


- Malawi (32.6)
- Mozambique (25 to 35 %)
- Niger (30 to 40 %)
- Tanzania (8%)
- Uganda (38%)
- Zambia (37.5%)
20% of envelope Ais allocated to transport inesotho.

B. MACRO-ECONOMIC SUPPORT AND BUDGETARY SUPPORT

Macro-econort or Budgetary Suppois a nain feature of the NIP in:
- Benin (26%)
- Burkina Faso (54.5%)
- Cameroon (30 to 35 %)
- Central African Rep. (18.8 %)
- Chad (25%)
- Ethiopia (25 %)
- Ghana (26%)
- Guinea Conakry (20 to 25%)
- Janaica (33%)
- Lesotho (500)
- Madagascar (22.5 %)
- Malawi (25.4 %)
- Mozanbique (45-55%)
- Tanzania (83%)
- Uganda (38%)
- Zambia (37.5 %)

An average of 32.5 % of the programmahi&eadope is allocated to aoro-econont
support in the 16 countries kst. In 15 African Countries (b of 25 studied), the two
main priorities of the NIP are transport anéeno-econont support.

In average, in these 15 African ctues, 75% of the nationalrevelope is earnarked
to the two sectors dfansport and acro-econont support.

C. OTHER MAIN PRI ORITIES

Food security and rural development
- Burkina Fas (7 million from B7-201))
- Ghana (rural developemt, 35% of envelope A)
- Guinea Conakry (rural devt and food sec., 15 to 20%)
- Madagascar (22.5 % 99nillion from B7-201)
- Mozanbique (45 Million fromB7-201)
- Namibia (rural developmnt, 60% of envelope A)
- Niger (12-15% of envelope A)
- Ethiopia (146 of A + x million from B7-201)
- Malawi (Agriculture ad natural resources, 21.7%)
- Uganda (Rural developent, 15%)
Water and sanitation
- Cape Verde (78%)
- Chad (25%)



- Dominican Republic (45%)
- Lesotho (290)
- Nigeria (41.7%)
- Papua New Guinea (30.9 %)
- Western Samoa (75 %)
Education and human resources eévelopment
- Antigua (9®0)
- Botswana (8%)
- Dominican Republic (45%)
- Nambia (3®%)
- Papua new Guinea (43.2 %)
- Saint Kitts and Nevis (85%)
- Swaziland (65%)
- Tanzania (basic education, 15%)
- Trinidad and Tobago (80%)
- Vanuatu (88.3 %)
Environment
- Mauritius (85% for naional sewage plan)
- Gabon (10% for sustainable forestmagenent)

Health
- Benin (12.5%)
- Santa Lucia (90% of 5 milliomainly for building a hospital)
- Trinidad and Tobago (20% on HIV/AIDS in non-focal)
Tourism

- Grenada (9%)

Institu tional development — State and Institutional reform
- Zambia (concentrates on private sector and gov., 16.7 %)
- Nigeria (39.8%, on state refoym

D. GENERAL COMMENTS ON SECTORAL PRIORI TIES

Apart from transport and acro-economec support, the three @m sectors of
intervention are food sectyiand rural developant (with 12% to 356 allocation
under the programable envelope or 7 t®0 Mio from the specific budget line B7-
201), hunan resources and educat and water and sanitatiodealth is retained as a
priority in the forma specific gparate poject (outside budgetaryupport) in three
countries including one Aitan country (Benin withan allocation of 12.5%).
Environnent is absentrém most NIPs andh priority in oy two of them, Mauritis
and Gabon.

Transport has always been ajon featureof the NIPs for ACP countries. The present
priority attached to thissector canbe seen as a result of the past expereif
EU/ACP co-operatiorprogramnes. The EC cosiders it has an added value in this
sector both in tersof expertise andrfancing capacities. Macro-econ@nsupport is

a nore recent priaty that is fully inline with the new EU Developemt Policy and
the whole donor community approach driven by therldvBank through the PRSP
processes. There als@ommissioner Nielsn sees amain added-value of EC
cooperation in the fact thatig one of the f& donors that has the financial capacity t
bring the funding level that is requitefor macro-econont support (Nielson’s
contibution to the seninar ‘Hitting the target’ in the European aRiament, 26
February 2002) .



Macro-econont support is generally preded in the CSPs as a way toprave
access to basic seres such as education anehlth and to supportacro-econonc
reform programne of the State. Infanzaniafor exanple it is peseed as a way to
support the national povertgduction strategy by contribag to the general budget
through untied racro supportEC support will permit substaially higher levels ©
allocation to priority sodgal sec¢ors within the budet. In the @se ofBurkina Faso the
macro-econont support also aisto reduce the State’s budget deficit and to support
the balance of payemts; the EU aid wilrepresent 6.5% of the State’s budget and
50% of the total external support needed.

Macro-econornt support also aimat assting public finance @nagement, capacity
building and institutional suppbto ministries including finace and trade mistries.
From County Strategy Papers it is me difficult to assesshow the objective of
poverty reduction will be et throughbudgetary and acro-econont support and
how the EC aid will reach the population ieed. The irpact of such a support is in
fact very nuch dependent on the quality the national povertyeduction policy and
strategies and the qitglof the services delivered by the State.

Disbursenent of yearly ‘tanches’ of EC support wilepend on the achievemt of
satisfactory results that should be assessedigh a set of perforance indicators. In
generétheidea is to agee on indcaors tha can be used by all offial contributors to
the State’s budget (throughaegro-econome support or 8/APs). Progress in the
developnent and use of such indicators areiatale fromone country to the other. In
Burkina Faso, a set obint targets andndicators applicable to all donors is under
experinent since 1997 and has resulted anjoint donor’'s pproach adopted in
November 2000. In Ugandavaluation and monitoring ieducation and health are
already well co-ordinated through bi-annualcsar reviews that wnitor targets, set
new targets and judges whether progress agaigseed undertakings is satisfactory
In the cae of Lesotho, where 50% of EUdawill be provided in the form of macro-
econonic support, the paragters for thereview process areery general (e.g.
reduction of unmployment, increase of the rate of vaccinated children and school
enrolment) and certainly not sufficient teeally assess the pact on poverty. The
paper however emtions the fact that Penfmance and Poverty anitoring indicators
for all sectors of EDF support should agreed by the end &002. It is not clear
whether tlese indicats will be made public and whether there will be yan
consultation of civil society itheir elaboration and use.

One conclwsion that can easily be dawn for the 15 African countries where 75%

of aid will go to the sectors of transprt and macro-ecoromic support, is the fact
that the participation of civil society organisations in the implemertation of the
main priorities of the NIP is vey difficult to assessand will most probably be
very limited. CS actors are only entioned twice as acts in the transport area (in
the NIPs of Mozaiique for the rehabiliteon of rural roads and AIDS prevention
along roads corridors dnof Gabon regarding user’s orgsations). Participation of
beneiciaries and loch communities is however entioned in sevetacases when it
comes to rual roads naintenance and rehdivation and feeder roads but without any
detail on the way it villibe organised.



2. Consultation of civil society during the programming exercise

The following information originates fromthe Country Strategy Papers (CSP); in
general it is not accurateé documented enohdo provide a fair and comprehensive
assessent of the way civil society has beemsulted. Fo exanple, when the pag
mentions that a semarwith civil society has been organised itimpossible to judge
the quality of the seninar, thee is no information on how rany and which
organisations attended it and on the reaiteot of the debate. 8§ it a sermar to
inform civil society on the NIP or really toonsult NGOs on it? Strategy papers also
often refer to the fact that civil sty was consulted on the national poverty
reduction programmn (in general in the &mework of the PRSP process) without
mentioning any specific processrfoonsultation on the CSP itself.

Surveys organised with the supportEidrostepin a few ACP countries (Tanzania,
Uganda, Bain, Caneroon, Doninican Republir through a questionnaire sent to
NGOs andCBOs demonstrates that even in the case concregehamisns for
consultationon the CSP were put place, leal civil society organgtions feel that
these mechanism were not always appropriagand that they couldn’t really have an
impact on he outcone of the process. The surveys call for goehensive ad
appropriate inforration, flexible tinetables, accountality of governnent and EU
delegations, the foration of non-state amts fora, and capacity buildingrfCSOs.

In certain countries, there was apparently no ecific congiltation on CSP

- Benin (consultation onRSP and health sector)

- Burkina Faso (consultation on PRSP but not &R)C

- Cameroon (consultation on PRSP)

- Dominica (consultation on nathal developrant strategy)

- Ethiopia (nomention ofneither PRSP nor CSP)

- Grenada (nanformation)

- Kiribati (NSA committee exists foconsultation with governemt in
general)

- Lesotho (consultation on PRSP)

- Malawi (PRSP nentioned in view of inprovement)

- Mauritania (desire to bett involve CS in future)

- Mozanbique (desire to improve corgation in future throudp capacity
building)

- Nigeria (consultation foreseen in fotuduring implerentation and review,
capacity building in that view)

- Santa Lucia (wide con#tation on national health progranman

- Saint Kitts ad Nevis (cosultaion on national education long terpian)

- Tonga (intensive consultatiamganised by governent but not
specifically on CSP)

- Western Samoa (no cleaention ofa consultation process however
consultation of NSA is referred &sa usual featdr of the country)

In certain countries, cansultation on CSP is mentioned but whout details
- Antigua
- Cape Verde
- Jarsica
- Solonon Island



- Trinidad and Tobago
- Swaziland

In certain countries detailsare provided onthe consultdion process (in generd
in the form of seminarg

= Botswana (three workshops CS + goveenth

= Central Africa (workshop attended by 3@#CS organisations, 80 participants,
docunented in annex)

Dominican Republic (1 seimar on CSP)

Gabon (1 semar on NP)

Ghana (5 consultativeatkshops)

Guinea Bissau (special carigtive comnittee + workshop)

Madagascar (3 field resions, Zemnars and working eetings)

Mauritius (3 stakeholdersertings)

Namibia (brochure + survey + 5 regioraald 1 national workshops; a report will
be prepared to guide CS partidipa, specific annex on non-state actors)
Niger (1 sermar with CS and anotheregfic one with peasant organisations)
= Papua new Guinea (1 task force and several working groups, eotzdnn
annex)

Surinane (programnng semnar, limited number of NGOs involved)

Tanzania (extensive consultatisas conducted, see also annex 1)

Uganda (2 workshops)

Vanuatu (various discussions witlsC

= Zanbia (two consultative metings but inotal only 5 CS organisations involved)
It is interesting to note that the CSP foZambia is the only one that provides the
list of organisations that have been consulted.

The most sophisticked example is Chadwith the creation of a specific CS
organisation:

In the franework of the § EDF a new structure of non-state actors has been set up,
the OANET, as well as a Permment Cordrence of actors in developmt. Field
mission to consult the population were afs@anced by the EDF. The tasks of the
OANET in the franework of the CSFRare:

(1) advice and orientation aevelopnent issues on behalf non-state actors, (2)
nomination of representatives the different dialogue stetures, (3) participation at
the pernanent conference of partnersdi@velopnent, (4) facilitation of exchanges
and consultation between tb#ferent non-state groups inew of their empowenent
and capacity building. In Chablere also exist a nationabalition of NGOs (SILONG
including local and intmational NGOs) and &bllége de Contréle et Surveillance
des Revenus pétroliersf 9 members including 4 NGOs.

In a number of countries, it is faeseen that9" EDF funds will be allocated to
support a better participation and consultaion of civil society and NSA in the
Cotonou agreemeh in the future (corsultaion in revew process, informtion,
participation in design of future interventiorisetter dilaogue withhe state,..). It is
the case for Lesotho, Guinea, Chad and Swaziland.

In conclusion, despite the fact that dekeyas were provided with guidelines on civil
society consultation during thgrogramning process, we observe a great disparity in
the way civl society was inforrad and onsulted. A specific consultation on the CSP



was organised in 22 countries (hower in6 countries it is only entioned in vague
terms). In the other 18 countries, the EC sedm consider that the consultation
process on the PRSP and/ce thational sectoral progranesis suficiert and that no
specific cosultation onthe CSP was needelt is highly probable that, in these
countries, civil society organisations are giymnot aware of the existence of the EU
aid programrmg process and agbe of theexistence of the Cotonou agresmh as
such.

3. Civil Society participation in implementation of the NIP

In most cases, civil societgrganisations are referred to in the non-focal part of the
NIP mainly as bewficiaries of a capady bulding or institutional strenghening
programne as part of a good governanasbjective or through mroprojects
programnes.

There are bwever exceptions to this common feature. The two exrsituatios

are:

- 6 country papers don’'t mention CS organisations or NSA (except
private setor) as poential ators a beneiciariesin the NIP
o Zambia

St Lucia

Vanuatu

Grenada

Antigua

o Saint Kitts and Nevis
- 11 country papers foresee a specifiole for CS organisations or N&
in the main priority are as thatis clearly defined in the NIP
o Dominican Republic (in water and sanitation)
o Kiribati (direct support to NSA =exond priority area, 10% of A)
o Lesotho (water sanitation andaroprojects)
o Madagascar (participian in rural developmnt, Food security
and water ncro-projects)

Mauritania (capacity building of NSis part of a priority area)

o Mauritius (decentralised cooperation prograenim the second
priority)

o Nigeria (water sanitatio/ institutional reform)

o Papua New Guinea (capacity bumd and governance is the third
main priority and covers NSA)

o Solonon Island (is an exceptiowith 85 % of the envelope
allocated to a mero-projects programe in the area of sustainable
rural developrant and the 15% letillocated to direct support to
CS, the whole enveloppe is thascessible to CS organisations.)

o Tonga (social services in general)

@)
(@)
@)
(@)

©)

Civil society organisationare also mntioned agotential actorsin the priority areas
but in vague terms and/orat a limited scale in:

- Benin (in health sector)

- Botswana (could be partnershioman resources developnt)

- Burkina Faso (peasants organisations &M@Os could be partners in food security
and rural developent)



- Cape Verde (in water and sanitatsector for accopanying neasures)
- Chad (in veter programme, deita in an annex of the CSP)

- Ethiopia (nainly in food ®curity, rural nicro-credit)

- Gabon (targeted actions in priority sestarser’s organisations in transport)
- Ghana (rwal development and feedroad}

- Guinea Bisau (in nilitary denobilisation pogramme)

- Mozanbique (in transport seat (rural roads and AIDS))

- Nanibia (in rural dvelopnment)

- Niger (in rural developent and food security)

- Tanzania (in the education sector and gender)

- Trinidad and Tobago (education and HIV/AIDS)

- Uganda (in the Programme mioderniséon of agricuture)

The list shavs that,in most caseSCS orgarsations are gyectedto participate in the
sectors of food security, rural developm and water (13 CSP on 25). The other
sectors open to CS particigat are linked to social sapes (education and training,
gender). Transport is entioned in 2 cass (Mozamique and Gabon) and feeder
roads in one case (Ghana).

In 9 country papers howevéhe participation of CS isonfined in very specific
programmes in the non-focal aeas

- Caneroon (capacity buildig-institutional building)

- Centrad African republic (lealth anl micro-prgects)

- Dominican republic ( € 5 o indirect support to non state actors)

- Guinea Conakry (info + capacibuilding and inst. support)

- Janaica (mommunity based ittiatives and institutional strengthening)

- Malawi (sWbject to easibility study

- Surinane (institutional strengthening)

- Swaziland ( MPP programme in non-fobak will complement focal areas + CB
and 1S)

- Western Sara (capacity building and icro-projects)

A majority of CSPs include apecific civil society progamme aming at capacity
building and institutional strengthening of non-state acts. In nost cases, these are
however small pgrammes of a few millions. When the total enwelope allocated to
civil society is nentioned, it rarely eseeds 5% excepfor Janaica (6%), PNG
(7.4%), Gabon (10% for CS, no detail§amneroon (5.5%), Kirbati (10% direct
support to NSA), Western Sama (20%), Stomon Islands (15% in B and IS and
85% in mcro-projects).

In conclusions, CS is expected to play al®in the priority areas of the NIP of 25
countries. However 10 NIPs only mention ths participation in concrete terms; in
the other cases, CS participaton is mentioned as a potentiality or in vague terms
CS organisations vill benefit from specid and limited capacity building or
micro-project programmes outsice the main priority areas in 9 countries and
will not be involved in implemertation at all in 6 countries. In one case, Solomon
Island, non-staie adors will be the main partners in the implementation of the
NIP.



4. What about gender mainstreaming?

The screening of 40 ACP Country Stratd®ppers (CSP) ade at the end of 2001 by
the Comnission’s gender helpdeskshows that the concept of gender and
mainstreaning of gender equality is hardfpund in the GPs at all. The screening
shows that 3% of CSHsave nentioned gendein three offour sectios of the CSP,
31% in two sections and 50% in one tgat only, nostly in the chapterson EC
objectives (ternmology), Country Blicy agerda and Country analysis. Mn it is
mentioned it is almst always in the soal sector and soetimes in the cotext of
human rights and/or governance. It is alsoal tha in most CSPs, theo€us is on
women and wonen’s situation, whereaanalyses on en and boys are issing.

From our own Aprodev analysis on the wggnder issues are taken into account in
the 40 CSPs studied, it appetirat ®me efforts are rade to neet exteral coherence.
Increasingly, reference is atle to govenments’ international comitments in
existing or forthconmg national gender piay plans or relevant goverremt units
responsible for gender amstreaning. Mae gender aspects eaitaken up in the
country analysis and one often in sociasectors specific approae$. Yet not mach is
done to translate andeamt these concerns within the EGategy response or with
financial support under the National Indtive Programme. The following sector
based analysis realised by Karin énon the basis of the table summarising the 40
CSPs demnstrdes qute well the low interes attached to geder in nost NIPs.

We haven’t specifically studied the way mven’s organisation were consulted during
the programming exercise, bour geneal survey of GPs hasn't provided any
evidenceof the fct that speial attention was attachedto their paticipation in the
process. If efforts in that direction weneade there e not well docmented in the
CSPs.

Transport: only 5 CSPs mntion gender eicitly under the tragport and rual
developnent sector mnly under employrant opportunities or in relation to AIDS.
Yet no further reference isatle to differentgerder needs ahpriorities. Whereas for
men it is centrd to nove betweerhonme and working plae, wonen’s mobility is
multidimensional. Their responsiity for livelihood, and community and care work
makes them rave mainly in the lodaarea fom fetching fuel and water to fieldwork,
and care or community work. Mgreas nen will appreciate speed for long-distance
travelling, wonen’s prior needis in safe travelling whout sexual harassmt. In
Nigeria, for exarple, traders on mal markets make up to 90 % wam, whereas in
urban narkets there are only 10% of wem

Macro-economic or budgetary support: it is very difficult to asess how the
objective ofpoverty reduction strategiés met through nacro econont and budget
support, andiow the woren and nen in need will be reached

13 CSS mation gender issues in social sees, referring to education and health,
others refer to HIV/AIDS, violence, ieale headed households, oiora generally to
poverty and woren, a few indicateéhe need of gender disaggated data. It can also
be noted that gender budgeting aseansfor accountability of governmnt spending

! European Comission (Februar002) “Assessment ofdlintly Strategy Pagrs with Refererce to Gendér



is not mentioned in any of the CSS. Specifjerder-related targets and indicesaare
mentioned in certain casesanly with regard to access towchtion.
Regardingeducation, the receh EC evaluation bits education work lends weight to
concerns atut the inpact of budget support geronoting gender equality Support
for universal primary education, through ancrease of funds for basic education or
through budget support, produces only adirect effect on poverty reduction and
gender inequality. Girl's edation and gender appearaimost all policy documents,
but only a few countries have developed cstesit inplementation neasures to date.
Lessons highlighted by the report are thiaitversal prinary edwation is not abl@er
seto reach the poor and poor girls, and tinaaksence of specific taeged neasures,

it is difficult for them to benefit fronthe potentially increased acse3he report
concludes that the fight aget poverty will reals its objectives and its beneficiaries
only by specifically targeting the poor andlgiat school. This casts a shadow on the
strategy of implementing gender minstreanng through governent budgetary
support, rather than targeted spending.

Food security and rural developmentis mentioned as a @n priority in 10 out of
40 countries.

None ofthe 10 CSP loked at gendr issuesxplicitly under this priority area.Key
gender issues tbe addessed in thisection are productiomccess and control over
resources (land, heritage.edit, etc), subsisnce and comarcial food production,
and nutitional quality. The lack oattertion gven to gendewas also edent in the
evaluation report 2000 of EC Food Setyu Policy and programe managenent’
which concludes that the question of hes in gender relations, ie negative or
positive impact of balaoe of resposibilities ard labour between woen and nen, is
not adequately addressed. The reportestdhat rost project designs ake no
specific reference to gder isse. If projeds aim specifically at woem, an analyis

of changes in social and econic statis of wonen and nen is not included.
Common stateents are that thergect dees not have a specific gender perspective
or is gender neutral. In view of finér nodernisation ofgricdture, liberalisdion of
agricultural trade, which tdn excludes and ignores wem's farmers n their own
right, such lack of attentionustbe seen as aajor omission.

Institu tional capacity building, good governance and the rule b law: Female
poverty should be seen in the context of good governance and legal/political
framework. About 6 CSPs ention legal franeworks and discrimmatory laws as one

of the reasons for women'’s subordinateifpms and fenale poverty. Others refer to
the mainstreanng of gender inthe PRSPs and a third oketiCSPs rake reference to
the national gender policy (esting or forthcormg).

Yet, despite the nuemous conflict situ@gons in many of the ACP countries under
study, not much attention is given to gended conflict prevention or resolution.
Only two Pacific coutries nmake an expcit reference to woren’s contribution to
conflict prevention and leading role in cbaff resolution. It can be concluded that
women are often still solely seen as anerlable group and not as a force for change.
Yet, EP and UN resolutions as well as NGOs providplarevidence that woen

2 Development Bsearcler's Network Sri (May2002) “Theevalwetion of EC Suport tothe edegation sectoin
ACP countries Final Report”

3 Evaluation ofEC Food Aid Securityolicy, FoodAid Managemenand Programes in supportfoFood
Securiy, Regulaion No 129296 of June 1996- %1569, repd dd Decenber200Q doneby NR Internaional Ltd,
NEI b.v.
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offer conplementary and practical strategiesd solutios at all levels of peace
building process, and that withoubmen’s paticipation in of all conflict prevention
initiatives, women and nen will not both beneit from reconciligion and
reconstruction initiativé's Initiatives funded under thel BHR® are well taken notice
of, but its integration intthe EC response strategy has not bexcewdent.

5. How is DecentralisedCooperation mainstreamed?

An interesting outcom of the stug of the 40 CSP is the fact thaeckntralised
cooperation is very poorly integrated ihe ACP support strategies however it is
included as an objective of the REU cooperation since Lo@rlV.

The concept itself is not entioned at allin 17 CSP (the wds don’t appear in the
text).

It is mentioned in relation with Budgetrie B7-6002 or with the Regional indicative
programne or in rdation with past EGaid in 13 cases.

It is reconmended (from an evaluation or the general introduan) as an objective

to be exploed in the @iture inrdation with nonstae actors participation in 3 CSP:
Mauritania, Zarbia and PNG (in this casan evaldtion report recommends to
integrate dcentralised co-operatiompparoach in the sector @fater).

The NIP of these three countries however doesn’t mention explicitly that a
decentralised cooperatiggrogramme will be wrertalen.

Finally, Decentralised Cooperation is pet of the NIP of 6 countries only:

- Niger: one DC programme in theon-focal area aounting 5% of the
envelope A (€ 10.6 m)

- Mauritius: one DC programenaiming at poverty reduction is the second
priority of the NIP (15%of the envelope, €5 i)

- Janaica: DC is nentioned as a potéal activity in the norfocal aea.

- Guinea: accomanying and capacitiguilding programne for civil society
is presented as a detefised cooperation programme.

- Lesotho: continuation of the ioro{projects programmen with greater
enphasis on decentralised coopemnatio

- Swaziland: ncro-projects programe in Swazilandis referred to as a
decentralised poverty reductiorogramme.

In the CSP foiSolomon Island decentralised cooperation as suchds mentioned
however 85 % of the envelope are allocdted mcro-projects programain the area
of sustainable rural develommt and the 15%eft are allocated talirect support to
CS.

Karine Sohet and Karin Ulmer, APRODEYV (16 Septenber 2002)

4 Report of ItteragencyForum onConflict Prevetion: Wamen, Canflict Prevetion and Resolution The rde for
theEU, organized ty EuroeanCentre for Common Ground, tamatioral Alert ard APRODEYV, 2May 2002;as
well as EP Rport on participation of women inpeacefulconflict resolution(2000/202%IN1)), rapporteur Maj Bitt
Theorin dd 200ctober 2000

5 EC Communication o€onflict PreventionCOM(2001)211 fial)
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