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1. Background

BOND (British Overseas NGOs for Development) is the UK's broadest network of voluntary organisations working in international development. BOND was founded in 1993 and has over 300 members. BOND aims to improve the UK's contribution to international development by promoting the exchange of experience, ideas and information amongst BOND members between networks of NGOs in the UK and internationally, with the UK Government, and between BOND members and other UK bodies with an interest in international development.

This submission has been prepared by the BOND European Policy Group, a working group of BOND members set up to develop advocacy and policy initiatives on EU development policy issues, together with other BOND working groups and BOND members and with partner networks including the UK Aid Network, the Trade Justice Movement, the Bretton Woods Project and Connections for Development. 

2. Overview

BOND welcomes the opportunity to contribute to this consultation on the DFID Institutional Strategy Paper (ISP) for Europe. With EU countries providing over half of all development aid and forming the world's largest trading bloc, the EU is pivotal to efforts for more and better aid, the resolution of debt problems, trade justice, strong policy coherence and in making significant progress towards climate justice, respect for human rights, global public accountability and human security. 

We hope that the ISP will be the beginning of a new process of cooperation between DFID and civil society organisations on DFID plans to work with the EU in the next three years. We would urge that the dialogue between DFID and NGOs continue beyond the level of principle by having an open discussion in the future about the Strategy Implementation Plan. 

3. BOND response to the consultation 

We welcome the fact that the draft ISP contains a commitment to work with the EU to achieve a stronger EU voice for development, a Development Commissioner with responsibility for relations with African, Caribbean, Pacific, Asian and Latin American countries, and stronger and more effective EU Delegations.

Building on what has been achieved to date BOND urges DFID to work together with the European Commission, the European Parliament and other Member States for a stronger contribution by the EU to promoting equitable and sustainable development which promotes gender equality, democratic, transparent and accountable governance and a strong and vibrant civil society in partner countries, all of which are central to reducing poverty, enhancing social inclusion and achieving the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs).

We urge the UK, as an influential Member State with a known commitment to sustainable development, to take a leadership role among Member States to ensure that Policy Coherence for Development is implemented as a genuine commitment, and not subsumed to other interests and policies such as security. The draft ISP contains a number of policies where Policy Coherence for Development appears to be inadequately incorporated, and this causes us concern. We have a number of comments on specific sections of the document that are listed below. 
3.1 Responses to specific areas 
‘DFID and the EU: A Partnership based on Principles’
The role of civil society

The idea of a vibrant civil society driven by local initiative, channelling social and political forces in an expression of collective agency should permeate the ISP. Regrettably, this role of civil society in both the EU and in partner countries is largely ignored in the draft. It merely acknowledges (in a single box shared with the European Parliament) the role of UK and European civil society in advocacy and as watch-dogs over national development policies and strategies. This is not sufficient.

The ISP needs to reflect the expectations of and opportunities for civil society in development and reflect how civil society plays a role in a changing global environment dominated by integrated markets and powerful security agendas. 

The concept of civil society speaks to the values of participation, accountability, and citizenship that enable beneficiaries to claim ownership of development processes. We know that these are important to DFID: the ISP must clearly reflect this.

References to accountability to and working with civil society partners (page 9) are unclear and seem somewhat tokenistic – the ISP should be explicit as to the concrete measures DFID will take to ensure effective dialogue with UK civil society and civil society in other EU Member States. 

Increased country ownership including through the increased use of general budget support requires increased and sustained investment in capacity building of civil society, to promote their involvement in setting national budget spending priorities and hold their governments to account. The professional development of civil society is a pressing structural need which must not be taken for granted and requires strategic investment.

DFID and the EU: Priorities

A. ‘Wider Policies for Development: Ensure that development policy objectives are fully taken into account in other EU policies such as governance, climate change, peace and security, trade and migration’.

A1 Proposed new section 

Promote democratic governance, vibrant civil society and inclusive citizen-state engagement 

The EU has a major leadership role to play in promoting democratic governance.  The EC’s 2006 communication on ‘Governance in the European Consensus on Development – Towards a harmonised approach within the European Union’  advocates a more comprehensive approach to governance including recognising the importance of citizen-state accountability and engaging with the most socially excluded women and men.  Good democratic governance is vital to equitable and sustainable development, poverty eradication and to achieving the MDGs and making aid effective. 

Building of accountable and democratic governance and increasing citizen’s influence in decision-makings a key challenge for many developing countries.  Supporting mechanisms to build and strengthen government accountability to its citizens is the most sustainable way to ensure partner country ownership. If the EU wants to see more democratic and legitimate governments and policies in partner countries, it should recognise that civil society has a key role to play. 

DFID should commit to work with the Commission and Member States to:

· Ensure that governance programmes are planned jointly with partner country governments and civil society and that new forms of aid, such as direct budget support, foster genuine partner country government and citizen ownership. 

· Ensure that sufficient attention is paid to the demand-side of governance by strengthening civil society to become full participants in the process of building democratic governance and ensure that the rights of women and excluded communities are addressed in all aspects of the governance interventions and that proper guidelines are set to collect qualitative gender disaggregated data that will contribute to sustainable governance action plans and implementation.

· Ensure adequate governance expertise within the Commission and Delegations.

· Work with the EC to deepen policy coherence to ensure that governance, democracy, gender equality and human rights concerns are mainstreamed through other policies such as climate change, peace and security, trade, migration and foreign policy.

· Encourage the EC to improve its own governance and accountability by opening up its own policy processes for scrutiny by partner country governments and civil society in Europe and from the South.

A2 ‘Prevent dangerous climate change and minimise its impact on developing countries’ 

The position expressed in the draft ISP is vague and lacking in details; this undermines its effectiveness and accountability. The main focus of the draft ISP is on inadequate and inequitable plans and market-based mechanisms to cost-effectively address the climate crisis. The draft does not emphasise the fact that the EU can and should leverage the global position that it has in relation to climate change. 

The UK must take all possible steps to take the lead among EU Member States to ensure that the EU takes a strong leadership role by ensuring equity and preserving the right to dignified and sustainable levels of comparable development of poorer countries. DFID should commit to work with the Commission and other EU Member States to: 

· Significantly strengthen and deliver on climate commitments by (1) committing to domestic cuts in emissions of at least 30 per cent by 2020 and in excess of 80 per cent by 2050 compared to 1990 levels of emission and (2) paying for a similar level of emissions reductions in developing countries through an international mechanism based on clear equity principles as elaborated in the Bali Action Plan. 

· Investigate the establishment of a significantly strengthened global carbon market to promote low carbon technologies in developing countries while bearing in mind that markets are not the only solution, and show by example that the transition to low carbon can drive competitiveness.

· Provide finance, capacity development and technology to enable clean development in developing countries, so that they can contribute to addressing climate change.

· The draft ISP states that in addition to supporting vulnerable and developing countries to develop climate resilient development plans and programmes, DFID will also ‘press for significant additional finance for national planning and delivery to help countries adapt to climate change’. Those finances should be additional to existing commitments, and not be counted in annual reporting on the commitment to give 0.7% of GNI as ODA . 
· Additional financing for climate resilience and adaptation for low income and least developed countries should be in the form of full-cost-grants not loans and such financing should be strongly coordinated with the mechanism developed under the convention, with an emphasis on transparency, efficiency, and equity, and should incorporate governance shared equitably between developed and developing countries. 

Additional comments:

· No mention is made of the revenue that will be raised from auctioning allocations under the EU Emissions Trading Scheme, which present a strategic opportunity for DFID engagement to ensure that such revenues support enhanced mitigation actions in developing countries as well as Less Developed Countries and SIDS adapt to climate change. 

· No mention is made of the necessity of establishing fund-based mechanisms geared at reducing emissions from deforestation, which was given considerable attention by the EU and DFID in Bali in December 2007. 

· Finally, if DFID is to be accountable for the position expressed in the document, it must state what position the UK will press the EU to take in the post 2012 global agreement. 

A3 ‘Ensure that measures to promote peace and security, also promote poverty reduction and sustainable development’ 

We welcome the draft ISP's attention to promoting better linkages between conflict prevention and development programming in the EU's work through joined-up policy making, better use of conflict analysis and assessments and increasing the conflict-sensitivity of development programmes. We strongly support the emphasis on conflict prevention in this respect. 

However, we wish to stress the following points in order to ensure the effective achievement of these objectives:

· Long term conflict prevention and conflict-sensitive approaches to development should not be restricted to situations of fragility. DFID should then encourage the EU institutions to include conflict prevention as a cross-cutting issue at the strategic planning, programming and implementation phases towards all development partnerships.

· The implementation of recently agreed strategic frameworks (Council conclusions on situations of fragility and on security development, the EU-Africa joint strategy, the Council Conclusions on a Policy Framework for Security sector reform, the UN Security Council Resolution 1325 for women’s rights and UN Security Council Resolution 1612 on children’s rights) should take into account the communities’ security needs and concerns. DFID should then promote more systematic collaborations between the EU institutions, member states and Civil Society Organisations to ensure that these frameworks effectively assess and respond to those needs and concerns.
· Broader issues such as the wide scale involvement of civil society, strengthened links between civil society and civil institutions, respect for the humanitarian space and strategic links between humanitarian aid and development, should also be part of an ongoing discussion with the European Union. 

· Ensuring better linkages between the EU's security and development priorities will require the UK Government act coherently in promoting this goal. This will require all parts of DFID, particularly country offices, and other Government departments, particularly FCO and DFID, to consistently promote this goal in Brussels and elsewhere. We hope this new ISP can be the catalyst for this.
· DFID should put pressure on other EU Member States to adopt the EU Code of Conduct on Arms Transfers as a Common Position, to make it legally-binding upon all EU countries and for the EU to focus on the impact on sustainable development as a criterion in judging whether or not an arms transfer should be authorised. 

· DFID should work with the other EU Member States to fund a new EU instrument (or substantially increased Instrument for Stability) to support the African Union’s peace and security work, and similar programmes of national governments of the global South (including security sector reform; disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration etc). This should be additional to the African Peace Facility and all EU development and humanitarian spending, so that these budgets are not used to fund peace support operations.
A4 ‘Better trading opportunities for developing countries’
DFID remains clearly convinced that developing countries will benefit from more open markets. This strategy is flawed. At the World Trade Organisation (WTO), developing countries have rejected the aggressive trade liberalisation demands of rich nations, including the UK. Many ACP countries have not signed EPAs because of development concerns; many of those that did sign, did so under threat of loss of trade preferences. The UK should take a lead among EU Member States in challenging the Commission on its aggressive liberalisation agenda, which pays scant regard to ACP development objectives and regional integration plans, and support an urgent, fundamental, review of EU trade policy, including its approach to the EPAs negotiations, so that it delivers sustainable development and respects developing countries’ right to determine their own development path. Aid for trade should be new money, country-driven and untied.
Global Europe

The draft ISP makes no reference to the EU’s Global Europe strategy. This is a very serious omission. Its primary goal is to secure greater market access for EU companies in third markets. It involves the EC pushing aggressive and ambitious Free Trade Agreements with a number of nations and trade blocs within developing countries which go well beyond commitments at the WTO.  This could cause loss of jobs and livelihoods and create greater inequality and insecurity rather than lifting millions of people out of poverty as claimed. DFID should publicly acknowledge the flaws in this strategy and take a stand against them.

Coherence

Much is made in the paper of the importance of the EU’s principle of Policy Coherence for Development, but the stated policies are contradictory and DFID needs to address this. For example, further trade liberalisation, as DFID advocates, is likely to worsen the global food crisis. Agricultural trade deregulation reduces social safety nets such as subsidies in developing countries. Foreign bank presence following financial liberalisation leads to less credit for small businesses and rural communities. CAP reform to end dumping of agricultural goods and support environmentally and socially sustainable agriculture is vital to tackle the food crisis. DFID must be explicit about how it proposes to reconcile its push for increased trade and its commitment to climate change mitigation.
Transparency and Accountability

The Commission has exclusive competence on trade policy, and negotiations are often conducted in secrecy and lack transparency. Without greater transparency and ability to scrutinise policy processes, coherence with development objectives is being de-prioritised. DFID must commit to ensuring greater transparency, including the de-restricting of access to C133 and Council documents.

The Lisbon Treaty will extend the Commission’s competence to cover additional trade issues such as investment, IP and further aspects of trade in services. The Treaty proposals for new legislative powers for the European Parliament on trade policy are welcome, but not sufficient to ensure full accountability and transparency.

A5 Proposed new section 
Promote gender equality and women’s rights in all EU development cooperation, trade and political relations

The EU has a major leadership role to play in promoting gender equality and women’s empowerment.  The European Consensus on Development states that the ‘promotion of gender equality and women’s rights is not only crucial in itself but is a fundamental human right and a question of social justice, as well as being instrumental in achieving all the MDGs and in implementing the Beijing Platform for Action, the Cairo Programme of Action and the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women’.  The Consensus promises that the EU ‘will include a strong gender component in all its policies and practices in its relations with developing countries’. In its Gender Equality Action Plan, DFID is committed to working for gender equality and women’s empowerment; likewise other Member States, the ISP should align with the Action Plan.  A strong statement on gender equality and women’s rights in the ISP would demonstrate DFID’s commitment and encourage the Commission and other Member States to take action.

DFID should work with the Commission and Member States to:

· Ensure that sufficient resources are allocated to implement the EU’s policy commitment, firstly, to ‘increase the efficiency of gender mainstreaming’ in political dialogue, development co-operation and institutional capacity building, and secondly, ‘to refocus specific actions for women’s empowerment in partner countries’ – a twin-track approach (stated objectives in the Consensus) and to promote ownership of development co-operative initiatives by ‘women beneficiaries themselves’ through the involvement of CSOs and community based organisations advocating gender equality.   In order for the Paris Principles of aid effectiveness to succeed, particularly with regards to MDGs 3 and 5, it is vital that strong steps are taken to support and encourage partner governments to allocate adequate resources for programmes supportive of women’s empowerment and other rights agendas. DFID’s ISP should be explicit regarding DFID’s capacity to influence the EU in fulfilling this role, for example by supporting European Commission efforts in using MDG 3 and 5 indicators in MDG contracting.

· To broaden and deepen its analysis of gender inequality and inequity to respond fully to the political nature of this policy commitment and to include gender analysis in all policy and practice in its relations with partner countries.  

· To increase its gender expertise capacity in Brussels and in the Delegations and strengthen accountability mechanisms to ensure staff implement agreed policy.

· To fully integrate gender analysis in all financial mechanisms, assessment tools and in monitoring and evaluation, and in actions on policy coherence.

A6 ‘Maximise the benefits of migration for development and minimise its negative effects’
· Development funding should not be used for the purposes of controlling migration into the EU nor be contingent on co-operation with EU migration policy.  Allocating funds to countries of transit and origin for the purposes of controlling migration into the EU does not contribute at all to solving the root causes of poverty, inequality, human rights abuse and conflict, and therefore should not be considered as development aid. The EU should do more to address the root causes of forced migration. 
· It is essential that the EU and the UK in particular make it easier for so-called illegal migrants to become legal. 
· Britain should put pressure on other EU Member States like France to think more favourably towards those countries who because of past situations have not managed to (or been prevented from) keep pace with economic progression.
· Britain and France could lead the way in showing to other EU countries the benefits of migration.

B. ‘More and Better Aid: Improve the quality and quantity of the EU’s development and humanitarian assistance, including through reforms and capacity building’.

‘B1 Ensure more funds for development’
We welcome the EU commitments on aid volumes to deliver 0.56% by 2010 and  0.7% by 2015, but we also demand that  these commitments should not count debt relief  in the meeting of these targets . Moreover DFID should work with the EU Member States to ensure that steady increases in their aid budget allow them to reach the targets by the agreed deadlines.

B2 ‘Improve the poverty focus and impact on EC aid, in both Low and Middle Income Countries’ 

Significant amounts of EU aid still do not go to low-income countries and fragile states in particular are missing out. DFID needs to facilitate a move toward needs-based aid allocation. In addition, DFID needs to ensure that aid is going towards poverty reducing expenditures, to poorer provinces, to tackling vulnerability etc. Also affecting the impact on poverty reduction is inequality. The UK's work on pro-poor growth and poverty analysis is not well reflected in EU policy: DFID needs to push the EU to consider how to tackle the challenges that the very poorest groups (lowest quintile or poorest 20%) face. 

DFID should encourage the European Commission to increase the proportion of its assistance to low income countries to 70%, to focus more on sustainable and equitable development and poverty reduction in middle income countries and to push for better quality Community Aid which better integrates important cross-cutting issues, including women’s rights and gender equality, democratic governance and a vibrant civil society, human rights, children’s rights, disability, conflict sensitivity, environmental sustainability and the fight against HIV /AIDS.

DFID should encourage the Commission to fulfill the EC’s poverty reduction objectives by demonstrating clearly the impact of its work on poor women and men and on the most vulnerable, in part through disaggregated monitoring of disbursements by country and by sector, as well as monitoring disaggregated impact data by gender, children, and people with HIV and AIDS.
B3 ‘Work collectively with the European Commission and other Member States to increase the effectiveness of aid’
In the EU Consensus on Development, the EC has set ambitious targets on aid effectiveness on predictability, better coordination and alignment of aid. DFID should work with the European Commission and other Member States to implement and monitor these commitments.

· Predictability of aid flows is necessary to allow national governments to plan and implement development and poverty reduction strategies. Greater stability should be ensured in aid flows, including budget support to mitigate against disruptions to key development sectors. We welcome DFID support to the ‘ MDG contract ‘ as a mean to enable government to plan long-term. However it  needs to be supported by all member states.  Predictability of aid also needs to be delivered across all EU member state aid, in line with 2005 commitments. 

· In promoting the importance of leadership with partner country DFID should work with the EC to ensure democratic ownership of development processes by including CSOs and the most marginalised groups
· To achieve a better division of labour between Member States, the Commission and other development partners which is led by the partner country, including through the EU Code of Conduct agreed in May 2007, DFID should push for EU donors to work in a limited number of sectors and methods and ensure in-country, cross-country and cross-sector complementarity. 

· DFID should work with the EC to make the transparency and accountability of EC and EU MSs’ aid a top priority.

· Some EU Member States, eg Italy and Spain, continue to tie high levels of aid, including to less-developed countries. The UK, having untied all aid, must call on the EU and all Member States to follow suit.

· DFID should promote the use of an appropriate range of aid modalities (general budget support, sector budget support, project aid etc) based on individual country contexts and specific challenges faced by partner countries.  DFID should also ensure that through the use of budget support by the EC and EU donors the role of civil society organisations will not be undermined. 
· DFID needs to support the implementation of EC’s new strategy on Technical Assistance and ensure that EC Technical Cooperation is  demand driven  and country led.

Proposed new section: Health, Disability,  Children’s rights and Youth 
We suggest that the following  paragraphs are incorporated into  to section B1 of the draft ISP (page 16) in the ’Ensure more funds for development’ section  after the following point: ‘Promote long-term financing of basic services such as health, education and water-supply and sanitation’.

Health 

There should be a much stronger focus on global health in the ISP given that the document is intended to achieve political leverage for development with a focus on the MDGs and three of the MDGs are specifically health related. Moreover, DFID is one of the key partners and advocates for the International Health Partnership and Related Initiatives (IHP+) and the UK is leading on health in the commitment made by the EU in the European Consensus for Development and this should be reflected in the ISP. The ISP should take into account and coordinate with other DFID policy documents, including the UK AIDS Strategy for 2008-2015.
DFID should pressure that the European Commission achieves the benchmark of 20 % of its allocated assistance under country programs covered by the Development cooperation Instrument of the EU budget, to be dedicated, by 2009, “to basic and secondary education and basic health". 

DFID’s consultation mentions the need for debate on the EU’s contribution to achieving the MDGs and how action can be accelerated. We wish to stress that the EU will not be able to take the lead with an ambitious contribution without giving health a high priority. The MDGs provide a vision for development in which health is at the centre. Three of the eight goals (MDG 4, 5 & 6), six of the 21 targets, and 18 of the 58 indicators relate directly to health. Health is also an important contributor to several other goals such as poverty and education.  Actions to improve health are key to the global effort to reduce poverty and meet the MDGs. Given this interconnection we would argue that the EU should not only make a priority of meeting the UN target of 0.7% by 2015 but allocate a fixed proportion of that to global health.

The huge funding gap for global health should be addressed, as inequities still exist within and between countries and there is a need for greater investment. Health should not be viewed as a mere consumer of resources but a producer of economic gains, central to achieving poverty reduction and greater socio-economic development. The significant rise in EU aid overall should be reflected in increases in spending on health in developing countries in the EU budget to contribute to closing the global health financing gap.
Disability 

The lack of recognition of disability in development has been cited as one of the main barriers to the achievement of the MDGs. DFID is a leader among the donor community in mainstreaming disability within development practice and has committed through the How to Note to ‘put disability at the very heart of what we do’. The MDGs and their achievement are directly linked to women, men and children with disabilities in countries where the issues addressed in the Goals are most pronounced as the majority of disabled persons also live in poverty.  

However, it is discouraging to see that the draft ISP does not include any specific mention of equity and rights for disabled men, women and children.  

We ask that:

· Disability should be included as a cross cutting issue in sections B1 & B2 of the ISP (and in wider development policy). Recognition should be given to the fact that the MDGs will not be achieved without a concerted emphasis on disabled persons.  

· DFID should ensure the ISP includes recognition of the various agreements, policies, practice papers and conventions it has signed and committed to.
 It is important that these commitments are included in EU policy in the coming years to maintain consistency and ensure that DFID and the EU are honouring the pledges they have made.

· In order for DFID to implement the commitments it sets out in its ‘How to Note’, DFID should work with EU Delegations to raise awareness of disability and mainstream disability across all European development cooperation programmes.  
Children’s rights
The EU has made a good start towards the promotion and protection of the rights of the child. Child Rights are defined in Article 101 of the European Consensus on Development as a cross-cutting issue. The UN Convention on the Right of the Child (UNCRC) is cited in the Lisbon Treaty. The Commission has also addressed children’s rights in various communications.

· The ISP should mention Child Rights in the list of cross-cutting issues, and provide concrete actions to address the promotion and protection of child rights in its own programming as well as enhancing the EU’s promotion and protection of child rights. 

· DFID should encourage the EU to address Child Rights, by referring to the UNCRC and the Lisbon Treaty, by mainstreaming the issue throughout all other issues, and ensuring Policy Coherence in light of Child Rights.

· As part of the Children’s Rights Strategy process this year, DFID should encourage the EC to publish a green paper and launch a proper consultation process. 

DFID should also call on the EU to prioritise nutrition, specifically using the new resources committed to development assistance to speed up progress to MDG1 and to immediately start reporting against the internationally agreed indicator on nutrition. They should also use nutrition indicators to report progress in food security, safety nets, social protection, governance, water and sanitation and health. Also on the issue of nutrition, the EU should support the UN Standing Committee on nutrition to promote better co-ordination among UN agencies and hold them to account on efforts to tackle malnutrition. In addition, the European Commission food aid policy should be reformed to ensure that resources can be used flexibly in the form of direct cash assistance to tackle food insecurity and malnutrition.

DFID should also ensure that education, with basic, primary education as the priority, is adequately funded by the EU. The EC must include education in its mid-term reviews of CSPs and actually translate that into a commitment to fund primary education. This funding should be equitable with at least 50% of new basic education commitments going to conflict-affected fragile states and should be at least in line with the levels of support given to education in other low-income countries. The EU should also include education in their humanitarian policies and responses.

Youth

In order to meet MDG Target 16 to generate new ‘decent work for youth,’ DFID must encourage DG Development to review its policies that relate to the majority of South country populations who are under 25. As DFID has, DG Development must set up a working group to seek the most effective ways to implement the instruction of the World Bank’s World Development Report “Now is the most important time to invest in youth...”. Like DFID also, DG Development must be encouraged to implement a mapping study to see where its current investments in the youth sector are going – and how effective those investments are and, equally important, how effectively DG Development’s policies and officers engage with young people themselves in the countries where they work. As a matter of priority, DFID must encourage DG Development to appoint a staff officer to lead on youth sectoral issues within DG Development and build up expertise on how to engage with, and use young people as an effective asset in the implementation of their programmes. 


B4 Further reform of EU development institutions, finances and systems

The Lisbon Treaty and the EU Budget

BOND welcomes the fact that the ISP highlights the importance of the Lisbon Treaty and its opportunities for development. The Treaty’s proposed legal framework for development policy with poverty eradication at its heart, and the legally enshrined principle of the coherence of EU policies with development objectives are very positive steps in the right direction. However, ratification of the Lisbon Treaty in itself will not be sufficient to ensure that the EU’s cooperation with developing countries is primarily motivated by its development policy. It is vital that these laudable principles are translated into effective institutional structures, which will ensure a positive outcome for development.
DFID and the rest of the UK Government should use their political leverage and work with other EU Member States and with the European Commission to ensure that as a result of the institutional reforms:
· There is a dedicated administrative structure responsible for EU development policy and its implementation in all developing countries that has a clear focus on development objectives and sufficient capacity. Development Cooperation and Humanitarian Aid should be on equal footing with the CFSP (Common Foreign and Security Policy) within the rest of the Treaty.
· There is a Commissioner for Development who is on equal footing with the High Representative and is in a position to promote the interest of EU development policy within the College and towards the Council.
· The new European External Action Service EU Delegations include development professionals as well as trade professionals and diplomats working on foreign policy. Development officials within the Delegations should report directly to the Commissioner for Development.

· The structure of the future budget of the EU is consistent with the Lisbon Treaty and provides the means to translate European values and principles into effective action and to contribute to the reduction of poverty and inequality. 
The European Investment Bank 
It is a source of profound concern to NGOs that while DFID has paid varying degrees of attention to the numerous sectoral issues raised in the ISP, it has paid so little attention to the mechanism by which it foresees funds being disbursed: the European Investment Bank (EIB). For one, the status of the EIB within the department itself is worryingly low: only two DFID staff are assigned to cover the entire institution.

The EIB is simply not an institution designed for the de facto development function it is rapidly taking on. It was originally intended to operate in the poorer parts of the EU, and thus is the only IFI that has no binding environmental and social standards. It claims to adhere to EU law, but outside the EU all those constrains are a vague and largely hortatory series of pledges. Moreover, the Bank lacks both development experience and expertise, with its small sustainable development unit marginal in project appraisal. 

Although it is slowly reforming, the orientation of the institution is strongly towards profit-making banking rather than development. This is reflected in its anachronistic lending policies, which are overwhelmingly towards large-scale, private sector, big corporation lending. The EIB particularly favours the extractive industries, in particular oil and gas and mining; in 2006, the EIB lent over €350 mill to mining projects in Africa, and nothing whatsoever to health or education projects. 

There are equal concerns over accountability and governance. The EIB is also unique among IFIs in having no resident Board of Directors, its board, consisting of the finance ministers of the 27 member states plus a representative of the European Commission, meets ten times a year and approves an average of thirty projects a session—effectively rubber stamping whatever has made it through the EIB system. There is equally little oversight from the EC, while the EIB has consistently attempted to position itself as far outside the European court system as possible. The bank has no accountability mechanism or any independent evaluation. It is deeply opaque and unaccountable. 

B5 Increased effectiveness of EU humanitarian assistance in the context of international humanitarian system reform 
Humanitarian Policy

· Although there is a short section on humanitarian assistance within the current draft of the ISP this is not adequate to address this important area. A more thorough representation of the global reality of EU overseas aid work would include an analysis of humanitarian aid and response all the way through the document. 

· Even though peace and security and climate change are highlighted as two of the key policy areas for the future, no mention is made of humanitarian policy or aid. These are areas that cannot be effectively addressed without adequate concentration on key aspects of humanitarian assistance and response, such as preparedness, reconstruction and forging links to enable transition post conflict and/or disaster. 

· The use of the term ‘Development Commissioner’ where the post is the ‘Commissioner for Development and Humanitarian Aid’, is just one indicator in the document that humanitarian aid has not been sufficiently considered throughout the document. This is a missed opportunity on the part of DFID to try to influence the EU to make crucial links between the humanitarian response and development to ensure the most successful outcome in both areas of external relations.
· DFID should work with the European Commission to make sure that the EU humanitarian aid services and funds remain separate from other services and instruments, which are used to implement EU politically-driven external actions.
· The ISP section on humanitarian assistance must include a commitment to pressure the EU and European Commission to allocate greater humanitarian resources for women’s rights including sexual and reproductive health services in humanitarian emergencies.
· The ISP section on humanitarian assistance must include a commitment to push the EU and EC to appoint a staff officer to advance the inclusion of youth needs and the EU’s engagement with youth as an asset to its wider development policy.

4. Further Information

For any further information and/or clarification please contact:

Romina Vegro

EU Policy Officer

BOND (British Overseas NGOs for Development)

Regent’s Wharf

8 All Saints Street

London N1 9RL

Phone: 020 7520 0257

Email: rvegro@bond.org.uk










�    Including:


     How to note – DFID 2007


     UNCRPD – 2007


     UK DDA - 2006


     World Health Assembly Disability resolution - 2005


     Disability, poverty and development – DFID 2000
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