Template letter from the Cotonou Working Group (aid)

13 September 2006

Dear Madam / Sir 

Re: Whose governance?

We are writing in advance of the discussions in the Council on the Commission’s new governance communication in order to highlight the concerns of European Union civil society. 

Please find attached, Whose Governance?, which raised our key concerns in relation to the consultation process launched in June, but unfortunately remains valid in the context of the new communication, as the superficial attempts to address the issues at the level of policy discussion in the communication are not evident in the proposed implementation strategies. 

In particular we would like to draw your attention to the following issues:

· Process: Poor consultation with key stakeholders

The lack of meaningful consultation and participation by stakeholders in the development of the communication, particularly European and Southern civil society, as a result of the circulation of the issues paper during a period generally reserved for summer holidays, coupled with the integration of the Commission’s governance proposals into the 10th EDF programming processes before the consultation process had even been initiated, has led to the marginalisation of civil society in the process and thus contradicts one of the core principles of governance.

· Conditionality and imposed definitions of good governance 

While the governance profile incorporates criteria developed within the African Peer Review Mechanism, and the communication employs the language of ownership and dialogue in place of conditionality, the linking of good performance against the governance profile with aid allocations is a de facto form of conditionality which could result in lip service being paid rather than real ownership of a good governance agenda. There is also a clear intention to impose conditionalities on the basis of compliance by partner countries with EU policies on issues such as migration, which is not a governance issue.

· Accountability to citizens

Good governance demands accountability of governments to their citizens, including the  most marginalised and vulnerable sections of the community. It also requires that states respect, protect and fulfil all human rights of all persons within their territories. It is therefore particularly worrying that although the European Consensus on Development guarantees the inclusion of a gender component in all EU external policies and practices, this element is missing from the communication. Nor does the communication include an enhanced notion of participation of individuals in society (political, civil and social citizenship) or strategies for empowerment. The communication does not mention the notion of social audit to ensure that resources are channelled to meet the needs of the poor majority and not the rich few in society.

· Donor coordination and harmonisation

We are also concerned about the process of coordination and harmonisation. Key in that debate is that any new profiles should be based on national and partner led plans. Furthermore, the communication suggests that Member States can use the governance profile in their bilateral relations with ACP countries. This can only be an option if  Member States have been consulted throughout the process both in Brussels and in the different countries where they have a presence. We understand that this has not been the case and urge those Member States with concerns to raise their voices. In addition we are concerned that this initiative might come on top of initiatives already in existence in different countries. So instead of rationalisation of the different instruments and initiatives, developing countries will be confronted again with a new instrument. This might result in an additional burden on existing administrative processes.

We, therefore, call on the different working group members in COREPER to include the following key questions in their discussions with the European Commission on governance: 

1. Does the Commission believe that all the key stakeholders have had sufficient opportunity to contribute meaningfully to the development of the EC’s policy on governance? To what extent was there participation of civil society organisations in the South?

2. To what extent were the proposed indicators in the governance profile discussed with partner governments and the people affected? How will these lead to a strengthening of institutions and parliamentary structures so that genuine accountability in Europe and in the South can be established? How will these lead to increased participation of all individuals in society (civil, political and social citizenship) and to their empowerment?

3. How can the Commission justify the fact that debate on governance was launched at a time when the programming exercise in some countries has already reached the stage of production of a draft Country Strategy Paper? And the focus on governance in the 10th EDF programming exercise seems almost developed?

4. Shouldn’t progress on governance be assessed on the basis of self-defined indicators rather than those set out for partner countries in the governance profile?

5. Will the indicators proposed in the governance profile be used as determining factors for financial allocation, thus functioning as sanction mechanisms? And how will this be stipulated in the implementation and financial regulations that are in the process of being drafted? 

As we have previously stressed, both European and Southern civil society actors welcome further meaningful debate on governance. We hope that you will be able to elicit a response from the Commission to these concerns.

Yours faithfully

The Cotonou Working Group (Aid)

