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Notes 

1   The EC Communication on the MFF, an initial analysis – Mikaela Gavas, Research Associate, ODI

See presentation 

2    The EC Communication on the MFF, DFID’s perspective – Dave Smith, Head of EU Financing Team, DFID

The UK Government has gone through a lengthy process to define a position on the MFF. The discussion started with the EU Budget review and now discussing strategy on MFF.
Level of contribution to the budget is going to be the main issue for the UK and other member states. They want to keep the budget at a flat level, same level of contribution of 2011 budget. The Commission’s Communication proposes in fact a 10% increase compared with 2011 budget.
On heading 4 DFID think the EC communication is a good starting point for discussion, especially on points like 0.7%, results, differentiation. 

DFID pushed for differentiation and for the Partnership Instrument which is likely to be part ODA and part not. 
DFID also interested in quality and efficiency of heading 4, EC making a lot of noise about it and the legislative proposal will say more.
The Neighbourhood is a changed animal this year and the focus will be on political conditionality 

We need to understand how the instruments will work in practice. We will need to see how flexibility will work, DFID in favour of flexibility but also in favour of predictability, they will need to negotiate with the Treasury on this.
Instruments not really going to change radically so the focus will be on quality, results and transparency.  

Q&A 

Questions:

· The Food Facility will stop, what will replace it? 

· What is the UK going to promote as results? Can you define results a bit better?

· Items outside the budget – can it mean less money? Political reasons? And how to make sure we maintain the level of budget 

Answers:
The EC is proposing that contingency lines sit outside the budget so that they don’t tie up the money if not spent and to increase flexibility. It doesn’t mean that those items will depend on voluntary contribution from the member states but that member states will have to disburse the money only if it’s needed. See also Importance of 4% margin.
See DFID Multilateral Aid Review for a definition of results – EDF marked up highly, but problem with not being able to show results. DFID also improving its ways of funding for more results – to show the public. 
Reserves for Crisis in Agricultural Sector instrument will replace the Food Facility 
Questions:
· What will be the politics between the institutions? Member states vs European Parliament? 

· What will be the discussion on budgetisation of the EDF?

Answers:

Many member states would agree on cutting the budget but then they will start horse trading 

New member states will push for an increase – Poland one of them but they have the presidency so they can’t bring forward their position
Biggest push will come with the European Parliament, and the Commission will align itself with the Parliament, while in the previous Financial Perspectives there was a lot of friction. 

Questions:
· Food facility underspending of CAP? 

· Civil protections – ECHO to take it on? With the risk that humanitarian aid will be given to EU Countries? 

· FTT – it looks like an internal European financial instrument and not to be used for development?
· How can we support DFID in the discussion with the rest of the UK Government to ask for more resources for development, given the UK position on the overall size of the budget?

· What is DFID’s position on budgetisation of the EDF?
Answers:
Food facility – big idea of the Commission but ministries of finances were not happy so had to come from savings within heading 4, so it never came from the CAP’s underspent 

ECHO and Civil Protection instrument: not really a risk because it’s in heading 4 so it cannot be used in the EU 

FTT don’t think will come through this year. Not seen details of FTT but don’t think it’s going to be for fighting global poverty 

UK Government internal politics: don’t think that would be an issue, there is overarching agreement on pushing down the budget but diverting more money to aid. It would be useful if civil society could lobby the Commission but not other UK Government departments 

3    Bond European Policy Group and CONCORD preparation work on the MFF – Romina Vegro, EU Policy Officer, Bond

The Bond European Policy Group and CONCORD have already started working on the MFF and have prepared a very useful background note and an initial position paper. 

Relationships have been established with the European Commission, the European Parliament and the Council, and with DFID in the UK. 

CONCORD is in the process to prepare an updated position paper which we can then use and adapt in the UK. 

For more information you can see:

· The European Commission’s Communication and related papers
· Bond initial analysis of the Communication in relation to EU development spending

· CONCORD’s press release following the EC Communication

· CONCORD’s background note and initial position paper.

· The Bond website for  more information.

4   Group discussion feedback 

What are our key points and priorities for the MFF process?

· Results focus, value for money: the EC Communication is not clear about what those really mean

· FTT: do we continue lobbying UK government on this? UK NGOs need to clarify this point

· Lack of PCD across the EC Communication, we need to push on that 

· Post MDGs, what commitments for post 2015?

· Climate finance 

· Public awareness work in the UK – supporters to target MEPs

· UK Gov: ensure that we hold them to account + reinforce/support them when we are in agreement 

· Different perspectives: policy and funding people 

· DFID not very advanced in their thinking 

· What is in and out of the budget, should we have a view on that?

· Mainstreaming / poverty reduction 

· Level of influence of the new EU delegations on Brussels? 

· Securitisation of aid 

· Increasing aid to the level that it is supposed to be at

· How do we deal with the UK Government position on the size of the overall budget?

· Protect 70bn increase to heading 4 

· Private sector – loss of poverty focus?

· ECHO should remain independent from budget 

· Rules for NGOs funding access / regulations

· Continuity across all disbursements – on funding to NGOs? 
