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The European Development Fund (EDF) is the main instrument for European Community aid for development cooperation in the Africa, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries. It is an extra-budgetary instrument funded by Member States. The 10th EDF goes from 2008 to 2013 and represents 22,6 billions euros. The Country and Region Strategy Papers (CSPs and RSPs) define the main priorities and orientations which will be supported and funded by the EDF in each country and region. A national indicative plan (NIP) and a regional indicative plan (RIP) is joined to each CSP and RSP.  These strategy papers are reviewed several times during each EDF cycle (annual review; mid-term review and final review). Civil society and parliaments are supposed to be fully involved in these reviews since the Cotonou Agreement lies on two fundamental principles: “equality of partners/ appropriation of development strategies and civil society participation”. 
1. Where do we stand in the 10th EDF mid-term review process?

Reminder of the objectives and of the process 

The mid-term review of CSPs has been in process since July 2009. The European Commission released guidelines for the review process which defined the scope of the review (these guidelines were only discussed by the EC and the EDF committee). According to the document, the Mid-Term Review process was supposed to be an opportunity to change strategies and adjust allocation according to changes in needs and performance criteria, in the light of the financial and economic crisis. The ACP States’ performance has been assessed according to 4 key dimensions: a. the governance situation; b. the economic situation; c. the poverty and social situation; d. the performance in the implementation of the European Commission’s cooperation.
Timeline of the process: incoherence and delay 
The EDF mid-term review began whereas the EDF implementation was hardly launched. The EC decided to move forward the mid-term review timetable because of the crisis, which shortened the time available for a qualitative consultation of the actors, especially civil society actors. Paradoxically, the final steps of the process have been delayed. It should have been concluded in Spring/Summer 2010 in order to enable disbursements in the second semester of 2010 to help partner countries cope with the crisis; however the final ratings of the mid-term review have only been released in February 2011, and new disbursements are still at halt due to the MDG initiative.  
Announcement and implementation of a “MDG initiative” 
During the UN MDG summit in New York in September 2010, Jose Manuel Barroso announced that 1 billion Euros would be allocated to ACP countries where progress on the MDGs is the lowest. This money will not be additional. It is funded by EDF reserves (envelope B) in the framework of the 10th EDF mid-term review.  At the end of 2010, the ACP governments where informed about the general terms of the initiative, specifying that 700 million EUR would be spent exclusively on MDGs 1c (malnutrition), 4 (child health) , 5 (maternal health) and 7a (water and sanitation), while 300 million EUR would be used to “top-up” the existing NIPs of the 19 “good performers” of the MTR of the EDF.
Reminder of the timing of the 10th EDF Mid-Term Review process
	July 2009
	Adoption of the MTR guidelines by the Commission.

	July -November 2010
	In country discussions involving the EC delegations, ACP governments and other actors.

	November 2009-March 2010
	Screening of ACP Country Strategy Papers by the EC headquarters in Brussels.

	April-May 2010
	Final adoption of the revised Country Strategy Papers and National Indicative Programmes by the EDF committee of EU Member States.

	 February 2011
	Release of final ratings of the MTR; however, the finalization of the MTR has been delayed due to  internal discussions in the EU and in the ACP states on the implementation of the MDG initiative

	March 2011
	Adoption of MDG initiative guidelines at EU headquarters and dissemination to ACP partners and EU delegations

	15 June 2011
	Deadline for ACP governments to submit concept notes to apply for additional funding under the EDF MDG initiative


       2.  Outcomes expected of the mid-term review
According to the EC representatives with whom CONCORD met, the mid-term review will not bring significant changes in the focal sectors in CSPs and NIPs. According to them, partner countries did not ask major changes and reorientations in the priorities. The 19 ACP countries that were rated “good performers in the MTR (Africa: Mauritius, Botswana, Malawi, Namibia, Burkina-Faso, Cape Verde, Rwanda, Sao Tome & Principe; Cook Islands, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Niue, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu; Carribean: Antigua & Barbuda, Jamaica) will accordingly receive a top-up of up to 20% of their existing NIPs.
3. Key concerns towards the mid-term review process

The Cotonou working group and its ACP partners are worried by the following situations. 

Civil society insufficiently involved and listened  

The Cotonou Agreement promotes principles of “ownership” and “partnership”. However, just as was the case for the programming of the 10th EDF, civil society has been, in most cases, excluded from an effective involvement in the Mid-Term review. Many civil society organisations from ACP countries have expressed their frustration about the absence and/ or the poor quality of the consultation process. In Burundi, for example, no consultation at all took place. In countries where consultation did take place CSOs deplored the lack of timely documentation about the consultation process which would have allowed CSOs to provide written contributions in advance.  In Benin, for example, CSOs were informed by email about a consultation workshop only one working day in advance and did not receive relevant information for the workshop. CSOs also questioned the use of their involvement.  In many instances, CSOs assess that their recommendations were not taken into account or that the workshops were more an information session where they did not have the space to influence the discussions. 
Some progress has been made in the sense that the EU delegations organised consultation workshops and invited some non-state actors (in Mali, Ethiopia, Benin, Burkina Faso…). In certain countries such as Cameroon, there has been recognition of progress towards a periodic consultation and dialogue with CSOs. However, the Mid-Term review, and, as preliminary feedback from the ACP partners shows, the implementation of the MDG initiative,  seem to have missed the opportunity to increase the transparency and ownership EC aid programming in accordance with the principles of the Cotonou Agreement. It has shown that EC delegations still need to make significant progress in the area of communication and transparency of information. The EC also has to progress to take more into account CSOs’ recommendations. Indeed, consulting is not enough, what is all the more important is a qualitative consultation which take into account CSOs’ concerns. 
Lack of transparency and of democratic ownership

The debate on the programming and implementation of European aid excludes the European Parliament, ACP national parliaments, local authorities and Civil Society. The ACP national parliaments were not enough involved in the 10th EDF mid-term review process. This lack of transparency leads to an opacity of decision and of the choices of CSPs’ priorities. Consequently, these priorities do not always correspond to the population’ needs. 

Lastly, the Cotonou working group and its ACP partners wonder how the MDG initiative will be implemented. What will be the criteria to allocate the funds? Will the ACP parliaments and the JPA be transparently informed and involved in the process? 

A mid-term review that did not allow a critical evaluation of the 10th EDF 
According to the Cotonou Working group and its ACP partners, the mid-term review should have allowed a critical evaluation of the 10th EDF and some changes in CSPs and NIPs should have been made. Indeed, some focal sectors in CSPs are questionable. For instance, we can observe a uniformity of CSPs’ priorities. Whereas governance, infrastructures, general budget support receive important amounts of money, social sectors are quite put aside. This partly reflects a tendency to impose aid priorities promoting the economic and geopolitical interests of some European Member States (struggle against terrorism, fight against illegal migration, huge infrastructures, promotion of EPAs…) For instance, governance is often a way to introduce European priorities (like fight against illegal migration in the case of Mali) through the new framework of dialogue put in place during the 10th EDF programming (setting up of governance profiles and of a mechanism of incentive tranche). Lastly, the tendency to systematically use general budget support is questionable for the accountability of ACP governments increasingly tends to be established with respect to the European donor country, rather than to ACP citizens. 
4. What role for the Joint Parliamentary Assembly?

The Joint Parliamentary Assembly is a useful political forum for European and ACP parliamentarians. It is a place to exchange views and information on the programming of EC aid and to deliver political and critical messages. The work of the JPA has allowed ACP parliamentarians to get access to Country Strategy Papers. It has also facilitated the participation of ACP and European civil society in the debate on the allocation of EC aid. The JPA now has the European Development Fund at the agenda of its plenary session on a regular basis. This can be an opportunity to deliver strong political messages to the EC, the European Union council, the ACP council and ACP secretariat during each JPA and to call on them for accountability on the EDF and proper use of it. The JPA should strengthen the democratic accountability of the EU’s cooperation with ACP countries in which the European Parliament and ACP Parliaments should have a central role.
5. Recommendations to the Joint Parliamentary Assembly

We call upon the JPA: 
· To remind the EC that the mid-term review was not satisfying in the sense that civil society and ACP national parliaments have not been fully involved in the process. The JPA should also question the delay of the mid-term review and ask for explanations. Lastly, the JPA should demand complete information from the EC on the choices made at the end the mid-term review process. This information should be provided to Parliaments and civil society. 
· To ask the EC to ensure a transparent implementation of the MDG initiative. The JPA should ask for precise and transparent criteria of allocation of funds after the submission of ACP proposals in June 2011, and for the involvement of parliaments and civil society in the decisions-making processes between governments and EU delegations. 
· To put pressure on the European Commission, the Council of the European Union, the ACP Council of ministers and the ACP secretariat so that the lessons learnt during the 10th EDF programming and mid-term review are taken into account and allow actual improvements in the following steps of the 10th EDF and in the next EDF programming. The following elements should always be guaranteed: 
· Strong and transparent processes allowing the JPA to monitor the different reviews of the EDF and full transparency through these processes (discussions at ACP level between the EU delegation and the Government, screening of revised strategy papers by the EC headquarters, discussions in EDF committee…)
· Adoption of CSPs and RSPs by the ACP parliaments and European parliament 
· Democratic ownership. ACP governments should, together with their national parliaments and their civil society, decide freely on EC aid focal sectors to their country.

· In order to meet the Millennium Development Goals, the European Union should ensure better quality of aid and ensure that this aid promotes gender equality and people’s rights to health, education, agricultureAdequate resources should be allocated to theses sectors. 
· The use of various aid mechanisms depending on the national context, as suggested by the European Court of Auditors in a recent report. Budget support should be used only when the circumstances allow including effective mechanisms for accountability to national parliaments and society. 
· The establishment of transparent and regular dialogue frameworks with all ACP countries in order to ensure the ongoing participation of parliamentarians and civil society actors on a permanent basis, in which exchange on the Mid-Term Review is a part.
For further information, please go http://www.concordeurope.org/    Tel +32 2 743 87 81
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