion of small NGDOs. 

The EC will have to be very transparent about selection procedures and will have to be prepared to put in a lot of work in developing partnership and dialogue with civil society for this to be effective.

There is a general concern that the proposal to focus on larger-scale programmes will limit the possibility for small and medium NGDOs to access the new financial instruments. This will undermine the EC’s efforts to support a diverse and vibrant civil society in both North and South. The small NGDOs with their small-scale projects and programmes are an indispensable part of development work and in many instances form the backbone and platform one can build upon. The EC will therefore have to ensure that appropriate resources continue to be made available for small-scale pilot projects or innovative actions. 

The proposed solution for improving the modalities (increasing the size of actions) is, in our view, difficult to reconcile with the idea of reaching the poorest of the poor directly.

There does not seem to be any consideration of mechanisms to allow NGDOs to contribute to the process of the revision of modalities. Some NGDOs have more than 30 years experience with programmes and projects in the field and could potentially provide valuable input to the EC in this respect.

We strongly support the principle of increasing partnership amongst civil society actors, whether in the EU or between North and South. Improved partnership amongst civil society actors in the North and in the South will help each become more effective and lead to a greater overall impact for the global movement against poverty. However, we would like to point out that the practical difficulties of working in partnership in terms of identifying common priorities, and projects, and ultimately in ensuring the most effective project implementation and management should not be overlooked especially when there are several partners involved over a number of countries. Improved dialogue with implementing partners about the ongoing projects and related future needs will contribute to a greater sense of partnership between civil society actors and the European Commission.

Recommendations from NGDOs

· Rationalisation should focus on the rationalisation of the processes of funding and simplification of the procedures, rather than the limitation of the number of budget lines.

· The EC should work out more convincing, feasible and transparent selection procedures and be prepared to put in a lot of work in developing partnership and dialogue with civil society, where many have experience of many years in development work at grassroots level.

· The EC should create mechanisms for civil society actors to be part of programming (see also the chapter on programming).

· The EC should set appropriate, clear and measurable criteria to be able to evaluate the impact, and focus the reporting on results and impact.

· The EC should ensure that appropriate resources continue to be made available for small-scale pilot projects or innovative actions. 

· The EC should be open to suggestions made by NGOs on actions to improve the efficiency and fairness of the selection process, for example: 

· Signing of framework agreements with eligible NGOs (this can be done for each specific budget line category or on a broader level)

· Considering alternatives to the Call for Proposal such as Calls for Expression of Interest

· More substantial and systematic feedback on project selection, can also contribute to improving quality and appropriateness of project submissions in the future. 

· The required reports should focus more on the impact of the project on poverty reduction 
Olivia Lind , SAVE THE CHILDREN

Joanna Maycock, ACTION AID ALLIANCE

Gaelle Nizery, CARE International
Karine Sohet , APRODEV 
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� 	Summary note “On the rationalisation of certain financial instruments of development policy”, Innovation Unit, EuropeAid, European Commission, 17 July 2002  


�  See: 	EC Power point presentation “rationalisation of thematic financial Instruments” 


	List of questions for clarification from NGOs to the European Commission 





Rationalisation of thematic budget lines Summary of the meeting of 6 September 2002





� Such evaluations exist for the majority of themes and/or thematic lines concerned. Most recent examples include democracy and human rights, decentralised cooperation, NGO co-financing, food security, the fight against drugs, uprooted people in Asia and Latin America and an evaluation of the EU action on gender is planned in 2002. A recent evaluation of EU support in the sector of education is also very instructive in terms of integration of crosscutting issues such as gender.





� To our knowledge, such networks exist for: Budgetary support / Sector approach in health / Education and training / Good governance, rule of law / Trade an development / Private sector / Information society / Social funds, social protection / Rural development / Transport.  


� 	Sectoral breakdown of 9th EDF resources programmed in draft CSPs for ACP Countries, table produced by DG DevA1


� European Commission (February 2002) “Assessment of Country Strategy Papers with Reference to Gender”
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