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2007 EU REPORT ON POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT (PCD)

1.
Policy Coherence for Development

Development is not a matter of development policy only. Other policies – often with much larger budgets – have an important impact on the lives of people in developing countries. The European Commission has a legal obligation, contained in the Treaty, to make sure these policies are coherent with development objectives by taking an integrated approach to external relations, security, economic and development policies. This is called Policy Coherence for Development (PCD). This includes the need to take account of development objectives in all activities likely to affect developing countries.

By means of the EU Coherence Programme the Evert Vermeer Foundation and CONCORD strive to place Policy Coherence for Development higher on the agenda of European decision makers and to bring the issue to the attention of policy makers, NGOs and general public. The EU Coherence Programme uses the following working definition of PCD: "The systematic promotion of mutual reinforcement of policy actions across government departments and agencies, creating synergies so that the internationally agreed development goals can be achieved”.
 This means that objectives of development policy must not be undermined or obstructed by actions or activities of government in that field or in other policy fields.

After the Community committed itself to taking into account the development objectives in any policy that is likely to affect developing countries in the Maastricht Treaty, and the European Consensus of December 2005, PCD has become a top policy priority for the EC. Recognising the impact of other EU policies on developing countries’ progress towards the MDGs, the European Commission issued a Communication on PCD in April 2005.  This translated into Council Conclusions of May 2005, in which the Council agreed on PCD commitments for the EU in 12 policy areas
. The importance of PCD was confirmed by the European Consensus in December 2005. PCD commitments were further refined in Council Conclusions of April and October 2006.

On the basis of the mandate given by the Council in May 2005, the EC started to work on the preparations of the first mid-term “Policy Coherence for Development Report”.  The report, which has been prepared in close cooperation with the Member States and on the basis of their responses to questionnaires designed especially for this purpose, takes stock of both the institutional EU PCD arrangements as well as progress made in the 12 priority policy areas.  The PCD Report was published at the end of September 2007. 
By means of this reaction, CONCORD and the Evert Vermeer Foundation, representing more than 1600 European NGO’s, wish to share their views on the EU’s Report on PCD and the PCD Questionnaire, which served as a basis for this Report. 

2.
State of affairs CONCORD and Evert Vermeer Foundation

In the CONCORD strategic plan 2005 – 2008, members have identified PCD as a strategic issue. Under “contributing to a responsible and coherent EU development policy”, the strategic plan states that CONCORD should work “to promote a European development policy which is coherent, transparent and participative from the beginning to the end of the decision-making process”.  The CONCORD action plan 2007 puts priority on these policy areas: trade, migration, agriculture and – and to a lesser extent – security.   

On PCD, CONCORD works as a partner with the Evert Vermeer Foundation (EVF) in the EU Coherence Programme.  By researching an publishing case studies and organising debates and expert meetings, the EVF is trying to interest as wide an audience as possible in coherence. The Case studies researched by the EVF identify concrete examples of incoherent EU policies and elaborates these in case studies, suggests remedies and brings these to the attention of the policymakers. These examples of incoherent policies are developed in full partnership with other organisations. The EVF published several incoherence case studies, relating to the following policy areas: 

· Fisheries: Fisheries partnership agreements

· Fisheries: How SPS standards and Rules of Origin hamper access to the EU market
· Illegal logging

· EPAs

· Weapons trade and transfers
· Agriculture: Cotton and Sugar

· TRIPS and access to medicines

· Biofuels
· and is currently working on the following cases
:
· Coffee trade

· Textiles and Rules of Origin

· Agriculture: next year’s mid-term CAP review
CONCORD follows Policy Coherence for Development through its Policy Forum where it has a task force to follow this topic. The key strategy to follow up is the use of CONCORD working groups to monitor specific policy areas, without making a coherence synthesis: trade (WG Trade and WG Cotonou subgroup Trade) and agriculture (WG Food Security). For migration, CONCORD has brought together members in the November 2006 general assembly and a more formal reference group might come about.  For health and fisheries there is not much debate on CONCORD level, but the EVF brings together NGOs and experts on these topics. For security some of the members of CONCORD and EPLO - European Peace Building Liaison Office are following the topic. Environmental expertise comes from European environmental NGOs. 
Kehys, The Finnish NGO platform, has been very active on PCD during the Finnish EU presidency in 2006 and is still promoting the issue for example doing also case studies, organising trainings and seminars.  In their joint programme for January 2007 – June 2008, the German, Portuguese and Slovenian presidencies also “strive to implement the EU commitments on policy coherence for development in order to ensure better coherence between other EU policies and the EU’s development efforts”. CONCORD supports its members in charge of presidency programme to follow the pcd-work.
3.1 Comments on the EU’s Report on Policy Coherence for Development
3.1.1 In general
We welcome the EU’s first biennial Report on Policy Coherence for Development and are quite satisfied with the report as a whole, because it is very thorough and provides great detail. We are pleasantly surprised by the number and quality of the concrete examples cited. On the whole, the report is very informative and provides good insight into the efforts that have been made, both by the EC and the Member States in recent years. It must be said that indeed, in many respects, impressive progress has been made, especially in terms of awareness and in many cases on the national level also in terms of PCD-specific tools and mechanisms.

However, a number of critical remarks are in place. Sometimes the picture of progress painted is all too positive on the whole, putting too much stress on ‘mutually reinforcing’ policy measures, and failing to pinpoint where current policy measures actually still undermine development objectives.
The European Union is a key global actor that can make a huge difference in the attainment of the Millennium Development Goals. Still, the need for Policy Coherence for Development is not limited to the EU level, but should be strategically taken forward into multilateral fora. Therefore, we call on European decision-makers to acknowledge the mutual and long-term benefits of pursuing development objectives and to take responsibility and demonstrate strategic leadership by delivering on promises. Action should echo policy.

First of all, development cooperation itself, needs to be implemented in a coherent fashion. In addition, we need to move beyond the traditional development circles in order to broaden the understanding of the links and the interdependence of the various interests of different stakeholders.

Emphasis should be placed on the actual needs and aspirations of developing countries and their citizens in the debate on Policy Coherence for Development. Joint responsibility and ownership of development strategies should be at the forefront of policy-making.

The EU report starts with a generally accepted assumption that policies other than development cooperation have a strong impact on developing countries. Therefore, it is defined that “the EU concept of Policy Coherence for Development (PCD) aims to build synergies between those policies and development objectives.” However, to define upfront that the PCD approach is about building synergies between development policy goals and other EU policy sectors leaves aside the whole issue of prevailing incoherencies which risk contradicting development policy goals.   Addressing the issue of policy incoherence is the first and necessary step towards creating inter-sectoral synergies. At the same time, it is of course important to look for possible synergies and reinforce them but if PDC is defined only in terms of synergies and not in terms of correcting/avoiding incoherencies, the PDC approach may become a tool to legitimize EU action rather than an instrument to truly safeguard development objectives. 

Related to this, the very purpose of the PCD approach, that is to support development objectives: poverty reduction/eradication in the context of sustainable development, is not sufficiently defined and elaborated in the text although it is stated that “in several sectors EU actions can support or undermine developing countries’ efforts towards poverty reduction”.  In other words, to what kind of criteria EU’s actions in other policy sectors should cohere to? Although establishing PCD mechanisms is important both within the Commission and Council as well as in the Member States, these content related questions should also be addressed.

EU approach to PCD promotion looks at 12 separate although crucial policy sectors (as nominated in the EC PCD documents and European Consensus Statement) and development policy. In a sense, regarding this PCD exercise the EU is again a bit wrapped around its own notorious compartmentalized policy-making style as it approaches PCD sector by sector without aiming at setting an overarching framework for governance of EU policies that would call for PCD. At the present, the Treaty based commitment to “take account of development policy objectives” is as such insufficient because it does not specify what “taking account” implies in practical policy terms: who should do what, why, when and how. The lack of adequate systems for policy and decision making is also noted in the PCD report (p. 21). It would be logical if PCD is about promoting and supporting development policy objectives, that PCD criteria would be somehow formulated based on the poverty reduction and sustainable development goals themselves. 

3.1.2 Horizontal PCD Priorities

General PCD commitments

The Community has a legal obligation, contained in the Treaty, to ensure Policy Coherence for Development, by taking an integrated approach to all policies its implements that are likely to affect developing countries. Actual implementation of political commitment towards Policy Coherence for development into practice is of paramount importance. The initiatives the European Commission has taken by means of e.g. the Rolling PCD Work Programme, the biennial PCD Report and initiatives, such as the establishment of the new unit A/1 within DG DEV, are in this regard very positive, as is  the increased involvement of the Secretariat General of the Commission in this process.  

In practice, the level of PCD awareness and commitment between the European Member States seems to be divergent. Therefore, we urge the European Commission  to support its Member States in their efforts to translate  their political commitment  to PCD into decisive action.
EU governments need to move beyond the present experimental phase of promoting PCD to more concrete and action-based approach. Existing experiences can of course serve as food for thought. Clear PCD mandates are essentials for all and policy support should be high-level, broad based and sustained. 

Capacity, resources and best practices

It is widely accepted that Policy Coherence for Development cannot be achieved without strong and continued political commitment. Importance of political will cannot be stressed enough. The Report itself, on page 12 states that “the low weight development has in the internal balance of power at both EU and national level is a major obstacle to PCD”.

Political will and commitment to Policy Coherence for Development should be taken a step further through policy change and concrete action. Change needs to be brought about at the highest level of decision-making and implemented consistently across all policy areas. Creative and innovative approaches in translating the commitments into actions should be developed. 

Although very important steps have been taken to promote PCD, the building-up of capacities and mobilization of resources within the European Commission and the Member States are needed to effectively implement coherent policies. Well equipped institutional structures should facilitate PCD. Efforts should be made to improve existing mechanisms. 
The European Commission should play a coordinating role in taking this process a step further.. 
In this regard, the EU Report on PCD clearly states that, in the opinion of the MS, EU processes are more conducive to promotion of PCD than national ones. This is probably indeed the case, mainly because those policy areas that have most impact on developing countries - agriculture, trade and fisheries, to name a few - are areas where the EU has extensive or even exclusive competence. Within the EU’s institutional set-up, it also indeed probably makes more sense to ensure PCD in policy-making processes through the Commission rather than in the Council. 

The above considerations lead to conclusion: there is a clear need for leadership. The process of promoting PCD should continue under the clear and determined direction of one institution. The Commission, the institution par excellence to take up this role is the appropriate actor for pushing for more and sustained political will on, very importantly, national level. 

Long term strategy is needed  to cover several government cycles and to strengthen these it needs links to other important sectors like civil society, NGOs, academia and also with media. Informal networks will create the focus of PCD by identifying the issues, sharing information and finding compromises. Building communication strategy is crucial for visibility of PCD and it hopefully builds more positive support. 
Working with PCD needs both material and human resources (time and skills) and proper goal setting, planning, monitoring and evaluation to implement. The best outcome will be happen through flexible approaches and it is best to work through consensus building and seeking shared interests.
Decision making

Although European institutions and Member States have underlined the importance of PCD in the decision-making process, too often developing countries concerns are taken into account, but finally put aside in favour of European interests. 
However, Policy Coherence for Development, in the long run, is in the interest of the EU and the Member States It is important to remember and to keep stressing that increased Policy Coherence benefits both the EU and developing countries. The EU Report on PCD mentions on page 37 that some member states are concerned  about the impact of the EUs commitments to PCD in the area of trade, for example. They emphasise the social costs for their domestic sectors (textile, agriculture). However, other member states see these costs as short-term adjustment costs and point out the advantages in the long run. 
The most important thing is to not allow for short-term considerations to prevail over long-term benefits. The Commission should encourage Member States to not allow for national interests to almost always prevail at Council level. 
Changes to policies can be made, as long as commitments are translated into action. 
Rolling PCD Work Programme

We very much encourage the Commission and Member States’ rolling Work Programme on the implementation of the May 2005 Council conclusions on PCD. This Work Programme identifies priorities for action; defines roles and responsibilities of Council, Member States and Commission and sets out sequencing and timetables, with the aim of ensuring that non-aid policies assist developing countries in achieving the MDGs. 
Development staff could be present as observers in all Senior Preparatory Committees and Working Parties of the EU Council. This is where national and sectoral interests are most likely to prevail over development interests. Inside the Commission there is a need to systematise co-ordination between DGs prior to formal inter-service consultations.
Impact assessments

A pre-requisite for coherent decision-making is sufficient and systematic analyses of policies to identify economic, social and environmental impacts on developing countries and the political context and potentially conflict situations they face. This should result in conscious political choices for the benefit of the poor.  

Impact assessments should not be a goal in itself, but a means to promote sustainable development. PCD should be incorporated as one of the standard indicators of Impact Assessment tools. Once decisions have been made, a continuous monitoring of the impact of decisions should be assured and regularly evaluated.
An integrated policy approach can be promoted via an international working group, building on existing integrated impact assessment models (including for example gender issues) and operating at all stages of the policy-making process, and promote regional centres of excellence to build capacity in developing countries.
Partner Countries’ Perspective

When speaking about PCD, the reference point should be the national and regional policies of Europe's partner countries. In many cases, these policies are still in the elaboration stages. Achieving policy coherence would be greatly enhanced if, in a participative way, EU Development cooperation would support the elaboration of these policies. 
It is crucial to strengthen the involvement of EU, Member States and southern Parliaments in decision-making processes. Better links between the European Parliament and southern parliaments and between civil societies is needed.

Accountability, transparency, public information

Decision-makers need to be held accountable to European citizens and the international community for the commitments they have made on Policy Coherence for Development. Accountable policy-making requires transparency in the Council, the Commission as well as the national level. Regular reporting on the progress made by the EU together with external monitoring by the European Parliament and civil society are essential. We urge to publish policy documents more widely and ensure that discussions on coherence issues include wider consultation of stakeholders at an early stage in the process.
Participative democracy is an integral part of effective and long-term development.  Civil society has a crucial role to play in holding governments to account, influencing and scrutinizing the implementation of policy decisions as well as raising awareness of the impacts of incoherent policies on development. 
Overall assessment of horizontal PCD commitments
CONCORD and the Evert Vermeer Foundation are pleased with the first important steps made towards promoting and implementing PCD in the EU institutions.  There is still room to improve, though. As the awareness of and commitment to PCD seem to be very diverse among Member States as among Directorates-General, the European Commission has an important role to play. 

The first step to enhancing PCD within the Commission structures and procedures is to raise awareness even further. To achieve this, the Commission should offer specific training courses to improve awareness of all Commission staff regarding development implications of policy proposals in all policy fields likely to affect developing countries.

One proposal to strengthen PCD could be an idea to establish an advisory body, an Ombudsman or other institution also at EU level to monitor PCD.
3.1.3
Thematic PCD Priorities

Trade and Development

In general 

Trade is a powerful engine for economic growth and countries rely for a substantial part on trade to fight poverty. Bilateral and regional trade agreements should be based on development and

human security benchmarks and objectives focused on sustainable development and poverty eradication; While trade alone cannot solve development problems, openness to trade and support for supply capacity are important elements in any coherent development strategy. 

There is no strong evidence that trade liberalisation or ‘openness to trade’ leads to economic growth – most African countries have some of the worlds’ most open markets yet their economies have not grown rapidly in parallel to the liberalisation policy reforms they had to undertake since the Structural Adjustments Programmes era. On the contrary, there is a vast pool of supporting evidence of the negative impacts that trade openness can bring about in the form of import competition, often unfair and straightforward dumping misplacing local producers and leading to job and livelihoods losses. 

It is welcomed that the EC recognises the need for support for building the supply side capacity of developing countries. However, evidence for that is very poor. Up until 2005 only 2 per cent of the EDF budgets were allocated towards trade, business and agricultural development sector activities. EC needs to back up its policy with sufficient funding.
The existing EC market access regime is already quite favourable to developing countries. 
Still, developing countries face a number of obstacles. As a consequence, the poorest  countries' share in international trade remains marginal. To facilitate their integration into the world economy, the EU has taken a number of initiatives. It has for instance been a major proponent in making development the key issue at the WTO negotiations and it has since been active in seeking a successful outcome to the Doha Development Agenda. The Economic Partnership Agreements that are being negotiated with the ACP countries are conceived as long-term partnerships based on a comprehensive approach to development. 

The claim of the EC that it is pursuing a development outcome in both DDA and EPA are not coherent with the reality of its negotiating positions and agendas. If the EC recognising the importance of the DDA for the developing countries it will be attempting to resolve rather than contribute to the stalemate of the rounds’ talk and also support the ACP proposal to the WTO for revision of article 24 governing the RTAs. Instead, the EC is forcefully pursuing a far-reaching and comprehensive Free Trade Agreement with 77 of the poorest countries in the world under EPAs that threaten to deprive the ACP of all the flexibilities and special treatments they otherwise enjoy or are able to derive in the future at the WTO. EPAs are pushed to be signed albeit lack of development value to the ACP. 

With the reform approved in 2005, the GSP system also now provides more stability, predictability and trading opportunities for its users. Furthermore additional preferences are provided to countries that have ratified and effectively implement key international conventions on sustainable development, labour rights and good governance. 
In addition, the Commission is presently in the process of revising its Preferential Rules of 
Origin with a view to making them simpler, more transparent and easier-to-use hence 
promoting development and preventing circumvention. 
The biggest impediment for developing countries to derive the full benefits from the GSP system of preferences have been the restrictive Rules of Origin and although the EC is making efforts to revise those. This process is way overdue and is unlikely to bring good results as there is a significant level of disagreement among member states as to how much they are ready to offer on RoO, which in itself is a proof of coherence deficiency. 
The EU complements its negotiation agenda with Aid for Trade, with a commitment to reach 2 billion euros a year by 2010, in order to help developing countries take advantage of new and existing trade opportunities, assist them with the implementation of new agreements and, if necessary, help them to adapt to a changing external trading environment. 

The first obvious opportunity of aid for trade is that there is real need in developing countries for additional finances to boost the terms of their integration in world markets. Some key areas of spending would be: 
· Assistance to identify trade interests and needs and to defend negotiating positions based on these 
· Assistance with implementation and to cope with the adjustment costs of trade reforms. 

· Assistance to address supply-side constraints 
The second useful dimension of aid for trade is the opportunities for dialogue that it has generated between trading partners, donors and recipients. This creates an opportunity to right the past wrongs of trade and aid partnerships between rich and poor countries.
The problems experienced with trade-related aid have been significant and sometimes damaging, but do not differ in essence from those identified in wider aid debates. Therefore the “Paris Principles” of country ownership and mutual accountability should be applied to improve aid effectiveness and are the key to overcoming past problems. 
Comments to the text itself
The absence of overarching criteria based on the EU development goals is quite evident when the presentations of the separate PCD policy areas are assessed. For instance, if one looks at on the one hand PCD report´s trade policy paragraph and sections on environment and climate change, on the other, there is no cross-referencing. Moreover, environmental/climate change concerns are not at all reflected in the EU trade policy section. Instead, the rational for PCD promotion is that “trade is a powerful engine for economic growth and that openness to trade (meaning? pro trade liberalisation?) and support for supply side constrains are important elements in any coherent development strategy” (p. 23). In general, the Trade policy section of the PCD report is written very much in line with European Consensus and EU PCD, MDGs communications which regard trade and development goals as mutually reinforcing. In this context, the EU claims that further trade liberalisation is beneficial for poverty reduction and therefore liberalisation and erasing “trade-distortion” effects as required by the WTO rules can be also accounted in as PCD advancement. 

Interestingly, the quick facts box point 3. claims that full trade liberalization would lift up to 440 million people out of poverty by 2015. However, this “fact” is highly controversial and would require major changes in the international trade rules, increase in trading capacity across the board, solving supply-side constraints as well as fulfilling many institutional preconditions & creation redistribution mechanism before this miracle would take place. 

1) The paragraph 3. sets out the criteria for trade “as an engine for growth”. Given that the text is on PCD, a preferable formulation could have been “trade as an engine for poverty reduction”. Here the first condition (sufficient access to export markets) could actually be the second condition and one could state in stead that firstly there needs to be sufficient access to local markets (including infrastructure, legislation and demand for local produces goods, no EU originated dumping or massive competition that would saturate the market and drive local producers into deeper poverty). 

2) 2. “Practical Steps”, one general remark concerning EU’s commitment to multilateralism: why then so strong pressure to sign bilateral EPA FTA agreements that go beyond WTO compatibility?

3) On agriculture: against every argument there tend to be a counterargument, how good is the “good balance between EU interests and various diverging interest of developing countries” (p. 26)? Even after the CAP reform, the EU has been able to maintain the high scale of agricultural subsidies by changing their form from “trade distorting price support” or “export subsidies” to WTO permissible direct income support and by so doing to maintain agricultural subsidies’ high scale and volume. 

4) Regarding tariff cuts, there is no mentioning of much debate and crucial question of the loss of public revenues that certainly have development implications. Here, mentioning EU’s own trade interest and presence foreign of companies is intriguing: which are the conditions that need to be in place before this claim will also serve development objectives in terms of strengthening economic infrastructure. Surely it does not follow automatically. 

5) On the EPAs (p.26), given the massive debate over the development friendliness of EPAs, presenting them as practical PCD steps is highly controversial.  (Given that a number of legitimate stakeholders see EPAs as contradictory to the Cotonou Partnership and related development goals). 

6) To be precise: the objectives of the EU-ACP partnership of the Cotonou Agreement (Article 1) states that: The partnership shall be centred on the objective of reducing and eventually eradicating poverty consistent with the objectives of sustainable development and the gradual integration of the ACP countries into the world economy. AND NOT as interpreted on the page 26 “to promote poverty reduction and sustainable development by fostering the smooth and gradual integration of the ACP countries into the world economy”!

7) The claim that EPAs are essentially different from traditional FTAs and that they are based on comprehensive view of development should be further elaborated by the rapporteurs… 

8) How long are sufficient long transition periods and how and by whom this is assessed (development benchmarks?). To reform CAP superficially it took 15 years and yet protectionism prevails…

9) What is the EU plan to move towards modern tax system in ACP states? (p. 27). 

10) The Trade Sustainability Impact Assessment (SIA) has been mentioned as a tool to ensure PCD. However, there are lot of questions around the SIA and its findings. To my understanding it has not been used as planned in the EPA process. Maybe an issue to look into. 

11)  On Assessment: “The positions taken by the EU in the negotiations (which negotiations WTO or EPAs?) reflect a coherent approach towards development, with a specific focus on the needs and interests of the poorest and least integrated countries” (p 35.)  Versus the claim that the “ambitious FTA format of EPAs” is imposed by EU’s own Global Europe growth strategy and inflexible interpretation of the WTO rules…

12) Outstanding issues. Point one regarding the promise to abolish all export subsidies (see Martin Khor/Third World Network and Paul Goodison on this claim. What is the significance of abolishing export subsidies for development and PCD if the overall scale of agricultural subsidies remains the same?

13) On the deadline for finalising EPAs and that strong development dimension and financial support to overcome the transition is needed. What then constitutes development dimension? Our understanding of the EC position is that they see that development will follow the adoption of free trade paradigm and related structural changes in ACP societies. Development can be supported by parallel but not FTA integrated development chapter. Certainly, EC does not regard any changes in its own FTA approach necessary in order to promote development objectives. In the end, it all comes down to question of which development paradigm one believes in. Unfortunately, there seems to be a strong consensus at the level of DG Trade and Development that free trade paradigm will lead to poverty reduction and sustainable development. This conception defines in turn the whole PCD approach. 

Demands
1) Confirm that aid for trade is not a substitute for development friendlier trade rules and trade liberalisation in OECD;

2) Confirm that aid for trade must be allocated so as to support developing countries' national development plans and in accordance with a pro-poor focus. This may often mean supporting the involvement of poor people in domestic trade;

3) Encourage the Commission to undertake a comprehensive approach to the undergoing EPA-review and commit to extensive, inclusive discussions on the results of the review;

4) Acknowledge that in EPA negotiations PCD objectives oblige the European Union to allow extensive asymmetry in market coverage between the EU and ACP countries as well as long transition periods and flexibility in sequencing for ACP countries;

5) Strengthen the capacity of relevant ACP institutions to monitor PCD in general and PCD of EPAs in particular.
6) This approach fails to recognise that main stumbling blocks in the negotiations lie precisely in the negotiating of the liberalisation of goods: the support needed to strenghten productive capacities in order to face competition and target new markets; the difficulty that  ACP countries experience in identifying sensitive products and formulating regional ACP market access offers; disagreements between the EU and the ACP countries on essential issues like the interpretation of GATT art.24, the scope and functioning of safeguard measures, the approach to rules of origin, the way to deal with preference erosion and the support needed to strengthen productive capacities in order to face competition and target new markets. 
7) The option to sign interim goods agreements on an individual country basis or as sub-regional groupings, is the worst thinkable way to deal with these difficulties in the negotiations. By negotiating EPAs with smaller regional groupings the EU may establish trading relations that preference EU trade over regional trade therefore undermining regional economic integration, a rationale which has repeatedly been stated for the establishment of EPAs. New entrants to such sub-groups will either have to accept the same schedules, and accept that some (or many) of what would have been their choice of sensitive products will not be exempt from liberalisation, or negotiate a separate list and accept that different countries in the region will have different arrangements for the imports from the European Union. The latter may seriously hamper the functioning of free trade areas within those regions, because in order to prevent trade deflection the regional partners will have to implement rules of origin on their trade, and (re)impose border controls.

8) The preferred way to deal with the difficulties in the negotiations is by providing more time to regions that need it by offering an interim solution to countries not in a position to sign the core of a free trade agreement before the end of the year, in order to prevent disruption of trade. The EU should both:

- roll-over Cotonou preferences into 2008, while negotiations are being concluded, and while notifying to the WTO that negotiations need more time; possibly requesting an extension for the waiver or by modifying the GSP scheme;

- adapt the GSP scheme to accommodate the market access needs of ACP countries 

9) EU should respect the right of the ACP countries to decide for themselves whether or not to include commitments on the trade in services or trade related issues in the EPA's. This should not come as a condition for continued acces to the EU markets, whether through interim agreements or otherwise.

Environment, climate change and development 
The report quite rightly points out the importance of the environment for lasting economic and social returns.  MDG 7 is off track in many countries, particularly in sub-Saharan Africa and a focus on policy coherence is important because the environment is impacted by so many other sectors.  According to the report, EU Member States see progress in relation to the environment as barely above average. 

Demands
1) The EU Sustainable Development Strategy adopted in 2006 underlines the commitment to integration of environment in all EU external policies.  This should not be forgotten and steps must be made to expand environmental mainstreaming in other areas.  The report mentions this in terms of trade, humanitarian assistance, the Common Foreign and Security Policy.  

2) Footprint issues should be an area given further attention.  As well as building up consumer awareness to stimulate sustainable production and consumption, comprehensive public procurement strategies should be put in place.  (Also an area for action highlighted in the EU Sustainable Development Strategy). 

3) In terms of environmental integration in development cooperation, the report highlights weaknesses in the current approach.  A recent WWF/FERN/BirdLife report (Environmental Tools in EC Development Cooperation: a review of transparency and public availability of documentation) found that the number of environmental profiles produced by EC delegations had increased substantially since the EU Court of Auditors’ Report in 2006. However, it is clear that strategic environmental assessments (SEAs) are not being produced systematically as a tool to improve environmental integration.  From 60 EC delegations, the NGO report found just four SEAs available.  

4) EC delegations could also be proactive in disseminating the environmental information and assessments made in the course of programming to facilitate access by civil society and therefore improve the quality of consultations with civil society, including environmental actors. 

5) Harmonisation of approaches towards stronger environmental integration by EU donors would contribute towards improved policy coherence, for example in donor coordination groups working with partner country governments, as well as in joint programming exercises.  

6) Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade (FLEGT).  The EU FLEGT Action Plan should be complemented by legislation that halts the trade in illegal timber products on the European market. This would help address the problems of governance and traceability in the producer countries and support the industry’s corporate responsibilities towards sourcing and imports into EU. 

7) All Member States should have in place national action plans to eliminate the trade in illegal and unsustainable timber and wood products.  

Climate change
Development countries are the most vulnerable continents to climate change and climate variability; agricultural production and food security (including access to food) likely be severely compromised by climate change and climate variability, climate change will aggravate the water stress currently faced by some countries while several countries, which are currently not at risk, will have to cope with increasing water stress; and  human health, already compromised by a range of factors, could further be negatively impacted by climate change and climate variability. Finally, the impacts of climate change are feared to increasingly contribute to conflicts.

Demands
1) The review of the EU Action Plan on Climate Change and Development which took place this year has not yet been made a public document.  References are made to the Action Plan in the report including a number of lessons that have emerged.  It is important that this review is published in order to have a wider stakeholder assessment of progress and next steps to improve policy coherence in this area.  

2) A more systematic integration of climate change into development cooperation programmes is a very important step, in conjunction with discussions with partner countries on their own priorities and how to address gaps in knowledge of impacts and vulnerabilities. A coordinated and harmonised approach should be taken by EU donors in this regard, pooling knowledge, expertise and good practice to date.  

3) As well as assessing the EU development portfolio for vulnerability and take steps towards “climate proofing”, the EU should consider a holistic approach to “climate smart” development pathways that build adaptive capacity for climate change into all programme activities through recognising and ensuring environmental sustainability and ecosystem resilience as fundamental foundations for sustainable development. 
4) An improved coordination and division of labour between the EU Member States is an important challenge to increasing aid effectiveness. For example, regional studies financed by one donor can significantly improve the knowledge base of a number of countries.
5) The same holds for the support or setting-up of research centres. In this sense, the EU should seek to develop a clear strategy, together with its partners, on how developing countries can be assisted most effectively, based on an efficient division of labour. Due to the huge lack of knowledge, research is still of utmost importance, combined with pilot projects to gain experience, for example in community based adaptation (CBA).
6) The European Commission itself identifies the need for increased dialogue between agencies and partners at the country level as an important lesson of the past experience with the afore mentioned Action Plan. Only few Member States have started systematic  integration of the issue. “Mainstreaming” should be taken better care of in the work of development agencies, and the sharing of experiences, tools and the coordination of activities should be improved.

7) Address and integrate the cross-sectoral implications of global climate change in the wider policy debate, to acknowledge the role climate change plays in undermining several of the MDGs and in threatening human security;
8) Promote investments in sustainable energy projects and eco-efficient production systems;

9) Ensure that Clean Development Mechanism is subject to the same standards as development projects; in particular strengthen the political acceptance of the CDM Gold Standard;
10) Provide increased adaptation funding to assist developing countries to cope with the effects of climate change, including infrastructure; additional to ODA, through implementing financing mechanisms which are more reliable constant, in particular a kerosene tax and the increased auctioning of certificates in the EU Emissions Trading Scheme.
11) Take serious steps to implement the EU’s Action Plan on Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade (FLEGT) 

12) Make action plans to eliminate the trade in illegal and unsustainable timber and wood products.
13) Provide support to the environmental aspects of the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, for example, the strengthened application and common procedures for EIAs and SEAs (environmental impact assessments and strategic environmental assessments). 
14) Identify what processes are in place to monitor the cross-sectoral commitments and actions on environment and development within the context of the Johannesburg Plan of Implementation (WSSD).
15) Identify what actions have been taken in the to implement the 2004-2008 Action Plan on Climate Change in the context of Development Cooperation, adopted by the Council in November 2004. 
16) Give assistance to developing countries for the production of National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs) to help reduce their vulnerability to climate change impacts. 

Security and Development 

Improving the coherence of security and development policies is essential to ensure that EU development assistance is effective. A holistic approach of conflicts means that all policies and instruments converge with the objective of human security and rights-based development while preserving the integrity of each of them in terms of priorities, means of action and budget. Development cooperation in particular should in no way be subordinated to short-term foreign policy goals or be conditional on narrow security or counter-terrorism objectives. Humanitarian aid and relief efforts should remain strictly separated from military action and should never be used to pursue particular political interests.

The links between security and development have gained unprecedented recognition in the EU. Violence and insecurity deter foreign investors, discourage trade and local socio-economic initiatives and provide fertile breeding grounds for organised crime and terrorism. If it is not designed in a conflict-sensitive manner, external assistance can inadvertently increase tensions and the risk of violent conflict by ignoring its causes and consequences, by undermining accountability, and by reinforcing inequality, exclusion and division. 
Conflict sensitivity, i.e. the intention of minimizing the negative effects and maximizing the positive effects of a policy or assistance on a partner country’s conflict situation or potential, should, therefore, be an integral part of all external policies including not only development policy, but also trade, environment, climate change, agriculture, migration, etc.)
The current tendency to use development resources to finance "military" purposes (for instance undercover capacity building for military forces) worries a lot and it could be worsening the new Joint EU Africa Strategy and the extension of the Peace Facility.

Demands
1) EU and Member States’ policies on security and development and their implementation should be subject to an analysis of their impact on those deemed vulnerable according to a holistic human security concept. From that point of view, women and children require a special attention in situations of conflict and fragility.  Women’s equal participation with men in political decision-making, including in conflict prevention, peace-building and security, needs to be actively promoted by the EU and its Member States in particular through the implementation of the UN SCR 1325 on Women, Peace and Security.

2) There are constant lack of reference to the importance of conflict sensitivity and ‘do no harm approach’ in European projects, strategies and programs. Conflict sensitivity has been identified as a very important tool to prevent conflict and ensure security in developing countries. Despite this recognition, we still face either no knowledge on conflict sensitivity or unwillingness to implement it at all level of EU external relations. The EU should address its responsibility in conflict-prone areas in particular by regulating conflict sensitive corporate responsibility of EU based multinational  companies exploiting natural and mining resources and by strengthening the European Code of Conduct on Arms Exports and strengthening delivery and post-delivery controls of EU arms exports

3)      Furthermore, the European Commission and EU member states need to develop a good understanding of local context and the risks and dynamics of conflict and to ensure that their development programmes are taking steps to help reduce conflict and not exacerbating potential or existing conflicts. Consultation of and dialogue with civil society actors can greatly contribute to such an understanding. 

4) More resources and efforts should be dedicated to conflict prevention and to post-conflict stabilisation and peace consolidation rather than crisis management exclusively. Donors should be supporting programmes to mitigate threats to security and development (e.g. small arms) and to promote reconciliation and civilian conflict transformation. Conflict Prevention includes in particular the peaceful management of resources especially as climate change increases tensions over access to and the use of natural resources and water. Non-impunity and justice for the victims of war crimes, social and psychological support to war victims, in particular child soldiers, orphans and victims of sexual abuses, full-fledged DDR programmes and return of displaced people programmes are all essential elements of post-conflict that must be envisaged in the long-term if an enduring peace is to be achieved.
5) Any new strategy on fragile states needs to draw on an evaluation of the impact of existing EU policies on fragile states and difficult environments, including looking at the negative impact some policies may be having on the effectiveness of states in developing countries. Otherwise, a new strategy on fragile states will only add an additional layer to an already complex network of policies without adding any value to the EU’s effectiveness in dealing with fragile states.

6) The most effective way of ensuring that EU actions have a positive rather than a negative impact on fragile states is to base decisions on a firm understanding of the context through sound conflict and political analysis.
7) The weakness of formal state structures in fragile states means that it is even more important to engage effectively with non-state actors in developing programmes, providing services and delivering humanitarian aid.
8) Coherent action is particularly important in fragile states and the EU needs to take steps to improve its coherence in these contexts with reference to OECD principles for operating in fragile states.

9) Security building needs a long-term approach starting from short-term peace building efforts such as peace negotiations to long-term reconciliation and sustainable peace process – this should be acknowledged in the instruments of the EU;

10) EU should have a holistic approach, for example, acknowledge the interdependency of the environment and security issues and develop an integrated approach of environmental protection and conflict prevention (for example, www.envirosecurity.org and www.envsec.org);

11) Coherence is needed at policy as well as action level – NGOs, for example, have several roles in ensuring coherence through their own action and should hold the EU accountable, voice the concerns and the needs of the Southern civil society, and to focus on empowering civil society and supporting NGOs;

12) The outcomes of EU policies should contribute positively to the security and development of the people in the South, particularly, the poor. The overarching goal needs to be human security (rights, security, development) paying attention to participatory democracy, transparency and accountability;

13) Drafting of the first Policy Coherence for Development report next year should include all DGs and all the 12 themes of the rolling work programme. Good practices in involving various actors, such as the EU process around children in armed conflict or the Swedish example of coherence reporting could be studied. The PCD should have appropriate mechanisms of monitoring, policy review and implementation;

14) The approach to mainstreaming should be strengthened in the European consensus and in the European security strategy. Systems dynamics of the EU needs to be further studied and worked on;

15) Strategic collaboration between all actors should be strengthened;

16) Inter-linkages of policy sectors and implications should be acknowledged openly;

17) Political will to stress the global challenges is needed to lead the way at international fora.

Comments to the text itself


There is a need to thoroughly evaluate the interactions between security and development: what is the impact of security policies on development issues but also what are the consequences of development policies into security and conflict: development and humanitarian programmes can have an impact on armed violence. Misplaced assistance can sometimes inadvertently fuel existing and potential conflicts. On the other hand, security policies and conflicts have an un-discriminate impact on development. The need for such an evaluation should be mentioned somewhere in the document.
The document mention “ongoing efforts” ranging from integrating conflict prevention analysis and actions into development cooperation programmes. It would be good also to see examples of these efforts (concrete examples). Policy statements were made actually and it’s true that theoretically, there should be more integration but it is difficult to see the concrete outcomes of such engagements. Country Strategy Papers are not particularly “conflict sensitive” in the sense that no conflict sensitivity analysis was made before hand 
Evaluation of the implementation of CSP and impact of the national programs on situations of conflict are lacking.  
A need for greater expertise and exchange of skills and competences, between development people and security people: maybe more exchange of good practices, more information, better training, as it seems that the two communities are very much separated and have little interactions and contacts.
Pg. 68 – Regarding the funding instrument, things are a bit of a mess. First, the whole thing mixes past instruments, current instruments, and even one that does not exist by name (The “Enlargement Instrument” has never really existed; There have been several different instruments relating to enlargement but It is the Instrument for Pre-Accession). In the bullet of the “Enlargement Instrument,” it explicitly says that it can contribute to conflict prevention. However, because of the court case relating to SALW, all references to conflict prevention were deleted from IPA, EIDHR, and ENPI. While these instruments still contain lists of “conflict prevention activities” like DDR in them, the deletion of conflict prevention as a possible area of work has limited their scope. Therefore, it is particularly unacceptable to have a report that says the so-called Enlargement Instrument contributes to conflict prevention since it is quite a political issue that the words were deleted. While this is somewhat mentioned on pg 73 as a criticism by respondents, but should discussed in presenting the instruments as well. 
Similarly, the discussion of the EIDHR needs to be nuances. In the report, it talks about the ‘Initiative” which was the previous source of funding. It is a bit weird that this is the only one that is discussed in the past tense. Nevertheless, the Initiative did indeed do what has been said. However, under the new European INSTRUMENT for DHR, once again, conflict prevention was specifically deleted. Therefore, it is unacceptable to talk about the good conflict prevention work of the old instrument without mentioning the constraints of the new instrument. 
Regarding the ENPI, it says it “draws on all available EU instrument”.  No, it is a separate instrument that brought together several old instruments. 
In the section on the DCI, it mentions that it can be used for security-sector reform and transitional justice, but neither “security sector reform” nor “transitional justice” are not actually found in the text of the instrument. 
Agriculture and Development

European policies, particularly trade and agriculture policies, have a negative impact on Africa's development. We would like to emphasise the essential need for coherence between policies and commitments made on poverty eradication and sustainable development, with decisions taken by other arms of the European Commission – particularly DG Trade and DG Agriculture. 

Dumping of cheap agricultural products, the subsequent displacement of local producers and the loss of local businesses that are able to compete with European companies is likely to have severe consequences with regards the right to food for poor people in ACP countries. The right to food is a human right and is a binding obligation well-established under international law such as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. 

The importance of women agriculture cannot be overstated and must be made visible and accounted for. Women play an extremely important role in not just promoting food security, but also by producing a large portion of food globally.

Demands
1) NGOs welcome the statement by the EC that agriculture plays a “key role in economic growth, poverty reduction and food security”. NGOs have made this point on a continual basis in multiple fora over the past number of years.

2) The issue of trade is of obvious long term importance to the developing countries. Whilst NGOs appreciate that certain health and safety standards have to be met to allow the produce of developing countries enter the EU, such standards can not be used as an excuse to prevent access. Where developing countries continually fail to meet these standards – particularly in the produce of most importance to their economies - then serious investments need to be made by developed countries to help improve and strengthen their production capacity or revise their standards to a non-discriminatory level.

3) We call on the EC to differentiate between the needs of developing countries and the least developed counties (LDCs). The LDCs need special and differentiated treatment to protect their own emerging markets and industries; this principle is widely accepted within trade negotiations, however it is a principle which needs to be actively defended. Trade liberalisation cannot be indiscriminately applied. It must be contextualised and the speed and scale of liberalisation must be determined by national / regional circumstances. 
4) NGOs recognise that significant reform of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) has taken place in recent years, particularly in relation to the decoupling of subsidies and production levels. However, from the perspective of the LDCs, it is essential that this process continues until no subsidies to European farmers damage the livelihoods of farmers in the LDCs, and distort local production in the developing world.

5)On a more general level there is a constant concern that security issues overrule development policies, which in fact are crucial to overcome the roots of poverty and inequality as important causes for security threads.


6) Explicitly state that supporting smallholder, family farming, as well as agro-ecological practises, are key strategies for achieving poverty alleviation and food security.
7) The EU’s contribution to facilitating LDC agricultural development: A brief analysis of aid to agriculture shows that official donations have been falling steadily over the past twenty years. Overall DAC bilateral aid to agriculture has fallen from 12% of total bilateral aid in 1980-81 to 6% of the total in 2000-2001. As European NGOs we call on European governments and the European Commission to increase investment in agricultural and rural development programmes. Failure to do this will perpetuate the need for investing in short term responses such as humanitarian food aid.

8) Support women in agriculture: The importance of women in African agriculture can not be overstated. Women play an extremely important role in not just promoting food security both at the macro and micro levels, but also by producing a large portion of food globally, and about 80% of all food in Africa
. Women also play a central role in intra-household food distribution. Nevertheless, women have less control over productive resources and household income, and thus have less control over their own diets, and that of their households, and continue to be bypassed by most agricultural programmes. According to the UN Millennium Project’s Hunger Task Force, “gender equality is not simply socially desirable; it is a central pillar in the fight against hunger”
. We therefore call on the EU to direct increased spending in agriculture to women’s groups in particular.

Fisheries and Development

The EU report highlights the need to improve and make more transparent the process of the scientific research assessing the fish surplus stock that is at the core of  FPAs, and promoting the ecosystem approach to fisheries.  In addition, it is important that the sustainability impact assessments of the FPAs are made available in a timely manner for independent analysis by stakeholders and civil society in the partner countries concluding the FPAs and in Europe. 

In terms of illegal, unregulated and unreported fishing, the EU has a specific responsibility to ensure that its market is not accessed by illegal operators to launder their catches thus indirectly supporting IUU activities in external waters.  For example, entering of fisheries products into the Community market is conditional upon the confirmation by the flag state that the products have been legally caught.  Imports from states hosting flags of convenience which are unwilling or unable to establish a reliable control system should be restricted or prohibited.  

Demands
1) FPAs: The way EU commitments to PCD in the field of Fisheries are often referred to, introduces confusion about the nature of fisheries partnership agreements (FPAs). Obviously, FPAs are a tool of the EU Common Fisheries Policy, which aim is to defend EU fisheries interests. They are not a tool for cooperation and development.

FPAs too, however, have to promote sustainable levels of fishing efforts developing countries, as a decline in fish stocks there would also affect EU fleets' activities. But promoting sustainable fishing in a way that ensures term secure access for EU fleets, is hardly synonymous with the sustainable development of the third countries fisheries - which is the primary development cooperation objective for Fisheries. 

When considering coherence between fisheries and development, coherence between the EU Common fisheries policy as a whole, including FPAs and market access aspects, rather than looking at FPAs only.

2) Priority access: Priority access should be first and foremost reserved to the coast state's national fleets, particularly small scale fleets. The fact that FPAs introduced the principle of "non discrimination between the fleets active in a fishing zone" can be an obstacle to the achievement of environmentally and socially sustainable fisheries in third countries. This principle translates, clearly, as non-discrimination for EU fleets which, through application of this principle, get equal access to resources as local fleets. 

3) Environmental considerations: The "surplus" reference point does not contribute to sustainable development. The idea of surplus is based on a "stock by stock" approach of fisheries resources, and does not include ecosystem implications. An example: in Mauritania, there is a shellfish stock which is not exploited, but on which the octopus stock relies for feeding. From a "fishing" point of view, one can say there is a surplus of shellfish. However, fishing for the shellfish will certainly be detrimental to the octopus stock. From an ecosystem point of view, it is questionable that there is a surplus of shellfish. 

4) Partner countries' policies: In fisheries policy especially, the reference point should be the national/regional fisheries policy of the third country, in terms of priority access, sustainable quota, resources management, etc. In many cases, however, these national/regional fisheries policies are still in the elaboration stages. The European Development Cooperation would attribute considerably to policy coherence if it were to support the elaboration of these policies, in a participative way rather than through FPAs. 
5) EU market access: The fisheries sector is of major importance for many developing countries. It has significant positive potential to achieve poverty reduction, which is the key objective of the EU's Development Policy. However, trade in fisheries products and more specifically their access to the EU market has on several occasions been severely restricted - a.o. by the Rules of Origin and by trade liberalization processes. Developing countries need to be appropriately compensated for losses of comparative advantage and income from fisheries exports to the EU. Rules of Origin need to be applied in a more flexible way. It is fundamentally wrong that fish caught in Mauritanian waters by French fishermen should be considered 'french' fish. Also, situations where, due to the application of these Rules of Origin, developing countries' processing industries have been forced to buy from high priced EU suppliers, should be avoided in the future. 

6) SPS measures: In the past, there have been situations where sanitary and phyto-sanitary measures, designed to ensure food safety, have clearly acted as non-tariff barriers to trade. As such, they provide considerable constraints to market access for developing countries' exporters. Following a maximum amount of cadmium in swordfish fixed at a very low level, exports from the Seychelles were blocked throughout 2004 - while at the same time, European fleets caught the same swordfish and brought it onto the European market with no problems. When eventually the European Scientific Committee on Food recognised the level of cadmium as being set too low, at the end of 2005, already almost 90% of the Seychelles vessels that used to catch swordfish had gone out of business. 

Even when amounts are fixed at realistic levels, compliance with the complex set of SPS measures presents a huge challenge to fish-exporting developing countries. Above all, these measures entail considerable cost implications which place a disproportional and heavy burden on small-scale producers. Funds should be made available to small-scale fish producers in order to ensure that high EU food safety standards can  be met without undermining poverty eradication efforts.

When designing and implementing new standards and measures to regulate market access for developing countries' fisheries products, local situations and development objectives should not only be taken into account, they should be a guiding principle.

Migration and development

Development money 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.

The EU should propose and actively promote the adoption of tough principles for international arms transfers, based firmly on states’ existing obligations under international law.

Traditionally being treated as separate policy portfolios, migration and development are today increasingly viewed through the prism of the many links that exist between these two fields. Migration can contribute positively to development, including economic growth, social empowerment and technological progress. On the other hand migration is often viewed as negative for the developing countries and the elimination of migration is defined as policy objective. 
The following principles must be respected 

1. Migration is legitimate 
African Migrants are mainly young men. They are neither the poorest of the poor nor they are coming from the upper classes. They are searching for the improvement of their living standards. These root-causes for Migration can not be eliminated and must be understood as legitimate wishes. 

Migration is a human right but is effected by the restrictive and inhuman migration policy of the EU, which makes legal migration difficult and promotes illegal migration. NGOs demand the promotion of legal migration possibilities for people from developing countries. 

2. Migration must be understood in a positive way
Migration is not a threat for Europe, but is often defined in that sense. Migration is a peaceful phenomenon. Thus, an expensive and defensive security system at the Borders of the EU is disproportional to the dimension of migration to Europe. The EU and the EU member states must not force the home and transit countries with political conditionality’s for cooperation in the development of a broader security system. EU migration policy measures must under no circumstances be financed from ODA. We demand a cost benefit analysis of the EU Border Patrol and the promotion of possibilities for circular and seasonal Migration not only for high-skilled workers. 

More development does not necessarily mean less migration. We argue against a policy that is concentrating on the elimination of migration. Necessary is the decriminalisation of Migration and the paradigm shift from the perception of Migration as a threat to a positive understanding.

3. Migration can promote development 
While development must not necessarily mean less migration, migration can mean more development. Migrants contribute to the achievement of the MDGs in their home countries. We demand that the role of the diaspora communities is recognised in the future EU-Africa Partnership. They must be stronger involved in the development of their home countries.

The increase in the volume of recorded remittances from migrants over the last few years and the improved knowledge of these financial flows have generated a lot of attention as these flows can potentially help meet the development objectives. It is important that the private nature of remittances is acknowledged and that they are no substitute for ODA. They must be protected from any governmental greed. Furthermore the EU must contribute to make these transfers cheaper, faster and more secure.

Migration can promote development, if the reciprocal right of mobility is respected. Studies and travels in foreign countries are of great importance for the personal development. The EU member states should seek for an exchange programme for students and young people.

The EU should seek for an international mobility system of high-skilled workers that allows „brain circulation“ for the benefit of countries of origin.
Comments to the text itself

“…Migration, if properly managed, can contribute to the reduction of poverty in developing countries. Both migrants and countries of origin and destination can benefit from migration. Migrants can improve their lives, earning higher wages with better social security benefits and the ability to spend or invest their savings in their home countries, as well as acquire skills and experience…” : 

Does these mean that migration leads to lower wages according to the EC! Where’s the coherence?
“…Countries of origin benefit from remittances, both financial and social
, and from reduced labour market pressures. Destination countries benefit from the increased availability of labour that improves returns on capital and lowers production costs, and, if migration flows are not excessive, from increased income for their citizens. …”
What does this mean? Migrants will put pressure on wage levels in the EU? Another reason to go for minimum wages across the EU, to better protect (migrant) workers rights AND to sign and ratify the Migrant Workers Convention.
Demands
Policy coherence at national level

1) Acknowledge needs on labour market and adopt migration policy accordingly: adequate labour migration policy;

2) Increase coordination between all actors;
3) Ensure the voice of migrants is heard before any political decision is taken on the matter.
4) With the collaboration of migrant and other civil society organisations, further develop a concept of double citizenship and promote creative ways to implement it,
5) Improve communication with the public (public perception) in shared responsibility to demystify migration;

6) More efforts for integration/social inclusion with special attention for vulnerable groups;

7) More coherent policies between home affairs and foreign affairs/development departments;

8) Ratify the International Convention on the protection of the rights of all migrant workers and members of their families;

9) Support good governance in CoO – promotion of human rights;
10) Promote a debate where migration issues are clearly separated from the problem of security

Policy Coherence at EU level

11) Acknowledging that EU competence on migration policy is fragmented, we recommend:

- To increase coordination between migration and development experts, e.g. combined council working groups;

- More coherence and impact assessment of policy measures between member states e.g. regularisation of undocumented migrants;

- To promote facts-based migration policy development, more research of impact of migration (brain drain, circular migration, remittances, etc), particularly on sending countries, is needed;

12) More participatory policy making process, in consultation with all stakeholders, including migrants;

13) Better structured exchange and use of good practices;

14) Development of benchmarks for effective monitoring impact of migration relevant policies on development;
15) Create the conditions to facilitate the process of fund sending, by creating mechanisms intended to ensure transparent, secure and low-cost processes for remittances
16) Work on the development of a policy that includes a right-based approach for migration and integrates the notion of circular migration 

Policy coherence at international level

17) Policy decisions should acknowledge the worldwide interdependence – migration dynamics are influenced by policies of CoO, CoT and CoD;

18) We recommend to continue HLD on M&D in the Global Forum on Migration, with the active involvement of all stakeholders, including civil society;

19) Develop creative and innovative approaches to migration policies, which comply with international obligations;
20) ODA needs to be targeted for third country development concerns, not for migration management;

21) Development aid should target the root causes of migration, rather than migration itself;

22) The costs of transferring remittances should be kept as low as possible: this can be done by provision of information (e.g. DFID website) and by promoting competition in the banking and transfer service sector. 
23) Promote the ratification of the “International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of their Families”, by all Member-States.
Social Dimension of Globalisation, Employment and decent work 
Social dimension of globalisation is much larger than just employment.  Gender equality, child protection, protection of women and children from exploitation and violence have been mentioned without any analysis or proposals to develop. 
Demands
1) Provide for systematic integration of employment and decent work into EU trade and cooperation agreements with third countries. Raise EU`s profile in this topic as a global actor (ILO, WTO). 

2) Identify and promote mechanisms to integrate the informal economy into the formal economy, providing incentives and financial support to increase earnings through productivity.

3) Support the development of Decent Work Country Programmes as a part of country strategy programmes.

4) Ensure gender mainstreaming in all EU initiatives but also promote gender-specific actions.

5) Strengthen support for fighting all forms of child labour, trafficking and sexual violence and enhance partner countries' attention and capacity to address children and youth issues through development programmes

6) Consider the possibility to integrate the principles guiding Fair Trade in relevant Community policies.

HIV/AIDS and Development

NGOs see HIV/AIDS as one of the main issues of the elements of PCD. It could be linked to the social dimension of globalisation and certainly it has links to the research and innovation priority.

EU must ensure coherence across the policy spectrum and develop strong partnerships with those most affected. Despite these commitments the reality is that there is a distinct lack of adequate EC resources for community- based responses for HIV and AIDS prevention, care and treatment, beyond increasing commitments to multi-lateral institutions (e.g. the Global Fund for AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria). As European NGOs, we are dismayed by the continuing gap between agreements, commitments and visible action by the EU institutions and Member States.. We are looking for real implementation of comprehensive commitments that the EC has made over the last 4 years. 

Demands
Brain drain and HIV/AIDS

1) Health should be seen as a prerequisite for development (an investment rather than a cost) to attract adequate, qualified personnel to work in decent working conditions in developing countries. Special attention need to put to the brain drain of doctors and health workers to European countries and it should politically and financially support the WHO strategy to treat, train and retain health workers and support African countries to reduce the factors that push health workers to leave the health sector.

2) Strengthen health systems (e.g. working conditions, workplace environment and salaries) in developing countries and link health directly to poverty eradication (health as a priority in the PRSPs and CSPs), for instance through ten-year health plans;

3) Undertake a review of effects of IMF and WB conditionalities (budget ceilings);

4) Increase support of and invest in communities (non-medical service providers) as crucial actors in health system strengthening;

5) Support community health workers in training and recognizing their qualifications. ODA to fund quality education of medical staff in developing countries in excess of national demand and periodic staff exchange schemes and intensive training as a means to human resource development;

6) Implement the EC’s Human Resources Strategy and Action Plan with meaningful participation of civil society;

7) EC support implementation of WHO HIV-related health worker shortages plan;

Trade and HIV/AIDS

8)Any future joint strategy must support policies on trade, pharmaceutical products and research that effectively promote and do not undermine access to affordable medicines.(e.g. real support to the full use of TRIPS flexibilities, promotion of a needs based international research agenda) 

9) Joint DGs (Development, Trade, SANCO) undertake immediately an assessment of the current EC actions:

- CL for export (August 30 2003)

      - Affordable medicines (Tiered price regulation)

      - R&D neglected diseases;

10)    Provide technical support to developing countries:

      - Push for using TRIPS flexibilities (CL)

      - Non patent medicines implementation

      - Ensure efficient procurement policy for medicines (Generic competition,  

              Funding e.g. Global fund);

11) Implement CIPIH Recommendations (April 2006 Report)

      -  WHO Intergovernmental working group: Health must take over Trade:  

        Public health issue

            -  Policy coherence: DG Research, DG DEVE, DG Sanco, DG Trade;

 Coherence and mainstreaming:

12)It has to ensure the necessary space for political dialogue and implementation of critical policies such as comprehensive and evidence-based HIV prevention and sexual and reproductive health and rights.
13)It´s necessary to include commitments from the European and developing countries and institutions to fully implement the GIPA principle (Greater Involvement of People living with and affected by HIV and AIDS), acknowledging and enabling the critical contribution of local communities, ensuring the real involvement of women, girls and marginalised populations, in the response to HIV&AIDS and supporting them.

14) A working definition of mainstreaming is needed: there are many different notions of this concept;

15) ’Mainstreaming’ can be dangerous: HIV/AIDS might lose the exceptional response that it needs;

16) An integrated approach to HIV/AIDS, related diseases, SRHR, and gender is needed, and this should be translated in transparent and balanced budget-allocations;

17) The appointment of a EU Special Representative on HIV/AIDS to ensure coherence with regard to HIV/AIDS in all EU policies;

18) We call on the EU to promote the participation of people infected and affected by HIV and AIDS in the formulation, implementation and monitoring of responses to poverty diseases at all levels;
19) Stop making new policies, but start implementing what is already there;

20) National ownership and direct budgetary support is important but should be monitored and evaluated to ensure positive health outcomes;

21) Improve transparency on the dialogue between all DGs of the EC with regard to policy coherence. Create an independent EC ’cross-cutting taskforce on coherence’, preferably under the leadership of the President’s cabinet, that involves civil society;

22) Map the HIV/AIDS related policies and practices of all EC DGs; 

23) We call on the EU to promote the participation of people infected and affected by HIV/AIDS in the formulation, implementation and monitoring of responses to poverty diseases;

24) Implement UN Security Council resolution on HIV/AIDS and security.

Energy and Development 
Further attention should be given to energy efficiency measures in EU Member states through legislation, consumer awareness, public procurement. Energy efficiency makes an important contribution to greenhouse gas emissions as well as diversification into clean energy and increased investment in renewable.  

The contribution of EU ODA to energy investments through, for example, multilateral development banks has not been considered in the report but is an important aspect of policy coherence.  Clean and sustainable energy, renewable, diversification away from fossil fuels and energy efficiency should be criteria for these investments as well as EU multilateral and bi-lateral development.   
Demands
1) Shifting funding in favour of utilising renewable energies
EU funds and subsidies have to be shifted away from supporting fossil (and nuclear) energy sources to the rapid expansion of renewable energies as well as to the improvement of energy efficiency. Public funding for decentralised renewable energy options must be redirected to institutions and organisations that can deliver the best results, both on the donor and the recipient side. New funding lines are required that must be more accessible for civil society organisations, the local population and the private sector. 

      2) Exerting influence on the international finance organisations 
The international finance institutions have to address the declared goals of EU development policy. We call upon the Federal Government to get such a process underway during its presidency. The EU Member States hold a share of 28 percent of the World Bank, and they must see to it that the billions spent on fossil fuels are redirected to decentralised renewable energies. 

     3) Promoting a reform of the energy sector and national energy policy frameworks 

The topic of energy has to reach beyond isolated projects in EU development policy and that of its Member States and concentrate on the reform of the energy sector and the national energy policy concepts. This also includes improving the economic empowerment and political influence of disadvantaged groups so that they gain access to modern, decentralised energy supply. Renewable energy sources have to be given priority in energy policy frameworks. 

    4) Creating the conditions for modern, sustainable energy technology 

The EU should play a key role in supporting the establishment of local policy expertise and local manufacturing capacity in the area of technologies for the utilisation of renewable energies in order to overcome barriers against the dissemination of renewable energies.




























































� http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/0/31/31659769


� 12 policy areas: trade; environment; climate change; security; agriculture; fisheries; social dimension of globalisation; employment and decent work; migration; research and innovation; information society; transport; and energy.


� The EU Coherence Programme consists of various types of activities: (Publication of concrete examples of incoherent EU Policies (cases).  (1) Debates and Conferences on both the general importance of Policy Coherence for Development and specific cases will be regularly organized. NGO’s (from EU and developing countries), European and national policymakers and politicians and the general public are invited to share their views; (2) Several times a year, Expert Meetings with professionals in the field on a specific incoherent case are organized. These lead to the development of our policy recommendations; (3) Within the EU Coherence Monitoring System the EVF is monitoring the European Institutions efforts in promoting policy coherence; (4) A newsletter on Policy Coherence for Development in the Union is published twice a year. (5) Articles on topical issues concerning Policy coherence for Development are published when relevant; (6) To bring cases to the attention of MEPs special activities are organized in Brussels.


� Hunger Task Force, Halving Hunger: it can be done, New York, UN Millennium Project, 2005, p.8 (sum. version).


� Ibid, p.9.


� Social remittances are the transfer of ideas, ways of doing things and a sense of belonging between migrants and their home communities (Levitt, P., Social Remittances – Culture as a development tool. Wellesley College and Harvard University)-
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