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Brussels, 20th March 2006

CONCORD Cotonou Working Group 

Subject : The European Union: global partner or global power?

Dear Sir, Dear Madam,

On 10 – 11th April, during GAERC, EU Ministers will discuss the harmonisation, coordination and effectiveness of development assistance. After 50 years of European development cooperation, it is indeed urgent that improved coordination is on the political agenda. Too often donors tend to burden local administrations with complex procedures and uncoordinated approaches. This leads to endless problems in terms of incoherence and ineffectiveness. 

Concord members have serious doubts as to whether the proposals recently tabled by the European Commission will strengthen partner-led Development in ACP countries. Instead of building and strengthening a meaningful, responsible partnership, the European Commission – as a global power – seems to increasingly place conditionalities upon partner countries that are closely related to its own trade, security and domestic agenda than to the principal objectives of its development policy, the eradication of poverty and the MDGs. The EC’s approach is characterized by a lack of  transparency, and closed processes that leave little place for in-depth consultation of partner governments and local Non State Actors.

Since the Common Programming Framework proposed by the European Commission will become a tool for future harmonisation and alignment of donor assistance, we would like to highlight some key concerns with regard to aid allocation and programming:

· In comparison to previous approaches, the impact of EC trade policy, EC Defence and Security policy and Justice and Home Affairs on aid decisions is even more present while genuine Development objectives that should be at the core of the framework are not given sufficient weight. A strong emphasis is put on economic restructuring, the opening of markets, governance, security and migration.  

· With regard to the process: it is clear that since the review of the Cotonou Agreement (2005), the political space for ACP administrations (NAO, technical ministries) has been reduced at both the level of policy dialogue and implementation. The Common Framework foresees a coordination role for the government and a role in policy dialogue, however space is limited for the assessment of past cooperation, the identification of performance criteria, the monitoring of results indicators (is this solely the role of donors?) and implementation. The same is true for non state actors. It seems that participation of non state actors is understood as participation in a one off event (seminar) or are “just mentioned” in the programming process. There seems to be no understanding at the level of the delegations of how to involve non states actors and support them in becoming “policy actors”.

· In the “document de travail” to the EDF Committee on the aid allocation criteria for the 10th European Development Fund (13/01/2006) the European Commission defines key criteria to allocate money to ACP countries. The logic of giving priority to EU trade, governance and security measures is translated into the planning of aid disbursements. 

· In addition to the usual criteria of need, performance criteria will be determinant in aid allocation and will have a significant influence on the final envelope that will be allocated to each ACP Country. Performance criteria do not only cover sound aid management and administration but will also include economic, political and social performance indicators (whereby the economic criteria are clearly spelled out in terms of investment climate, market opening, etc), the latter are left open for “assessment through dialogue”. Again the EC – and the EU in general – will be in a strong position to use aid allocation promises to influence recipient government policies and commitments. In combination with the downgraded role of the ACP governments in terms of policy and implementation a further top down approach – de-linked from local situations and the population’s rights and aspirations – can be foreseen.

· Past experiences show that EDF funds are not disbursed in line with programming, but at a much slower rate. The perverse effect of this mechanism is that funds are “left over” at the level of the delegations or in Brussels, more money is drained through so called “facilities” (where democratic control is limited) and – since the ‘use it or lose it’ principle (in terms of disbursements) is upheld, there is mounting pressure on the ACP countries to accept the performance criteria as defined by the EC.

We, the undersigned development organisations, urge the Members of the European Parliament and National Representatives in the ACP Working Party and the EDF Committee to raise these critical questions regarding the role and objectives of EU and EC Development Cooperation and to request further transparency and openness from the European Commission by making public its proposals on aid allocation criteria and aid programming so that these may be subject to dialogue with concerned actors and recipients.
For the members of the Cotonou Working Group
, 

Yours sincerely,
Rein Antonissen

Convenor Concord Cotonou Working Group 
� The Concord Cotonou Working Group informs individuals and organisations on EU - ACP and focuses on aid, programming and participation of civil society. The group works on the implementation of the Cotonou agreement, the EU-ACP trade (negotiations of the Economic Partnership Agreements) and the civil society participation in ACP-EU co-operation. 








