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Annex 1 — Evidence matrix

This Annex presents an overview of the evidence underpinning the findings, including an overview of the main
sources used per JC. In addition the quality of evidence for each finding is presented using a three-level scale
as summarised below.

Table 1 Three-level scale to assess quality of evidence

Quality of evidence Description

Q The findings are consistently supported by a range of evidence sources, or evidence
sources, while not comprehensive, are of high quality and reliable to draw robust
(strong) findings.

There are at least two different sources of evidence with good triangulation, but the
coverage of the evidence is not complete.

a There is no triangulation and / or evidence is limited to a single source.
(low)

EQ1 — Responsiveness to EU and partner countries’ policy priorities (incl. overall
relevance and coherence)

JC 1.1 EFlIs are coherent with EU policy framework, and related programming and other measures are
aligned with objectives / priorities set in the regulations

The analysis under this JC has strongly relied on documentary sources. Interviews, targeted consultations and
surveys have allowed to confirm and enrich the findings emerging from document review. The main sources
used are summarised in the table below.

Table 2 Main sources of evidence for JC 1.1

Main sources — Main sources — surveys Main sources — Other sources

documents interviews & targeted
consultations

e EFI regulatons & |e EUD written | ¢ Interviews: EU HQ,
programming contributions EUDs, in-country
guidelines, e.g., NDICI- | o In-country stakeholder stakeholders
GE Regulation; IPA Il survey
Regulation and | o validation survey
Programming
Framework

e EFl-level reporting and
previous EFI
evaluations

e Strategic evaluations
(thematic, country,
regional)

e  Strategic programming
docs (MIPs, SRs) and
AAPs

e  Other (e.g., think tank
reports)

Finding 1 The EFI regulations set out a comprehensive broad cooperation framework which is
coherent with the EU policies and international commitments.

Related indicator(s) in the Evaluation Matrix: Quality of evidence
-1.1.1,1-1.1.2,1-1.1.3 0

Alignment with the EU policy framework
Document review shows the following:
e The NDICI-GE Regulation reflects the view that greater weight should be put on the EU policies,
priorities, and interests. Recital 1 states that the financing instrument, as translated into the MFF 2021-

2027 and thence via the MIP 2021-2027 to country, regional, and global programming, will promote
the Union’s values, principles and fundamental interests worldwide as called for in Article 3(5) and
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Articles 8 and 21 of the Treaty on European Union (TEU). The NDICI-GE Regulation’s overarching
objective is ‘to uphold and promote EU values, principles, and fundamental interests worldwide (*).’

e The Regulation also aligns with the EU Global Strategy (2016), which called for a more vigorous
external action driven by EU values and interests to build a stronger Europe (?). The Global Challenges
Multiannual Indicative Programme (MIP) 2021-2027 makes this explicit: ‘EU is reviewing its policies in
order to strengthen its strategic influence and prominence. The EU will be more assertive, defending
its interests and values at global level while building and reinforcing coalitions with partners on key
priorities.’

e Several objectives of the New European Consensus converge with EFSD+ priorities — for instance,
job creation and resilience under the key theme ‘People’, sustainable energy under ‘Planet’, the
involvement of the private sector in sustainable development under ‘Prosperity’, the focus on situations
of fragility under ‘Peace.” Under ‘Working better together’, the new Consensus also underscores the
role that Blending can play in implementing the 2030 Agenda and indicates that: ‘Close partnership
with the European Investment Bank (EIB) and other Member States’ financial institutions will be a key
feature of EU blending activities (3).’

e Recital 13 of the NDICI-GE Regulation makes explicit reference to the EU Strategic Framework on
Human Rights and Democracy.

o The term ‘civil society’ appears a total of 79 times in the NDICI-GE Regulation. Recitals 11, 28, 38,
42 and 46 (*) delineate specific priorities for CSOs: promoting an enabling environment, strengthening
their voice in national and international policy making, strengthening their capacity as independent
development and governance actors (which would include the monitoring and watchdog roles).

e The Regulation puts emphasis on environment and climate change, which is consistent with the
European Green Deal adopted in 2019 (®).

e The objectives and priorities on peace and security set in the NDICI-GE are coherent with, e.g., the
Global Strategy (2016), the New European Consensus on Development’ (2017), ‘A Union that strives
for more’ (2019) or Joint Communication on ‘Strengthening the EU’s contribution to rules-based
multilateralism.’

e There is no contradiction between the Regulation and other EU priorities agreed after the adoption of
the NDICI-GE- GE regulatory framework, such as the Global Gateway adopted in 2021.

e The Regulation aligns EU support with the pursuit of a rules-based and values-based global order,
emphasising multilateralism and cooperation with the UN. In this context, key international
agreements, including the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, the Paris Agreement on
Climate Change, the Addis Ababa Action Agenda as well as the European Consensus on
Development constitute the overall framework for the implementation of NDICI-GE.

e The NDICI-GE Regulation establishes broad areas of cooperation for the Neighbourhood (?) often
corresponding to specific EU policies mentioned in the Regulation and allowing the EU to engage in
diverse fields of cooperation and partnership such as governance, migration, environment, socio-
economic development, and peace and conflict prevention. In contrast, the ENI Regulation only
mentioned EU values and interests in relation to outreach activities (7).

e In relation to the cooperation with sub-Saharan Africa, The Joint Communication ‘Towards a
comprehensive strategy with Africa’ (2020), the post-Cotonou partnership agreement (2021, adopted
by EU Council in 2023), the 6th EU-AU Summit Joint Declaration (Brussels, February 2022) and the
Global Gateway Africa-Europe Investment Package all share similar priorities.

() EU, Regulation (EU) 2021/ 947 establishing the Neighbourhood, Development and International Cooperation
Instrument — Global Europe, 2021. Art. 3.1 (a).

(%) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Recital (11). The EU Global Strategy identifies five
priorities for the Union's foreign and security policy, including ensuring the security of the Union, enhancing the resilience
of neighbouring states, adopting an integrated approach to conflicts and crises, promoting cooperative regional orders,
and advocating for global governance and multilateralism. These priorities guide the EU's efforts to address challenges,
foster stability, and advance its values and interests on the global stage. EU, Shared Vision, Common Action: A stronger
Europe, A Global Strategy for the EU’s Foreign and Security Policy, 2016.

(®) EU, The New European Consensus on Development: ‘Our world, our dignity, our future’, 2017.

(%) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021.

(®) ‘Supporting a green transition, strengthening climate resilience, energy transition and security, and protecting the
environment (Neighbourhood South). [...] Investing in sustainable energy, decarbonisation, climate mitigation and
adaptation and environmental resilience (Neighbourhood East).” EU, Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021 / 1530
of 12 July 2021 supplementing Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing the
NDICI-GE, 2021. Annex 2.

() The objectives and priorities for the Neighbourhood area are defined in several sections: in addition to specific objectives
for the Neighbourhood area outlined in the main Regulation and the priorities for all geographic programmes under the ‘5
Ps.’, the Delegated Regulation set specific priorities for the Neighbourhood East and Neighbourhood South derived from
the two Joint Communications.

(") EU, Regulation (EU) 2014 / 232 establishing a European Neighbourhood Instrument, 2014. Art. 1.1 (d).
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e In the former DCI regions, the review of MIPs shows that EU support is embedded in the policy
priorities of the EC (3).

e The 2017 MTE (®) criticised the EU for increasingly using the 11 EDF for priorities not foreseen in the
Cotonou regulations. In response (*°), the EU alluded to the emerging Policy first approach, by stating
‘some external evaluations mention tendencies towards predominantly EU driven agendas during the
programming. [...] This apparent trade-off between EU interests / international values and partnership
principles should be seen within the new policy context of the universally agreed 2030 Agenda / SDGs.’

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

e Interviews with all stakeholder groups largely confirm the strong alignment observed above.

e A majority of respondents to the validation survey gave a positive answer regarding the statement:
‘Activities of financial institutions in the context of EFSD+ are aligned with EU policy priorities.’

e As evidenced from contributions to the OPC and targeted consultations, the discordance between the
NDICI-GE and post-Cotonou spirits has given rise to concerns from the OACP Secretariat and its
member states that the EU is not following through its commitments.

Alignment of IPA 1ll, INSC and DOAG:
Document review shows the following:

e The IPA Ill Regulation () states: ‘The objective of an instrument for pre-accession assistance is to
prepare the beneficiaries for future membership of the EU’, meaning that the candidate countries /
beneficiaries are expected to use IPA lll to further their abidance by accession criteria.

e The INSC Il objectives and activities were assessed as fully relevant to EU and partners’ policies,
priorities and needs in the final evaluation of INSC 1l (2014-2020) (*?).

e The new INSC instrument places greater emphasis than INSC Il on promoting transparency of
decision-making processes of the authorities in third countries and on cooperation with EU acceding
countries, candidate countries, potential candidates, and European Neighbourhood Policy countries.
These focus areas are indicative of the political nature of the instrument, i.e., of its purpose to serve
EU external policy objectives.

e The INSC’s emphasis on good governance, transparency and international cooperation in the nuclear
sector are fully aligned with the fundamental values and principles of the EU, as embodied in the
Copenhagen criteria and the ‘fundamentals first' approach (*3).

o DOAG aligns itself with the global EU agenda by explicitly referencing key frameworks like the SDGs,
the Paris Agreement, and the Addis Ababa Action Agenda. It places a strong emphasis on inclusivity,
interconnected objectives, and places a notable focus on gender equality and women's
empowerment (14).

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

e Interviewees in EU headquarters emphasised that IPA 1l is fully aligned with the priorities of the
Enlargement policy.

e Summarising the views of various EU interviewees in Headquarters and EUDs, an EU interviewee
stated that ‘the Enlargement region is not a development context, where EU has to align with the
countries. This is an Enlargement context where, to be accession-ready, countries have to align with
EU values and priorities.’

(8) European Commission Website, The European Commission’s priorities: 6 Commission priorities for 2019-24, https://
commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/priorities-2019-2024_en.

(°) EC, External Evaluation of the 11" European Development Fund (EDF) (2014-mid 2017), 2017.

(1°) EC, Mid-term review report of the External financing instruments, COM(2017) 720 final, 2017. Herein after “EC, Mid-
term review of EFls, COM(2017) 720 final, 2017.”

(*Y) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 1529 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 15 September 2021 establishing
the Instrument for Pre-Accession assistance (IPA IIl), 2021. Preamble 2. Herein after “EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 1529
establishing IPA 11, 2021.”

(*2) Council of the EU, Council Regulation (Euratom) 237 / 2014 of 31 December 2013 establishing an INSC, 2014; and
Council of the EU, Council Regulation (Euratom) 2021 / 948 of 27 May 2021 establishing a European Instrument for
International Nuclear Safety Cooperation complementing the NDICI-GE on the basis of the Treaty establishing the
EURATOM, and repealing Regulation (Euratom) No 237 / 2014, 2021.

(*3) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 1529 establishing IPA 1lI, 2021.

(**) EU, Council Decision (EU) 2021 / 1764 of 5 October 2021 on the association of the Overseas Countries and Territories
with the European Union including relations between the European Union on the one hand, and Greenland and the
Kingdom of Denmark on the other (Decision on the Overseas Association, including Greenland), 2021. Herein after “EU,
Council Decision (EU) 2021 / 1764 on the Overseas Association, including Greenland, 2021.”
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Finding 2 While many issues of prioritisation lie at the level of how instruments are implemented,
some are structural and reside at Regulation level.

Related indicator(s): 1-1.1.2 Quiality of evidence

Clarity of concepts and prioritisation at Regulation level
Document review shows the following:

e The NDICI-GE and IPA Regulations and the guidance documents related to specific frameworks such
as EFSD+ present a long list of policy priorities leaving significant space to actors involved in
programming to decide on what the most important priorities in EU external cooperation should be. An
analysis of the NDICI-GE Delegated Regulation (*°) highlights some regional specificities (e.g.,
emphasis on peace and security in regions such as West Africa, emphasis on digitalisation in the
Americas), but a majority of themes is common across regions.

e The review of 18 NDICI-GE MIPs covering the sample countries of the evaluation (%) indicates that
bilateral programming consistently covers a wide range of thematic areas with systematically at least
one area in each of the three macro sectors structuring EU external action: i) Green Deal, ii)
Governance, and iii) Human Development. While the review of MIPs points to an overall stronger focus
on Climate change/ Environment and on Education compared to the previous MFF, there is no
evidence showing that this reflects a prioritisation set in the instrument itself.

e The EU identified six strategic investment areas to be supported by EFSD+ Guarantees building on
three EU overarching sets of priorities: i) the European Green Deal launched in 2019; and ii) the Global
Gateway (17) adopted in 2021; and iii) EU policy priorities related to Jobs and inclusive growth (see
Annex Il of the NDICI-GE Regulation). The review of selected project documents shows that, while
the sector focus of EFSD+ interventions appear coherent with EU policy priorities, it covers a very
broad range of areas with no clear rationale regarding the weight given to the various sectors (8).

e Comparing priority areas identified under the Global Public Goods and Challenges thematic instrument
(2014-2020) and the Global Challenges thematic programme under NDICI-GE, all priority areas have
been carried over and new ones (e.g., Youth and People with Disabilities) have been added.

e |PA Il foresees performance-based, continuous programming, to reward progress on EU policy-
oriented reforms, e.g., as stated in the 2021 Brdo Declaration (*°): ‘the EU reconfirms its commitment
to the Enlargement process and its decisions taken thereon, based upon credible reforms by partners,
fair and rigorous conditionality and the principle of own merits. EU support will continue to be linked to
tangible progress on the rule of law and socio- economic reforms, as well as to partners’ adherence
to European values, rules and standards.” The IPA lll Regulation, Article 8 (3) (*°) describes the
performance-based approach: ‘Assistance shall be differentiated in scope and intensity according to
performance of the beneficiaries listed in Annex I, in particular as regards their commitment to and
progress in implementing reforms, as well as according to their needs.’ The Regulation (Annex V) lists
11 Performance Indicators, including a composite indicator on political criteria closely corresponding
to the fundamentals. However, the Regulation does not further specify how performance should be
assessed during actual programming.

e The previous regulations did not clearly delineate human rights and democracy, often addressing
them as a continuum, which according to several interviewees led to the primacy of human rights
(better defined in EU and international law) over democracy. Following this realisation as noted in
thematic evaluations (?*), and observing global threats to democracy, the NDICI-GE Regulation (Art.

(**) EU, Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021 / 1530 of 12 July 2021 supplementing Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947
of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021.

(*6) The reviewed MIPs include: Chad; Kenya; Somalia; Madagascar; Senegal; Iraq; Nepal; Tajikistan; Haiti; Papua New
Guinea; Honduras; Moldova; Ukraine; Egypt; Jordan; Morocco; Greenland; Saba.

(*") EU, Joint Communication on ‘The Global Gateway,” JOIN(2021) 30, 2021.

(*8) Reviewed project documentation includes EFSD blending and guarantees as well as EFSD+ blending and guarantees
documents. Documents were reviewed for several interventions across the EFSD and EFSD+ portfolio. A selection of
reviewed project documents is listed hereafter. EFSD blending: SUNREF Palestine (C-393856, with AFD), Projet de la
Dorsale Transsaharienne a fibre optique (DTS) (C-397340, with AfDB); EFSD guarantees: FMO NASIRA (with FMO),
EFSD Municipal, Infrastructure and Industrial Resilience Programme (with EBRD); EFSD+ blending: Eco-business Fund
for sub-Saharan Africa (C-427303, with KfW); EFSD+ guarantees: Better Futures Programme (with IFC).

(*°) Leaders of the EU and its Member States, Brdo Declaration 6 October 2021, 2021. Agreed at the 2021 EU-Western
Balkans summit in Slovenia.

(?°) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 1529 establishing IPA 1lI, 2021.

(?) Source: EC, Meta-Evaluation of human rights and democracy thematic projects 2014-2021, 2023; EC, Evaluation of
the EU support to Rule of Law and Anticorruption in Partner Countries (2010-2021) — DG INTPA, 2022; EC, Evaluation of
support to rule of law — DG NEAR, 2019; EC, Evaluation of the European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights,
2017; EC, Evaluation of the Civil Society Organisations and Local Authorities thematic programme (2014-2019), 2020.
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3) clarifies these definitions. Nevertheless, as pointed in the recent ECDPM (2022) (??) and IDEA
International reports (2023) (%), these two thematic areas could benefit from a more autonomous
narrative about the understanding and the vision of democracy by the EU.

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

e Several interviewees highlighted the very broad framework established by the regulations and the
main EU policy documents, which leaves significant space for actors involved in programming to
interpret what the most important priorities in EU external cooperation are.

e Interviews with EUDs and headquarters (EEAS and line DGs), as well as EUD written contributions
reveal differences in interpreting how performance should be assessed for the performance based
approach under IPA Il and demand further clarification.

e As interviewees in IPA beneficiaries pointed out, almost any bilateral action could be formulated to
qualify as contributing to the ‘Fundamentals.’ Given the lack of substantial EU acquis on some of them
as highlighted in Enlargement progress reports (?*) and internal assessments (?°), and a wide variety
of potential models, these areas pose particular challenges for the EU to assess the accession
candidates’ standards. This has prompted thematic units to further research and develop the
framework of European standards.

JC 1.2 Strategic focus of EU programming and non-programmable actions in line with the Policy first
approach
The analysis under this JC has relied on a variety of sources of information. In addition to the documentary

review, the analysis built on the mapping of EU spending actions as well as interviews, targeted consultations
and surveys. The main sources used are summarised in the table below.

Table 3 Main sources of evidence for JC 1.2

Main sources —
documents

Main sources — Other sources
interviews & targeted

consultations

Interviews: EU HQ, |
EUDs, I0s and
international CSOs, in-

Main sources — surveys

EUD
contributions

e EFI regulations & | e written | e

programming

Mapping of EU
spending actions

guidelines, e.g., NDICI- | o

EU sector guidelines

In-country stakeholder

GE Regulation; IPA 111 survey country  stakeholders
FPEeguIation_ and Validation survey I(Eauthorities, CSOs),
rogramming uropean

Framework Development Financial
e EFl-level reporting and Institutions / IFIs and

previous EFI EU Member States

evaluations (HQ, local
. representatives)

and thematic guidance
notes and templates

e Strategic evaluations
(thematic, country,
regional)

e  Strategic programming
docs (MIPs, SRs) and
AAPs

e  Other (e.g., think tank
reports)

(??) Sabourin, A. and Jones, A., More than targets: How the EU promotes democracy, human rights and gender equality
through Global Europe and beyond, ECDPM Discussion Paper number 337, 2023.

(?%) Sabourin, A. and Jones, A., More than targets: How the EU promotes democracy, human rights and gender equality
through Global Europe and beyond, ECDPM Discussion Paper number 337, 2023.

(**) One example, among many others, may illustrate this fact: the 2022 North Macedonia 2022 Report (EC, North
Macedonia 2022 Report accompanying Communication on EU Enlargement policy, Commission SWD(2022) 337 Final,
2022) points to the need to comprehensively review the legislation related to elections to ‘address inconsistencies’ and
‘improve the electoral Process’, but in the absence of explicit EU acquis, the report refers to OSCE / ODIHR and CoE
Venice Commission recommendations.

(?®) Unpublished internal EC document — 13 / 02 / 2023.
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Finding 3 Programming documents are more policy-driven and in line with the objectives and
priorities set in the relevant regulations and EU goals in the relevant geographical regions.

Related indicator(s): I-1.2.1, 1-1.2.3, 1-1.2.5 Quiality of evidence

Alignment of programming documents
Document review shows the following:

e All MIPs reviewed include priorities such as green transition, good governance, economic and social
resilience. Several of them include priorities related to education, digital transformation and migration.
(see also JC 1.1)

e Arecent European Court of Auditors’ report (%) reached a similar conclusion ‘MIP priorities were also
well aligned with the Commission priorities for the EU’s international partnerships (Green Deal, digital
transformation and data technologies, alliances for sustainable growth and decent jobs, better
management and governance of migration, migration partnerships, and governance, peace and
security).’

e The MIPs also reflect the greater importance granted to EU values in the Regulation, with most
programmes including priorities to promote human rights and fundamental freedoms, gender equality
and empowerment of women as well as good governance and the rule of law (?7).

e The language found in the country MIPs in sub-Saharan Africa shows good considerations to NDICI-
GE Programming Principles starting with the Policy first approach. Reflecting the different country
contexts, this shift to the ‘beyond aid* agenda comes more strongly in some countries than others. For
example, in Kenya, the country MIP states that ‘the partnership between Kenya, the EU and its
Member States is progressively transforming beyond development cooperation into a relationship
based on common values and mutual interests.’

¢ With an element of retro-fitting (%), the overarching objective of the NDICI-GE Regulation — which is
to ‘uphold and promote the Union’s values, principles and fundamental interests worldwide (?°).” and
those of framing EU’s engagement in Africa have become more coherent over the years. The Joint
Communication ‘Towards a comprehensive strategy with Africa’ (2020) (°) , post-Cotonou partnership
agreement (2021, adopted by EU Council in 2023) (%), the 6th EU-AU Summit Joint Declaration
(Brussels, February 2022) (%?) and the Global Gateway Africa-Europe Investment Package (%) all
share similar priorities. It is nonetheless worth noting that only the post-Cotonou agreement retains
poverty eradication and the achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) as its
overarching objective.

e Launched by the EC in 2021, the Economic and Investment Plans (EIPs) outline a set of indicative
and non-exhaustive list of flagship investments identified by the EU in collaboration with partner
countries and targeting major infrastructure projects in water and sanitation, transport, energy,
agriculture and the environment, as well as financing for SMEs, digitalisation, education and human
development.

¢ Inthe former DCI region (Asia, Pacific and Latin America), the Policy first approach and EU interests
were already guiding principles during 2014-2020 but are clearly more explicitly articulated under
NDICI-GE. MIPs and RIPs for 2021-2027 are policy-driven and explicitly and comprehensively link the
cooperation strategies with the respective countries and regions to the policy priorities of the European
Commission for 2019-2024.

e The EUD written contributions and interviews show that the idea of the Policy first approach is
generally well understood: shared policies and political priorities between the EU, EU Member States
and partner countries should guide the EU’s external cooperation and development cooperation, as
opposed to former approaches more driven by the legal and administrative aspects of EFIs rather than
policy. Equally, the EUD written contributions and interviews highlight the importance of aligning
policies, addressing priorities, and coordinating efforts with EU actors (Member States, development

(°®) European Court of Auditors, Programming the NDICI-GE — Comprehensive programmes with deficiencies in the
methods for allocating funds and impact monitoring, Special Report, 2023.

(%) EC, Guidelines for the Programming of the NDICI-GE (2021-2027), 2020. Page 6.

(%8) All exercises, in particular NDICI-GE, post-Cotonou negotiations, the regional MIP programming, and the preparations
of the EU-AU summit, were carried out at around the same time.

(?°) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021.

(%) EU, Joint Communication, ‘Towards a comprehensive Strategy with Africa,’ 2020.

(3%) Council of the European Union, Partnership Agreement between the European Union and its Member States, of the
one part, and Members of the Organisation of African, Caribbean and Pacific States, of the other part, 2023.

(%) EU Council, Sixth European Union — African Union Summit: A Joint Vision for 2030, 2022.

(®®) European Commission Website, Global Gateway in sub-Saharan Africa, https://international-
partnerships.ec.europa.eu/policies/global-gatewayl/initiatives-region/initiatives-sub-saharan-africa_en.
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banks) and partner countries to achieve desired outcomes and impact in various sectors of
cooperation.

In line with the Joint Communication ‘Enhancing the accession process — A Credible EU perspective
of the Western Balkans (34)’ and as presented by EU interviewees and NIPACs, the essence of IPA 1|
is to create a virtuous cycle, by motivating the beneficiaries to reinforce their reform efforts with a view
to receiving more support, and to use the support received for further boosting these reforms. Serving
this ambition are the performance-based approach and modulation. The Fair Share principle, focussed
on the respective needs and capacities of IPA Il beneficiaries, regardless of where they stand on the
accession process, balances the possible negative equity consequences of the performance-based
approach, ensuring that a disproportionally low level of assistance (in comparison to other IPA
beneficiaries) can be avoided (3%). However, the Regulation does not define how much is ‘fair’ nor how
to calculate it.

Action documents of the Foreign Policy Needs component of the Rapid Response Pillar (RR-FPN)
that were reviewed include public diplomacy components and aim at engaging effectively with target
audiences to build trust, enhance the understanding of the EU as ‘a strong and attractive global
partner’ and advance policy priorities, in line with a ‘Stronger Europe in the World.’

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

The regional sub-Saharan Africa MIP was drafted with the ambition to build on country programmes,
fund actions that demonstrate a clear added-value to address an issue from a regional perspective,
and, link up with global initiatives Yet, according to interviews with DG INTPA and EUD written
contributions, because of time pressure and the significant size of the budget, the regional MIP and
first round of regional decisions were put together by HQ. While timing was a huge constraint (country
and regional MIP were drafted in parallel), this missed opportunity can also be traced back to
budgetary decisions (%¢).

As confirmed during the interviews with EU staff at HQ, the focus of attention in SSA was primarily on
how to split the funding between geographic and thematic programmes, rather than between bilateral
and regional initiatives. Initial expectations (from some EUDs) were that, with the Geographisation
principle, the country envelopes would increase and the regional envelopes decrease, an expectation
not met (3). This placed some EUDs in the difficult position of retro-managing downward the
expectations of their partners.

A theme that emerges from interviews with EUD officials, particularly in the Asia and Pacific regions,
is that development cooperation must increasingly align with political strategic directions and multi-
year programming does not readily facilitate rapid alignment. While there is a participatory process
with partners and extensive discussions about programming, it is a time-consuming endeavour. Once
a programme is finalised, it becomes very challenging to adapt, even in the face of shifting political
circumstances.

According to a wide range of stakeholder interviews, there is no real strategic multiannual bilateral
programming process beside the AAPs in the Enlargement region: in the absence of high-quality,
mutually agreed Strategic Response, annual programming and day-by-day decision making prevalil
(3).

Several interviewees (EUDs, beneficiaries, CSOs) have argued that the annual bilateral programming
dynamic observed in the Enlargement region is not in line with the strategic intention of IPA IlI.
Interviews with EC stakeholders, CSOs, and some NIPACs show that the first 2021/ 2022
programming exercise has been a challenging process: Strategic Responses were lengthy and
laborious to produce (39). A close review has shown that they lack strategic vision or purpose, do not
clearly prioritise among sectors, and often resemble an aggregation of Sector Planning Documents
(which were in use under IPA 1I).

Interviews with the EUDs and headquarters, as well as with CSOs and NIPACs show that, despite
sometimes considerable efforts invested by the NIPACs, the inputs by the line ministries and at times
the NIPACs’ capacity to translate them into strategic synthesis account for these shortfalls.

Several interviewees from EUDs and NIPACs also state that the Strategic Responses ended up being
used as a reference document rather than as a roadmap or programming tool.

(3% EC, Communication on Enhancing the accession process — A credible EU perspective for the Western Balkans,
COM(2020) 57 final, 2020.

(%) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 1529 establishing IPA 1lI, 2021. Recital 31.

(36) European Court of Auditors, Programming the NDICI-GE — Comprehensive programmes with deficiencies in the
methods for allocating funds and impact monitoring, Special Report, 2023.

(%) EU, Multi-Annual Indicative Programme 2021-2027 for sub-Saharan Africa, 2021.

(®8) Source: EUDs and headquarter interviewees, CSOs NIPACs, Strategic Responses and AAPs 2021-2023 Kosovo*,
North Macedonia, Serbia, Turkiye.

(®%) EU, Regional Conference on IPA llI, Tirana, 2021-2027, Tirana, 23-24 November 2021, Main Takeaways and
Conclusions, 2021.
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e EUD written contributions show that the programming tends to be dominated by EU interests and
priorities in fragile countries lacking the capacity to articulate their own priorities.

e EUD written contributions show that the addition of the RR-FPN was seen as a positive development
as in the previous MFF there was no tool fully dedicated to supporting EU foreign policy priorities
globally in the short to medium term. They also revealed that the addition of a specific geographical
envelope for high income countries (HICs) — not at instrument level but as delegated funds for HICs —
under the NDICI-GE has rightly recognised the importance and potential leverage of cooperation with
like-minded partners and economic leaders, especially in geographical and thematic areas where the
EU seeks to assert its influence and leadership. EUDs however also noted that allocations for HICs
appear to be low compared to their increased importance, limiting the capacity to respond and
implement political strategies and flagship policies of the EU.

e EUD written contributions show that when it comes to the Policy first approach, little change was
noticed with regards to HICs and the implementation of the RR-FPN, as FPI always placed policy at
the core of all actions.

¢ Inthe validation survey, only 25 out of 60 EUDs outside the Neighbourhood and Enlargement regions
strongly agreed or somewhat agreed that the current EFIs and underpinning Policy first approach have
helped to strengthen the partnership with national governments. Only slightly more EUDs (28) thought
that the current EFIs and their Policy first approach have helped to strengthen the strategic focus of
EU programming.

Finding 4 With some exceptions, thematic programming is characterised by more continuity than
change. The full programmatic impact of Geographisation — ensuring the inclusion of global thematic
concerns at country and regional —is difficult to assess yet.

Related indicator(s): 1-1.2.3, 1-1.2.4, 1-1.2.5 Quiality of evidence

Global Challenges and mainstreaming of global thematic concerns
Document review shows the following:

e Global Challenges AAPs confirm that the EU is supporting a wide range of international initiatives
through UN actors, multilateral development banks, and others

e Basing itself on the 2017 New European Consensus on Development, the GPGC MIP 2018-2020 (*°)
enumerated multiple EU strategic commitments and orientations, including the Strategic Approach to
Resilience, the Gender Action Plan-Il, EU Action Plans on Wildlife Trafficking and on Forest Law
Enforcement Governance and Trade (FLEGT), the Biodiversity Strategic Plan 2020 under the
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), the EU Circular Economy Action Plan, the European
Agenda on Migration and the EU External Investment Plan (then aimed at Africa and the
Neighbourhood). The Global Challenges MIP 2021-2027 (*), affirms its commitment to green and
digital transformative shifts relevant to all areas of sustainable development and hence to all priority
themes identified under the '4 Ps' (People, Planet, Prosperity and Partnerships).

e Repeatedly appearing throughout the document is the EU commitment, in a world of new unlike-
thinking actors and increasing tensions, to strengthening the rules-based multilateral approaches (*?).
An example of the EU’s drive for partnerships is Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade
(FLEGT).

¢ Inthe Neighbourhood East region, a total of 28 actions have been adopted under the regional MIP for
the Eastern Neighbourhood 2021-2027. In line with the priorities identified in the regional MIP, the
adopted actions cover a wide range of topic, including i) environmental and climate resilience, ii) civil
society, democratic participation and gender equality, iii) private sector development and trade, iv)
accountable institutions and rule of law, v) digital transformation, vi) transport and connectivity, vii)
energy security, and viii) health and education.

¢ In the Neighbourhood South region, 10 actions have been adopted under the Multiannual indicative
programme 2021-2027 through the multiannual action plans in favour of the Neighbourhood South
region for 2021 to 2023. As in the Eastern partnership, the actions cover a wide range of topics in line
with the priorities identified in the regional MIP, including i) green transition, ii) civil society and
democratic participation, iii) economic recovery, iv) accountable institutions and security, v) maritime
safety and vi) migration and mobility.

(*°) EU, Programme on Global Public Goods and Challenges 2014-2020: Multi-Annual Indicative Programme 2018-2020,
2018.

(*Y) Citing, e.g., EU, The European Green Deal, COM(2019) 640, 2019; EU, Shaping Europe’s digital future, COM(2020)
67 final, 2020; EU, 2030 Digital Compass the European way for the Digital Decade, COM(2021) 118 final, 2021.

(*2) EU, Joint Communication on Strengthening the EU’s contribution to rules-based multilateralism, JOIN(2021) 3 final,
2021.
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e While many MIPs in sub-Saharan Africa address global challenges of interest to both the EU and
partners, the regional MIPs are viewed as now the main vehicle for addressing thematic issues.

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

e Feedback from the EUDs (via contributions and interviews) shows no fundamental change in their
approach to programming as a result of Geographisation.

e Some counterparts in the partner countries, in particular in the Neighbourhood (as evidenced from
interviews and the in-country stakeholder survey) are not aware of the Geographisation principle and
have not noticed any difference between from the point of view of programming.

e In sub-Saharan Africa, feedback from EUDs is that is often easier to target global thematic concerns
(e.g., gender) rather than mainstream them in broader actions. As a result mainstreaming of global
thematic concerns has been stronger at regional than country level.

Finding 5 Human rights and democracy continue to be priorities, with CSOs and Local Authorities
regarded as key actors.

Related indicator(s): 1-1.2.1, 1-1.2.3 Quality of evidence

Priority on human rights, democracy and civil society
Document review shows the following:

e The legal, policy, and regulatory bases of the EU’s external action under both successive MFFs
recognise human rights and democracy as global and country-level priorities.

e The MIP 2021-2027 for the thematic programme on human rights and democracy streamlines the
multiplicity of commitments and references to human rights and democracy

e The high priority of democracy and human rights is also recognised in multiple recent evaluations (*3).

e The NDICI-GE MIP on human rights and democracy addresses the human rights and democracy
issues at all levels with five overarching priorities (**). The NDICI-GE Regulation envisages three main
areas of work on civil society (*).

¢ As the only thematic programme with a clear actor-based mandate under NDICI-GE, the NDICI-GE
CSO MIP 2021-2027 states that civil society under the current MFF should be mainstreamed through
all geographic and thematic programmes of the Commission: this aims at strengthening CSOs as
independent actors of good governance and development in their own right.

« The IPA lll Regulation does not distinguish the specific objectives applicable to human rights,
democracy and rule of law, but altogether, these three areas are served by numerous sub-objectives,
such as promoting an independent judiciary or promoting compliance with international law (6).

e Based on an assessment of the NDICI-GE Regulation, there are no fundamental differences in nature
between the previous and current approaches as regards human rights, democracy, and civil society
— but differences of degree: under NDICI-GE, mainstreaming is expected to be stronger, and a key
vehicle to address these thematic areas and actors (*7).

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

e A survey to EUDs implemented in 2023 for the relevant INTPA thematic unit under the technical
assistance project to the thematic programme showed that 100 out of 103 EUDs had consulted with
CSOs, chiefly for strategic programming purposes (towards the preparation of the MIP and in the
framework of the Gender Action Plan Ill). However, country-level consultations rarely follow the
Structured Dialogue approach promoted by DG DEVCO and DG NEAR initially, now by DG INTPA
and NEAR in guidance documents (*8) and in their facilitation and coaching efforts towards CSO Focal

(*3) Source: EC, Meta-Evaluation of human rights and democracy thematic projects 2014-2021, 2023; EC, Evaluation of
the EU support to Rule of Law and Anticorruption in Partner Countries (2010-2021), DG INTPA, 2022; EC, Evaluation of
support to rule of law — DG NEAR, 2019; EC, Evaluation of the European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights,
2017; EC, Evaluation of the Civil Society Organisations and Local Authorities thematic programme (2014-2019), 2020.
(** 1) Protecting and empowering individuals; ii) Building resilient, inclusive and democratic societies; iii) Promoting a global
system for human rights and democracy; iv) Harnessing the opportunities and addressing challenges of new technologies;
and v) Delivering by working together.

(*3) 1) Inclusive, participatory, empowered and independent civil society and democratic space in partner countries; ii)
Inclusive and open dialogue with and between civil society actors; iii) Awareness, understanding, knowledge and
engagement of European citizens regarding development issues.

(*6) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 1529 establishing IPA 1lI, 2021. Art. 3 / 2a.

(*") EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art. 4.

(*8) The shift towards structured dialogue with CSOs at country level, see: EC, Guidance note on Civil Society
Organisations, 2020.
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Points in EUDs (*°): only 4 % EUDs followed this approach, against 61 % following an ad hoc
approach, and 35 % engaging in regular general dialogue once or twice a year.

e Based on the OPC, CSOs find it difficult to obtain funding because, in the interests of grant
management efficiency, minimum grant thresholds are high, as are requirements for co-funding. The
result is that EU civil society financing is tilted towards large, well-established, national NGOs. The
practice of sub-contracting, in which international partners sub-contract to national NGOs, has only
reinforced this tendency. In qualitative responses given to the OPC, CSO respondents stressed the
contradiction between the recognised importance of CSOs and the related programming and funding
under the NDICI-GE, as there is a perceived erosion in funding opportunities, and limited transparency
in funding allocation. The most recurring theme was the perception of reduced and more difficult
engagement options for civil society with EU cooperation in partner countries.

Finding 6 Under the thematic programme for Peace, Stability and Conflict Prevention (PSCP) and the
Rapid Response Pillar (RRP), peace and security continue to be a priority, but this is a work in
progress.

Related indicator(s): 1-1.2.1, 1-1.2.3, 1.1.2.4 Quality of evidence

Peace, security and crisis response
Document review shows the following:

e The review of MIPs (2021-2027) and IPA Il Strategic Responses (2021-2024), EAMRs, AAPs and
AOSD reports for 2021 and 2022 for Moldova, Jordan, Chad, Kenya, Tajikistan, Honduras, Kosovo*
and Serbia reveals that in four out of these eight countries (4 / 8) peace and security is a priority. In
the other countries aspects of peace and security are included in at least one other area of cooperation,
such as rule of law, human rights, governance or natural resource management.

e Strategic as well as programming and reporting documents, such as EAMRs or the AOSD reports,
display a mainstreaming of this attention to peace and security and thereby show full attention to the
Policy first approach of NDICI-GE.

e While this attention to peace and security is positive, the European Court of Auditors report (2023)
finds that the selected priority areas, including for the sectors of peace and security, were too broadly
framed, thereby risking undermining the NDICI-GE’s policy focus and impact. This was also confirmed
by INGO interlocutors.

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

e Several FPI interviewees noted, that when ‘peace and stability’ is not set as a priority in a country for
the geographic partnership, Rapid Response actions risk being isolated interventions due to lack of
possible continuity.

Finding 7 EFSD+ is coherent with the Policy first approach, but there are problems in translating it
into MIPs, and persisting doubts regarding the approach adopted to cover difficult contexts.

Related indicator(s): 1-1.2.1, 1.-1.2.2 Quality of evidence

Coherence of the EFSD+ framework
Document review shows the following:

e EFSD+ aims to support investments and increase access to financing, as a means of contributing to
the achievement of the objectives and general principles set out in the NDICI-GE Regulation, thereby
contributing to the Policy first approach promoted under the current MFF. Internal EFSD+ guiding
documents also emphasise the fact that EFSD+ funding should primarily be used to support
investments such as those related to the Team Europe Initiatives as well as the main priorities
identified in the policy dialogue with partner countries and reflected in key strategic documents,
including MIPs.

¢ Internal guiding documents emphasise the need to link the programming of guarantees and blending
support to geographic programming. Processes established to implement the EFSD+ allow to do so
to some extent (*°). The positive changes introduced in the transition from the EFSD to the EFSD+ are
particularly visible in the EIB exclusive window on sovereign lending, which relies on a ‘three stage

(*°) E.g., Forum of EUDs Focal Points for Human Rights and Democracy, Civil Society, Youth and Gender Equality, March
2023.
(59) EC, 2022 progress report on the European Financial Architecture for Development, COM(2022) 299 final, 2022.
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approval’ process aimed at strengthening upstream coordination between the EC (incl. the geographic
teams) and EIB.

While the EBRD already had a strong presence in the countries of operations (Neighbourhood and
Enlargement regions, as well Central Asia and Mongolia), the EIB has also recently taken steps to
build local capacity across the world. It has set up a branch dedicated to the Bank's activities outside
the EU, EIB Global, with a network of 30 local offices, 25 of which are co-located with the EUDs, and
the creation of additional regional hubs to streamline the distribution of financing.

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

As highlighted in JC 1.1, a majority of respondents to the validation survey answered positively to the
statement: ‘Activities of financial institutions in the context of EFSD+ are aligned with EU policy
priorities.’

Challenges and concerns related to EFSD+
Document review and statistical analysis of financial flows show:

EU guiding documents remain general regarding the weight to give to the different priorities pursued
under EFSD+ and how decisions regarding trade-offs between the many priorities are to be made.

In particular, as highlighted in recent studies (%) and according to interviews carried out by the
Evaluation Team, this partially reflects the difficulties for DFIs / IFIs to engage in non-traditional areas;
e.g., social sectors.

Based on the Evaluation Team’s own analysis of data shared by DG NEAR and DG INTPA, under
EFSD, EU-funding of blending operations focussed on: i) infrastructure development in the areas of
energy and transport (67 %); and ii) support to MSMEs (12 %). 2 % of blending support (°?) went to
urban development projects with a strong social dimension and only 1 % to education (%%). The
repurposing of guarantees to address the COVID-19 crisis explains why social sectors account for a
larger part of investments in the EFSD guarantee portfolio (29 %) than in EFSD blending operations.
Based on the Evaluation Team’s own analysis, blending operations approved under the EFSD+
starting 2021 draw a similar picture, with an even increased focus on infrastructure: i) 64 % of approved
amounts are supporting interventions related to infrastructure in the sectors of transport (48.17 %),
energy (14.24 %) and Water and sanitation (11.91 %); ii) 8.65 % of funding is allocated to the support
of MSME / Private Sector operations; and iii) less than 5 % go into operations related to human capital
(3.17 %), Urban development (0.91 %) and the social sector (0.52 %).

Based on the Evaluation Team’s own analysis, regarding guarantees, under the EIB Dedicated
Windows, 44 % of approved operations are supporting infrastructure-oriented interventions under the
header of Connectivity, i.e., in the Energy, Transport and Digital sectors. 28 % are supporting
sustainable agriculture and biodiversity, and 10 % are supporting MSME and the private sector. In the
OA, more than 60 % of funding is allocated to connectivity-related operations and private sector
development, followed by 15 % in natural capital. In contrast, social sectors accounted for 5 %, 13 %
and 11 % of the total approved blending operations, EIB Window 1 investments, and allocations under
the OA window.

Recent studies also show that DFIs / IFIs have different approaches and standards when it comes to
mainstreaming human rights, gender and climate in their investments (°%). They have their own
complaint mechanisms, the standards of which differ from one financial institution to another (%°).

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

Interviews and responses to the surveys show that some EFSD+ supported interventions, both
blending operations and guarantees, are still very much driven by DFIs / IFls.

Several EU Member States representatives highlight insufficient clarity regarding the attention to be
given to the different EFSD+ objectives, hampering effective steering by the EFSD+ Strategic Board.
In the Neighbourhood, the written contributions from the EUDs highlighted the challenge of using
EFSD+ in fragile contexts. Lebanon is a case in point: there is currently no functioning banking system,
and there are no incentives for IFIs to step in to address this market failure, where the EU guarantee
could provide significant added value.

Some EU staff interviewees also raised concerns regarding the difficulty to ensure policy monitoring
at EU level when priorities are not clearly spelled out.

(°1) Pérez, A., et al., The implementation of EFSD+ operations from an inclusive perspective, commissioned by the
European Parliament (DEVE Committee), 2023.

(52) Two interventions by AFD with a focus on housing in Tunisia.

(%) Two interventions by KFW and EIB with a focus on infrastructure development related to higher education and TVET.
(>*) D’Alessandro, C., et al., Integrating a human rights-based approach in European Development Financial Institutions,
ECDPM Discussion Paper 353, 2023.

(%) Ashraf, N., et al., Enhancing complaints mechanisms of European Development Financial Institutions, ECDPM Paper,

2023.
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Finding 8 Mainstreaming and monitoring cross-cutting themes have proven difficult, both
geographically and thematically.

Related indicator(s): I-1.2.4 Quiality of evidence

Implementation of markers and targets in geographic programmes
Document and data review shows:

e According to a recent study (%), targets make it easier to monitor and report on progress in specific
policy areas, but their large number poses flexibility and methodological challenges. The study found
that while the EU appears to be on track to meet the targets on democracy, human rights and gender
equality, these figures only tell part of the story.

e Recent strategic evaluations (°) found that the gender marker, despite guidance from DG INTPA, is
not always well understood and applied by project staff a EUD level. While there is a strong incentive
to achieve a Gender Marker 1 or 2 which projects are designed (in order to meet the target), there is
a tendency for the gender aspect to be progressively diluted as the project moves downstream the
programming process.

e For the former DCI region, the final report of the EU-PNG country strategy evaluation (°8) notes that, if
the attention given to cross-cutting issues becomes too prevalent, there is a certain risk that
mainstreaming ultimately becomes more important than the focus on the core development objectives
that interventions want to achieve. Furthermore, interviews raise the risk that multiple themes to be
mainstreamed risk diverting from the central development purpose of MIPs.

e Under IPA llIl (*%), a number of cross-cutting themes including gender equality, climate change,
environmental protection, civil society, gender equality, human rights-based approach, are
mainstreamed and therefore implemented under all five windows. AAPs 2021, 2023 in Kosovo* (),
North Macedonia, Serbia all represent all cross-cutting issues. Turkiye AAPs 2021, 2022, 2023, taken
together, represent all cross-cutting issues.

e This (long) list of cross-cutting issues corresponds to the policies prioritised under the IPA Il
Regulation (5%): there is thus strong coherence between mainstreaming and the Policy first approach,
to the point that it may not be relevant to distinguish the two. While this is not a problem in itself, the
difficulty lies in the number and variety of issues to be mainstreamed, which leaves a large margin of
appreciation to the bilateral programming actors, including the Governments (through the preparation
of the Strategic Response) on which issues to prioritise, how, and under which window.

¢ NDICI-GE expands the list of issues that programmes should address transversally including not only
gender, democracy and human rights, environment and climate change as in the past but also
biodiversity, disability, conflict-sensitivity, peace, resilience, and disaster risk reduction in accordance
with the NDICI-GE Regulation (%?).

e NDICI-GE allocates 30 % of its budget to climate objectives and has set targets for biodiversity
spending: 7.5 % in 2024 and 10 % for 2026-2027. Migration management and governance are
earmarked 10 % of the budget. Specific financial commitments include EUR 500 million for Local
Authorities, EUR 26.725 million for three EIB investment windows, and additional resources for
thematic programmes: EUR 200 million each for Human Rights and CSOs, and EUR 600 million for
Global Challenges.

e According to the 2022 Annual Report on the implementation of the European Union’s External Action
Instruments in 2021 (83), 236 actions = 78.1 % of new actions scored G1 or G2 (Indicator GERF 3.13
Number and share of EU- external interventions promoting GEWE). Regarding the indicator GERF
3.1b Amount and share of EU-funded external assistance contributing to: b) protecting biodiversity;
commitments in 2021 amounted to EUR 530 million (4.9 % of annual spending).

e Neither documents nor the EUD written contributions and the validation survey include any reflection
on the quality dimension of this rigid quantitative approach. The topic was only briefly addressed in

(%6) Sabourin, A. and Jones, A., More than targets: How the EU promotes democracy, human rights and gender equality
through Global Europe and beyond, ECDPM Discussion paper 337, 2023.

(°) E.g., EC, Mid-term evaluation of the implementation of the EU Gender Action Plan Il (2021-2025), 2023.

(%8) EC, Evaluation of the EU’s Cooperation with Papua New Guinea (2014-2021), 2023.

(59) IPA Il regulatory framework (Regulation and Delegated Regulation), programming guidance, thematic guidance, and
IPA 11l Programming Framework.

(59) This designation is without prejudice to positions on status, and is in line with UNSCR 1244 / 1999 and the ICJ opinion
on the Kosovo* declaration of independence.

(6%) Comparison between IPA Il Regulation Recitals 6, 7, 8 and 25, 27. Comparison between IPA Il Regulation (Recital
6,7,8,12,13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 27) with IPA 1l Programming guidelines.

(52) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art.41.

(%) EC, Annual Report on the implementation of the European Union’s External Action Instruments in 2021, COM(2022)
578 final, 2022.
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some interviews and only when interlocutors were explicitly asked about it. Most interviewees did not
regard earmarked funding as a problem. Yet, a small number of interlocutors voiced concerns that
rigid earmarked funding could restrict the overall flexibility in aligning MIPs with partner priorities and
needs. One interlocutor suggested that the approach to earmarked funding might lead to a ‘bean
counting’ culture.

The instrument’s priorities are further oriented by targets defined in the IPA Il regulations, in a less
prescriptive way than for the NDICI-GE. These targets are not contradictory to the ‘fundamentals first’
approach, but do not exactly reflect the scope of the three fundamentals either. Several thematic
evaluations (%), demonstrated that prescriptive targets and cross-cutting issues do not guarantee the
capacity and willingness to effectively mainstream an issue: it is necessary to support this approach
with appropriate programming, tracking and monitoring tools.

The realisation of the targets, and the overall budget dedicated to human rights, democracy, civil
society / CSOs and Local Authorities will be difficult to track in the absence of clear markers. Under
the current MFF, the thematic programme for CSOs envisages EUR 1.5 billion over seven years.
In-depth analysis of some samples of financial data (originating from the ‘Statistical Dashboard’)
revealed that data coding was frequently erroneous: for instance, about one tenth of RRP allocations
(arelatively modest data set, which should be easy to manage), are wrongly coded as reaching CSOs,
when they are actually channelled through EU Member States government development agencies,
EU agencies, or private companies.

Likewise, interviews with EU and non-EU actors, and review of financial data sets in recent country
evaluations, showed that financial allocations in geographic programming are frequently coded under
appellations that serve to calculate the amounts dedicated to human rights and democracy, when they
actually target governance or institutional capacity building in general, with no obvious link to
democracy and human rights.

This monitoring challenge was already demonstrated by the 2017 MTE of EFIs, and thematic
evaluations so far (including recently the evaluation of GAP lIl, which showed that even with a marker,
such tracking was challenging, and it's a concern also registered in the Meta-Evaluation of Human
Rights and Democracy thematic projects).

As corroborated by recent research (5%), perceptions of stakeholders point to shortfalls in funding
patterns. As one contributor to the targeted consultations put it, ‘it is good to have targets — but there
is a need to emphasise how the markers reflect a human rights approach, and a leaving no one behind
approach in line with the policies.’

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

The OPC responses on whether the EU adequately addressed the thematic dimensions in geographic
programmes were overall more positive (40 %) than negative (28 %). The categories of respondents
whose answers were more positive than negative were public authority, company / business, non-EU
citizen, and academic / research institution — in contrast with CSOs who were less positive.
Feedback from the OPC and interviews confirms the limitations of the target-marker system as a policy
monitoring tool.

Interviews also suggest that CSO funding could be hard to document, as sub-granting and, even more
so, indirect management of grants by international organisations as a growing modality is difficult for
the EU to monitor. Sub-granting and indirect management with international organisations entail
financial risks for the organisations providing the funding, as they are liable toward the EU. Several
CSOs interviewed report that these schemes incentivise primary grantees or international
organisations to be even stricter with the selection and administration of (sub-)grants than the EU
would be, as they are sometimes anxious about responsibility placed upon them.

Mainstreaming of and within peace and security
Document review shows the following:

The mainstreaming of peace and security is visible in the PSCP Annual Action Programmes (2021,
2022 and 2023) where conflict prevention and peacebuilding, social inclusion and human
development, and human rights, democracy and governance are central to most actions and in line
with NDICI-GE targets. The AAP 2022, for example, will focus the support in three areas, i.e., i) Human
security, resilience and stabilisation (e.g., community-led security assessments, dialogue, cooperation
mechanisms, resilience initiatives, advocacy; intra-community dialogue for human security, ...); ii)
inclusivity in peace and security (e.g., promoting gender-sensitive approaches; leadership of women,

(6%) EC, Mid-term evaluation of the implementation of the EU Gender Action Plan 11l (2021-2025), 2023; EC, Evaluation of
the EU’s support to climate action and environment in Enlargement and Neighbourhood regions, 2022; EC, Evaluation of
the Civil Society Organisations and Local Authorities thematic programme (2014-2019), 2020.

(%) Sabourin, A. and Jones, A., More than targets: How the EU promotes democracy, human rights and gender equality
through Global Europe and beyond, ECDPM Discussion paper 337, 2023.
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youth and more minority groups; etc); and iii) locally-led peacebuilding (e.g., fund micro-grants through
intermediary actors; accompany smaller local CSOs to strengthen their capacities; support local CSOs
facing challenges related to increasingly restrictive local legislations, etc).

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

e Several FPI interviewees have also mentioned that there has been greater attention under the PSCP
to mainstream Climate and Gender Equality, with action documents modified to take into account
these more ambitious EU targets and indicators.

e EU staff report difficulties in implementing gender- and other targets, and reporting on them in a
meaningful way. Some deemed that several targets had not been reached according to initial
calculations on climate, for instance; that not all targets apply to FPI programming of Thematic
programme Peace and Stability and Conflict Prevention, for instance migration and biodiversity; and
that FPI did not follow the targets in a structured, dedicated manner.

e Substantive, as opposed to tick-the-box mainstreaming remains difficult and, as pointed out by some
FPI staff interviewed generally requires EU staff to rely on external expertise as well as move towards
more qualitative reporting.

e FPI interviewees also identified the need for more tools and clear guidance on meeting the targets,
rather than just deciding on them and monitoring compliance.

JC 1.3 Partnership approach with authorities and other stakeholders from partner countries and
regions

The analysis under this JC has relied on a variety of sources of information. In addition to the documentary
review, the analysis built on the mapping of EU spending actions as well as interviews, targeted consultations
and surveys. The main sources used are summarised in the table below.

Table 4 Main sources of evidence for JC 1.3
Main sources — Main sources — surveys Main sources — Other sources
documents interviews & targeted
consultations
e EFI regulatons & |e EUD written | o Interviews: EU HQ, | ¢ Mapping of EU
programming contributions EUDs, I0s and spending actions
guidelines, e.g., NDICI- | «  In-country stakeholder international CSOs, in-
GE Regulation; IPA 111 survey country  stakeholders
Regulation and | 4 validation survey (authorities, = CSOs),
Programming European
Framework Development Financial
e  EFl-level reporting and Institutions / IFIs and
previous EFI EU Member States
evaluations (HQ, _ local
e EU sector guidelines representatives)

and thematic guidance
notes and templates

e Strategic evaluations
(thematic, country,
regional)

e  Strategic programming
docs (MIPs, SRs) and
AAPs

e  Other (e.g., think tank
reports)

Finding 9 There is little evidence that the new EFIs have strengthened geographic partnerships.
There has been more continuity of approaches than change in most regions and thematic areas, the
main exceptions being countries where the NAO/ RAO system has been abandoned and the
partnership with Local Authorities.

Related indicator(s): 1.1.3.1, 1.1.3.2, 1-1.3.3, I-1.3.5, Quiality of evidence

1-1.3.6 o

Partnerships in the Neighbourhood
Document review and consultations show for example:
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e Article 12c of the NDICI-GE Regulation (%¢) lays out the principle of inclusive programming. The
programming guidelines (57) emphasise the need for EUDs / HQ to engage with all stakeholders when
designing programmes: ‘The programming exercise will follow an inclusive process encompassing
broad and transparent consultation both at country / region and Headquarters levels with all relevant
stakeholders, partner countries governments and parliaments, civil society organisations (CSOs)
including women and the youth, Local Authorities, traditional authorities when relevant, private sector,
non-EU donors, the UN, the International Financing Institutions and other stakeholders. Dialogue will
take place in order to facilitate stakeholders’ respective contributions, as appropriate, and to allow
them to play a meaningful role in programming.’

e The engagement with stakeholders prior to and during the programming process appears to have
been significant as testified by the documents themselves. A recent study (%8) and the European Court
of Auditors also attest strong engagement with stakeholders: ‘Overall, the priority areas and supported
sectors were relevant, as they responded to the development priorities (5°).” This is further corroborated
from the feedback given by interviewed counterparts in partner countries.

e Although the Joint Communications are mentioned in the MIPs, references to national strategies are
less frequent and rarely aligned in terms of temporal scope (7).

¢ In a webinar organised by the European Think Tanks Group (*), concerns have also been expressed
about an increasingly EU-centric cooperation in relation to the Global Gateway initiative ("2). Launched
in December 2021 as an infrastructure partnership driven by values, high standards, and transparency
to address global infrastructure development needs (73), it was met with scepticism by certain partner
countries due to its perceived excessive focus on EU interests and values and disconnection from
partner countries’ needs (74). One EUD in the Southern Neighbourhood complained that actions agreed
with country counterparts were being side-lined by Global Gateway, resulting in the perceived loss of
time and resources invested by stakeholders in programming efforts.

e Respondents to the validation survey expressed mixed views as to whether the current EFIs have
helped to strengthen the partnership with national governments with 40 % agreeing while 49 %
disagreeing.

Consultations with partners in the former DCI region
Document review shows the following:

e Based on the recent ECA report covering NDICI-GE programming ("®) and extensive interviews, it is
evident that 2021-2027 programming saw broader consultations in partner countries compared to
previous MIP formulations. EUDs engaged with a diverse group of stakeholders, including government
officials, civil society, and the private sector, early in the MIP development. While most stakeholders
valued this inclusive approach, there were instances where key contributors, such as religious leaders,
were missed. Generally, stakeholder feedback influenced the MIPs’ priorities.

e According mainly to the ECA report covering NDICI-GE programming, consultations in partner
countries did not cover and address regional priorities. While the Commission and the EEAS
developed the regional multiannual indicative programmes (regional MIPs) alongside the MIPs, they
primarily engaged with partners and stakeholders in Brussels.

e All MIPs of sampled countries highlight the strength of alignment of the respective cooperation areas
with national priorities, development plans, policies, strategies, etc. There is strong emphasis on
national ownership throughout. This usually goes along with comprehensive context, needs and risk
analyses.

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

(56) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art. 12 (c).

(57) EC, Guidelines for the programming of the NDICI-GE (2021-2027), 2020. Page 5.

(58) ECDPM, Catching up with Global Europe: 15 questions on the EU’s new financial instrument answered, 2021. Page
7.

(%) European Court of Auditors, Programming the NDICI-GE — Comprehensive programmes with deficiencies in the
methods for allocating funds and impact monitoring, Special Report, 2023.

("°) For example, the MIP Jordan refers to the Jordan’s Reform Matrix 2018-2024.

(™Y ETTG, Programming the NDICI-GE in times of COVID-19: Five takeaways from a recent webinar, 2021.

(") There were 11 Global Gateway flagship investments in the Neighbourhood by March 2023 according to DG INTPA:
EC, EU-Western Balkans and Neighbourhood flagship projects for 2023, 2023.

(") EU, Joint Communication on ‘The Global Gateway,” JOIN(2021) 30, 2021.

("*) ‘While China has roads, bridges and dams to show for its 20-year-engagement with Africa, the EU brings red tape and
a lecture.” EURACTIV Website, As EU seeks to rival China’s infrastructure offer, Africans are sceptical, 2021.
https://www.euractiv.com/section/energy-environment/news/as-eu-seeks-to-rival-chinas-infrastructure-offer-africans-are-

scepticall.

(") European Court of Auditors, Programming the NDICI-GE — Comprehensive programmes with deficiencies in the
methods for allocating funds and impact monitoring, Special Report, 2023.
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e According to the EUD written contributions and interviews, the Global Gateway initiative and the Team
Europe approach provide effective frameworks to enable a stronger bilateral and regional partnerships
in addressing development challenges. For example, in Tajikistan the EU has promoted partnerships,
consulting and coordinating with CSOs and private institutions on EU programmes; in the case of
Nepal, the role of civil society is described as key in all priority areas and sectors; in PNG the EU has
well established relations with key CSOs in PNG across many sectors and continuous dialogue with
CSOs organisations during project implementation is anticipated in Forest Climate Change
Biodiversity, WaSH and governance / human rights, including on peace building, gender equality,
human rights defenders, and the fight against corruption; in Haiti, CSOs, Local Authorities and private
sector were all included in the discussions for the creation of the MIP 2021-2027.

Strategic Response process under IPA llI
Document review shows the following:

e According to the Strategic Responses’ templates and IPA Ill Programming Guidelines, Strategic
Responses, under the lead of National IPA Coordinators (NIPACs), should build on intensive
consultations in the beneficiaries: within the Government, between the Government and the
Parliament, and with independent public institutions, civil society, private sector, international donors
and partners, and of course the EU.

e According to the Strategic Responses’ template, under each window the beneficiary should analyse
context and identify strategic relevance; identify key strategic priorities; and objectives and propose a
list of actions for the respective window. Based on the IPA Ill Programming Framework and the
Strategic Response, each beneficiary must propose bilateral actions for the programming year, which
the EU may select based on policy relevance and maturity assessments, to design AAPs for each
beneficiary. Then, after the EC adopts the AAPs, the EU and the beneficiary sign an annual Financial
Agreement for the programming year concerned, for the actions selected by the EU.

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

e Interviews with the EUDs and headquarters, as well as with CSOs and NIPACs show that, despite
sometimes considerable efforts invested by the NIPACs, ownership of the national authorities in the
programming process is low; moreover, as emphasised at the IPA Il Regional Conference in
November 2021 (7¢) and interviews, not all IPA IIl beneficiaries are familiar with concepts such as the
‘sector approach.’

Abolition of the NAO system in sub-Saharan Africa
Document review shows the following:

e At country level, the NAOs have remained active participants in the discussion but, in most (but not
all) (") countries, they have stopped playing their role as main government counterparts and inter-
faces with line ministries.

e Under the NDICI-GE, RECs (as former RAO) are no longer involved in the EU’s programming
decisions; they themselves reported that they had not been (adequately) consulted during the
elaboration of the regional MIP. According to the European Court of Auditors report (2023), the EC
and EEAS organised four ‘information meetings’ with regional organisations and the African Union.

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

e Interviews with EUDs have reported that the switch to NDICI-GE has enabled them to focus on a
reduced range of priorities from the outset (instead of having to consider all sectors as it was the case
under the 11th EDF), and engage directly with selected line ministries. At the same time, however, the
nature of consultations with line ministries has also fundamentally evolved from following a sector-
wide approach to focussing on specific objectives.

e There was poor communication by the EU about its decision to dismantle NAO / RAO, leading to
strong discontent (e.g., as evidenced by the contribution of OACPs (78) to the OPC implemented in the
course of this evaluation):

("®) EU, Regional Conference on IPA llI, Tirana, 2021-2027, Tirana, 23-24 November 2021, Main Takeaways and
Conclusions, 2021.

(") In DRC, the NAO (Minister of finance) was appointed by the Prime Minister as representative of the government for
NDICI-GE programming purposes.

("®) Following the Organisation of ACP States (OACPS) Secretariat’s invitation to Member States and regional
organisations to share their experiences on the programming and implementation of programmes financed under NDICI-
GE, contributions were received, in particular at the extraordinary meeting of the West African network of national and
regional bodies in charge of cooperation with the EU, which was held on 22 and 23 May 2023 in Abidjan, Cote d’lvoire.
Points mentioned provide an overall picture.
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o Member States are concerned that ‘the gains’ of the Cotonou Agreement, namely the
principles of development ownership and the co-management of resources, are not respected
by the EU in the programming and implementation of programmes;

o The transition from EDF to NDICI-GE creates uncertainty for staff working in the NAOs, and
this affects the monitoring of ongoing projects financed by EDF;

o ltis difficult to monitor projects implemented by EU Member State agencies, as these agencies
do not report to the relevant ministries. Relevant provisions requiring implementing agencies
to report to national authorities should be included in financing agreements;

o There is no open dialogue between the EU and national / regional authorities on the
programming and management of projects; and

o In some countries, the EU does not adequately consult national authorities when preparing
financing agreements. This has led to situations where national authorities have refused to
sign financing agreements because they were not involved in their preparation. This is often
the case for projects implemented by Non-State Actors.

o As reported by EUDs in their written contributions and during interviews, the lack of a clear
and timely political message on the abolition of the NAOs has made their engagement with
the authorities more difficult.

Partnerships with Local Authorities
Document review shows the following:

Recital (36) of the NDICI-GE Regulation foresees the earmarking of funds for Local Authorities under
geographic programmes: ‘The Union should further enhance its support for Local Authorities’ capacity
building in order to strengthen their voice in the sustainable development process and advance
political, social and economic dialogue, as well as promote decentralised cooperation. Support to Local
Authorities under the geographic programmes should amount indicatively to at least EUR 500 000 000
(7).

However, the review of MIPs covering the sample countries of this evaluation shows that funding to
Local Authorities is not appearing in most.

A recent paper (29 highlighted that: ‘The integration of Local Authorities in development and EU
external action is far from being a widespread reality. Their participation in the dialogues and their
access to EU funding remain difficult. Looking to the future, Local Authorities barely feature in the post-
Cotonou debate. The draft negotiating mandate of the EU confines their role to ‘complementing
governmental action.” In the ongoing discussions on the future EU budget and a new set of External
financing instruments beyond 2020, no reflection exists so far on the place that will be given to Local
Authorities.’

Local Authorities lack a clear and uniform definition in the EU’s policies and programming documents,
and their absence from the Global Gateway Communication, are symptomatic. The latest
Communication on Local Authorities dates from 2013 (8%), whereas policy documents on multiple other
topics have flourished (8?).

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

The OPC participants from public authorities (19 contributions) reported perceived neglect of Local
Authorities and a lack of dedicated resources to support decentralisation and local development.
Interviews (covering a diversity of stakeholder groups) confirmed the finding on a reduced attention
given to Local Authorities in the current MFF, partly due to the discontinuation of the dedicated budget
line. Interviews also highlight that, while Local Authorities’ associations are represented at country
level in Sector Working Groups which discuss the Economic Investment Plans (which form the basis
for investment pipelines), relevant individual Local Authorities (e.g., municipalities concerned) are
sometimes excluded from the design of specific interventions, especially investment projects that
directly affect them, until very late in the design process; this is partly because the relevant line
Ministries do not systematically engage them from the start.

(") EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Recital (36): ‘Support to Local Authorities under the
geographic programmes should amount indicatively to at least EUR 500 000 000.’

(8% Bossuyt, J., Local Authorities in EU external action after 2020: Strategic actors or distant voices?, 2020.

(8%) EU, Consolidated version of the Treaty on the European Union (C 326 / 17), 2012.

(?) E.g., Council of the European Union, Council Conclusions on Climate Diplomacy: accelerating the implementation of
Glasgow outcomes, 6120/ 22, 2022; EC, EU policy on Cyber Defense, JOIN(2022) 49, 2022; EC, Report on
implementation of the EU's Cybersecurity Strategy for the Digital Decade, JOIN(2021) 14, 2022; EC, An EU strategic
approach in support of Disarmament, Demobilisation, and Reintegration of former combatants, JOIN(2021) 35, 2021; EC,
Guidance Note on the use of Conflict analysis in support of EU external action, 2020; EU, Shared Vision, Common Action:
A Stronger Europe, A Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign And Security Policy, 2016; Council of the European
Union, Council Conclusions on A New Global Partnership for Poverty Eradication and Sustainable Development after 2015,
9241 / 15, 2015; several Gender Action Plans.
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As some interviewees and one OPC participant highlighted: the 2023 Policy Forum on Development
consultations on the NDICI-GE revealed that Local Authorities and civil society have sometimes
struggled to understand how they could have a say, and therefore have not always been able to
participate in the programming process.

Finding 10 Apart from global-level partnerships strengthened through Global Challenges, there is no
evidence of strengthened partnerships in the major thematic areas covered by the EFls.

Related indicator(s): 1.1.3.1, 1.1.3.2, 1-1.3.3, 1-1.3.4, Quality of evidence

1-1.3.5, 1-1.3.6 Q

Partnerships at global level
Document review shows the following:

The Global Challenges MIP 2021-2027 (%) does not mention partner priorities in the context of
programming of Global Challenges actions and rather states that actions ‘should be applied
strategically, in support of multilateralism and the rules-based global order’; ‘should promote EU’s
priorities and values’ and ‘will finance global and trans-regional initiatives for achieving internationally
agreed goals, ..., protecting global public goods or addressing global challenges.’

A core finding of the 2017 MTE of the EFls (8%) was that it had proven difficult, and increasingly so, to
agree on shared priorities with partner governments, particularly in sensitive global areas such as
environment and climate change and migration, but also with regards to governance and human rights
issues.

According to the 2017 Evaluation of STRIVE / Horn of Africa project (Strengthening Resilience to
Violent Extremism) (%), the alignment with Kenyan national priorities has shown positive results. More
broadly, beyond peace and security, Kenya is an example of a partner country where, according to an
EU interviewee, the EU integrated in its MIP both Kenya’s priorities arising from strategic dialogue with
the government; and Commission Priorities such as the Green Deal.

As evidenced from programming documents, such as the Annual Action Programmes for 2021 to 2023
of the PSCP thematic programme, NGOs and CSOs in Europe as well as in the regions and partner
countries remain important partners for dialogue and consultations to inform the EU’s programming
on peace, security and related governance matters. However, there is no evidence that these
exchanges have resulted in a stronger partnership approach compared to the previous MFF — for
instance, the formulation of CSO roadmaps as part of the country programming and implementation
has been in place for several years already.

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

Partner-country authorities, NGOs and CSOs as well as EU Member States see the Geographisation
principle overall, accompanied by mandatory conflict assessments for fragile countries, as a positive
step as it helps zoom in on country-specific fragility and conflict situations.

While the Geographisation principle brings along a stronger focus on the partner countries,
respondents to the in-country stakeholder survey stressed the need to pay continued attention to
cross-border and regional security challenges which should not be de-prioritised due to the enhanced
country focus.

Interviewees from NGOs and CSOs see the new EFIs as a continuation from the past with some
improvements instead of something fundamentally new.

A continuation is also seen with regard to the involvement of partner-country NGOs and CSOs for
implementing actions, which remains low despite EU statements that the ‘localisation agenda’ needs
to be given more attention, including in the CPPB domain. The continued ability of FPI to programme
actions without going through the government helps promote more localised CPPB approaches. While
direct funding for local in-country CSOs is low, the EU is actively looking into ways to directly support
them — e.g., through Call for Proposals for in-country CSOs only. According to interviews with one
CSO and one INGO in Kenya and Somalia, respectively, this is seen as a shift that makes the EU one
of the leading donors in supporting localisation. Few other donors are providing such direct funding to
national CSOs.

NGO representatives stressed the need to rethink risk appetite for supporting peacebuilding in fragile
states (also compared to the risk appetite for supporting security sector actors), which was also
mentioned during interviews with EU staff.

(%) EC, NDICI-Global Europe ‘Global Challenges’ thematic programme, Multi-annual Indicative Programme 2021-2027,
2021. Page 24.

(8%) EC, External Evaluation of the Development Co-operation Instrument (2014-2017), 2017. Page 9.

(8%) EC, Evaluation report Strengthening Resilience to Violent Extremism — STRIVE (Horn of Africa), 2017.
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¢ In Chad, the conflict assessment led by INTPA G5 and the EEAS was considered to be useful and
timely to orient upcoming actions; however, it was an internal EU exercise (no EU Member States’
participation) and was not subject of public consultation as stressed during an interview.

e According to EC interviewees, the off-budget EPF is opening new doors for peace and security related
dialogue with partner authorities — a dialogue which is mainly coordinated with the political section in
EUDs (not the cooperation section) and mostly not closely coordinated with other actions in the
security sector domain and in the area of conflict prevention and peacebuilding.

Finding 11 Despite some improvements over EFSD, EFSD+ continues to be affected by a ‘partnership
gap’ — the structural difficulty of forming durable partnerships with stakeholders.

Related indicator(s): 1.1.3.1, 1.1.3.2, 1-1.3.3, I-1.3.5, Quiality of evidence

1-1.3.6 Q

Engagement with partner country stakeholders under EFSD+
Document review and consultations show the following:

e In the sample studied, no PIPs explicitly referred to consultations with partner countries’
representatives. There is, however, explicit mention of requirements to notify authorities in advance of
making an investment commitment ().

e Several issues have affected blending sovereign operations at the level of partner countries: at the
upstream / policy level, EFSD experience shows that partner countries’ governments showed limited
capacities in developing a strong pipeline of projects, and helping prepare these projects. At the
operational level, issues such as weak inter-ministerial coordination and high staff turnover (in a
context where investment operations take several years to materialise) also affect national authorities’
engagement in the design and implementation of projects.

¢ Regarding guarantees, several factors also help explain the limited engagement of partner countries’
representatives. First of all, the OA investment windows target neither sovereign nor non-commercial
sub-sovereign operations. DFIs / IFIs rarely systematically engage with national and Local Authorities
for private sector operations. In addition, some ministries are more familiar with traditional instruments
such as grants, than guarantees which are i) less tangible — they do not fall under governments’ budget
and control but they are instead implemented by third parties (DFls / IFIs) which for some target only
the private sector; and ii) more complex — portfolio approach, unfunded guarantees etc. For both types
of operations, most DFIs/ IFls tend to rely on EUDs to engage with partner country authorities,
including to align investment operations to policy dialogue and reforms activities.

e While NDICI-GE integrates EFSD+ guarantees into the cooperation programming cycle with partner
countries (87), in practice the links to MIPs adopted at country and regional level remain very loose and
dependent on the ability of EUDs to influence DFIs / IFIs’ investment decisions. When drafting MIPs,
the EU, in consultation with local stakeholders (%), is required to identify investment needs which the
EFSD+ can help to meet. Each MIP indicates the priorities which could potentially benefit from EFSD+
funding, with the option of indicative country allocations in the case of non-Neighbourhood countries
(89). The EFSD+ investment windows are established taking into account the priorities and the
indicative allocations set out in the programming documents. It is then the responsibility of the DFIs /
IFIs to propose PIPs to the EC that are consistent with the priorities of the investment windows.

EUDs’ role under EFSD+
Document review shows the following:

e Under the EFSD, EUDs could, in principle, help shape and monitor blending operations, provided that
they were involved very early on in the process (before the project fiche is fully defined). However, this
was not always the case as reported by the 2020 report on the implementation of the EFSD ().

(8%) E.g., EFSD+ Guarantee PIP for the Better Futures Programme guarantee, submitted by IFC.

(8") EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021; and EU, Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 480 /
2009 establishing a Guarantee Fund for external actions, 2009. Preamble (62): ‘The allocation of funds to be used for
EFSD+ operations should be based on the relevant programming documents, in particular the priorities defined therein,
and should take into consideration, inter alia, the specific realities and needs of each partner country or region.’

(®8) EC, Guidelines for the programming of the NDICI-GE (2021-2027), 2020. In particular, Annex 8 on Stakeholders central
government, regional and Local Authorities, private sector and civil society organisations, local, European and / or
international financial institutions, notably the EIB.

(%) In the case of the Neighbourhood region, national earmarking of funds in the regional / multi-country MIPs is not
foreseen but a certain percentage of these funds can be indicatively ‘soft’ earmarked for a group or category of partner
countries.

(°°) EC, Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council on the implementation of the European
Fund for Sustainable Development, COM(2020) 224, 2020.
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e Under EFSD+, to address the issues experienced under the EFSD, the EUDs are more involved in
early stages — where their engagement is critical to ensure that investment operations respond to
policy objectives, local needs and interests and are linked to other forms of support. All PIPs reviewed
by the Evaluation Team were developed on the basis of consultations with EUDs.

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

e As for guarantees, interviews reveal that the involvement of EUDs was limited due to their late
involvements, but also due to the instrument complexity and management (highly centralised). For
both blending and guarantees, issues relating to capacities (human resource, knowledge and skills) —
despite trainings and additional staff hired — were also highlighted as factors impeding EUDs to fully
play their role.

e According to interviews with EC HQ staff, a stronger degree of ownership of EUDs on EFSD+
implementation has been achieved through a better integration of the EFSD+ in the programming
exercise.

e Interviews and consultations with DFIs / IFls, EC HQ staff and experts indicate that there is a persisting
capacity constraint in many EUDs. This ‘human resources and skills’ gap is less pronounced in
countries where markets are developed and more guarantees are used and EUDs have a trade section
— which often has a good understanding of investments. It is worse in countries with underdeveloped
capital markets and traditionally aid-dependent LDCs.

e Besides the issue of capacity, there is also an issue of incentives: EUDs’ performance is often primarily
assessed against indicators relating to grants / budget support disbursement and impact. Their work
on the investment side is not systematically assessed nor rewarded, and hence, when there are
competing priorities, the EFSD+ is less likely to be the area where most efforts will be dedicated.

EQ2 — Efficiency and flexibility in programming and delivery

JC 2.1. Learning curve and enabling environment for new ways of working

The analysis under this JC has strongly relied on documentary sources. Interviews, targeted consultations and
surveys have allowed to confirm and enrich the findings emerging from document review. The main sources
used are summarised in the table below.

Table 5 Main sources of evidence for JC 2.1
Main sources — Main sources — surveys Main sources — Other sources
documents interviews & targeted
consultations
e  Mid-Term Evaluation e EUD written e Interviews: EU HQ, e Mapping of EU
of EFls, 2018 contributions EUDs, 10s and spending actions
e EFl regulations & e Headquarters written international CSOs, in-
programming contribution and country stakeholders
guidelines, e.g., comments (authorities, CSOs)
NDICI-GE Regulation; | e  In-country stakeholder | ® Targeted consultations
IPA Il Regulation and survey with EU Member
Programming o Validation survey States, UN, CSOs and
Framework Local Authorities.
e EFl-level reporting and
previous EFI
evaluations
e  Strategic evaluations
(thematic)

e EU sector guidelines
and thematic guidance
notes and templates

e Current Strategic
programming docs
(MIPs, RIPs, SRs) and
AAPs

e Former Strategic
programming
documents (MIPs,
NIPs, Strategy
Documents, SSRs,
Financial Agreements)

e EAMRSs at country and
HQ level
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Main sources — Main sources — surveys Main sources — Other sources

documents interviews & targeted
consultations

e EU-internal notes and
communications

e  Other publications by
ECDPM, CGD, EU
Parliament, European
Commission, SIGMA.

Finding 12 The simplification of the EFls’ structure and regulatory framework, especially through the
establishment of NDICI-GE, is a significant step forward in terms of efficiency and clarity.

Related indicator(s): 1-2.1.2, 1-2.1.2, 1-2.1.3 Quiality of evidence

Simplified EFls’ structure and its effects on stakeholders’ understanding
Document review shows the following:

o Despite some progress with the adoption of a common implementing regulation (°), lessons learned
from the previous MFF showed that the structure of EFIs was too complex to allow streamlined
programming and clear understanding by all stakeholders (°?). This was corroborated by country
evaluations, which highlight the complexity of the former EFI structure, which made programming
sometimes difficult to streamline and comprehend, despite the complementarity of the various
instruments (°3).

e With the transition from the previous to the current MFF, the architecture of EFIs and the corresponding
regulatory framework has been simplified, from ten (°*) to four (°).

e Streamlining was explicitly sought by the DOAG Regulation (°).

e Contrary to NDICI-GE, IPA lll and DOAG, INSC covers all countries and territories outside EU Member
States (°7). Comparison between the previous and current INSC Regulation shows that, unlike other
instruments, INSC features strong continuity between the previous and current regulations: the new
Regulation envisages new synergies with NDICI-GE and new avenues of work (nuclear transparency,
possibility to work with nuclear operators), but these do not change the logic of the instrument, nor
does it fundamentally affect the ways of working.

e Recent strategic evaluations show that this simplification of the EFI structure led to streamlined
programming ().

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

¢ Interviews with EUDs / EU Offices sampled countries in Asia, the Americas, the Caribbean, the Pacific,
sub-Saharan Africa, Neighbourhood revealed an overall agreement that one single process in NDICI-
GE was easier to comprehend, despite the necessity of familiarizing oneself with the new Regulation.
In the case of the OCTs almost all interlocutors noted that the introduction of DOAG as a single
instrument had streamlined procedures and processes particularly with regards to programming.

e Interviews with EU staff show that keeping INSC as a separate instrument (which diverges from the
general EFI streamlining trend) is due to the very specialised, technical nature of this instrument. All
internal and external interlocutors concurred that this choice was adequate. However, being stand-
alone instrument, INSC is increasingly labelled as a ‘niche’ instrument.

(°Y) EC, External Evaluation of the Common Implementing Regulation (2014-2017), 2017.

(%2) EC, Mid-Term Evaluation of the External financing instruments (2014-2017), 2017. See in particular sections on lessons
learned, conclusions, and recommendations.

(®3) E.g., EC, Evaluation of the European Union Cooperation with Guatemala (2007-2020), 2022. Findings on Efficiency.
(°4) DCI, EDF, EFSD, ENI, EIDHR, IPA Il, INSC, PI, OAD / Greenland Decision, INSC.

(°%) NDICI-GE, IPA Ill, DOAG, INSC.

(°%) EU, Council Decision (EU) 2021 / 1764 on the Overseas Association, including Greenland, 2021. Recital 5.

(°") EU, Council Regulation (Euratom) 2021/ 948 of May 2021 establishing a European Instrument for INSC
complementing the NDICI-GE, 2021.

(°8) EC, Evaluation of the EU Cooperation with the United N in External Action, 2023; EC, Evaluation of the EU support to
Rule of Law and Anticorruption in Partner Countries (2010-2021), 2022.
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e Likewise, EU partners, including CSOs, report feeling more familiar with the EFIs now than before
2021 (*°). This is particularly the case for international CSOs, who consider the new architecture as
more streamlined, therefore simpler for them (international CSOs) and for their constituencies (CSO
platform) (1°0).

e Targeted consultations with UN agencies confirmed the perception that the streamlined structure is
more operable for them as implementing partners.

More unified programming processes
Document review shows the following:

e The team conducted a comparative analysis of the programming documents in the sampled countries
under the former MFF (2°1), and the current MFF, focussing on the following key elements: structure,
time coverage, and thematic coverage. This comparative analysis showed that these key elements
varied from one instrument to another. The team then analysed the equivalent programming
documents under the current MFF through the same lens (1%?). This analysis showed, that under
NDICI-GE, in contrast with the previous MFF, these documents were well aligned in terms of structure,
time coverage, and thematic coverage — while giving space to the specificities of the respective
countries. This proves a more coherent, more streamlined and more systematic programming process
and programming product across the board.

e The team additionally compared the key objectives and approaches of the regional level programming
documents (1°3). This analysis also showed significant differences from one instrument to another. The
team then compared the equivalent documents under the current MFF, which showed the same
systematisation and streamlining as observed at the country level under NDICI-GE.

e The situation is different for IPA lll, as analysis showed that the streamlining and alignment of the
programming process was already present under the previous MFF, thanks to the IPA Il Indicative
Strategy Papers which had a coherent and constant structure (*°4) and due to the specific, sector-
oriented approach of this instrument (1%). The analysis of the IPA 1l Programming Framework (2°6),
compared with the EU Negotiation Chapters (1°7) showed strong alignment between the two. The
sampled Strategic Responses, analysed in comparison with the above two documents, are also fully
aligned with the Windows Structure of the IPA Il Programming Framework, as envisaged by the
Strategic Response template (1),

e At the same time, the comparison of the Programming Guidelines for IPA IlI, with their predecessor
show the profound difference between the previous and current MFF in terms of programming process.
The Strategic Responses, being led by the national authorities, and as a repository for strategic
programming, are intrinsically different from the Indicative Strategy Papers which, under IPA I, were
prepared under the leadership of the EU.

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

e Consultations with EUDs confirmed that the programming process is more systematic under the
current than the previous MFF (199).

(®%) Results from the in-country stakeholder survey conducted for this evaluation provide evidence of this increased
understanding and familiarity with the instruments. show that the median self-reported level of familiarity with EFls rose
from 6 before 2020 to 7 now. In the geographic areas covered by NDICI-GE, this median level rose from 5 to 7. In the
Enlargement region, it stayed at 8. The same survey shows approximately a 10 % increase in the average self-reported
familiarity.

(199 Targeted consultations with CSOs and Local Authorities, confirmed by five interviewees with representatives of
international CSOs / CSO platforms.

(1Y) For the Neighbourhood regions: EU SSFs 2014 Moldova, Ukraine, Egypt, Jordan; EU Morocco Action Plan 2013; for
the countries covered by DCI and other countries in Asia and the Americas: EU Nepal MIP 2014; EU Vietnam MIP 2014;
EU Tajikistan MIP 2014; EU Haiti NIP 2014; EU Papua New Guinea NIP 2014; EU Honduras MIP 2014; EU Honduras MIP
2021; EU-India Roadmap 2025; EU 2019 Strategy for China.

For countries covered by EDF: MIPs 2014 Chad, Senegal, Kenya.

For OCTs and Greenland: EU 2014 Programming Document for Sustainable Development of Greenland; EU Saba
Financing Agreement with Saba 2017.

(192) EU MIPs 2021 Moldova, Ukraine, Egypt, Jordan, Greenland, Nepal, Vietnam, Tajikistan, Haiti, Papua New Guinea,
Saba, Senegal, Chad, Kenya.

(1°%) ENI Single Support Framework; EPI Single Support Framework; EU 2019 Strategy for Latin America and the
Caribbean; EIDHC, ICSP, PI, EFSD strategic documents.

(1°4 IPA 1l Indicative Strategy Papers for Kosovo*, North Macedonia, Serbia, Tirkiye.

(195) EU, Regulation (EU) No 231 / 2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 March 2014 establishing an
Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA II), 2014. Art. 3.

(198) EC, IPA 1l Programming Framework: Annex to the Commission Implementing Decision C(2021) 8914 adopting the
Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA Ill) for the period 2021-2027, 2021.

(1°7) EC, EU accession process step by step, 2022. Clusters of negotiating chapters.

(198) Strategic Responses Kosovo*, North Macedonia, Serbia, Turkiye.

(1°9) Interviews with EUDs in sampled countries in sub-Saharan Africa, Latin America, Asia and Pacific, and in Greenland.
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These consultations also introduced nuances to this perception of a streamlining programming
process: EUDs emphasised in interviews that under the NDICI-GE they still have to manage
interventions coming from different sources of funding — with the Rapid Response Pillar and CSO
thematic programme retaining the same procedures (call for proposals) as before. Some EUDs (sub-
Saharan Africa, Asia) have shared their concerns that, under NDICI-GE, the FPI/ RRP procedures
remain cumbersome. As explained by one EUD, ‘For FPI, it is positive that the option to present
concept notes five times per year has been maintained as it provides the EU with the flexibility to
respond to new political priorities on the ground. However, the opportunity to simplify the quick
response procedures (IcSP / FPI2) was missed.’

Interviews with EU staff in Headquarter, EUDs and national stakeholders, confirmed during targeted
consultations with EU Member States, showed that the IPA Il programming process is profoundly
different from that of its predecessor. Interviews with EUDs / EU Office in Kosovo*, and with DG NEAR
Geo Desks for Western Balkans and Tirkiye exposed the general agreement that the IPA Il
Programming Framework offers a coherent, single point of reference across beneficiaries as a basis
for more unified bilateral programming.

Efforts devoted to learning new ways of working
The level of effort invested in the transition is evidenced by document review:

During the transition period to the new MMF, the EC prepared and issued a series of guidance material
to support the new programming process, and the corresponding monitoring frameworks (219).

DG NEAR and DG INTPA further prepared and issued various templates (MIP, Strategic Response,
Action Documents, TEI) and guidance documents on technical aspects such as the Framework
Financing Agreements.

They additionally prepared thematic guidance documents such as thematic Concept Notes, guidance
papers and thematic assessments available on the EC intranet to EUD and HQ, and shared with the
Evaluation Team (*1).

The 2020 Global Challenges Thematic Concept Note (*1?) constitutes a good practice, thanks to its
level of detail and clear benchmarks. It contains detailed suggestions, including specific areas for
action, for each of the 4 P’s.

Based on interviews, these documents are always applied in the programming process, although with some
uncertainties on the part of the staff:

Interviewees from EUDs in the Neighbourhood, revealed that it is not clear how these should be
applied during the programming process.

Concerns were expressed on the compatibility of the timeline of EU’s and Partner’s programming
cycles stemming from the dates of introduction of the new regulations, and the duration of the MFF
(113)_

Interviews with EUDs (e.qg., in sub-Saharan Africa) and with EU staff in headquarters showed that EU
staff highly valued ‘learning by doing’ thanks to extensive teamwork. This teamwork and direct support
between EUDs and headquarters enabled to overcome the inherent difficulties of transition to new
programming processes, and to better appropriate the guidance documents. Examples given by the
interviewees included the preparation of the MIP in Kenya, Chad, Senegal, Madagascar, Somalia.
Interviews with EU officials suggest that, in line with the NDICI-GE Regulation, DG INTPA staff has
been evolving from a clear focus on development cooperation towards a more policy and interest-
driven approach to international partnerships. Still, the experience of most interviewees is that of lack
of staff with the experience, skills and mindset to pursue EU interests and form partnerships on a
mutual interest basis in some parts of DG INTPA. This leaves a gap in the expertise required to pursue,
EU interests and partnerships based on mutual interests while serving development cooperation
objectives, especially with MICs and the HICs.

Interviews with EU officials show that, since the establishment of the NDICI-GE, line DGs had to find
their way to initiate programmes with limited or no guidance. At the beginning, they referred to FPI in
the understanding that this was the service responsible for EU foreign policy needs and priorities, as

(119 EC, Guidelines for the programming of the NDICI-GE (2021-2027), 2020 and accompanying Cover Note; DG INTPA
and DG NEAR, Team Europe Initiatives — Methodological note to support design, 2020; DG INTPA and DG NEAR,
Guidance on the new Global Europe Performance Monitoring System and its Results Framework, 2022; EC, Launching
the Global Europe Performance Monitoring System containing a Revised Global Europe Results Framework, SWD(2022)
22 final, 2022.

(**Y) The themes include Global Challenges, Human Rights, Democratic Governance, CSOs, Local and Regional
Governments, Global Challenges, Conflict, Multilateralism and Partnership, Migration, Culture, Erasmus+, Strategic
Communication Initiatives and Public Diplomacy Actions, Investment, Investment Climate, Trade and Economic
Diplomacy, Triple Nexus (humanitarian-peace-development) and Digital Transformation.

(12) EC, NDICI-GE thematic programme on Global Challenges: Concept note for pre-programming, 2020.

(113) Targeted consultations with UN Agencies.
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it was the case under the Pl. Another reason was that the same staff had previously run programmes
financed by the past PI that they wanted to continue. Uneven understanding between FPI and DG
INTPA especially on how to share responsibilities around EU foreign policy needs and priorities has
led to delays and cumbersome negotiations. Progressively, FPI has referred these programmes to DG
INTPA / NEAR.

Review of documentation further showed that the sequence of issuance of the IPA IIl guidance documents on
programming was delayed compared to that of NDICI-GE, and compared to the sequencing of the
programming process. The chronology of documents shows an overlap rather than sequencing: regulatory
framework (blue), guidance (green), and programming (amber).

e On 14 June 2018, the Commission published its legislative proposal for a regulation establishing the
Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA) Ill for the period 2021-2027 under the current MFF
Heading 6 'Neighbourhood and the World’ (14). This marks the launch of IPA Ill preparations.

e In March 2019, the European Parliament adopted a Resolution (*®) introducing various amendments
to the Commission proposal, including to the definition of the IPA's specific objectives, calling for
increased financial resources, increased involvement of civil society organisations, and strengthened
conditionality provisions.

e In June 2020, beneficiaries started submitting the first draft action fiches under the five Windows
(Strategic Response’s template / guidelines, new Action Documents‘ templates, and content of
Strategic Responses were not issued yet)

e On 29 June 2020 the Director-General of DG NEAR issued a letter to the NIPACs giving them notice
of impending guidance regarding indirect and direct management, annual and multi annual
programmes.

e InJuly 2020, the Commission shared the templates for CBC programmes with the beneficiaries.

e On 27 November 2020, ahead of the finalisation of the IPA Il regulatory framework, the EU provided
the beneficiaries with the Strategic Response template.

e On 23 July 2021, the Commission issued the IPA IIl draft Action Document template (%),
subsequently shared with the beneficiaries (7).

e On 15 September 2021, the European Parliament and the Council issued the regulation establishing
the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA Ill) for the MFF 2021-2027 ().

e On 1 October 2021, the Commission adopted the Delegated Regulation, supplementing the IPA IlI
Regulation, which entered into force on 3@ December 2021 (*°). This Delegated Regulation outlines
specific goals and key areas of focus for IPA Il assistance.

e In November-December 2021, without Programming Framework from the EU, the Beneficiaries ran
in parallel the preparation of Strategic Responses and of Action Documents (although the second
should have stemmed from the first).

e On 23 November 2021, the EC issued a guidance note on co-financing, following which in late
December 2021, the EUDs shared guidance with the NIPACs regarding the IPA Il co-financing
approach (*29).

e On 8 December 2021, the Commission prepared, as means of guidance, a comparative table of IPA
Il and IPA Il financial arrangements.

On 10 December 2021, the Commission adopted the IPA Il Programming Framework (*2%).
On 15 December 2021 the Commission endorsed the IPA Ill Implementing Regulation which entered
into force on 16th December 2021 (1??).

(**) EU, Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing the Instrument for Pre-
accession Assistance (IPA llIl) - COM(2018) 465, 2018. Herein after “IPA Il Regulation."

(1) EU, European Parliament legislative resolution of 27 March 2019 on the proposal for a regulation of the European
Parliament and of the Council establishing the Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA 11l) COM(2018) 465, TA/
2019 /0299, 2019.

(1) Unpublished internal EC document — 27 / 07 / 2021.

(**") E.g., Albania received the template on 27 July from the Director of DG NEAR A. Unpublished internal EC document
—28/07/2021.

(18) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 1529 establishing IPA Ill, 2021.

(1°) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 1529 establishing IPA Ill, 2021.

(*2%) For instance, this guidance was addressed to the NIPAC in Bosnia and Herzegovina on 20 December 2021.
Unpublished internal EC document — 20/ 12 / 2021. For Albania, a similar letter was addressed on 21 December 2021.
(*?') EU, COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING DECISION of 10.12.2021 adopting the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance
(IPA 1Il) Programming Framework for the period 2021-2027, C(2021) 8914, 2021.

(**?) EU, COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING REGULATION (EU) 2021 / 2236 of 15 December 2021 on the specific rules for
implementing Regulation (EU) 2021 / 1529 of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing an Instrument for
Pre-accession Assistance (IPA Ill), 2021.
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e InDecember 2021, the Commission adopted the Annual Action Plans for 2021 (*23).

e Inlate 2021, the beneficiaries provided action fiches proposed for funding over the following four years
through IPA I (*24).

e On 11 March 2022, the NIPACs received the guidance on multi-annual operational programmes as
announced on 29 June 2020 (see above) (*%).

e On 6 April 2022, the EC issued the model FFPA for comments to the NIPACs (*%¢). The FFPAs were
signed with the respective beneficiaries during the second half of 2022 (*27).

e On 25 October 2022, the Commission issued a new Action Document template for 2023 and
subsequent years (*?8), which was communicated to the NIPACs in early 2023 (**°) whereas
beneficiaries had been requested to submit their action documents for 2024 by March 2023, and many
had already submitted their action fiches using the older templates.

e InJanuary 2023, DG NEAR issued the Programming Guidance for 2021-2027.

Consultations with the national stakeholders (interviews with national authorities, CSOs) revealed that the
sequence of issuance of the guidance material did not correspond to the expectations of the beneficiaries.
According to the interviews, this situation did not facilitate the transition to the new programming process. The
figure below summarizes the process which the beneficiaries reported they originally expected.

Figure 1 Sequence of transition to IPA Ill, as expected by beneficiaries (*3°)

Regulations

EU strategic Programming
Full regulatory

package adopted by
EU EUIPATII
Programming

Guidance ‘

Beneficiary strategic + operational

Framework adopted  package of EU

guidance and
templates sent to
NIPACs

programming
EU operational

Strategic responses ~ Programming

adopted by
beneficiaries

Action Fiches and Ads

proposed by
beneficiaries

AAPs adopted

Finding 13 The Geographisation of NDICI-GE and the continuous country programming under IPA Il
shifted the centre of gravity of programming towards the country level, inducing an extra workload for
the EUDs (and NIPACSs), but decision-making does not always mirror this shift.

Related indicator(s): 1-2.1.5 Quality of evidence

EUDs’ role for consultation, programming, and implementation

(*?®) For instance, the Commission Implementing Decision on the financing of the annual action plan in favour of
Montenegro for 2021 was adopted on 15.12.2021. See European Commission Website, Montenegro — financial assistance
under IPA, https://Neighbourhood-Enlargement.ec.europa.eu/Enlargement-policy/overview-instrument-pre-accession-
assistance/montenegro-financial-assistance-under-ipa_en.

(**4) In case of Montenegro, this was done on November 2021. See Government of Montenegro — Ministry of European
Affairs, IPA Il Strateski Odgovor, 2021.

(*2%) Unpublished internal EC document — 11/ 03 / 2022.

(*2%) Unpublished internal EC document — 06 / 04 / 2022.

(*27) The first to enter into force was the FFPA for Kosovo* on 12 September 2022. Unpublished internal EC document —
20/ 09/ 2022. The last was the FFPA for Turkiye on 14 December 2022. Unpublished internal EC document — 14/ 12/
2022.

(*?8) Unpublished internal EC document — 25/ 10 / 2022.

(**) E.g., it was communicated to NIPAC Albania on 03 February 2023 by letter from the Acting Directors of DG NEAR A
and B. Unpublished internal EC document — 03 / 02 / 2023.

(339 Source: Interviews with NIPACs, CSOs; EU, Regional Conference on IPA lIl, Tirana, 2021-2027, Tirana, 23-24
November 2021, Main Takeaways and Conclusions, 2021. Conclusions.
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Document review shows for NDICI-GE:

e As per the NDICI-GE Regulation, Article 4.5 provides that all actions should be funded, programmed
and implemented through the geographic pillar. Thematic programmes and the RRP only come to
bridge the gaps created by urgency or by the impossibility to program and implement satisfactorily at
country level (*31).

e In addition, thematic programmes include a large proportion of actions implemented at country level,
as is the case for support to national CSOs under the CSO thematic programme, and for support to
human rights defenders in some countries under the Human Rights and Democracy thematic
programme (*32).

e According to the thematic programme for Human Rights and Democracy MIP 2021-2027, there is
continuity of business processes in Elections Observation Missions. This is also corroborated by
interviews with INTPA Thematic Unit, EEAS, FPI.

e Review of country MIPs showed the timeliness and alignment of MIPs with guidance, templates, and
policies.

Consultations with stakeholders and interviews further highlight (for NDICI-GE):

e Interviews with EUDs and EU staff in Headquarters showed that the first programming process under
NDICI, being geographised, has represented a challenge for EUDs, particularly in terms of the amount
of internal coordination necessary. However, interviewees concurred that this process also
represented an investment for the future, as it enabled stronger alignment of views, and strong internal
and external support to the MIPs.

o Difficulties in Neighbourhood and sub-Saharan Africa were reported during EUD interviews:
interlocutors pointed to issues of timeliness, especially in crisis context. Regarding sub-Saharan Africa,
there were in particular issues of time pressure, combined with decision to dismantle NAO system,
which required EUDs to introduce (and explain) NDICI-GE’s new ways of working.

e Interviews and validation survey results reveal that the thematic and coordinating units experienced
an increased workload to support EUDs in mainstreaming cross-cutting issues and global challenges,
and in reaching their targets on CSOs, climate change, gender equality (*33).

e Some EU officials interviewed felt that the (unofficial) flagging procedure to notify of emerging priorities
for the FPR-RR envelope in countries under the responsibility of DG INTPA was too cumbersome, did
not consider sufficiently their analysis of the context or the desire for continuity expressed by partners.
This was especially the case in Latin America.

Document review and stakeholder consultations show for IPA IlI:

e Under IPA Ill the Beneficiaries through the NIPAC offices are in the lead for bilateral programming and
implementation. This is in line with the accession ambition of the Beneficiaries. Country programming
normally takes place continuously on the basis of the Strategic Responses, to be gradually
implemented based on several principles (*34):

o Relevance to EU policies (*%%),

o Maturity of proposals (particularly in terms of absorption and administrative capacity (*%¢)),

o Performance of the Beneficiary (*¥7),

o Retaining a fair share of EU support throughout the region (%),

o As a rule, implementation gradually takes place through indirect management by the
Beneficiaries, subject to certification (1*°). So far, all governments are awaiting their

(*31) EC, Mid-Term evaluation of the External financing instruments (2014-2017), 2017; and EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 /
947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Recital 35: ‘The main approach for actions financed under the Instrument should be
through geographic programmes, in order to maximise the impact of the Union’s assistance and bring Union’s action closer
to partner countries and populations. That main approach should be complemented, where relevant, by thematic
programmes and by rapid response actions, whilst ensuring the consistency and coherence of all programmes and actions.’
(*32) EC, Thematic programme for Civil Society Organisations — MIP 2021-2027, 2021; EC, NDICI-GE pre-programming
for human rights and democracy 2021-2024: Concept Note (6 July 2020), 2020; EC, Thematic programme on Human
Rights and Democracy — MIP 2021-2027, 2021.

(133) The latter is also confirmed by thematic evaluation: EC, Mid-Term Evaluation of the implementation of the EU Gender
Action Plan 11l (2021-2025), 2023.

(*3%) EC, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA IIl), Programming Guidance 2021-2027, 2023. Herein after “IPA Il
Programming Guidance."

(*3%) IPA 11l Regulation, Recital 30; IPA Il Programming Guidance, section “Policy Relevance Assessment.”

(*3%) Interviews with EUDs, EU staff in Headquarters.

(*37) IPA 11l Regulation, Recital 31, Art, 7.5, Art. 8.

(138) IPA 1l Regulation, Recital 31, Art, 7.6, Art. 8.

(139) IPA 11l Regulation, Recital 35, 52, Art. 9.2.
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certification, except for Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo*, for which certification is not
deemed feasible yet in view of weak capacities (149).

Document review shows for DOAG:

e The DOAG Regulation highlights that DOAG continues the geographic programming practice which
existed under the previous MFF.

Headquarters’ role in decision-making

Document review, stakeholder consultations and interviews with EU officials show several instances of
centralised decision making:

e Financial assistance is decided at headquarter level, consistent with the responsibilities afforded to
the external action services (**!). A good example is the centralised nature of decision-making
processes for Blending (*4?).

e The regional programmes, decided and managed centrally, constitute a significant part of EU support
in some regions, especially in sub-Saharan Africa (*43).

e Interviews with EUDs and EU staff in Headquarters confirmed that the level of deconcentration of
decision-making is lower on high-stake decisions.

e Document review and interviews with EU officials highlight that the activation of the FPN-RR in the
case of countries covered by DG INTPA ultimately depends on HQ decisions, while most of the
workload to start its activation falls on EUDs.

Finding 14 Issues related to the environment of the EFIs (at EU HQ and EUD level) have complicated
the transition from the previous to the current MFF; 'learning by doing' is likely to only partly bridge
gaps where they exist.

Related indicator(s): 1-2.1.1, 2.1.2, 1-2.1.3, 1-2.1.4 Quiality of evidence

Priority of delivery over internal facilitation
Document review and consultations with stakeholders show the following:

e Theinterview and survey data show that the staff needed, and still require, time to acquaint themselves
with the new EFIs, their approach, and the related processes. The EUD validation survey shows that
46 % of respondents consider that EUD staff understand EFIs fully, and 31.6 % consider that
headquarter staff do so. Others tend to believe that the staff at headquarters or EUDs understand the
EFIs partially.

¢ Interviews with EU staff in Headquarter point to the demand in training resulting from the above. Yet,
interviewees in EUDs and Headquarter highlighted the low priority and limited resources afforded to
training, continuous guidance, and coaching of the EU staff through the changes entailed by the EFls.
Headquarters’ EAMRSs, and thematic evaluations corroborate this trend, which pre-existed the EFIs
(144)_

e EU staff had little time to acquaint themselves with the new programming processes, due to the
concomitance of the adoption of the regulations and the start of the programming process (*4%). EU
interviewees across the regions and thematic issues noted the relatively late adoption of the EFIs’
regulations, compared to the expectations and deadlines for country programming. EU interviewees
and EUD written contributions noted that as a result, and despite anticipation by DG INTPA, the first
programming cycle (consisting of the launch of the country MIPs and the first Annual Action Plans)
was compressed.

e Based on interviews mainly with EU staff and development partners, the launch of Global Gateway in
late 2021 was out of sequence, as it came after the completion of the 2021-2027 programming
process. This further complicated the planning process.

e Issues of vacancy, staff turn-over were noted by interviewees in EUDs and Headquarters, as well as
in EUDs’ written contributions, (in particular in fragile contexts). Examples of vacancies and high
turnover of staff are also mentioned in the 2023 Evaluation of EU support to Somalia.

(*9) Interviews with EUDs, EU staff in Headquarters, NIPACs.

(**!) The proceeds of the 2021 EU Council Preparatory Bodies Including CODEV provide further evidence on decision-
making processes.

(?) EU, Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2018 / 1046 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 July 2018 on the
financial rules applicable to the general budget of the Union, 2018. Recital 226, 227, 228, 231, Art. 110, 114, 159, 275.
(13) EC, Multi-Annual Indicative Programme 2021-2027 for sub-Saharan Africa, 2021.

(**4) EC, External Evaluation of EU’s Support to Conflict Prevention and Peacebuilding (2013-2018), 2020; EC, Mid-term
Evaluation of the implementation of the EU Gender Action Plan 11l (2021-2025), 2023.

(**%) The NDICI-GE Regulation was adopted on 09 June 2021. The IPA IIl Regulation was adopted on 15 September 2021.
MIPs were adopted in 2021.
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e The written contributions from the EUDs in the Neighbourhood highlighted the disruptive impact of the
COVID-19 pandemic and the war in Ukraine. These events not only added pressure and uncertainty
to the programming process, but also highlighted the challenges of planning and delivering assistance
within a seven-year Programming Framework in an increasingly unstable and unpredictable context.

New ways of working and mainstreaming
Document review and consultations with stakeholders show the following:

e The EFIs require the mainstreaming of several cross cutting issues. The evidence points to efforts
invested during the previous and the current MFF in mainstreaming cross-cutting issues, including
guidance material (**¢). During the current MFF, continuing the practice of the previous MFF, this
guidance was complemented by targeted training, as evidenced by consultations: annual training on
human rights and democracy programming, training on radicalisation through the STRIVE initiative, or
training on conflict sensitivity, continued from the previous MFF (*47). This is confirmed by past thematic
evaluations (149).

e As aresult, EUDs and headquarter staff are better equipped to programme country-level actions on
issues covered by the thematic programmes (human rights, democracy, CSOs, peace and security,
climate change, digitalisation), as evidenced by the review of MIPs and sampled AAPs (149).

e However, this is often done through targeted actions, more than through systematic mainstreaming in
all intervention sectors evidenced by interviews with EUDs and with EU staff in headquarters. This is
confirmed by document review (1%9).

¢ Among the experts who contributed to the OPC, 40 % agree that thematic topics are being adequately
addressed through geographic programming, while 28 % disagree.

Country-led, performance-based programming under IPA I
Document review shows the shortcomings of the Strategic Responses:

e The IPA Il Programming Framework (*%') and Programming Guidance (1%?) feature a top-level policy
approach. The IPA Il Programming Framework comprises five Windows, which are fewer, and
therefore broader than the former Sectors. Logically, an IPA beneficiary’s approach to a Window
therefore supposes a common approach by several Sectors. Therefore, the preparation of the
Strategic Responses requires a unified approach to the respective windows by several Ministries and
authorities: the government needs to act as one. The IPA Il Programming Guidelines also envisage
that the NIPACs should coordinate this process (*%9).

e The SIGMA Reports point to the shortcomings in the IPA Il beneficiaries in terms of administrative,
and especially coordination capacities (*54).

e The analysis of the Strategic Responses shows that these documents present long lists of actions
without clear prioritization nor sequencing (*%9).

Consultations attributed these shortcomings to several factors:

e Written contributions from EUDs, interviews with EUDs, EU staff in Headquarters, NIPAC Offices, and
CSOs, attribute these shortcomings to various capacity and political constraints curtailing the IPA 1l
approach by beneficiaries:

o The coordinating role of the NIPAC supposes full backup of the political leadership of the
respective beneficiaries. But the internal (often polarised) politics in some beneficiaries
incentivise the aggregation of wishes from various line ministries and actors, leading to what
an interviewee called ‘Christmas tree’ strategic responses and proposed actions.

(1%) Thematic Guidance Notes (or equivalent) were issued on Global Challenges, Human Rights, Democratic Governance,
CSOs, Local and Regional Governments, Global Challenges, Conflict, Multilateralism and Partnership, Migration, Culture,
Erasmus+, Strategic Communication Initiatives and Public Diplomacy Actions, Investment, Investment Climate, Trade and
Economic Diplomacy, Triple Nexus (humanitarian-peace-development) and Digital Transformation.

(**) Interviews with, and written comments from EU staff in Headquarter, corroborated by written contributions from EUDs.
(148) EC, Evaluation of the EU support to Rule of Law and Anticorruption in Partner Countries (2010-2021), 2022; EC, Mid-
term Evaluation of the implementation of the EU Gender Action Plan 11l (2021-2025), 2023.

(1) MIPs, 2021 AAPs, 2022 AAPs: Chad, Haiti, Kosovo*, Moldova, Morocco, Senegal, Serbia, Tajikistan.

(*%9) EC, Mid-term Evaluation of the implementation of the EU Gender Action Plan Ill (2021-2025), 2023; Sabourin, A. and
Jones, A., More than targets: How the EU promotes democracy, human rights and gender equality through Global Europe
and beyond, ECDPM Discussion paper 337, 2023.

(*51) EU, Commission Implementing Decision adopting the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA Ill) Programming
Framework for the period 2021-2027, C(2021) 8914, 2021.

(*%2) EC, Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA IIl), Programming Guidance 2021-2027, 2023.

(*%3) EC, IPA lll Programming Guidance 2021-2027, 2023. Section on ‘National IPA Coordinator.” See also: Financing
Framework Agreements with Serbia and North Macedonia.

(1% SIGMA, Executive Summary of the Monitoring Report: The Principles of Public Administration: Serbia, 2021; and
SIGMA, Executive Summary of the Monitoring Report: The Principles of Public Administration: North Macedonia, 2021.
(*%%) Strategic Responses Kosovo*, North Macedonia, Serbia, Turkiye.
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o The capacity of NIPAC offices, and of public administration in general, has not risen up to the
demands of the IPA Ill programming process, despite support to policy making and public
administration reform provided under IPA II.

o Capacity issues are essentially due to low investment into human resources and the lack of
(adequate) retention policies. According to NIPAC interviewees, NIPAC Offices suffer from
extreme staff turnover and general understaffing. Tirkiye aside (which, compared to the size
of its civil service, receives minimal IPA funding), the best staffed NIPAC Office is that of
Serbia, but the latter also suffers from common capacity issues. For instance, the NIPAC
Office currently comprises of two persons in Kosovo*, and in North Macedonia.

Capacity development for EFSD+
Document review shows the following:

The regulatory framework of the EFSD+ uses the experience accrued through EFSD and the Western
Balkans Investment Framework (WBIF) on innovative finance as an avenue for EU external action
(156)_

The substantial changes coming with the EFSD+ necessitated far-reaching adjustments to the EC's
internal processes and organisation (*57):

o Broad geographic scope encompassing all regions covered by external action, drastically
increasing the number of involved stakeholders;

o Diversification of the financial tools including pre-existing and new ones (i.e., grants, technical
assistance, financial instruments, budgetary guarantees and blending operations);

o Harmonisation of the planning, management and governance processes and documentation
(templates, results and reporting frameworks, decision-making formats);

o Internalisation of these aspects within the EU, including with the creation of a dedicated
secretariat in DG INTPA and DG NEAR, a DG NEAR-DG INTPA joint risk management unit
in DG INTPA, an expanded risk management function in DG BUDG, a Risk Assessment
Group, a Strategic Advisory Board, and several Regional Operational Boards;

o Proprietary risk modelling (defining among others the provisioning rates), and a guarantees’
pricing scheme based on expected losses;

o Creation of a Common Provisioning Fund;

o The emphasis on a Team Europe approach to EFSD+, as well as more demanding results
frameworks and monitoring and reporting systems add complexity.

The EFSD+ structure draws from the previous EFSD’s simple ‘one-stop-shop’ governance structure,
but it still lacks details on the business processes, distribution of roles and responsibilities of
headquarters and EUDs (*%8). It does not fully reflect the experience of the WBIF governance, which
ensures cooperation between the EU, EU Member States and DFIs / IFIs (1%9).

To accompany this transition, the EU produced extensive guidance material: EU 2021 Methodological
Notes on Debt Sustainability, Risk and Sovereign Lending; EFSD+ Instruction Note; EFSD+
Guarantee Implementation; EFSD+ Guarantee Programming; Risk Management Framework.
Investment Windows.

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

Interviews with EUDs and EU staff in headquarters show that grant-based country programming, and
EFSD+ projects are difficult to coordinate for coherence, due to their very different temporal horizons.
The long-term view of EFSD+ creates uncertainty for geographic programme staff, who is then not
ready to initiate dialogue with partner countries on possible EFSD+ operations such as guarantees.
Even the WBIF was criticised by several interviewees in EUDs and EU Headquarters, and by national
counterparts, for its slow and cumbersome decision-making process.

Interviews with EU staff in Headquarters, and written contribution from EU Headquarters provide
evidence that the transition towards EFSD+ requires new human resources, which are not yet entirely
present. Recruitments concern essentially the staffing of the EFSD+ secretariat in DG INTPA and DG
NEAR. Interviews show that the internal needs assessment conducted by DG NEAR (which identified
necessary positions take on increased planning, management, oversight and coordination
responsibility for financial operations in headquarters and in the EUDs) did not convert into the
adequate scale of hires to serve these ambitions. Trainings provided were not sufficiently widespread,
and especially, not long and thorough enough.

(1%) EC, EFSD+ Strategic Orientations — 2021-2027, 2020.

(**7) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Chapter IV.
(1%8) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art. 32, 33, 34.
(1%°) EC, Western Balkans Investment Framework, Guide, March 2020.
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e Interviews with EU staff in headquarters and EUDs show that the gaps in investment project planning
and in financial risk management skills are particularly wide, although these skills are indispensable
for the assessment of proposals, particularly under the External Action Guarantees. EUDSs in particular,
are poorly equipped in terms of technical expertise to take part meaningfully in concrete discussions
on new investment projects, as identified for instance in Ukraine (among many other locations).

e There is no evidence to show that the deployment of the fund was accompanied by human resource
assessment and strategic planning (despite the financial volume of the fund, endowed with
approximately EUR 40 000 million including dedicated and open envelopes).

e In comparison, the EU Member States-internal facility INVEST EU, managed by ECFIN enjoys a fully-
fledged back-office (written contributions).

e Written Contributions from Headquarters, confirmed by current and former Organigrammes show that
DG INTPA reassigned 16 regular staff and four seconded staff to existing Unit (currently E5), for
operational and legal issues; plus a project team of seven regular staff from the geographic and
thematic directorates who contribute (among other tasks) to EFSD+ operations management. These
are not new positions. The INTPA Risk analysis and management sub-unit only has new positions. A
few EUDs have a new ‘investment officer’ position (Indonesia, Thailand), but it is unclear whether
these are additional as compared to the previous staff table.

e Interviews with EU staff in Headquarters, EUDs, and national stakeholders point that the human
resources assigned to the design and management of investment projects in the partner governments
and agencies sometimes also lack experience and skills, although they are an integral part of the
planning and implementation process. This shortfall is compounded when these partners lack access
to sufficient information: interviews with national counterparts and targeted consultations with EU
Member States and CSOs also point to transparency issues — a concern already identified by the
European Parliament (¢°). As a result, even in North Macedonia, a candidate country with long WBIF
experience, some WBIF funds were returned to the EU due to inability to disburse them (%6%). There
are also capacity and efficiency issues on the side of the DFIs/ IFls, despite the experience of
cooperation for the long-existing blending. In Ukraine, for instance, Commission services highlighted
that cooperation with some DFIs / IFls needs to improve in terms of mutual understanding (EBRD) and
efficiency of implementation and disbursements (EIB) (16?).

JC 2.2. Transaction costs and efficiency: gains and losses from the transition

The analysis under this JC has strongly relied on documentary sources. Interviews, targeted consultations and
surveys have allowed to confirm and enrich the findings emerging from document review. The main sources
used are summarised in the table below.

Table 6 Main sources of evidence for JC 2.2
Main sources — Main sources — surveys Main sources — Other sources
documents interviews & targeted
consultations

e EFl regulations: e OPC survey e Interviews: EU HQ, e Mapping of EU
NDICI-GE Regulation; | ¢ EUD written EUDs, 10s and spending actions,
IPA 11l Regulation, contributions international CSOs, in- financial dashboard
INSC Regulatiqn, o In-country stakeholder country_ §takeho|ders e EU data from M&E
DOAG Regulation and survey (authorities, CSOs). systems and related
Programming o EUD validation survey | * Targeted consultations reporting
Framework with EU Member

e NDICI-GE States, UN, DFIs /
Programming IFls, CSOs, Policy
Guidelines, IPA Il Forum for
programming Development and
guidelines and notes. Practitioners Network,

e MIP Template, SR Local Authorities.
Template

e CSO Roadmaps

e  Overarching policies
on CSOs, Local
Authorities, Team
Europe, etc

(1%%) European Parliament, The New EFSD+ and the EIB’s External Lending Mandate, 2022.

(161) Source: Interview with EUD.

(1%2) The issue of delayed disbursements was prominent in loans to Ukraine contracted under the previous MFF, and which
are still in implementation phase. This is concerning for future loans to Ukraine, which will take place in a much more
difficult context.
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Main sources — Main sources — surveys Main sources — Other sources

documents interviews & targeted
consultations

e EFI-level reporting and
previous EFI
evaluations;

e  Strategic evaluations
(thematic, country,
regional)

e EU sector guidelines
and thematic guidance
notes and templates

e  Strategic programming
docs (MIPs, SRs) and
AAPs

e EAMRSs at country and
HQ level, AOSD
Reports at country
level

e  Other: publications by
Partners for
Development; EU
community of practice
on peace mediation;
National CSO reports /
publications; EU
Member States
Research institute
publications; ECDPM
Publications; EPD
Publications

Finding 15 The new EFIs have entailed an increased but worthwhile workload (as compared to the
previous MFF) for interactions, both internally and externally.

Related indicator(s): 1-2.2.1, 1-2.2.2 Quality of evidence

Breaking silos and EU-internal cooperation
Document review and consultations with stakeholders show:

e The new EFIs have warranted intense EU-internal consultations and cooperation, culminating during
the preparation of multi-annual programming documents. Interviews with EU staff in headquarters
showed that this is a direct consequence of the simplification and streamlining of the EFIs’ architecture:
by removing silos between the EFls, NDICI-GE also pushes for removing silos in the programming
process.

e The Policy first approach, which generalises the mainstreaming of cross-cutting issues (see EQ1)
further requires internal consultations, to integrate the expertise of the EEAS, FPI, line DGs and
thematic units throughout the programming in the NDICI-GE geographic and thematic pillars.

e The IPA Il Programming Guidance (*¢%) explicitly requires consultations and cooperation with a wide
range of services across the EU. Likewise, the NDICI-GE Programming Guidelines direct
programming staff to consult with line DGs and services, and the EIB as appropriate throughout the
programming exercise (164).

e Consultations and coordination start within the EUDs. Interviews with EUDs, corroborated by EUDs’
written contributions, show that all sector staff needs to coordinate with specialised staff (e.g., in
Moldova, sector officials working on local / rural development need to consult their EUD colleagues
working on climate change in the EUD to mainstream this aspect) and with focal persons (e.g., in
Serbia, sector officials working on waste management consult with the Gender Focal Person (1¢%)). In
India, the various EUD services divided labour while retaining close collaboration between DG INTPA
(including the Regional Team), FPI, and EEAS.

(1%3) EC, IPA Ill Programming Guidance, 2023. Section 4 on Main actors in IPA Ill Programming.
(164) EC, Guidelines for the Programming of the NDICI-GE (2021-2027), p.4, 2020.
(16%) EC, Mid-term Evaluation of the implementation of the EU Gender Action Plan Ill (2021-2025), 2023.
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e EUD written contributions highlighted the difference in approach between the two DGs in charge of
NDICI-GE programmes, with DG INTPA having greater access to thematic support through its
thematic units and programmes than DG NEAR.

e Increased coordination and cooperation among external action services is registered by interviewees
at headquarter level. The same trend is observed between external action and line DGs (*%%). The
same was confirmed by EUDs in Kosovo*, Serbia, Tirkiye, although line DGs regretted less proactive
interaction in the Enlargement region.

¢ Interviewees pointed to informal consultation and cooperation practices at headquarter level, but also
(sometimes very efficiently) between EUDs and headquarter line DGs. This is confirmed by the review
of samples MIPs: for instance, MIPs in Asia-Pacific and Latin the Americas do not mention line DGs —
yet, interviews in Chile point to frequent meetings with line DGs taking place, although this is not an
institutionalised requirement (%67).

e In contrast, the EEAS, DG INTPA, and line DGs operate relations with ASEAN on parallel lines, with
distinct agendas (interviews, MIP review).

e Interviews with EU officials and EUD written contribution point that examples of coordinated and
synergic actions between non-programmable FPN-RR and programmable resources under the
geographic pillar is limited, often due to the prioritisation of different agendas or ways of working.

e NDICI-GE Annual Reports on implementation of EFIs ((*¢8) point to the importance of coordination for
rapid response, which in turn highlights the need to coordinate the allocation of the RRP. Interviews
with EUDs, and EU staff in headquarters identify consultations on these allocations as particularly
time-sensitive, and often intensive.

e EUD written contributions, and DOAG-related interviews deplored the difficulties faced in programming
that stem from the separation between NDICI-GE (covering the 13 Pacific Island Countries) and DOAG
(covering the French OCTs in the Pacific). NDICI-GE (*%°) also differentiates between ex-ACP ODA-
eligible and non-ODA-eligible countries. This situation complicates regional programming for the
Pacific region, and it curtails coordination among EU services (such as coordinating calls for proposals
across the concerned line and external action DGs, or consultations with thematic units). According to
interviewees, action on ocean governance and fisheries, pivotal issues in the Pacific which is common
to OCTs covered by DOAG and countries covered by NDICI-GE, is particularly impacted.

EU-external consultations during programming
Document review shows the following:

¢ With the Geographisation principle and above all the partnership shift under NDICI-GE, consultations
have become more necessary than ever with EU-external actors throughout the programming process,
from the global to the local levels (*7°). The Team Europe approach further requires consultations with
EU Member States (*71).

e At global and country level, both EUDs and headquarters (relevant thematic units) entertain relations
with international, EU-based and domestic CSOs. EUDs are also expected to consult with Local
Authorities, and with the private sector including investors and various types of businesses (supported
SMEs, implementing partners) and business associations (confirmed by interviews with NIPACs in the
Enlargement region) (72).

e The Framework Financial Agreements have long constituted a solid basis for cooperation with CSOs
(273).

e The Policy Forum for Development meetings have continued to provide a dedicated space for
consultations with CSOs (*74). So did the Community of Practice on Peace Mediation Meetings (7).

(18) Interviews with DGs INTPA, NEAR, AGRI, BUDG, CLIMA, CNECT, DEFIS, ECFIN, ECHO, ENER, ENV, GROW,
HOME, JUST, REGIO, TRADE, with Secretariat General and EEAS, with coordination and thematic units in DG INTPA
and DG NEAR, FPI, EEAS (e.g., Elections Observation).

(167) E.g., with DGs ENER, GROW, TRADE, CLIMA and ENV.

(1%8) Among other examples: EC, Commission Staff Working Document Accompanying 2022 Annual Report on the
Implementation of the EU’s External Action Instruments in 2021, COM(2022) 578 final, 2022, in its section on Humanitarian
and Civil Protection, points to this need in relation with the lasting COVID-19 crisis. The same report points to the need for
coordination in response to crises in Sahel countries in the context of emergency response and rapid reaction mechanisms.
(16°) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Recitals 16, 21.

(}7%) EC, Guidelines for the Programming of the NDICI-GE (2021-2027), 2020. Section 1.3.

(*"Y) EC, Guidelines for the Programming of the NDICI-GE (2021-2027), 2020. Section 2.3.

(*"?) IPA 11l Programming Guidance, ibid.; EC, Guidelines for the programming of the NDICI-GE (2021-2027), 2020. Section
1.3.

(*"®) EC, Financial Framework Partnership Agreement (FFPA) between the European Commission and Member State
Organisations, 2019.

(*"*) European Union Website, Capacity4dev, https://capacity4dev.europa.eu/_en.

(*"®) EEAS and EC Website, EU Community of Practice on Peace Mediation 2023, https:// www.eupeacemediation.info/.
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e The review of sampled MIPs shows that EUDs have actively engaged in such consultations, as
witnessed by the sections on Basis for Programming, and Status of Joint Programming, as well as
Team Europe Initiatives, which provide evidence of information gathered from a wide range of
stakeholders.

e The validation survey indicates that NDICI-GE helps mobilise and share EU Member States'
knowledge and expertise. 37 out of 60 EUDs agreed strongly or to some extent that the current EFls
help mobilise and share the knowledge and expertise of EU Member States.

¢ While NDICI-GE envisages MIPs to be based on joint programming strategies for coherence, only 11
out of 89 countries covered by the European Court of Auditors’ assessment of NDICI-GE (27) currently
have such strategies.

e Since 2010 when joint programming was first introduced, around 80 joint programming documents
have been finalised, according to an interview. Interviews with EU officials, EAMRs and recent
strategic evaluation reports suggest that joint programming depend primarily on the nature of relations
(more or less collaborative) between the EUD and representations of EU Member States.

e The programming guidelines emphasise the need for EUDs / HQ to implement inclusive programming.
It requires programming staff to involve broad and transparent consultations with stakeholders at
various levels, including partner country governments, civil society organisations, Local Authorities,
the private sector and others, to facilitate dialogue, gather different perspectives and enable
stakeholders to contribute meaningfully to the programming process (7).

e The IPA Il Programming Guidelines require consultation of a broad range of national and regional
actors, at each step of programming. This is particularly the case for Cross-Border Cooperation
Programmes (178). Review of proceeds of Sector Working Groups (1"°) and of the sampled Strategic
Responses confirms that this was effectively the case, although at varying level depending on the IPA
Beneficiary, with North Macedonia and Montenegro standing out for broader consultations with a large
number of CSOs and Local Authorities (19),

e Review of additional guidance notes to NIPACs, and of Strategic Responses (*8!) shows that under
IPA 1, as was the case under IPA Il, the beneficiaries (NIPACs coordinating) have to take the initiative
in designing Action Fiches (except multi-country and cross-border ones).

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

e In practice, the EU had held ample external consultations at all levels under the former MFF already,
including for programming purposes — but these relations have intensified, become more purpose-
oriented, and are more strongly mutualised between EUDs and headquarters (12).

e Headquarters’ relevant units, as well as EUDs have increased their consultation and cooperation
efforts with international and regional organisations in the countries, and with DFIs / IFls (283).

e Headquarters (DG INTPA, DG NEAR, EEAS, FPIl) engage intensively with EU Member States
representations through relevant Committees as well as informally; and EUDs engage intensively with
EU Member States representations (embassies, cooperation agencies) in the country for
programming, implementation, and for non-cost activities such as public diplomacy and policy and
political dialogue. The introduction of TEls has given this cooperation a boost, which is labour-intensive
for EUDs (*84). OPC results confirm this finding: 48 % totally or very much agree that the EU and EU
Member States have worked more as a team over the last two years (compared to only 13 % not really
agreeing, or not at all. 41 % are neutral).

Document review and consultations additionally showed regional specificities:

(178) European Court of Auditors, Programming the NDICI-GE — Comprehensive programmes with deficiencies in the
methods for allocating funds and impact monitoring, Special Report, 2023.

(*'7) EC, Guidelines for the Programming of the NDICI-GE (2021-2027), 2020. Page 5.

(178) IPA 1ll Programming Guidance. Section 8.1, Section 9.

(*°) E.g., Government of the Republic of Serbia — Ministry of European Integration Website, IPA 2013 — sector working
group meetings, 2012, https://www.mei.gov.rs/eng/news/230/more/w/0/ipa-2013-sector-working-group-meetings/.

(189 Strategic Responses, Kosovo*, Montenegro, North Macedonia, Serbia, Tirkiye: Sections on Consultation Process
under each of the five Windows.

(*81) Guidance notes to NIPACs (internal documents); Strategic Responses Kosovo*, North Macedonia, Serbia, Turkiye
(Sections on key proposed actions under the respective Windows).

(182) Interviews with EUDs and EU Offices, written contributions from EUDs, interviews with national stakeholders (including
NIPACSs), interviews with Headquarters, targeted consultations with EU Member States, written contributions to OPC from
EU Member States, targeted consultations with CSOs and Local Authorities.

(183) Interviews with EUDs, written contributions from EUDs, targeted consultations with DFIs / IFls, written contributions
to the OPC.

(*8%) Interviews with EUDs, written contributions from EUDs, targeted consultations with EU Member States, written
contributions by EU Member States for the OPC, interviews with Geo Desks.

Evaluation of the European Union’s External Financing Instruments (2014-2020 and 2021-2027)
Volume Il: Annexes — March 2024 — Particip GmbH



34

¢ In the post-Cotonou agreements era (%), the EU and its partners in sub-Saharan Africa suppressed
the function of National Authorizing Officer, which used to centralise the approval of all EU contracts
with the Government, as a ‘one-stop shop.’ Currently, the programmes and decisions are no longer
co-signed by the national and regional counterparts. While this decision is not a result of the EFls, it is
concomitant to, and created specific conditions for, the transition to the new EFIs (*86):

o The interviews with, and written contributions from EUDs show that negotiating contracts
directly with the relevant ministries and public bodies confers more freedom and fluidity to the
process by removing the authority of a single officer, and the associated bottleneck.

o The same sources conversely highlight the resulting coordination tasks incumbent upon the
EUDs.

o The same sources, corroborated by the validation survey (*87), point to overall satisfaction with
this setup.

e There is evidence of good practices in internal and external coordination from the IPARD programme
and the EU relations with China (*28):

o Through the IPARD programme, DG AGRI manages approximately 8 % of IPA Il budget (*89).
This regional programme operates in Albania, Montenegro, North Macedonia, Serbia and
Tarkiye, under indirect management by the partner governments, which co-finance it at 25 %,
with guidance from DG AGRI. IPARD does not include capacity building, but support actions
are included within bilateral programming, overseen by EUDs. This requires coordination
between DG AGRI and EUDs. In addition, the IPARD programme technical assistance
contract funds the placement of DG AGRI staff with the partners in Albania, Montenegro and
Serbia, whereas EUDs in Tirkiye and North Macedonia have done the same under their own
budget lines. This triggers regular exchanges between DG AGRI and DG NEAR, both in the
field and in headquarters, as confirmed by interviews with EUDs and with EU staff in
headquarters.

o Another good example is the intense coordination taking place with EU Member States and
among line DGs, external action services, EEAS, and FPI regarding relations with China (3°°).
The facilities managed by FPI and the new Asia Investment Facility managed by DG INTPA
constitute not only entry doors for more intense relations with China, but also concrete yet
flexible avenues for consultations and coordination across the EU’s services, and with EU
Member States.

Finding 16 Planning and implementation recorded some efficiency gains under the current MFF, but
these did not directly result from the new EFIs.

Related indicator(s): 1-2.2.2, 1-2.2.3 Quality of evidence

General effort to achieve greater efficiency
Document review and consultations with stakeholders show the following:

e Fewer regulations reduce transaction costs and scope for errors and delays (*°%). Written EUD
contributions confirm greater coherence and complementarity between thematic and geographic
programmes.

e As a single instrument, NDICI-GE has allowed some international organisations to simplify their own
procedures when dealing with the EU. However, these organisations still complain about the
complexity and cumbersomeness of EU implementation procedures (1%?).

(185) Council of the European Union, Partnership Agreement between the European Union and its Member States, of the
one part, and the Members of the Organisation of the African, Caribbean and Pacific States, of the other part, 2023. Part
V.

(18%) Interviews with EUDs, EU staff in headquarters, national counterparts.

(187) Disaggregation of EUD validation survey shows that the results from sub-Saharan Africa do not depart from the
general trends in terms of assessment of simplification of EU programming and implementation processes, which is
assessed positively by 55 % respondents.

(1#8) Interviews with EUDs and EU staff in Headquarters.

(189) European Commission Website, Overview of EU pre-accession assistance for rural development (IPARD IIl),
https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/international/international-cooperation/enlargement/pre-accession-
assistance/overview_en.

(*°9) Interviews with EU staff in Headquarters and analysis of the Regional MIP for Asia and the Pacific.

(1°1) EDF, ENI,DCI, IPA II, NDICI-GE, IPA lll, DOAG, INSC regulations; Interviews with Headquarters and EUDs; written
contributions from EUDs.

(192) Consultations with UN.
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e There are some efficiency gains obtained at the level of contracting and implementation, due to the
operation of fewer, larger envelopes (*°). This is also observed under INSC: the review of financial
Dashboard, information communicated in writing by EU Headquarters, shows that the number of INSC
Contracts decreased steadily:

Figure 2 Contracts / AAPs under INSC 2013-2023

e Another factor for some efficiency gains is more competitive selection procedures. On this, in Asia,
Pacific and the Americas, the EDF Regulation used to force EUDs to choose regional organisations
as implementers before regional programmes were even desighed. The choice of implementing
partner is now a selective process based on a mature regional Action Document: the implementing
partners are better suited, which reduces implementation hurdles and delays (*°¢). The NDICI-GE
Regulation corrects this shortfall (1%).

e However, the overall effects on efficiency overall have so far been marginal: EFI-level reporting and
Financial dashboard show disbursement rates remain broadly unchanged.

e This is confirmed by consultations with the stakeholders: As shown by the survey to EUDs and
interviews, respondents are split about the efficiency gains obtained during the current MFF. There is
no indication that disbursement rates have increased. However, this perception is probably influenced
by the overlap between current MFF programming, and previous MFF implementation: three years
into the current MFF, a large proportion of actions being implemented are still disbursing funds from
the previous MFF.

e The validation survey shows that 37 % respondents agree that the budgetisation of EDF has led to
efficiency gains, 34 % disagree, while 27 % do not know.

e 49 % of respondents of the OPC survey did not agree that access to EU funding had become easier
in the past two years, compared to only 19 % of positive views. Negative views are most frequent
among NGO respondents (62 %).

e According to the written contributions of the EUDs, while the change in governance (NDICI-GE
Committee vs. EFD Committee) has had a positive impact on the approval time, the introduction of
NDICI-GE has not added significant flexibility compared to ENI (apart from the Rapid Response Pillar),
as any adjustments to programmes still require lengthy procedures. Having a multi-annual framework
has not brought significant benefits as programming is still predominantly annual and aligned with
negotiated payment forecasts.

e While in the validation survey the majority of EUDs confirmed that NDICI-GE has simplified the
programming process, most do not share the view that the workload has been reduced. A clear
majority (40 of 60) EUDs agreed strongly or to some extent that the reduced number of regulations
under the current EFls has helped simplifying EU programming and implementation. However, only 7
EUDs agreed that the current EFIs have reduced the amount of work dedicated to communication and
consultations with EU Member States for programming and implementation. 16 agreed that the current
EFls have reduced EUDs’ amount of work dedicated to communication and consultations with partners
(e.g., governments, civil society, international / regional organisations, etc.) for programming and
implementation. 22 EUDs agreed that the current EFIs have reduced workload during programming

(*9%) Interviews with EUDs and EU staff in Headquarters, interviews with CSOs. Written contributions from CSOs.
(2% Interviews with EUDs, Written contributions from EUDs.
(1%%) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art. 35.
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for the main national partners involved in the process (e.g., central authorities, civil society, Local
Authorities).

e The EUD written contributions and interviews with EU officials on NDICI-GE revealed challenges, such
as i) the complex task of managing programming responsibilities under a single instrument with
multiple Commission services and other stakeholders resulting in bureaucratic processes and
coordination challenges; ii) limited availability of funds for certain sectors or areas of high political
relevance, thus challenging even coverage in programming; and iii) a lack of responsiveness to local
contexts and needs with limited flexibility to address national policy challenges as the flip side of a
streamlined, simplified and unified approach under NDICI-GE.

Monitoring and reporting
Document review shows the following:

e The Mid-Term Evaluation of EFls identified data management, monitoring, evaluation, and ultimately
learning, as areas for improvement.

e The EFSD was never evaluated as such and suffers from a lack of intervention evaluations, although
learning from this experience was paramount for the design of the EFSD+. The WBIF was evaluated
in 2021, after the preparation of the new EFIs’ regulations (1%).

e The NDICI-GE Regulation improves the M&E setup by establishing a clear link between the
monitoring, evaluation and learning, and by further anchoring these functions to accountability and
transparency (*%7). Intrinsically linked to these functions, the NDICI-GE Regulation goes further with
explicit provisions for clear monitoring and evaluation mechanisms (1%). It foresees robust
methodologies and data collection ().

e The new Global Europe Result Framework (GERF) was introduced after the preparation of the MIPs,
so MIPs still refer to the results framework of the previous MFF, but both frameworks have many
indicators in common. The GERF includes new monitoring indicators and reporting requirements for
NDICI-GE. The GERF is part of the so-called Global Europe Performance Monitoring System
(GEPMS), which seeks to create a single coherent performance monitoring system for EU external
action, addressing some of the weaknesses of the previous framework (EURF) introduced in 2018 to
monitor results under the MFF 2014-2021 (3°°). Next to the updated, time-bound GERF used for
accountability purpose, GEPMS includes also a more comprehensive results framework for
communication, management and learning needs and an IT platform (OPSYS) for managing
logframes, collecting data, and conducting assessments (2°1).

e The IPA lll monitoring framework is based on Annex IV of the IPA Il Regulation. Over a half of the key
performance indicators in this annex directly concern global challenges, which equips the instrument
soundly to contribute to global monitoring. These indicators are not the exact mirror of the accession
negotiation Chapters and Clusters, but they reflect them (2°2). Likewise, the five Windows of the IPA I
Programming Framework, and the attached indicators, do not exactly mirror the accession Clusters,
but all Clusters are represented (2%). In practice, the EU applies the IPA Ill Results Framework (?°4).
Launched in 2022, it counts 750 indicators serving 170 objectives.

e EAMRs and AOSDs review show that the separate reporting formats by INTPA and NEAR (EAMRS)
versus FPI (AOSDs) are not very conducive to monitor the complementarity between actions. EAMRSs,
for example, hardly mention any collaboration with FPI.

(1%) EU, Evaluation of the WBIF, 2021.

(**") EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Recital 17, Recital 18, Art. 41, Art. 42.

(1°8) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Recital 18, Art. 8.6, Chapter V (Art. 41-42).

(1%9) The indicators used to measure progress should be in line with the SDGs and be clear, relevant and have robust
methodologies. The data for the indicators should be readily available and of a good quality.” EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 /
947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Recital 19.

(3% EC, Launching the Global Europe Performance Monitoring System containing a Revised Global Europe Results
Framework, 2022. Section 3.

(°°1) Ibid, Sections 3, 4.

(?°?) EC, EU accession process: step by step, 2022.

(°°3%) Unpublished internal EC document — 16 / 11 / 2022.

(?°4) EC, Commission Staff working Document — The Instrument for Pre-Accession assistance (IPA I1l) Results Framework,
2022. Section 3.
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Box 1 Compared practices: Global Challenges, FPI, EFSD+ and IPA Il

e The Global Challenges Thematic Concept Note calls for a limited set of expected results at impact, outcome and
output levels, as well as indicators. It demands indicators, with data sources, baseline and targets to ensure a
coherent framework for future monitoring and evaluation. Its list of indicators has been agreed on by DG INTPA,
DG NEAR, EEAS and FPI Services. Yet there is evidence that markers are not accurately applied, despite
guidance (?%).

e A new composite indicator enables FPI to monitor the conflict sensitivity of actions and stakeholder analyses. The
uptake is not expected to encounter dilution or resistance, due to the relatively small number of long-standing
implementing partners (°).

e The NDICI-GE Regulation monitoring and reporting requirements include the EFSD+, which commits the financial
partners and foster joint learning at the level of specific facilities (e.g., WBIF). The ReMF serves this ambition with
a monitoring, reporting and evaluation tool, which is also aligned with the IPA Il Regulation. While this is positive
from an accountability perspective, it is not fully functional yet, chiefly because the monitoring systems of the
DFls / IFls are not aligned with the ReMF, which undermines EU-relevant data provision (2°7). Interviewees from
DFIs / IFls also underscored the risk that reporting requirements may be too onerous for local financial partners,
which could jeopardise the deployment of guarantee schemes.

e Under IPA lll, the EU should differentiate assistance based on performance, in particular as regards their
commitment to and progress in implementing reforms, as well as according to the needs (?°8). But its reporting
and monitoring are not coordinated enough to bring accession negotiations, programming of granting and
investment, and implementation closer together: as a result, the EU cannot satisfactorily seize itself of the
opportunity (2°°). Additionally, the EU and may modulate assistance in case of significant regression or persistent
lack of progress on the Fundamentals — following a decision substantiated on the basis of the IPA lIl
Programming Framework ('°). This provision has not been activated so far under the current MFF.

e The INSC Results framework is presented in the INSC Multiannual Indicative Programme 2021-2027in a
dedicated Annex on Performance Indicators. These indicators provide continuity with the results framework of
INSC under the previous MFF.

Box 2 Targets and markers in monitoring

e Targets and markers incentivise reporting on cross-cutting issues, make these issues more visible, and provide
avenues to measure mainstreaming, as highlighted by the EU Indo-Pacific Strategy.

e Targets create additional work for the EU and its partners, whereas their added value for programming and
monitoring is limited because it proved an unreliable data source: data encoding in the EU’s systems does not
reflect the targets, nor does it offer the level of granularity necessary to adequately monitor them. For instance,
democracy actions are monitored through the DAC Code on ‘good governance’, which includes much broader
issues, thus over-representing the number of actions and the funding dedicated to the target (3'1).

e Target reporting can also overshadow important qualitative information on cross-cutting issues: for instance,
human rights due diligence is absent from monitoring and reporting, despite human rights being a cross-cutting
issue.

e Mainstreaming occurred in non-targeted areas: Kenya and Madagascar MIPs feature digitalisation as a cross-
cutting issue, despite it not being a cross-cutting priority and not having a target.

Finding 17 The EU’s efforts to reduce transaction costs have heightened barriers to partnership for
CSOs and Local Authorities.

Related indicator(s): 1-2.2.2 Quiality of evidence

o
CSOs

Document review and stakeholder consultations show intense dialogue with CSOs:

e Review of CSO Roadmaps in sampled countries shows that consultation with CSOs is always
performed by EUDs, albeit at varying levels. This is confirmed by EUD interviews and written
contributions: many EUDs (Nepal, Serbia, Haiti, Moldova, Morocco, among others) reported regular
and productive dialogue with CSOs, which they promote as watchdogs, policy actors, and
programming partners.

(?%9) Interviews with EU staff in headquarters; Statistical Dashboard review.

(%°%) EC, Annual Activity Reports (2014-2022) of the Service for Foreign Policy Instrument, 2015-2023.

(°7) Interviews with DFIs / IFls, EU staff in Headquarters.

(2°8) IPA 1l Regulation. Art. 8.3.

(?%9) Interviews with EUDs, EU staff in Headquarters, CSOs, NIPACs.

(?%9) IPA 11l Regulation. Recital 32, Art. 8.5.

(°*Y) Source: Interviews with headquarters, CSOs, international organisations. See also: Sabourin, A. and Jones, A., More
than targets: How the EU promotes democracy, human rights and gender equality through Global Europe and beyond,
ECDPM Discussion paper 337, 2023; EC, Mid-Term Evaluation of the implementation of the EU Gender Action Plan lll
(2021-2025), 2023.
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e Consultation does not always mean co-creation, and the impact of these consultations on
programming is uneven. Within EUDs, 20 % CSO Focal Points who participated in the survey
commissioned by the CSO thematic programme in 2023 found that consultations with CSOs had an
impact on EU policy and strategy documents. Only 6 % found that there was an impact on the design
of EU programmes.

Document review and stakeholder consultations also show that CSOs’ access to EU funding remains a
challenge.

e Three quarters of the budget execution of the thematic programmes on CSOs and Human Rights and
Democracy are country-level actions implemented through calls in the EUDs (?%?). Grants and sub-
grants also remain the avenue for CSOs to access EU funding (*'%), in a context where support to
CSOs, particularly local ones, is key to countering democratic backsliding ('4).

e Butaccess to these grants is costly for the CSOs. Interviews with international and country-level CSOs
on all continents reveal that they continue to find EU rules and procedures constraining, and difficult
to understand, especially for ‘new comer’ CSOs.

e The current Financial Regulation does not allow multi-annual operating grants with CSOs (?%°).
According to interviews with CSOs, this complicates access to EU funding, as it requires multiple
application processes, which are costly. In addition, DG INTPA no longer operates their annual calls
under the CSO thematic programme (interview with Thematic Unit).

e Options exist under the new NDICI-GE Regulation to counterbalance the trend (NDICI-GE 27.1 and
27.3). But potential beneficiaries and applicants among CSOs, especially at country and grassroot
level, are not conversant with requirements or opportunities afforded under the instruments (?16). This
is confirmed by the EUD validation survey: only 3.7 % respondents consider that CSOs and Local
Authorities fully understand the EFIs. This was noted already by the 2017 MTE of EIDHR and is
confirmed by interviews with EUDs, and by targeted consultations with CSOs-Local Authorities.

¢ Insub-Saharan Africa, EUDs recorded a simpler set of implementation modalities, which leads to large
envelopes often implemented by EU Member States development agencies rather than CSOs. Yet,
experience has shown that implementation by EU Member States agencies does not necessarily lead
to efficiency, as evidenced by document review (?*7), and interviews with EUDs and national CSOs.

e The Rapid Response Pillar does not easily reach CSOs beyond a limited number of international or
EU-based CSOs: it did provide funding to 70 CSOs with grants ranging from EUR 500 000 to EUR 21
million; however, out of these, 64 are based in donor countries, and only 6 in partner countries (38).

e Overall, CSOs’ access to funding has not become easier under the current MFF. The EUDs validation
confirms this assessment: 71 % EU respondents strongly (20 %) or somewhat (51 %) disagree that it
has become easier, and none strongly agrees that it has become easier — the lowest results in the
series of questions on improvements resulting from the new EFIs. OPC results show that 50 %
respondents were not positive about improved access to funding and only 19 % were positive —
negative answers mostly from CSOs.

JC 2.3. Responsiveness to crises and emerging challenges at local, country, regional and global level

The analysis under this JC has strongly relied on documentary sources. Interviews, targeted consultations and
surveys have allowed to confirm and enrich the findings emerging from document review. The main sources
used are summarised in the table below.

Table 7 Main sources of evidence for JC 2.3
Main sources — Main sources — surveys Main sources — Other sources
documents interviews & targeted
consultations
e EFl regulations & e  OPC written e Interviews: EU HQ, e Mapping of EU
programming contributions EUDs, 10s and spending actions
guidelines, e.g., international CSOs, in- (Dashboards)
NDICI-GE Regulation; country stakeholders

(?*?) MIP Human Rights and Democracy; MIP CSOs; interviews with thematic units; EAMRs — Unpublished internal EC
document.

(?*3) Interviews with international and local CSOs, EUDs, EU staff in Headquarters.

(?*4) European Partnership for Democracy (EPD), European Democracy Support Annual Review, 2023.

(?%%) EU, Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2018 / 1046 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 July 2018 on the
financial rules applicable to the general budget of the Union, 2018.

(°%%) Interviews with EU staff in Headquarters, national CSOs across the regions, and international CSOs.

(?*") EU, Mid-term Evaluation of the European Union Emergency Trust Fund for Stability and Addressing Root Causes of
Irregular Migration and Displaced Persons in Africa 2015-2019, 2021; EU, EUTF Monitoring and Learning System Horn of
Africa, 2022 Annual Report, 2023.

(?'8) Statistical Dashboard, sheet 23, extractions from March 2023.
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Main sources —

interviews & targeted

consultations

Other sources

IPA 11l Regulation and
Programming

EUD written
contributions

(authorities, CSOs),
DFIs / IFls

Financial data shared
by DG INTPA and DG

Framework In-country stakeholder Targeted consultations NEAR
EFI-level reporting and survey with EU Member Financial data from EU
preViOUS EFI EUD Validation survey States, UN, PO“Cy WebSites
evaluations; Forum for
e Strategic evaluations Development and
(thematic) Practitioners Network

e EU sector guidelines
and thematic guidance
notes and templates

e  Strategic programming
docs (MIPs, SRs) and
AAPs

e  Other: European
Parliament Reports,
draft Regulation
Ukraine Facility, EU
websites.

Finding 18 The new instruments adequately responded to the lessons learned during the previous
MFF, with a combination of old and new flexibility features.

Related indicator(s): 1-2.3.1, 1-2.3.2, 1-2.3.3, |- 2.3.4, Quiality of evidence

1-2.3.5 o

New and old flexibility features
Document review shows the following:

e The 2017 MTE of EFIs noted the lack of flexibility to respond to emerging needs, challenges and crises
as an area for improvement (?%°). Responding to this concern, flexibility under NDICI-GE has been
enhanced in several ways (?%°). Specific flexibilities include:

o Removal of the obstacles linked to the transfer of allocations between different instruments.

o Waiver of regular visa routes for exceptional assistance measures under EUR 20 million;
adoption and amendments to existing measures in case of urgency, crises or immediate
threats.

¢ |n addition, pre-existing flexibilities continue to apply in NDICI-GE (??%):

o The ability to carry over unused funds is a feature borrowed from the European Development
Fund (EDF), which gives greater room for manoeuvre.
o NDICI-GE also offers possibility of implementing measures up to certain financial ceilings
without an implementing decision.
Rapid Response Pillar and Cushion
Document review shows the following:

¢ In addition to the above, the NDICI-GE Regulation introduces two novel tools which further strengthen
the EU’s capacity to address unexpected situations (?%):

o Establishment of an Emerging Needs and Challenges Cushion
o Inclusion of a Rapid-Response Pillar (RRP), along with the Geographic and Thematic Pillars.

e The NDICI-GE Emerging Challenges and Priorities Cushion provides a non-programmable envelope
to be channelled through the Geographic Pillar, the Thematic Pillar, or the Rapid Response Pillar to
respond to a broad range of unforeseen situations, needs and ambitions (?%). The main usage of the

(?*°) EC, Coherence Report — Insights from the External Evaluation of the External financing instruments, 2017. Sections
3.2,4.4.

(?®%) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art. 4-4, Art. 4-5, Art. 8-8, Art. 25, Annex IV.

(?*') EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art. 25.

(°®) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art. 6 and 17; Unpublished Internal EC document
—16/08/2021.

(?%%) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art. 6 and Art. 17.
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Cushion as mandated by the NDICI-GE Regulation is to respond to unforeseen circumstances, new
needs or emerging challenges, and to promote new EU-led or international initiatives or priorities (?%4).

e The NDICI-GE Regulation (??%) also foresees specific uses for the Cushion, in the form of top-ups for
specific global programmes to respond to threats to human rights, democracy, and civil society, and
to global challenges: EUR 200 million for the Human Rights and Democracy thematic programme,
EUR 200 million for the Civil Society Organisations thematic programme, and EUR 600 million for the
Global Challenges thematic programme.

e The RRP, is a pillar that may address a wide variety of situations through three envelopes (crisis
response, resilience, and foreign policy needs) (??¢), each with a specific mandate.

e The Resilience Envelope has been allotted in its entirety to ‘Support to inclusive quality education for
refugees in Tlrkiye’ (EUR 530 million)

e The Crisis response envelope has been allotted to a variety of crisis responses worldwide
(EUR 498 million).

e The foreign policy needs envelope (EUR 42 million) has been allotted(??”) to long-term (?%8), urgent
(?»), or sensitive (2%°) actions that could not be addressed by geographic programming, and that are in
line with the EU’s emerging foreign policy priorities.

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

e The Cushion revealed its strategic importance from the onset of the MFF. The interviewees celebrated
the novelty of the cushion, which provides avenues for a much-needed unified response across the
NDICI-GE pillars. The cushion was for instance used for much-needed top-ups for thematic
programmes (CSOs, Human rights and Democracy), although confirmation of these mobilizations
came late (?%2).

e Building on the informal experience of FPI under the previous MFF, the use of the RRP explicitly
requires anticipation and internal coordination for follow-up to rapid response actions. Interviewees
appreciated not only the content of the Regulation in this regard, which prevents gaps and
interruptions, and pushes the staff to think long-term within a flexible response. They also valued the
approach of formalizing an existing, successful good practice. Decision making processes on the RRP
relied on harmonised understanding and on intense consultation and coordination (%32?).

Finding 19 During the first half of the MFF, these features allowed strong and quick reaction to high-
priority issues and crises, while testing the limits of the EFIs: COVID-19, the Russian war of aggression,
and the refugee-migration crisis.

Related indicator(s): 1-2.3.2, 1-2.3.3 Quiality of evidence

Response to the COVID-19 pandemic
Document review and stakeholder consultations show for example:

e Taken together, the Cushion mobilisations for COVAX, Vaccination and global health, Roll-out of
vaccines, and Vaccine production in Africa, proved fast and visible, within a proper Team Europe
approach (3).

e The EU supported COVAX (a Gavi-managed facility) through both grants and guarantees with 400
million of grant mobilising funds from the Cushion, including EUR 300 million top-up to the Global
Challenges thematic programme budget line, EUR 24 million to the West Africa geographic
programme, EUR 24 million for East and Central Africa under geographic programming, EUR 13
million for the South Africa and Indian Ocean geographic programming, EUR 20 million for the South
Neighbourhood geographic programme, EUR 10 million for the East Neighbourhood geographic
programme, EUR 4 million for the South and East Asia geographic programme, EUR 3 million for the

(**Y EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Recital 70, Art. 8.

(°®) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Recital 70.

(?%%) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art. 4-4, Art. 4-5, Annex |V. Evaluation Team’'s own
analysis of data from the Statistical Dashboard.

(??") A portion of the FPN envelope of the RRP (almost EUR 14 million) is confidential data. Statistical Dashboard,
extractions from March 2023.

(?%8) Connectivity, public diplomacy, various dialogue platforms. Statistical Dashboard, extractions from March 2023.

(?®) Disinformation, trade and technology. Statistical Dashboard, extractions from March 2023.

(*%) FPN in UK, digital authoritarianism in Asia, maritime action in the Gulf of Guinea. Statistical Dashboard, extractions
from March 2023.

(*3) Interviews with EU staff in Headquarters.

(?®?) Interviews with EU staff in Headquarters and EUDs. EUDs’ written contributions.

(?%3) Interviews with EU Headquarters, EUDs, CSOs, national stakeholders. Targeted consultations with the UN.
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Mid East and Central Asia geographic programme, EUR 2 million Americas, 1 million in the Pacific, 1
million in the Caribbean (?34).

e Additionally, the Cushion mobilised EUR 45 million for Support to vaccines and global health, and EUR
75 million for rollout of vaccines, and EUR 400 million for vaccine production in Africa. The latter
categories go beyond COVID-19 vaccines, also encompassing other vaccines and global health
issues (?%).

e According to evaluation reports, interviews with EUD and written contributions by EUDs, in response
to the Pandemic, the EU HQ quickly increased flexibility for EUDs to re-orient programmes, use flexible
procurement procedures, and waive budget support performance targets, amongst others. It also
encouraged a Team Europe coordinated response. According to EU interviewees, this enabled EUDs
to respond immediately and effectively to the crisis and support partner countries’ immediate needs of
support. Interlocutors stated that this was highly welcomed by governments throughout Latin America,
Asia and the Pacific.

e The validation survey revealed that only 20 EUDs strongly or somewhat agree that the current EFIs
help to increase the availability of funding for emerging needs and challenges in my country / region
(through e.g., the cushion, rapid response). 29 EUDs agree that overall levels of flexibility have
increased compared to previous MFF; and 22 agree that the current EFls allow to effectively support
actions along the humanitarian-development-peace nexus.

Response to Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine
Document review and stakeholder consultations show for example:

e Since the start of Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine in February 2022, the EU has supported
Ukraine with an unprecedented package of measures amounting to EUR 80.9 billion (23¢). In addition
to NDICI-GE funding, the EU’s response has drawn on EU humanitarian aid and the Civil Protection
Mechanism to address humanitarian needs. EUR 25.2 million of MFA was transferred in the last two
years to ensure economic stabilisation and military support was provided drawing on the resources
from the off-budget European Peace Facility (EPF) and the CFSP chapter under the EU budget, as
well direct contributions from the EU Member States. Access to EU programmes (¥7) and trade
measures (%) have also been part of the EU's armoury to strengthen the country’s economic

resilience.
Figure 3 EU support to Ukraine 2022-2023 (?%9)
Member States
support 10%
(excluding
military)

MFA
31%

Funding made
available to host
Ukrainian
refugees FU budget "‘.‘ Support through
38% EU guarantees

3%
Budget support

and grants (NDICI)
3%
Humanitarian
assistance
1%
Other support
0.2%

21%

Military support
31%

(?*%) EU Parliament, Draft Opinion of the Committee on Budgets for the Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Committee
on Development on the implementation of the NDICI-GE, 2023/ 2029(INI), 2023
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/CJ19-PR-749124 EN.pdf.

(?%%) EU Parliament, Draft Opinion of the Committee on Budgets for the Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Committee
on Development on the implementation of the NDICI-GE, 2023 / 2029(INI), 2023.

(°%%) Statistical Dashboard, extractions from March 2023; and financial data provided by DG NEAR to the Evaluation Team.
(*®") For example, the Connecting Europe Facility.

(°%®) The EU has granted additional temporary duty-free access for several agricultural products, which are not yet fully
liberalised under the DCFTAs.

(?%°) Source: European Council, DG NEAR (for updated figures).
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e The Cushion has been particularly mobilised to respond to this Crisis, including in particular through
(240):
o Interest rate subsidies for two MFA actions (EUR 819 million)

o Provisioning for a re-purposed legacy European Investment Bank loan under the External
Lending Mandate (EUR 967 million)

e Investment-related Cushion mobilisations for Ukraine thus total EUR 1,786 million. Among the two
Macro-Financial Assistance packages for Ukraine funded by the Cushion, one subsidises the interest
rates to preserve the concessionality of legacy loans contracted by Ukraine prior to the current MFF,
and for which interest rates have skyrocketed due to the war (**). Another mobilisation concerns
additional provisioning for guarantees of EIB loans contracted before the current MFF, and currently
repurposed for resilience (e.g., ‘solidarity lanes’ for agricultural crop trade, infrastructure repairs) and
reconstruction. The mobilisation covers the difference between the 9 % regular guarantee provisioning
rate (?*?), and the 70 % provisioning rate now applicable for Ukraine, in view of the increased risk. The
initial 9 % remain covered by the geographic budget line (>43).

¢ In addition to direct support to Ukraine, support to Moldova in response to Russia’s war of aggression
against Ukraine includes MFA (EUR 220 million in the form of loans and up to EUR 75 million in
grants), EIB / EBRD loans to finance investment under the EIP (EUR 404.5 million), budget support
(to pay for energy bills), which draws from three years of Eastern Neighbourhood allocations (EUR
240 million) and bilateral assistance to support the economy and reforms in the energy and justice
sectors. Additional funding is provided from humanitarian assistance, CPM, CSDP, CFSP and EPF
(244).

e To mitigate the socioeconomic consequences of the war in the Southern Neighbourhood (EUR 225
million Food and Resilience Facility). In 2022, EUR 270 million was committed under the
Neighbourhood geographic programme in support of Syrian refugees and host communities in Jordan,
Lebanon and Syria (?4%).

Response to the protracted refugee and migration crises
Document review and stakeholder consultations show for example:

e Cushion mobilisations concerning migration and refugees total EUR 1 81 million (?%6). Pre-existing
commitments were covered by the Cushion for support to refugees and host communities in Turkiye,
Jordan, Lebanon, Iraq after the end of the Facility for Refugees in Turkiye (FRIT) and the Madad Trust
Fund (?47).

¢ In addition, RRP allocations concerning migration and refugees total EUR 572,5 million. This includes
EUR 15 million in support to Moldova, linked to the influx of refugees from Ukraine, which is also
reported above under the calculation of allocations linked to Russia’s war of aggression against
Ukraine. The entire Resilience envelope (EUR 530 million) was allocated for Tirkiye — needs of Syrian
refugees (248).

e Regarding Tirkiye, it has been argued that some aspects of the support provided could have been
anticipated, and therefore covered by the geographic budget (in this case IPA Ill). Some interviewees
representing different and complementary perspectives explained that parts of these mobilisations
have limited outreach for refugees themselves, whereas they provide support to communities in some

(?#%) EU Parliament, Draft Opinion of the Committee on Budgets for the Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Committee
on Development on the implementation of the NDICI-GE, 2023 / 2029(INI), 2023.

(®*1) Interviews with EU staff in Headquarters.

(?*?) This is in line with EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021, Art. 3.5, and its predecessor on
EFSD.

(2*%) Ibid.

(?*%) Dashboard Inventory (RRP) and EU Parliament, Draft Opinion of the Committee on Budgets for the Committee on
Foreign Affairs and the Committee on Development on the implementation of the NDICI-GE, 2023 / 2029(INI), 2023.

(®*%) European Commission Website, NDICI-GE - Performance, Budget performance - implementation,
https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/eu-budget/performance-and-reporting/programme-performance-
statements/Neighbourhood-development-and-international-cooperation-instrument-global-europe-
performance_en#budget-performance--implementation.

(?*%) EU Parliament, Draft Opinion of the Committee on Budgets for the Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Committee
on Development on the implementation of the NDICI-GE, 2023 / 2029(INI), 2023.

(?*") Unpublished internal EC document — 13/ 09 / 2021; and interviews with DG BUDG.

(?%8) Statistical Dashboard, extractions from March 2023.
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regions of Turkiye (?*°). Some interviewees concluded that this was not entirely coherent with the EC
decisions regarding the cancellation of some actions in Turkiye (?%°).

e In the Crisis Response line, five allocations totalling close to EUR 30 million are dedicated to actions
directly or indirectly in favour of return within Syria (%°1). Some interviewees in Headquarters questioned
whether the RRP was the best-suited tool to address this protracted crisis, whereas geographic
programming might have been able to plan for it.

Geographic imbalance
Document review and stakeholder consultations show for example:

e As presented above, the EU has extensively used the non-programmable tools of NDICI-GE to
respond to a limited number of exceptional crises: the needs of refugees (and local communities) in
Tirkiye and the Middle-East, and Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine. This has tilted the
distribution of the Rapid Response Pillar, and of the Cushion.

e Cushion mobilisations totalled EUR 7 388 million, with a rather even distribution between the EU’s
Enlargement and Neighbourhood regions, and the rest of the world and global mobilisations (?5?).

Table 8 Distribution of Cushion mobilisations during the period 2021-2023 (%)
Mobilisation title Amount (EUR
Million)
Ukraine Provisioning EIB repurposed loans 967
Syrian refugees package Turkey 921
Ukraine Interest Rate Subsidy 819
Ukraine Pledge Fast Recovery 305
Ukraine Pledge 8/ 4/ 22 301
Syrian refugee package — Syria, Jordan, Lebanon envelope 288
Ukraine Pledge 5/5/ 22 200
Migration North Africa 50
COVAX — Neighbourhood envelope 30
Total — Mobilisations in Enlargement and Neighbourhood regions 3881
Global gateway 750
Vaccine production Africa 400
COVAX — Rest of the world envelope 70
Syrian refugee package — Iraq envelope 22
Total — Rest of the world 1242
Top-up Global challenges 600
Support to vaccination and global health 450
COVAX — Global Challenges envelope 300
Global partnership for education 225
Top-up Human Rights and Democracy 200
Top-up CSOs 200
Union secure connectivity 150
Support roll-out of vaccines 75
GFATM seventh replenishment 65
Total — Global 2 265

(?*9) Interviews with CSOs, EUDs, Headquarters.

(?%%) EC, Commission SWD Turkey 2021 Report Accompanying the document 2021 Communication on EU Enlargement
Policy, SWD(2021) 290 final/ 2, 2022; EC, Commission SWD Turkey 2020 Report Accompanying the 2020
Communication on EU Enlargement Policy, SWD(2020) 355 final, 2020; EC, Commission SWD Turkey 2019 Report
Accompanying the document 2019 Communication on EU Enlargement Policy, SWD(2019) 220 final, 2019; EC,
Commission Implementing Decision of 26.10.2022 amending Commission Implementing Decision C(2018)8171 final,
adopting the Annual Action Programme for Turkiye for the year 2018, C(2022) 7845 final, 2022.

(?®Y) Support for Stabilisation and Reintegration in North-Eastern Syria, EU 18,5 million; Create Safer Communities and
enable safe and sustainable returns, encouraging stabilization and early recovery in Ar-Raqgaa, EUR 4.5 million;
Humanitarian mine action response in North East Syria, EUR 2,3 million; Resilient futures: protection and education for
children and youth in North East Syria, EUR 2,5 million; Social reintegration and resilience to combat radicalization in North
East Syria, Phase Il, EUR 2 million.

(°5?) EU Parliament, Draft Opinion of the Committee on Budgets for the Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Committee
on Development on the implementation of the NDICI-GE, 2023 / 2029(INI), 2023.

(?%%) EU Parliament, Draft Opinion of the Committee on Budgets for the Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Committee
on Development on the implementation of the NDICI-GE, 2023 / 2029(INI), 2023.
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e In contrast, the RRP has been used predominantly in the Enlargement and Neighbourhood regions.
Under the RRP, the available financial data (some allocations do not indicate geographic data) indicate
that regions other than the Enlargement and Neighbourhood have received 31 different allocations
from the Crisis Response line of the RRP, in the range of EUR 0.5 to 9.5 million, totalling about EUR
91 million, far behind the allocations for the Neighbourhood and Enlargement regions (?4).

Table 9 Geographic distribution of Commitments under the RRP (3%%)
RRP Commitments Amount (EUR
Million)(?%6)
Resilience line Enlargement + Neighbourhood (?°7) 530
Crisis Response Line Enlargement + Neighbourhood (?%8) 216
FPN line Enlargement + Neighbourhood 0
Total Enlargement + Neighbourhood 746
Resilience line Rest of the world 0
Crisis Response line Rest of the world (?°) 253
FPN line Rest of the world 4
Total Rest of the world 257
Crisis Response line Global or non-specified (?¢°) 29
Non specified / global 39
Total global or not specified 68
Total RRP allocations 1071

Finding 20 In the context of multiple and protracted crises, the existing flexibilities are overstretched.
Related indicator(s): 1-2.3.4, 1-2.3.5 Quiality of evidence

Financial constraints
Document review and stakeholder consultations show for example:

e The first half of the MFF has witnessed a depletion of the Cushion. The Cushion has been allotted with
EUR 9.31 billion for the current MFF (25%), of which 79 % was committed or earmarked to date (%52).
The foreseen top-ups for thematic programmes have all been fully mobilised — although the
confirmation regarding the Human Rights and Democracy and CSO programmes came late in the first
half of the current MFF. This leaves the Cushion of with 21 % of its initially planned resources for the
period 2024-2027.

e In contrast, the RRP has been allotted with EUR 3 183 million (?%%), out of which approximately 32 %
have been allocated to date.

e Consultations with stakeholders evidenced a general concern over the multiplication of severe and
wide-spread crises, and the EU’s ability to respond to them, especially from the financial point of view,
in view of the depletion of the Cushion (?%4).

e The EUDs display particular concern about response to a wide variety of crises. The validation survey
revealed that only 20 EUDs outside the Neighbourhood strongly or somewhat agree that the current
EFIs help to increase the availability of funding for emerging needs and challenges in the country /
region (through e.g., the cushion, rapid response).

¢ Responding to the role played by Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine in the depletion of the
Cushion, the EC has proposed a new Facility for Ukraine: the draft Regulation has been proposed to

(?54) Statistical Dashboard, data extractions from March 2023.

(%) Statistical Dashboard, data extractions from March 2023.

(°°%) Rounded to the closest unit.

(°®") Refers to Budget Position 14.02.032 “Support to inclusive quality education for refugees in Turkiye."

(°%8) Examples include: Integrated Response Mechanism for Ukraine, Conflict mitigation and community reconciliation in
Northwest Nigeria, Afghanistan Inclusive Dialogue Initiative, Empowering Trust and Cohesion in Bosnia and Herzegovina,
etc. Statistical Dashboard, data extractions from March 2023.

(?*°) Refers to Budget Position 14.02.031 ‘Crisis Response.’

(%6%) Refers to Budget Position 14.02.031 ‘Crisis Response.’

(°%1) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art. 6.3.

(°%?) EU Parliament, Draft Opinion of the Committee on Budgets for the Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Committee
on Development on the implementation of the NDICI-GE, 2023 / 2029(INI), 2023.

(°%3) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art. 6.2.

(%% Interviews EU staff in Headquarters, targeted consultations with EU Member States, UN, CSOs, written contributions
from EUDs, written contributions to OPC from EU Member States.
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the European Council and the European Parliament in June 2023. It may be adopted once an
agreement is reached on the revision of the MFF, which is — as of November 2023 — being negotiated
between the EC, the EP and the European Council.

Political and institutional constraints
Document review and stakeholder consultations show for example:

e As a result of prioritisation in the use of the Cushion and the RRP, and of the financial and political
limitations faced in geographic programming, some crises are under-served, as well as some emerging
or continuous threats (?%). For instance, the food and grain crisis, situation of IDPs and refugees in the
Sahel and Myanmar have received less funding and attention than the COVID-19 crisis, migration and
refugee crises, or Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine (?%¢). Despite the top-ups provided for
by the Cushion as envisaged in the NDICI-GE Regulation (%¢7), this is also the case of threats against
human rights and democracy, albeit to a smaller extent (258).

Box 3 Energy package in the Western Balkans: a highly flexible response at the cost of regular

programming and predictability

In 2022, following Russia’s war of aggression against Ukraine, the Western Balkans faced a crisis linked to the
increased energy prices. Within weeks, the EU responded with a sizeable energy package: EUR 500 million in
immediate budget support grants, to be followed by another EUR 500 million in investment loans through the WBIF
(?%°). All EU interviewees concurred that the rapidity and the magnitude of the reaction was unprecedented in IPA
cooperation.

This experience demonstrated the unprecedented flexibility of IPA 1lI, as this package exclusively used IPA I
continuous programming: it did not mobilise additional instrument funding, nor the NDICI-GE Cushion, nor the RRP
(both of which can cover the Enlargement region) (37°). Instead, the EU dedicated almost the entire 2023 annual
action programme in each of the six Western Balkans Beneficiaries to this package.

This quick reaction came at the cost of one year of strategic focus and performance-based programming: the entire
annual bilateral programming for 2023 was postponed to 2024 in all six Beneficiaries, with unconditional
disbursements, regardless of uneven reform performance (?’1). This situation compounded the already protracted
deployment of the new instrument, and created a precedent of divergence from the spirit of the Regulation which
could backfire: the perception expressed in all interviews with national stakeholders is that important decisions on
assistance are more political than merit-based. What is more, the benefit of the measure is uncertain: the majority of
country-level interviewees (national authorities and CSOs) as well as some EUD officials, downplayed the impact of
this package. For instance, in Serbia the energy package represents only a small fraction of energy purchases.

EQ3 - EU-internal and external interlinkages (incl. EU added value)

JC 3.1 Facilitation of EU-internal linkages and strengthening coherence

The analysis under this JC has relied on a variety of sources of information. In addition to the documentary
review, the analysis built on the mapping of EU spending actions as well as interviews, targeted consultations
and surveys. The main sources used are summarised in the table below.

Table 10

Main sources —
documents

Main sources of evidence for JC 3.1

Main sources — Other sources
interviews & targeted

consultations

Main sources — surveys

e EFl regulations & .

programming
guidelines, e.g.,
NDICI-GE Regulation;
IPA 11l Regulation and
Programming
Framework

e Overarching policies,
e.g., New Consensus

OPC survey .

EUD written
contributions
In-country stakeholder
survey

Interviews: EU HQ, .

EUDs, 10s and
international CSOs, in-
country stakeholders
(authorities, CSQOs),
European
Development Financial
Institutions / IFls and
EU Member States

Mapping of EU
spending actions
EU data from M&E
systems and related
reporting

on Development

(%%%) Interviews with DG INTPA, DG NEAR, EUDs, EUDs written contributions, written contributions from OPC respondents,
interviews with international CSOs, targeted consultations with UN.

(%68) Interviews with EUDs, written contributions by OPC respondents.

(°*") EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art. 6.2.

(°%8) Interviews with EU staff in Headquarters, and CSOs. EC, Meta-Evaluation of human rights & democracy thematic
projects (2014-2021), 2023.

(°%9) AAPs for all beneficiaries 2021, 2022, 2023.

(%79 EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art. 6.

(?™1) Interviews with EUDs, headquarters, national CSOs, NIPACs.
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Main sources — Main sources — surveys Main sources — Other sources
documents interviews & targeted
consultations
e EFI-level reporting and (HQ, local
previous EFI representatives)
evaluations; e Targeted consultations
e  Strategic evaluations with EU Member
(thematic, country, States, UN, DFlIs /
regional) IFls, Policy Forum for
e EU sector guidelines Development and
and thematic guidance Practitioners Network

notes and templates

e  Strategic programming
docs (MIPs, SRs) and
AAPs

e EAMRSs at country and
HQ level, AOSD
Reports at country
level

e  Other (e.g., think tank
reports)

Finding 21 The intention to strengthen the internal coherence of the new EFlIs (NDICI-GE, IPA IlI, and
DOAG) is evident and initial experiences show strengthened coherence and synergies between
geographic and thematic funding. The termination of the Pl has resulted in new lessons which still
need to be fully absorbed across the EU services.

Related indicator(s): 1-3.1.1, 1-3.1.3 Quality of evidence

NDICI-GE internal coherence and synergies
Document review and stakeholder interviews show:

e Despite the benefits of having a unified regulatory framework, coordination challenges remain given
the division of responsibilities within the EC. Drafting the country MIPs is a joint work between the EUD
and the Headquarters() which are also responsible for the drafting of thematic and regional / multi-
country MIPs (?72). Experience from the previous period shows the difficulty of ensuring operational
links or synergies between the bilateral and regional levels (37%). A high-level of coordination is also
required between different EC services to implement programmes in a coherent way and ensure
synergies, i.e., between DG INTPA (274), DG NEAR, FPI (?) and DG Regio (?7%). However, some EC
interviewees noted that each service had its own approaches and interests, which sometimes made
such coordination particularly difficult, and that not everyone was convinced of the benefits of a single
instrument.

e A review of MIPs shows a good level of complementarity between the geographic MIPs and RRP
short-term actions in sub-Saharan Africa. Complementary to country and regional funding, approx. 25
African countries have benefited from the RRP / crises response window so far under the current MFF,
mostly in relation to civilian peace-building, conflict prevention and resolution.

e Interviews with EU staff at HQ show that coordination has increased between FPI, INTPA and NEAR
due to more systematic coordination mechanisms as required by the move to Geographisation, and
via task forces and working groups on specific topics like security sector reform (SSR) and climate
security.

e According to the validation survey, the coherence of current EFIs has improved, with more than half
of respondents (59 %, or 67 % not considering the option do not know) agree that NDICI-GE ensures
better coherence and complementarity between geographic, thematic and Rapid Response pillars.

(?7?) EC, Guidelines for the programming of the NDICI-GE (2021-2027), 2020. Page 4.

(?7%) EC, External Evaluation of the European Neighbourhood Instrument (2014-2017), 2017.

(°"*) Responsible for three of the four thematic programmes and for two types of rapid response actions i.e., those related
to resilience and those linking humanitarian and development actions (the latter in cooperation with DG NEAR).

(°"®) Responsible for Peace, Stability and Conflict Prevention programmes under the thematic pillar and two of the three
types of rapid response actions i.e., Crisis response and conflict prevention and Foreign policy needs and priorities under
the rapid response pillar.

(?7%) Responsible for the cross-border cooperation programmes with Neighbourhood and Enlargement partner countries.
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e There is evidence from MIP reviews and interviews with EU staff at EUD level, that the choice of
interventions regarding CSOs and human rights for the five sub-Saharan sample countries were made
in a similar way as under the 11th EDF, when DCI CSO-LA and EIDHR were used to promote politically
sensitive actions, including human rights.

e The 2017 MTE of EDF (?”7) found good level coherence and complementary between EDF and other
EFls, between DCI CSO-LA and EIDHR thematic programmes, and between thematic and country
programmes.

e Interviewees (EU staff at HQ level) concur that, with fewer instruments, the whole-of-Commission
approach has become more tangible.

e Already during the negotiation of the current MFF, research papers have noted that cohesion and
coordination between support to Local Authorities and other aspects of the portfolio is likely to
decrease with the abandonment of Local Authorities as direct beneficiaries of the thematic programme
(278).

e Similarly, as noted already as far back as 2009 in the Mid-term review of the 2007-2010 Programme
Strategies and later again in 2014 in the DCI GPGC MIP for 2014-2017 (?"°), the issue of coherence
of the EFIs, particularly between the geographic and thematic programmes, is key and goes beyond
the thematic programme on Global Challenges. As evidenced from the NDICI-GE Regulation, the
intention of the new EFIs to facilitate and incentivise coherence and synergies across instruments and
with internal policies and programmes is clearly set out (?%°).

e The NDICI-GE Programming Guidelines (?8') specify particular areas, such as Green Deal and digital
transformation, in which EU external and internal policies should converge on the ‘overarching policy
priorities’ of the Commission: Green Deal, digital transformation and data technologies, alliances for
sustainable growth and decent jobs (including trade and investment), better management and
governance of migration, migration partnerships, governance and peace and security (including
human rights, democracy and the rule of law).

Complementarity and coherence between country and regional support
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

e The Iraq 2021 EAMR (?%?) notes that the policy and programming for advancing human development
in Iraq is supported by strong coordination and complementarity between the different EU funding
instruments, most notably DCI / NDICI-GE bilateral funding and the EUTF Madad.

e The Honduras MIP 2021-2027 specifically mentions the coherence of bilateral support with support to
regional economic integration initiatives and global thematic programmes (Democracy and Human
Rights and Civil society).

e The country MIPs for Kenya, Senegal, Chad and Somalia (MIPs 2021-2027) feature references to
regional initiatives and the regional MIP (2%%) shows the ambition to play a pivotal role in building on
country programmes, supporting regional initiatives and linking up with global initiatives.

¢ Interviews with EU staff at HQ and EUDs show that linkages between the regional level and the country
level (in line with the subsidiarity principle) are poorly applied so far. According to the interviewees,
because of the size of the regional MIP and very short timelines to complete the MIPs, the search for
complementarity has not been systematic and comprehensive, albeit some exceptions were found.

e One such exception is the regional EU support in the Horn of Africa: Under the 11th EDF, a dedicated
window was established to support Horn of Africa initiatives under the EUTF; the regional envelop for
Eastern Africa, Southern Africa and the Indian Ocean was also used to support specific initiatives in
the region (?%4). As aresult, complementarities were established between bilateral projects and regional

(?7") EC, External Evaluation of the 11" European Development Fund (EDF) (2014-mid 2017), 2017.

(?78) E.g., Bossuyt, J., Local Authorities in EU external action after 2020: Strategic actors or distant voices?, 2020.

(?°) EU, Mid-term Review of the 2007-2010 Programme Strategies, 2009; EU, Programme on Global Public Goods and
Challenges 2014-2020: Multi-annual Indicative Programme 2014-2017, 2014.

(?8% EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021.

(°81) EC, Guidelines for the programming of the NDICI-GE (2021-2027), 2020.

(°®2) EAMR (2021) — Unpublished internal EC document.

(°83) The Somalia MIP 2021-2027 indicates, for its Priority Area 1 — Governance and Peacebuilding: ‘This priority area (...)
is also aligned to PA 2 of the Africa Regional MIP: Democratic governance, peaceful and just societies.’ It also indicates
that ‘In close coordination with CSDP missions, the European Peace Facility (EPF), and the Peace and Security Regional
Multiannual Indicative Programme, the capacity-building of security institutions, including maritime security, will be
strengthened so as to accompany sustained support to the generation of security forces;’ and that ‘The regional approach
will be highly relevant also for marine conservation and maritime issues in frameworks such as NaturAfrica, the African
biodiversity component of the EU Green Deal, and the GGW (Great Green Wall).” Federal Republic of Somalia, Multi-
annual Indicative Programme (2021-2027), 2022.

(°®%) EC, Evaluation of the EU cooperation with the Federal Republic of Somalia (2014-2021), 2023; and Southern African
Development Community (SADC), Joint Conclusions from the Fourth Meeting of the High Level Group of the 11" EDF
Regional Indicative Programme for the Eastern Africa, Southern Africa and Indian Ocean Region, 2016.
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programming to improve, for example, cross-border collaboration between Local Authorities;
alignment to the Khartoum process (?%), counter violent terrorism (?%); and to strengthen ocean
governance and maritime security with the regional Red Sea Programme (managed by EUD in
Somalia). As evidenced by the Annual Action Plan 2022 (%#7), the focus of the Horn of Africa (and
partnership with Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD)) as a region has been
significantly reduced under NDICI-GE, but support to the region is now integrated into broader
interventions in similar areas, and IGAD is set to benefit from the regional MIP’s support measures.

e This lack of complementarity echoes a similar issue under the 11" EDF when, according to the 2017
MTE of EDF (%) the complementarity between the EFD, regional and intra-ACP envelopes remained
weak.

Instrument internal coherence and regional coherence under IPA Il
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

e Analysis of the IPA Il Programming Framework (%) reveals that it is coherent with the Regulation and
with the Enlargement policy framework, underlying the strong attention paid to promote coherence and
synergies.

e Targeted consultations with the Practitioners Network and interviews (with line DGs and national
stakeholders including CSOs) show that regional synergy is not taken for granted.

e The 2022 EC study on progress in regional policy (?*°) links this to the fact that bilateral and regional
programming follow two separate decision-making processes (the first being highly dependent on
government-led processes, whereas the second is more EU-controlled) and identified the continuation
of such shortcomings from IPA | to IPA Il and IPA III.

The DOAG reflects an emphasis on integration and more coherence
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

e The DOAG Regulation (?°) is aligned with the global EU agenda by explicitly referencing key
frameworks like the SDGs, the Paris Agreement on climate change, and the Addis Ababa Action
Agenda. It places a strong emphasis on inclusivity, interconnected objectives, and notably focusses
on gender equality and women's empowerment.

¢ Interviews with EU staff at HQ and in EUDs confirm the high level of coherence with EU policy priorities,
norms and interests.

Termination of the PI
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

e The Coherence Report 2017 (?°?) assessed the PI very positively and so did interviewees. Also: ‘The
Pl was a success story’, according to one EU official at HQ.

¢ Review of the NDICI-GE Regulation shows that he legacy of the PI as an instrument that focussed on
the EU as a global actor partnering with third countries on a peer-to-peer basis was maintained. For
example, the idea of promoting mutual interests and more equal partnerships permeates the whole
NDICI-GE (2%3).

e According to several interviewees at EU headquarters level, quite some adaptations in terms of
coordination and work processes had to be made with the start of the current MFF, which was raising
questions whether this new set-up would be most effective in pursuing the EU’s goal of becoming
more political and more global.

e According to interviews across EU services, the potential for complementarity and enhanced
coordination between FPN, the geographic and thematic envelopes, requires a degree of institutional
learning to create a shared understanding that this is still a process under construction across EU
departments.

(°8) The Khartoum Process is a platform for political cooperation amongst the countries along the migration route between
the Horn of Africa and Europe. See Khartoum Process Website, https://www.khartoumprocess.net/; EU, The European
Union Emergency Trust Fund for Stability and Addressing the Root Causes of Irregular Migration and Displaced Persons
In Africa: Action Fiche for the implementation of the Horn of Africa Window TO5 — EUTF — HoA — REG - 09, Ref.
Ares(2018)6614493, 2018.

(%8%) EU, Mid-term Evaluation of the European Union Emergency Trust Fund for Stability and Addressing Root Causes of
Irregular Migration and Displaced Persons in Africa 2015-2019, 2021.

(?87) Annual Action Plan 2022, Regional and multi-Country Programmes in sub-Saharan Africa.

(%88) EC, External Evaluation of the 11" European Development Fund (EDF) (2014-mid 2017), 2017.

(?8) EC, IPA lll Programming Framework: Annex to the Commission Implementing Decision C(2021) 8914 adopting the
Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA Ill) for the period 2021-2027, 2021.

(?°%) EC, Study on progress in regional policy of the WB6 and Turkey, 2022.

(?°Y) EU, Council Decision (EU) 2021 / 1764 on the Overseas Association, including Greenland, 2021.

(?°?) EC, Coherence Report — Insights from the External Evaluation of the External financing instruments, 2017.

(?°%) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021.
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e As confirmed by EUD written contributions and interviews, the start of the new set-up has not been
without any hurdles, as initial experiences led to gaps in terms coherence and continuation, with PI
projects discontinued sometimes without a traceable rationale or a shared institutional assessment, or
FPN pilots or bridging initiatives not being followed up.

e As evidenced by interviews with EU staff across EU services, the transition to NDICI-GE has to a
certain extent diluted the distinctiveness of the Pl as the principal instrument devoted to EU interests
and the mutual interest with partners . This has potentially had an impact on the extent to which these
interests can be promoted, compared to what was feasible under the Pl. Several factors for this risk
of dilution were mentioned in particular, including the lack of priority setting; different time horizons
(short-term and rapid for RR-FPN, versus long-term planning for country engagements); lack of
experience to work in a more EU-interest driven fashion and from a more political perspective; pending
decisions on follow up short-term actions; overlapping and unclear responsibilities across the EU
departments on who leads on EU foreign policy priorities and needs. On the other hand, interviewees
with EU staff at headquarters reported that opportunities were created for coherence and synergies
under NDICI-GE that the Pl had more difficulties to realise as a separate instrument in the past.

e Interviews with different EU services, including line-DGs, also showed several examples for promoting
or hindering coherence of EU-interest driven actions:

o DG INTPA (then DEVCO) worked on intellectual property rights through a programme called
All-Invest. A parallel track existed under the Pl with DG TRADE. Today, this has been brought
together by DG INTPA under one umbrella in collaboration with DG TRADE and DG GROW.

o DG Trade expressed concern that the integration under umbrella programmes AL-Invest
Verde and Arise+ (ASEAN) of the existing long-standing and currently covered by the PI
programmes on trade aspects of intellectual property, i.e., IP Key Latin America and IP Key
South-East Asia, will not sufficiently allow DG TRADE to act on EU trade policy objectives in
the area of intellectual property in an interest-driven fashion. While IP Key programmes focus
on the EU trade agenda on IP in the respective regions, the INTPA programmes focus on
technical assistance and are not necessarily trade-oriented. The differences in the governance
of programmes also puts at risk the focus on trade policy and the EU interests. Finally, it
seems that the overall financial resources devoted to intellectual property related programmes
will be lower than under the current structure. DG TRADE maintains interest in continuing IP
Key programmes as separate programmes with clear EU trade policy objectives.

o Attention to critical raw materials was difficult to get some years back despite efforts made by
DG GROW to put this issue on the agenda. The PI provided a useful and effective conduit for
actions that was then lost under the NDICI-GE geographic programmes. Since COVID-19 and
the Russian war of aggression against Ukraine, uncertainty around the relevance of a certain
project in former DG DEVCO, then DG INTPA has disappeared. Today, hurdles in working
with certain Latin American countries have been removed and cooperation across relevant
line-DGs and DG INTPA, as well as DG NEAR has increased.

o The case of deforestation: Following requests by EUDs, the EEAS and line-DGs, FPlI initiated
the preparation of an action in support of stakeholders in third countries who were complaining
about new EU legislation on deforestation. But the process was confronted with a series of
delays at headquarters level leading to a stand-still until the issue was brought to the attention
of senior management. To solve the issue, three separate FPN actions were designed but the
effects of these delays led to negative perceptions about the EU’s ability to respond in time.

Finding 22 Coherence of the new EFIs with other external instruments and EU actors is mostly
positive, building substantially on changes introduced during the previous MFF to enhance coherence
and synergies.

Related indicator(s): 1-3.1.1, 1-3.1.2 Quiality of evidence

Need for mutual coherence, and coherence across EFlIs
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

¢ Inthe regulations, a high premium was put on the coherence between NDICI-GE and IPA Il , focussing
on the fundamentals of the accession process (?°#). The desk review shows that the IPA Il Regulation
is coherent with NDICI-GE policy-oriented approach.

(*®4 EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 1529 establishing IPA 1lI, 2021. The fundamentals are broadly defined by the IPA IlI
Regulation, Recital 6: Rule of law and fundamental rights; Economic governance; Democratic institutions and public
administration reform. In addition (Recital 7), good neighbourly relations, although not explicitly a part of the fundamentals,
are another core requirement to be supported in priority by the Instrument.
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e The IPA Il Windows, on paper (?%), are also closely aligned with key EU policies, in particular Window
3 (Green Agenda and sustainable connectivity) is closely aligned with objectives of the European
Green Deal, Global Gateway, Western Balkans Economic and Investment Plan, and the Green
Agenda for the Western Balkan — whereas all region-specific policies are strongly aligned with EU-
internal policies.

e The IPA Il and NDICI-GE regulations (*%) alike further emphasise the need for coherence between
IPA Il and the other EFIs. In practice, coherence across instruments is further supported by the
common rules and procedures as per the NDICI-GE Regulation, also applicable to IPA 1ll, both in case
of direct and indirect management. The rules and procedures extend to implementation, visibility, and
monitoring and evaluation of interventions. This constitutes an appreciated novelty, which responds to
some lessons learned from the previous evaluations (2°7) (see also Box 11).

Box 11 NDICI-GE and IPA llI: the flipsides of Geographisation

The External Evaluation of the Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA 1) (2014 — mid 2017) had shown that the
coherence between IPA Il and other EFls was ‘good but not secured’, due to a different perspective on the balance
between thematic and geographic programming. It saw IPA Il as being more geographic, while other instruments
more often thematic. Under the current MFF, the movement is inversed: NDICI-GE envisages Geographisation,
whereas IPA Ill, offering an original approach to Geographisation, foresees geographic strategic programming (the
Programming Framework) followed by geographised operational programming and implementation (Strategic
responses and interventions’ design). It is too early to ascertain whether this constitutes a convergence, but some
interviewees expressed concern that stark differences in the approach to Geographisation between NDICI-GE and
IPA 11l might have an adverse effect on EU external action-wide coherence.

e The thematic programming of IPA Il is strongly aligned with the thematic programmes under NDICI-
GE (as IPA 1l beneficiaries may benefit from NDICI-GE programmes, as well as from the NDICI-GE
cushion), in particular regarding human rights, democracy and CSOs (2°8). Thanks to original modalities
(e.g., Civil Society and Media regional facility), IPA Il reflected the thematic approach to these issues
as global concerns under the previous MFF already (EIDHR and global thematic programmes being
matched by IPA Il facilities) (?°°).

e |PA Ill continues the practice under the current MFF: global thematic programmes of NDICI-GE are
matched by IPA 11l facilities and the thematic programming of IPA Ill through the Windows, mentioned
above (3%).

Coherence between NDICI-GE and other EU external instruments
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

e There is clear evidence from various sources, documents as well as interviews as listed below, that
the introduction of new collaborative frameworks as of 2018 (Integrated Approach to External Conflicts
and Crises and the Civilian CSDP Compact, both in 2018, and the Humanitarian-Development-Peace
Nexus as of 2019) has incentivised more coherence and synergies as of 2018 around peace and
security, resilience and humanitarian assistance:

o According to interviews with EU staff at headquarters and EUD level, the positive track record
from the implementation of the former IcSP makes it likely that the good performance can be
replicated under the current MFF.

o EUSRs commented very positively in the EUD written contributions about the complementary
support to civil society organisations via the IcSP.

(%) EC, IPA 1l Programming Framework: Annex to the Commission Implementing Decision C(2021) 8914 adopting the
Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA Ill) for the period 2021-2027, 2021.

(?%) ‘The Union should seek the most efficient use of available resources in order to optimise the impact of its external
action. That should be achieved through coherence, consistency and complementarity among the Union’s External
financing instruments, in particular the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance established by a Regulation of the
European Parliament and of the Council establishing the Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA lll) (the ‘IPA IlI
Regulation’), the Humanitarian Aid Instrument established by Council Regulation (EC) No 1257/ 96(20), (...).” EU,
Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Recital 32.

(%) EC, External Evaluation of the IPA 1l (2014-2017), 2017.

(?°8) EC, Commission Implementing Decision of 16.12.2021 on the financing of the multi-country multiannual action plan
on an EU Civil Society Facility and Media Programme in favour of the Western Balkans and Turkey for 2021-2023, C(2021)
9715 final, 2021.

(?%) EC, Mid-term review of EFls, COM(2017) 720 final, 2017.

(3%9) EC, IPA 1l Programming Framework: Annex to the Commission Implementing Decision C(2021) 8914 adopting the
Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA lil) for the period 2021-2027, 2021; EC, Commission Implementing Decision
of 16.12.2021 on the financing of the multi-country multiannual action plan on an EU Civil Society Facility and Media
Programme in favour of the Western Balkans and Turkey for 2021-2023, C(2021) 9715 final, 2021.
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o The EU Better Working Together Guidance (2021) () stresses the importance to
systematically include DG ECHO in consultations in joint programming processes.

o The study on the Implementation of the HDP Nexus, based on multiple country examples from
Burkina Faso, CAR, Chad, DRC, Nigeria, Sudan Uganda, Iraq and Myanmar, shows that the
approach is valuable and of added value to EU external action in protracted crises contexts
(302).

e As several EU stakeholders noted, the collaboration between EUDs, DG INTPA, DG NEAR and FPI
with civilian CSDP missions has gradually improved since the adoption of the CSDP Compact (2018)
(3%%). Though structural challenges, in particular the frequent rotation of CSDP staff delegated by EU
Member States continues — as documented in independent research papers (3%4).

e According to interviews with EU staff at headquarters, DG DEFIS, DG INTPA and FPI cooperated
successfully on international space / digital projects, which have a relevance for security. They have
shown their value of promoting EU space services and data systems (Galileo and Copernicus
programmes), though it is not clear so far how they will be further supported under NDICI-GE.

e As evidence by interviews with EU staff at HQ, the EU election observation missions (EOMs) are also
a good example of how complementarity can play at EU level, between the European Parliament,
providing delegations of MEPs as observers, the EEAS taking care of the methodology, FPI organising
and deploying EOMs and preparing the recommendations and DG INTPA dealing at EUD level with
domestic election support and support to domestic elections observation (see Box 12).

Box 12 EU Election observation missions — Actions undertaken by FPI in cooperation with EEAS and
European Parliament

e Exploratory missions (which assess the feasibility of EOMs when a country makes it to the priority EOM list for the
first time)

¢ EOMSs with the deployment of long-term observers 2 months before elections, during elections (with additional
short-term observers) and 2 months following elections

e In cases for which no full EOM can be sent due to a military coup or for security reasons, two or three election
experts are placed in the country around election time

e Follow up missions to a country mid-way between the last observed elections, and the upcoming ones, to follow
up on the last EOM's recommendations.

e According to one EU interviewee dealing with the EU’s support for Counter-Terrorism, the EU’s support
to this sector has rapidly increased from EUR 6.7 million in 2013 to EUR 560 million in 2023. This has
put a considerable strain on limited human resources as the sector’'s programming requires intense
collaboration with other EU services supporting Counter-Terrorism (Office of the EU Counter-
Terrorism Coordinator, DG INTPA, DG NEAR, FPI, EEAS, EU Member States).

e Evidence concerning CBSD / CBDSD integration with other instruments: To further strengthen the
integration of security and development interventions, the EU created a new component in 2017 (IcSP
regulations; 2017 amendment) to support military actors in support of development and security for
development (‘CBSD’) (3%). Under NDICI-GE, this has been renamed Capacity Building of Military
Actors in Support of Development and Security for Development (CBDSD) (3°) which was turned into
a modality and can now be used under any of the three NDICI-GE pillars (3°7). This modality has so far
been hardly used according to a review of EU External Action Reports for 2021 and 2022 (3°), and
was confirmed during interviews with EU staff at HQ level.

(3°1) EU, Working Better Together as Team Europe Through joint programming and joint implementation Guidance, 2023.
(3°2) EC, HDP Nexus: Challenges and Opportunities for its Implementation, 2022.

(39%) Council of the European Union, Conclusions of the Council and of the Representatives of the Governments of the
Member States, meeting within the Council, on the establishment of a Civilian CSDP Compact, 2018.

(3°4 Van der Lijn, Dr J. et al, EU Military Training Missions: A Synthesis Report, SIPRI Publication, 2022.

(3%) EU, Regulation No 230/ 2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 March 2014 establishing an
instrument contributing to stability and peace, 2014; EU, Regulation 2017 / 2306 of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 12 December 2017 amending Regulation No 230 / 2014 establishing an instrument contributing to stability and
peace, 2017.

(3%%) ‘Capacity building of military actors in third countries should be undertaken as part of the Union’s development
cooperation policy when it mainly pursues objectives in the field of development and as part of the Union’s Common
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) when it mainly pursues objectives in the field of peace and security, in compliance
with Article 40 TEU.” EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, p. 14, 2021.

(3°7) Under the current MFF, a ceiling of EUR 270 million for seven years was envisaged for the CBDSD modality,
amounting to some EUR 38 million per year.

(3%8) EC, Annual Report on the implementation of the European Union's External Action Instruments in 2021, COM(2022)
578 final, 2022; EC, Annual Report on the implementation of the European Union's External Action Instruments in 2022,
COM(2023) 717, 2023.
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e The same EU staff at HQ level pointed also at a rather limited attention to security sector reform in
geo-programming, noting that geographic and thematic staff do not see a strong role for themselves
to engage in this domain. Engagements with military actors was broadly seen as an issue to be funded
via the off-budget EPF instrument.

e Coherence and complementarity with the off-budget EPF: To shape coherence with other EU support
in the domain of peace and security, the EPF Regulation stipulates that the Facility should be used as
part of the Union’s integrated approach, making the best use of synergies with other actions and
support measures of the Union and its Member States, particularly civilian CSDP missions and projects
under the Regulation establishing NDICI-GE (3%°). According to interviews with EU staff at HQ level,
EPF assistance measures are programmed and implemented designed by the EEAS under the
guidance of the Council and implemented with the support of FPI (the design remains with the EEAS).
Information about this EPF support is shared with concerned geo-desks but the support is not strongly
coordinated with other EU services funding peace and security actions of the EU, such as
peacebuilding, conflict prevention, counter-terrorism or civilian aspects of security sector reform. For
example, there are no records about possible linkages of the EPF support with the use of the new
CBDSD modality which has been hardly used so far, as mentioned above.

e EU staff at HQ level which deal with fragile situations, protracted crises and conflict mentioned during
interviews that good progress was made with the introduction of the Humanitarian-Development-
Peace (HDP) nexus towards the end of the last MFF. This was also confirmed via an independent
study on the HDP nexus (%%°). The same interviewees, however, expressed concern that the
termination of the EUTFs and the B-envelope for ACP countries does not allow the EU any more to
adequately react to the increasing number of natural and man-made crises, which have emerged in
different regions of the world since the start of the current MFF. Moreover, the use of the Cushion for
global and geo-political crises (COVID-19; Ukraine and Syrian refugees) did not leave any more money
to adequately react to such crises. According to EUD written contributions, this happened for example
in the year 2022, when the EU was unable to respond adequately to the Pakistan floods due to the
lack of funding at the country level.

INSC’s coherence with IPA Ill, NDICI-GE and vice versa
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

e The INSC’s MIP 2021-2027 (3'') puts more emphasis on integrated approaches and instruments than
it did in the previous period. Increased synergies are also sought via the promotion of more cooperation
between actors (EEAS, DG FPI, DG ECHO, DG ENER, DG NEAR, DG RTD)

e The evaluation of INSC Il (2014-2020) (3'?) finalised in December 2021 concludes that the instrument
has been successfully implemented during the period under evaluation. The instrument objectives
were relevant to the European Union (EU) and partners’ policies, priorities and needs. Importantly, the
instrument was assessed to have provided ‘unique added value’ by leveraging political engagement
and financial resources for nuclear safety. At the same time, the evaluation cites insufficient resources
to support the management and implementation of the INSC in the Directorate General for
International Partnerships (DG INTPA) and the European External Action service (EEAS), limiting
quality, visibility, and cooperation with other European Commission actors. This lack of resources was
already stressed in a mid-term review 2014-2017 (3!3), and partly explains the very lengthy ‘time to
contract’ (up to ten years) of the INSC between initial requests for cooperation and project
implementation, which impacts INSC partners’ perceptions of the instrument. It was recommended to
(re)assess where best to situate the INSC within the European Commission to ensure adequate quality
resources, as well as improved synergies across EU services and sectors of intervention, and to raise
the INSC’s political and policy profile.

Finding 23 New EFIs have the potential to provide a solid foundation for the design and
implementation of activities with other European actors, including Team Europe Initiatives.

Related indicator(s): 1-3.1.3, 1-3.1.4 Quiality of evidence

(3%9) EU, Council Decision (CFSP) 2021 / 509 of 22 March 2021 establishing a European Peace Facility, and repealing
Decision (CFSP) 2015/ 528, 2021.

(3%%) EU, HDP Nexus: Challenges and Opportunities for its Implementation, 2022.

(®™) ‘The Programme will also take into account the need for coherence and possible synergies between the INSC and
other EU external financial Instruments or CFSP Council Decisions, in particular the Neighbourhood Development and
International Cooperation Instrument — Global Europe and Council Decision (CFSP) 2020 / 1656 on Union support for the
activities of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) (...), while avoiding duplication.” EC, European Instrument for
International Nuclear Safety Cooperation Multi-annual Indicative Programme 2021-2027, 2022.

(3'?) EC, Evaluation of the INSC 2014-2020, 2021.

(3%%) EC, Mid-term review of EFls, COM(2017) 720 final, 2017.
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TEI take-off comes with opportunities and challenges
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

e Stakeholder consultations (3'4) have highlighted the need for clarifying and simplifying the TEI process
and improving coordination and communication to effectively implement the Team Europe approach.
Several experiences and observations were mentioned across different instruments and geographic

programmes:
Table 8 Team Europe Initiatives experiences (315)
Usefulness of TEls Challenges in working with TEIs

Facilitated a more coordinated and inclusive approach Big pledges were announced by EU Member States, but

across EU actors financial commitments are still uncertain

Experiences of all participating actors are shared, TEIl is seen as more difficult to shape in countries where

creating new opportunities (56) some EU Member States are dominant

Have strengthened EU visibility and external Concerns that EUDs could be reduced to a role of time-

communication consuming coordination, reporting and monitoring

Promoting EU collaboration at the regional level (3%7) Risk that this whole-of-EU approach comes at the
expense of alignment with country priorities and
partnerships

Mainly useful in partner countries with multiple EU Perceived as complex and time-consuming; high

Member States present coordination costs

e EUD written contributions support the use of TEls for peace, security and support to governance,
including for fragile states, but it is too early to judge whether these TEIls will be effective in further
strengthening whole-of-EU approaches.

e According to the TEI tracker on Capacity4Dev (38), 49 TEls (37 %) are dealing with governance, peace
and security which suggests that strong efforts are made to shape more coherence and synergies
between the Commission and EU Member States.

e The EU’s CoA Report (2023) (3%°), however, mentions that only 14 % of TEls are supporting
governance, peace and security. According to interviews, this difference in percentage is caused by
different perspectives and interpretations of what is contributing to these sectors. The TEI on Green
Growth for Somalia (3%°), for example, promotes clean energy initiatives and a climate-resilient
economy while helping to make Somali society and the state more resilient and thereby contributing
to stability and peace in the country.

¢ Interviews with EU staff at headquarters show that emergencies (COVID-19, migration, energy crisis,
earthquake in Turkiye) and the ensuing necessities have spurred the whole-of-EU and Team Europe
approach.

e There are examples of good practices of collaborative work between the EU and its Member States
highlighted in the Moldova Country Strategic evaluation (322).

e Under IPA Il already, the sector working groups, led by the respective beneficiaries and the EU,
included EU Member States and like-minded donors, and the IPA Committee included EU Member

(3 Targeted consultation with Practitioners’ Network.

(3%%) This evidence is based on results from the OPC online survey, EUD (written) contributions, validation survey, and
Targeted consultations with EU Member States, DFlIs / IFls, PFD and the Practitioners' Network.

(3%%) In the validation survey, 37 out of 60 EUDs agree strongly or to some extent that the current EFls, facilitated by TEls,
help mobilise and share the knowledge and expertise of EU Member States.

(3%7) Africa counts today 17 regional and continental TEls, including one to support the African Continental Free Trade
Agreement (AfCFTA). This is an important departure from the 11" EDF, where cooperation with EU Member States at
regional level had been reported as weak. A similar development is reported from the Asia / Pacific region.

(3®)  European Commission Website, Team Europe Initiative and Joint Programming  Tracker,
https://capacity4dev.europa.eu/resources/team-europe-tracker_en.

(3%°) European Court of Auditors, Programming the NDICI-GE — Comprehensive programmes with deficiencies in the
methods for allocating funds and impact monitoring, Special Report, 2023.

(320 European Commission Website, International Partnerships: Somalia, https://international-
partnerships.ec.europa.eu/countries/somalia_en.

(®%Y) In reaction to the difficult diplomatic, political and economic situation facing Moldova, the EU and its MS came to a
common diagnosis of challenges and their root causes, agreeing on key common messages, a synergy of strategic
objectives, and a distribution of labour in some fields. European Commission, Evaluation of the European Union’s
cooperation with Republic of Moldova (2014-2020), 2021.
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States. In addition, EUDs have consulted with EU Member States on policy dialogue. These practices
are retained under IPA 11l (3%2).

The consultations conducted with EU Member States revealed widespread backing for Team Europe,
but many EU Member States representatives called for the approach to be strengthened by clarifying
processes, streamlining procedures, and ensuring better communication.

A recent study noted that TE approach is often perceived as ‘a brand’, ‘a label’, ‘a marketing strategy’,
and ‘a communication strategy’ aimed at giving more visibility to the EU’s engagement in partner
countries. For those who are familiar with the approach, it is something that the EUD’s should have
been doing anyway, given their task to promote synergies and coherence between member states and
increase the EU’s visibility in partner countries (323).

Interviews with IFIs concur that the level of coordination from EC HQ and EUD has improved,
especially through the Team Europe Approach. But financial institutions have also pointed out that the
initiatives also create additional transaction costs which may also delay processes.

Finding 24 EFSD+ opens up possibilities for strengthening the whole-of-EU approach butitis too early
to assess the extent to which this might happen.

Related indicator(s): 1-3.1.4, 1-3.1.5 Quiality of evidence

Internal and external linkages of EFSD and EFSD+
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

According to the Commission’s own website, 40 programmes in sub-Saharan Africa, Latin America
and Asia Pacific will be implemented by European Financial Institutions, such as the EIB, the EBRD
and national development banks. In total, 20 financial partners participate in the EFSD+ guarantee
programme (324).

Despite these achievements in opening up the financial architecture, major players, above all the EIB,
but also the EBRD, AFD and KfW account for over 45 % of guarantee budget under the open
architecture window, and 48 out of 66 blending operations (3%).

Concerning the creation of synergies with other modalities, including budget support and policy
dialogue, experiences from the EFSD demonstrate that this is done on a rather ad-hoc basis instead
of systematically (see also Box 13).

The Main outcomes of the mapping of external financial tools of the EU also shows the willingness to
enhance coordination among DGs TRADE and DG INTPA and DG NEAR and find pragmatic ways of
advancing a whole-of-EC approach, including through EFSD+ (326).

Box 13 Systemic challenges undermining EFSD(+)’s coordination with other EU instruments

EFSD and the EFSD+ distinguish themselves by their market-oriented approach and execution through financial
institutions, emphasizing private sector involvement in development. This stands in contrast to government-
administered budget support and the often EUD-managed technical assistance. The former leverages financial
instruments to align with both policy goals and market dynamics, whereas the latter are typically directed by
partner country governments and EUDS, respectively.

The integration of the EFSD+ into the programming exercise and its strengthened dialogue between EUDs,
financial institutions and the Commission are expected to facilitate the harnessing of synergies between the
different instruments. Capacity to deal with the new financing instruments has increased in EC headquarters, but
interviews indicate that capacity at EUD level has been slow to develop.

Not all financial institutions consider serving policy reforms as part of their investment operations, which also
limits their (pro) active involvement in more closely combining their activities with EU budget support and policy
dialogue / reforms.

Findings on the collaboration between DFIs / IFls and the EU display a fundamentally different way of working
which can hamper effective collaboration. Differences mentioned concern the approach to monitoring, and the
way how risks are dealt with.

(32?) EC, Evaluation of the European Union’s Cooperation with Serbia, 2019. Annex 1. EC, External Evaluation of the

Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA Il) (2014 — mid 2017), 2017.

(3%3) Keijzer, N. et al., The Rise of the Team Europe Approach in EU Development Cooperation, Assessing a moving target,

Discussion Paper, Deutsches Institut fir Entwicklungspolitik 22 / 2021, 2021.

(3%) European Commission Website, Global Gateway: EU greenlights 40 new guarantee programmes under the European

Fund

(3%) This converges with Lundsgaarde E., The Future of the EU blended finance and guarantees: An assessment of
cooperation strategies with least developed countries in Africa, IDOS Discussion Paper 2, 2023, which found that the EIB,

for Sustainable Development plus, 2022, https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_22_7799.

the AFD and KfW are being noted as the most consistently mentioned in connection with the EFSD+.
(32%) EC, Main outcomes of the mapping of external financial tools of the EU- SWD(2023) 96 final, 2023.

Evaluation of the European Union’s External Financing Instruments (2014-2020 and 2021-2027)
Volume Il: Annexes — March 2024 — Particip GmbH




55

Synergies between EFSD+, TEls, and Global Gateway
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

e The EC actively bridges Team Europe and the EFSD+ by offering strategic orientations and areas of
priority investments encompassing TEls for EFSD+ guarantees, thereby enriching the preparation of
PIPs (327).

e The Western Balkans Investment Framework (WBIF) funds the Economic and Investment Plan for the
Western Balkans’ 2021-2027 (328) and offers a bridge between IPA Il and the EFSD+ thereby shaping
synergies with EU’s support in NDICI-GE-funded countries (32°), therefore constituting a good and
functional example of a joint European effort with efficient stakeholder coordination as well as
complementary use of financial (and non-financial) instruments.

e The EFSD+ is expected to play a major role in mobilising funding for Global Gateway initiatives.
Coordination with other approaches and actors to achieve this goal will be needed, potentially including
export credit agencies to mobilise more private sector engagement (33°).

JC 3.2 Coherence and synergies with priorities of non-EU actors

The analysis under this JC has relied on a variety of sources of information. In addition to the documentary
review, the analysis built on the mapping of EU spending actions as well as interviews, targeted consultations
and surveys. The main sources used are summarised in the table below.

Table 11

Main sources —
documents

Main sources of evidence for JC 3.2

Main sources — Other sources
interviews & targeted

consultations

Main sources — surveys

Overarching policies,
e.g., New Consensus
on Development
EFI-level reporting and
previous EFI
evaluations;

Strategic evaluations
(thematic, country,
regional)

OPC survey
EUD written
contributions

Interviews: EU HQ,
EUDs, 10s and

international CSOs, in-

country stakeholders
(national authorities,
CSOs), European

Development Financial

Institutions / IFIs and
EU Member States

Mapping of EU
spending actions

EU data from M&E
systems and related
reporting

Other (international
statistics & research)

i i HQ, local
. Strateglc programming Eegesentatives)
ocuments (MIPs, .
SRs) and A,(D\Ps e Targeted consultations
with EU Member
¢ EAMRSs at country and States. UN. DFIs /
HQ level, AOSD » VN,
! IFls, Policy Forum for
Reports at country Developm)(/ant nd
level

Practitioners Network

Finding 25 Collaboration with a mix of aligned non-EU partners shapes a coherent EU external action
under the previous as well as current MFF.

Related indicator(s): 1-3.2.1, 1-3.2.2, 1-3.2.3 Quiality of evidence

Collaboration and partnerships with non-EU actors
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

e According to the Evaluation of the EU-UN cooperation (2023), the UN remains a major partner of the
EU for peace, stability and conflict prevention, and the EU-UN cooperation has intensified including to
address ‘new topics’ and global threats such as climate-security and cybersecurity. But EU-UN

(327) Review of PIPs and EC, Guidance Note: How to fill in application form — EFSD+ Open Access Guarantees, 2022.
(328) Barlett, W., et al., The Economic and Investment Plan for the Western Balkans: assessing the possible economic,
social and environmental impact of the proposed Flagship projects, study requested by the AFET Committee, European
Parliament, 2022.

(®%) While EFSD+ is established by the NDICI-GE Regulation, it covers both NDICI-GE and IPA countries. IPA Il
allocations are used to provision the guarantee agreements for the Western Balkan region.

(339 Schlogl, L., Raza, W., Pfaffenbickler, D., Aligning European Expert Credit Agencies with EU Policy Goals,
commissioned by the European Parliament, 2023; Karaki, K. et al., Engaging the European Private Sector EU Development
Cooperation Finance, ECDPM Discussion Paper 333, 2022.
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coherence can still be improved, especially between UN missions and EU CSDP missions (33%).
Examples of international initiatives through UN organisations and other aligned multilateral actors are
the following:

o The FPI Annual Report (2021) mentions support provided to promote non-proliferation and
disarmament via the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, to complement
UN-led peace processes in Yemen, Syria, Libya the Central African Republic and the OSCE
Special Monitoring Mission in Ukraine and a support to the Climate Change and Security
Partnership with the UN Environment Programme (332).

o In terms of new programming, the AAP 2021, Action Document 5 on CPPB & Crisis
Preparedness specifies the EU support to the UN Peacebuilding Fund which is seen as a way
to increase the EU’s leverage on international peacebuilding together with multilateral
organisations (339).

o The Joint Communication on Multilateralism (2021) also lists the EU’s support to the UN
Secretary-General’'s Action for Peacekeeping initiative by updating the EU-UN partnership on
crisis management and peace operations and the UNSG'’s call for a global cease-fire by taking
forward the new EU mediation concept in support of multilateral responses to emerging or
ongoing crisis situations (334).

o According to the Joint Progress Report on Climate Change, Defence and Security (2020-
2022) (3%), the engagement of the EU and the UN related on climate change initiatives and
on linking security and development are closely aligned and shape synergies.

o The IcSP was seen as relevant and capable of filling gaps, enhancing coherence and creating
synergies in priority EU actions. The EU External Action Report (2020) and the FPI AOSD
2020 Report (32¢) highlight positive feedback on the IcSP’s role in filling gaps, enhancing
coherence and creating synergies with priority EU actions. The crucial role the IcSP played in
support of UN-led peace processes was also mentioned. Moreover, the IcSP was identified
as the primary source of EU financial support for the OSCE Special Monitoring Mission in
Ukraine (3%7).

e Regional organisations may be at a disadvantage under the new Regulation as cooperation at the
regional level can now be pursued more flexibly under multi-country programmes (328).

e As highlighted in interviews with EU staff at HQ level, this new stipulation mentioned above has
become problematic for some regional organisations that were until then heavily subsidised by the EU.
In the case of sub-Saharan Africa, the relevance of regional organisations, which heavily relied on EU
funding, has declined with the termination of EDF.

e |twas also stated during interviews at HQ level as well as interviews with EUDs in sub-Saharan Africa,
that the regional MIP was elaborated late and sometimes without any consultations with regional and
continental organisations during programming.

e According to interviewees with EU staff and the EUD validation survey, the NDICI-GE Regulation lacks
the spirit of a ‘genuine partnership’ with regional organisations, as compared to the previous MFF and
the ethos of Cotonou and post-Cotonou agreements.

e As noted in targeted consultations and observed in certain thematic evaluations (e.g., 2023 GAP llI
MTE), international organisations (primarily of the UN family) and regional organisations, funded by
the EU, contribute to the EU’s programming on human rights and the rule of law. They provide grant
schemes to CSOs and, sometimes, to Local Authorities. Although criticised by CSOs for potentially
deflecting EU funding from country partners, this funding mechanism appears to be the best possible
solution when implementing international and regional human rights legal frameworks in support of
human rights and the rule of law (3%9).

(331) EC, Evaluation of the EU Cooperation with the United Nations in External Action, 2023.

(3%2) FPI, Annual Report, 2021.

(333) AAP 2021, Action Document 5 on CPPB & Crisis Preparedness.

(33 EU, Joint Communication on strengthening the EU’s contribution to rules-based multilateralism, JOIN(2021) 3 final,
2021.

(3%%) EEAS, Joint Progress Report on Climate Change, Defence and Security (2020-2022), WK 15770 / 2022, 2022.

(33%) EC, Annual Report on the implementation of the European Union's External Action Instruments in 2020, COM(2021)
816, 2021; EC, Authorising Officer by Sub-delegation report 2020, 2021.

(3%7) EC, Annual Report on the implementation of the European Union's External Action Instruments in 2020, COM(2021)
816, 2021.

(3%8) ECDPM, Catching up with Global Europe: 15 questions on the EU’s new financial instrument answered, 2021. Page
7.

(3%°) As heard in targeted consultations, and observed in some thematic evaluations (e.g., EC, Mid-term Evaluation of the
implementation of the EU Gender Action Plan Il (2021-2025), 2023).
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e Beyond financial institutions, the EFSD+ also facilitates cooperation between European donors and
implementing agencies and non-EU institutions. This is the case of blending operations where there
have been some examples of TA co-financing with non-EU actors such as USAID.

Finding 26 Some improvements were made in shaping more coherence and synergies with non-EU
actors, but intensity of coherence is overall similar to the previous MFF.

Related indicator(s): 1-3.2.2, 1-3.2.3 Quiality of evidence

Cooperation and achieving synergies
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

e The consultations conducted with EU Member States, CSOs, Local Authorities and UN agencies, as
well as several thematic evaluations indicate that some of the limitations experienced in relation to the
EU’s collaboration with accession countries during the previous MFF have been addressed. There
appears to be a stronger dialogue and earlier consultations with DFIs / IFIs, regional and international
organisations during programming compared to the past (34°).

e Via IPA lll, a higher premium than ever is put on shaping more coherence around aligned values with
the Governments of accession countries through the Fundamentals (341).

e According to interviews with EU staff, close partnerships are promoted through international
organisations and EU Member States’ agencies for implementation in the case of NDICI-GE, as is
evident in the Neighbourhood. In sub-Saharan Africa, the EU increasingly collaborates with EU
Member States’ agencies as implementing partners.

e According to the 2021 Evaluation of INSC (2014-2020), the INSC is fully aligned with the EU’s policy
objectives and is well integrated among international bodies overseeing nuclear safety and safeguards
(342).

e Concerning DOAG, in follow-up of the previous MFF, efforts to ensure coherence with EU policies and
programmes are primarily promoted via the Association of the Overseas Countries and Territories of
the European Union (OCTA) (3%43).

¢ International and regional organisations are important channels for the implementation of EU funding.
Most importantly, these organisations serve as both the source and monitors of all legally binding
standards, which the EU uses as a basis for its programming, and for many conditionalities. They also
play a pivotal role as a primary source of data for the EU, with substantial big data used in MIPs
originating from entities such as the Universal Periodic Review, UNICEF, CEDAW and others. This is
true worldwide, and even more so in the Neighbourhood and Enlargement regions, where all
applicable conventions come from the Council of Europe (e.g., the European Convention on Human
Rights, Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities and the Istanbul Convention)
together with the data which comes from CoE monitoring bodies (Group of Experts on Action against
Trafficking in Human Beings, Group of Experts on Violence Against Women and Domestic Violence,
Group of States Against Corruption, and the European Court of Human Rights).

e The trend of delegating the implementation of significant portions of cooperation to international
organisations, which began in the previous period, has continued under NDICI-GE as evidenced by
the implementation arrangements detailed in the MIPs, where indirect management is the one of the
most used aid modalities. This approach has enabled the EU to leverage the specific expertise,
experience, and networks of other donors in certain countries and sectors, also contributing to better
coordination with other donors.

e According to consultations (3*4), efforts are made during the programming under the current MFF, to
strengthen dialogue and have early-on consultations with regional and international organisations and
DFlIs / IFls, including the Council of Europe, OSCE, OECD, UN, World Bank and the EBRD. But there
is no evidence which would suggest that this has resulted in enhanced coherence compared to what
has been undertaken and achieved during the previous MFF.

e Findings from the Global Challenges programme, for example, state the EU support promotes
coherence by supporting global public good problems and global-level actors and coalitions (mainly

(349) Consultations with EU Member States, CSOs, Local Authorities and UN agencies; EC, Evaluation of Sector Approach
under IPA 11, 2018; EC, External Evaluation of the Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA 1) (2014 — mid 2017),
2017; EC, Communication on Enhancing the Accession process — a credible EU perspective for the Western Balkans,
COM(2020) 57 final, 2020.

(®*1) IPA 11l Regulation, Recitals 6, 12, Art. 3.1.

(3#?) EC, Evaluation of the INSC 2014-2020, 2021.

(34%) Overseas Countries and Territories Association Website, About OCTA, https://www.overseas-association.eu/about-
octa.

(3% Interviews with EUDs and NIPACs, Targeted consultations with EU Member States.
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UN-led). But, according to the 2017 MTE of DCI, the transition from the GPGC, (supposedly
empowering global coalitions to address global challenges) to Global Challenges has not resulted in
any enhanced coherence, nor in the ability of global actors to address fundamental global governance
and public good problems better than before (34°).

e Findings from sub-Saharan Africa provide a similar picture. Coordination challenges among
international partners persist at country-level, as exemplified by the case of Chad (see Box 14).

Box 14 Coordination challenges on the HDP nexus in Chad

In Chad, the programme to strengthen the resilience of food systems (P2RSA, EUR 44 million), adopted in 2021, was
established to fight against the food crisis and enhance the resilience of populations while laying the foundations for
strengthening agricultural sectors. The action contributes to the operationalisation of the EU Council's Humanitarian-
Development-Peace nexus initiative, with Chad being one of the pilot countries. Pioneering a nexus approach with
various partners, a Task Force was established in 2020, including EU Member States, Switzerland, the United
Kingdom, the United States, and the World Bank. However, it faced challenges in terms of leadership and
implementation. Although an action plan was drafted in 2021, it had not been endorsed by the end of 2022 (34).

e The FPI Annual Report (2021) states that building on years of earlier collaboration, international efforts
in support of conflict prevention, peace building and post-conflict settings, as well as on global and
transregional threats to security and peace continued with the UN, and other international
organisations as well as international and local civil society actors (347).

Finding 27 The new EFIs open doors for a more thorough policy dialogue, public diplomacy, strategic
outreach and EU visibility, though not all opportunities have been fully used so far.

Related indicator(s): 1-3.2.2, 1-3.1.3 Quality of evidence

Combining funded actions with non-spending activities
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

e Areview of the MIPs 2021-2027 for the Neighbourhood shows that MIPs underline the need for long-
term communication and partnership initiatives going beyond the promotion of cooperation activities
and results, to build trust with partner countries and foster understanding of EU policies across the
public by engaging with target audiences and partners, such as youth, academics, influencers (e.g.,
media, think tanks, and business community), civil society and cultural actors.

e Evidence from NDICI-GE’s geographic support to Asia, the Pacific and Latin America confirm this
finding. In country and regional portfolios, as highlighted in strategy and programming documents, EU
support is presented as an integral approach based on policy dialogue and diplomacy, technical
assistance and investments.

e Similar evidence emerges from the 2023 review of the NDICI-GE thematic programme in support of
Human Rights (348) where it is noted that the EU’s policy leverage extends beyond the impact of its
programmes, to public diplomacy and strategic communication at all levels, reinforced thanks to the
MIPs.

e Some interviewees highlighted that the EC should clarify the implications that the wider use of EFSD+
tools within geographic programmes carries for other types of assistance. This is essential not only to
understand the trade-offs that exist in strengthening a commitment to the EFSD+ in relation to other
support modalities, but also to ensure that interventions achieve synergies in implementation.

Visibility
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

e According to the EUD written contributions and interviews with EU staff at HQ level and in EUDs, the
dismantling of NAOs and RAOs resulted in open discontent from the ACP’s member states and RECs.
In a number of cases, this has made the EU’s engagement with national authorities more difficult and
impacted on how the EU was viewed by country partners, from government in particular. Similarly, the
curtailment of the partnerships with RECs, described by EU staff during interviews as a ‘revolution’,
was not well managed and poorly communicated.

(34%) EC, External Evaluation of the Development Co-operation Instrument (2014-2017), 2017. Page 6.
(346) EC, HDP Nexus: Challenges and Opportunities for its Implementation, 2022.

(3*7) EC, Authorising Officer by Sub-delegation report 2021, 2022.

(3%8) EC, Meta evaluation of human rights & democracy thematic projects (2014-2021), 2023.
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Recent strategic country evaluations in Georgia (3*°) and Azerbaijan (**°) point to issues of credit for
achieved results often attributed to international organisations, such as the UN, rather than the EU
itself.

Another strategic country evaluation on Somalia reports that the EU’s visibility has not fully reflected
the prominent role the EU plays in the country (3%2).

Similar evidence is reported from Honduras where the attribution of economic achievements to the EU
remains challenging, despite being one of the largest donors (3%?).

As for the EU’s cooperation with the IAEA and actions supported via the EBRD, the evaluation of INSC
11 (2014-2020) highlighted limitations, such as delays in implementation as well as loss of control and
visibility (3%3).

With regard to EFSD and EFSD+, financialisation has led to a loss of control and visibility for the EU,
primarily due to the multitude of intermediaries involved. All of the financial instruments are
implemented by mainly DFIs / IFIs, which in some cases are intermediated by financial intermediaries,
such as actors from the private sector. Immediate / short-term visibility is further hampered by the
limited number of investment operations and the long time required for investment operations to be
translated into results (3%4).

According to NGOs, continued EU support for conflict prevention and peacebuilding (CPPB) is
important in a context of declining support and resources for such efforts. But the EU is not visible
enough in its political messaging in support of CPPB, including towards EU Member States (3%%).

Strategic outreach

As the Evaluation of the EU-UN cooperation (2023) highlights, there is a need to make better use of
the EU’s financial and political leverage in the context of multilateral debates, negotiations and country-
based action with the UN. At the global level, the EU and the UN increasingly strengthened the
strategic nature of their partnership; at the country / regional level, however, cooperation between the
EU and the UN often remained rather grounded in a pragmatic approach instead of following a
systematic effort to build a longer-term EU-UN partnership in the country / region. The EU generally
selected UN entities as implementing partners on a project-by-project basis, given their context-
specific added value or the lack of viable alternatives. Overall, there was a lack of direct strategic
dialogue and limited information exchange at the country level between the two institutions (3%6).
Public diplomacy targeting not just policy-makers and the media, but also civil society, think-tanks,
academia, opinion-formers, legislators, the business community, cultural stakeholders and the general
public was a key aspect of Pl. According to the review of MIPs for the periods 2014-2017 and 2018-
2020, the objective of public diplomacy was also ‘to increase mutual understanding, improve the
perception of the EU and of its policies and, ultimately, to build trust and facilitate future cooperation
(7).

Some EU staff at HQ level expressed concern during interviews that the integration of the PI's
objectives across the NDICI-GE’s geographic and thematic programmes would not sufficiently allow it
to act on different EU policy priorities in a political and interest-driven fashion. Reference was made to
the focus on Global Gateway and the Green Deal, while other areas of strategic interest of the EU
would risk being neglected, as well as the limited staff and financial resources available for public
diplomacy under the FPN, which oversees those activities for some MICs and HICs.

JC 3.3 EFIs’ contributions to an EU added value

The analysis under this JC has relied on a variety of sources of information. In addition to the documentary
review, the analysis built on the mapping of EU spending actions as well as interviews, targeted consultations
and surveys. The main sources used are summarised in the table below.

(3%) EC, Evaluation of the EU’s cooperation with Georgia, 2022.

(3%9) ‘Visibility is reduced whenever implementation is entrusted to another entity with its own brand recognition, as it is the
case with organisations such as UNDP and UNICEF. A significant part of the actions implemented over the period under
consideration had an inherently limited potential to achieve a high level of visibility vis-a-vis the general public.” EC,
Evaluation of EU Cooperation in Azerbaijan, 2018. Page 82.

(3%1) EU, Evaluation of the EU cooperation with the Federal Republic of Somalia (2014-2021), 2023.

(3%?) Interview with an EU Member State official active in the country.

(3%%) EC, Evaluation of the INSC 2014-2020, 2021.

(354 Interviews EU staff at HQ level.

(3%%) Focal group discussion with Brussels-based representatives of international NGOs.

(3%6) EC, Evaluation of the EU Cooperation with the United Nations in External Action, 2023.

(3%7) EC, Summary of the MIP 2018-2020 for the Partnership Instrument, 2018.

Evaluation of the European Union’s External Financing Instruments (2014-2020 and 2021-2027)
Volume Il: Annexes — March 2024 — Particip GmbH



60

Table 12

Main sources —
documents

Main sources of evidence for JC 3.3

Main sources — Other sources
interviews & targeted

consultations

Main sources — surveys

EUD written .

Strategic evaluations
(thematic, country,
regional)

EU sector guidelines
and thematic guidance
notes and templates

Strategic programming

survey

country stakeholders
(authorities, CSOs),
European
Development Financial
Institutions / IFIs and
EU Member States
(HQ, local
representatives)

e EFl-level reporting and | e Interviews: EU HQ, e  Mapping of EU
previous EFI contributions EUDs, 10s and spending actions
evaluations; In-country stakeholder international CSOs, in- Other (international

statistics & research)

docs (MIPs, SRs) and
AAPs

e EAMRs at country and
HQ level, AOSD
Reports at country
level

e  Other (e.g., think tank
reports)

Finding 28 The new EFls have laid the foundations for the EU to strengthen the EU’s added value on
external action, yet their potential to do so depends on multiple factors and varies between
instruments.

Related indicator(s): 1-3.3.1, 1-3.3.2, 1-3.3.3 Quality of evidence

Track-record of EU added value
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

e According to the 2017 MTE of the EFIs, a combination of several, and rather different types of factors
explained the added value of the EU's instruments. These were mentioned as follows: i) the EU's
competence or expertise; ii) the EU's nature as a supranational entity, and the relative neutrality,
political influence and leverage this potentially entails; iii) geographical spread of some instruments,
including the presence in fragile contexts where there are fewer development partners and the
significant volume of funds available; iv) the scope of the instruments and modalities (such as budget
support, grants, indirect management, blending facilities and rapid decision-making for crisis
response); and v) the ability of the EU to lead on joint actions (i.e., joint programming and joint
implementation), especially with EU Member States. Additional factors mentioned where that the
instruments can be used to intervene at various levels (i.e., national, regional, continental), the
predictability of funds, the emphasis placed on regional cooperation, and the unique position of the EU
to prepare accession countries for EU membership through IPA. Finally, the availability of specialised
instruments, such as IcSP which was able to act in zones where other actors are absent and the
EIDHR actions in support of sensitive human rights situations without needing partner governments'
consent (3%8).

¢ INSC, being a specialised instrument in support of nuclear safety, has contributed to EU added value.
Both the 2017 MTE and the 2021 Evaluation of INSC Il (2014-2020) concluded that the Instrument
goes beyond the capacities of EU Member States and other donors, providing unique added value in
nuclear safety cooperation with third countries (3%°).

e The INSC supported complementarities, coordination and synergies, offering specialised know-how
and expertise, promoting high nuclear safety standards and leveraging political engagement and
financial resources for nuclear safety. These findings on the INSC’s added value align with the EC’s
2018 Impact Assessment of the establishment of NDICI-GE and INSC, emphasising that the INSC’s
institutional framework enables the EC to play a leading global role in nuclear safety, allows

(3%8) EC, Mid-term review of EFls, COM(2017) 720 final, 2017.
(3%°) EC, Evaluation of the INSC 2014-2020, 2021; and EC, Commission Staff Working Document Evaluation of the INSC
accompanying the document Mid-term Review Report on the External financing instruments, SWD(2017) 605, 2017.
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engagement in policy dialogue with partner countries and, in specific cases, triggers political dialogue
in the wake of nuclear safety negotiations (3¢°).

According to the 2023 Evaluation of the EU support to Somalia, a combination of External Action
instruments and modalities helped to support the promotion of EU values, democracy and rules-based
approaches and to leverage policy dialogue (362).

A distinct source of EU value added is its ability to mobilise a large range of instruments, modalities,
and delivery channels. In addition, the value added of EU cooperation is strong from the Georgian
point of view because of the unique position the EU occupies via the Association process and the
DCFTA, its unique ability in use of the budget support modality to provide sector policy-level support
with a minimum of transaction costs and relatively high predictability, and MFA to provide emergency
support at the broadest fiscal and balance-of-payments level while building in conditionality (36?).

The EU’s geopolitical, cultural and economic influence and its range of instruments provide
considerable added value to its cooperation with Armenia. The incentive of closer ties with the EU —
in trade, in freedom of movement and in education, for example — stimulated and encouraged reforms
in Armenia. The ability of the EU to offer meaningful and informed technical dialogue in areas such as
vocational education and public administration reform add a level of detail and technical knowledge
which helps to design the mechanisms and the process by which reform can take place. Finally, the
financial instruments — in particular budget support — provide the means by which reforms can be put
into practice. As the largest single donor, the EU is uniquely placed to marshal the efforts of other
donors and international financial institutions and ensure coherence and coordination in their support
for the country. The Armenian public is increasingly aware of the EU’s support and increasingly positive
in its view of the EU (363).

Similar messages can be extracted from interviews with EU staff and targeted consultations with the
Practitioners’ Network as well as non-EU stakeholders in other regions, notably the Neighbourhood,
Asia, Pacific and Latin America.

However, the 2023 Evaluation of the EU’s cooperation with Papua New Guinea is more critical and
notes that while NDICI-GE places emphasis on promoting EU interests, norms, values, and objectives,
this approach can create tensions with the principle of ownership and alignment with national
development priorities (364).

Interviews with financial institutions confirm that by concentrating EU funding towards investment
projects focussing on areas critical for the sustainable socio-economic development of the partner
countries, the EFSD and the EFSD+ operations, have given the EU and European IFIs substantial
additional firepower. For instance, the EFSD+ is playing a critical role in directing financial resources
towards new EU policy priorities such as the response to the Ukraine crisis.

Creation of pre-conditions for added value
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

Broadening of available tools: Evidence from interviews with EU HQ and EUDs concerning the
Neighbourhood show that the transition to NDICI-GE reinforced the EU’s potential for political and
policy-related engagements by leveraging resources from other European actors under Team Europe
and the EFSD/ EFSD+. The most prominent example is the EU COVID-19 recovery response
implemented across the Neighbourhood, which mobilised resources from EU Member States, NDICI-
GE and DFIs / IFIs (3%%). This has allowed the EU to better draw on the expertise and capacity of its
Member States and financial institutions, achieving a critical mass in partner countries, which helps
the EU have a greater say in their policy choices and more opportunities to promote EU interests,
approaches, and values.

Document study and interviews show that, the EU has made important contributions to the European
Financial Architecture for Development (EFAD) through EFSD and EFSD+, fostering a more unified
and inclusive approach. The institutional set-up of EFSD+, with its open access investment windows
also fulfils the European actors’ ambition of an open, collaborative and inclusive European financial
architecture (366).

Document review shows that guarantees and investment grants under EFSD and EFSD+, blended to
loans provided by DFIs/ IFIs for large infrastructure projects, have given the EU and European

(36%) EC, European Commission Impact Assessment of the Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council
Establishing NDICI-GE and INSC, 2018.

(361) EU, Evaluation of the EU cooperation with the Federal Republic of Somalia (2014-2021), 2023.

(3%2) EC, Evaluation of the EU’s cooperation with Georgia, 2022.

(3%3) EC, Evaluation of the EU cooperation with Armenia, 2020.

(3%4) EC, Evaluation of the EU's cooperation with Papua New Guinea (2014-2021), 2023.

(3%%) EC, Fast Track Assessment: EU initial response to the COVID-19 crisis in partner countries and regions, 2022.

(38) Interviews with EU staff at HQ level; and Pérez, A., et al., The implementation of EFSD+ operations from an inclusive
perspective, commissioned by the European Parliament (DEVE Committee), 2023.
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Development Financial Institutions / IFIs a strong financial power, also to accompany socio-economic
development and the green transition of many EU partner countries in line with the policy objectives
outlined in the European Green Deal (3%7).

e As emphasised in Article 13 of the NDICI-GE Programming Principles for Geographic Programmes,
EU values hold a central role in the new Regulation (3%8). This translates into a focus on human rights,
fundamental freedoms, democracy, the rule of law, good governance, fight against corruption, open
civic space and gender equality, support to common goals and multilateral alliances and cooperation,
and a rules-based international system. In contrast, DCI and the 11" EDF did not explicitly elaborate
on the promotion of EU interests and referred less clearly to the promotion of EU values, which were
— using identical formulations — specified as human rights, democracy and the rule of law as well as
the principles of ownership and mutual accountability (369).

e The NDICI-GE Regulation also empowers the EU to increase its support for civil society and human
rights promotion in cases of severe or persistent deterioration of democracy, human rights, or the rule
of law (37°). Statistics show that NDICI-GE thematic programmes on human rights and democracy, and
on CSOs - like the EIDHR and the DCI predecessor programmes — channel more funding than any
equivalent programmes funded by European bilateral actors worldwide. Likewise, the IPA Il Civil
Society and Media Facility (and its predecessor) are better endowed than any other regional
programme for CSOs. And in the NEAR region, the EU has the lion’s share of human rights,
democracy, civil society and Local Authorities support in every partner country (571).

¢ In the validation survey sent to EUDs as part of this evaluation, 41 responses out of 60 strongly or
somewhat agreed that the new EFIs help to foster the values agenda. Similar perspectives, where EU
values were identified as an area of added value of the EU, were found in the OPC Consultations
(especially from public authorities and less so from citizens with 79 % and 50 % positive answers
respectively) and in the in-country survey. Concerning the EU’s support for Asia, the Pacific and Latin
America, the EUD (written) contributions indicated differences between partnerships with like-minded
countries (e.g., New Zealand, South Korea) which were welcome to promote EU values, and countries
like China were promoting EU values was deemed ‘very challenging.’

¢ Inthe IPAregion, the EU’s distinct added value is evident through the IPA Il Programming Framework
and indicative allocations, showcasing its significant volume of funding, broad geographic coverage
and comprehensive thematic coverage (*72). Interviews with NIPACs, national and international CSOs,
along with EU staff, underscore the EU’s unique ability to implement a balanced portfolio at all
governance levels and on a multi-country scale with substantial funding (comparatively more than in
any other regions of the world) (373).

e According to the 2017 MTE of EFls (374), this combination of comparative advantages, alignment with
the acquis — a keystone for the accession process — was evident under IPA Il. According to the
independent evaluation on the EU’s support to CPPB, the former IcSP was able to counter crises and
promote peace at different levels, ranging from activities against transregional and global threats to
peacebuilding activities at the community level (ex-IcSP Art. 4 and 5) and to rapid response actions at
the country level (37%). Similar findings on the EU’s added value in this regard were stated in the Mid-
Term Review of the EFIs (2017) (57).

e EU spending on counter-terrorism has increased rapidly and massively (7). This EU support
contributes to the EU added value on peace and security, which — according to interviewees from

(%¢7) Poldermans, R., and Pereira, J., Implementation Report of the EFSD and the EFSD Guarantee Fund, a Report
commissioned by the European Commission, 2020.

(3%8) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art. 13 Programming Principles for Geographic
Programmes.

(3%9) EU, Regulation (EU) No 233 / 2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 March 2014 establishing a
financing instrument for development cooperation for the period 2014-2020, 2014. Art. 3.7. EU, Council Regulation (EU)
2015 / 323 of 2 March 2015 on the financial regulation applicable to the 11" European Development Fund, 2015. Art. 2.4.
(879 EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art. 20.

(®"') OECD DAC Dashboard, Development Co-operation Profiles: European Union Institutions, https://www.oecd-
ilibrary.org/sites/cOad1f0d-en/index.html?itemld=/content/component/c0ad1f0d-en; EC Enlargement Package (including
country reports); and national statistical institutes (sampled countries IPA).

(®"?) E.g., for sampled beneficiaries: EUD Serbia Website, The European Union and Serbia, 2021,
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/serbia/european-union-and-serbia_en?s=227; WeBalkans.eu Website, North Macedonia,
accessed in November 2023, https://webalkans.eu/en/country/north-macedonia/; EU Office / EU Special Representative
in Kosovo*, The European Union and Kosovo*, 2021, https://www.eeas.europa.eu/kosovo/eu-and-kosovo_en?s=321.
(37%) Interviews with NIPACs, national and international CSOs, EUDs. See also OECD DAC Dashboard, Development Co-
operation Profiles: European Union Institutions, https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/cOad1f0d-
en/index.html?itemld=/content/component/cOad1f0d-en.

(5’4 EC, Mid-Term evaluation of the External financing instruments (2014-2017), 2017. Annexed Report on IPA II.

(87%) EC, External Evaluation of EU’s Support to Confilict Prevention and Peacebuilding (2013-2018), 2020.

(37) EC, Mid-term review of EFls, COM(2017) 720 final, 2017.

(377) From EUR 6.7 million in 2013 to EUR 560 million in 2023, see Finding 22.
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interviews at HQ and EUD level, as well as the EUD’s written contributions, mainly lies in its mix of
instruments and modalities, which enables the EU to respond at different levels (local, national,
regional and global). This mix includes the former CBSD (%78) and budget support. The latter was
particularly important in the case of Somalia to create strategic leverage, in collaboration with other
prominent international actors (379).

According to a targeted consultation with international NGOs, the follow up to IcSP under NDICI-GE
is seen as an important way to promote EU values and the EU’s role as a global peace actor. However,
according to the consultation, these efforts are threatened by the EU’s overall securitisation trend and
the lack of strategic coordination between FPI and military support provided by the EPF.

Scale and scope for further EU added value
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

Despite the EU’s efforts to generate more added value in the accession countries, the European Court
of Auditors’ report (%8%), and other internal documents as well as independent publications by CSOs or
academia (%81), have observed the blockade of certain fundamental reforms, such as constitutional
reforms in Bosnia and Herzegovina and justice reform in various beneficiary countries, and even
sometimes regression (e.g., withdrawal from the Istanbul Convention in Turkiye, the independence of
the judiciary, or impunity for certain crimes in some beneficiaries).

Similar to the GPGC, for which the value added by provision of EU specialised expertise has been
explicitly recognised (38?), the Global Challenges — according to interviews with EU staff at HQ level,
represents a platform for provisioning financial support as well as a mechanism for the projection of
EU Member States’ expertise and policy experience covering a wide range of economic, social and
environmental problems.

Evidence gathered from the OPC and targeted consultations for this evaluation, line-DG interviews,
the validation survey and EUD written contributions about the extent to which the EU was able to
provide significant finance with a relatively long-time horizon for global challenges, and as such being
an important source of EU value added, is mixed.

The same sources (OPC and targeted consultations with Practitioners’ Network for this evaluation,
line-DG interviews, the validation survey and EUD written contributions) do not provide any evidence
whether Global Challenges can address deeper constraints around public goods, for example, any
better than did GPGC despite the EU’s financial weight and its voice in setting priorities and
strengthening implementation strategies in multilateral development institutions, civil society advocacy
fora or private sector roundtables).

The EU’s support to human rights, democracy and CSOs plays a pivotal role worldwide in promoting
related values, thereby shaping an EU added value to what other international actors support in this
domain (383). But according to several EU interviewees and participants to targeted consultations (with
CSOs and Local Authorities, the UN and EU Member States) there is a concern that human rights,
democracy, and civil society could decline in the EU’s agenda, as they are overshadowed by new
emerging needs and priorities (e.g., migration, COVID-19 resilience, Russia’s war of aggression
against Ukraine).

The EU GAP Il evaluation (%4) already identified this risk of reduced attention to human rights,
democracy and CSOs. In addition, some international human rights CSOs report serious human rights
concerns, sometimes in regions and thematic areas supported by the EU (e.g., migration in North
Africa), which casts shadows on the EU added value in supporting human rights and democracy
consistently (389).

Also, as a growing number of countries graduate to become Upper-Middle Income Countries (UMICs)
or High-Income Countries (HICs), the EU is designing different, mutual interest-driven cooperation
strategies with these partners, not often focussed on human rights. Related findings originate from the
deployment of EFls in sub-Saharan Africa. Interviews with stakeholders from partner countries and
the in-country stakeholder survey show that the EU has maintained a good reputation amongst

(378) Nicole, S. et al, Capacity Building for Security and Development (CBSD) Initiative Evaluation Multi-Country, 2020.
(37) EU, Evaluation of the EU cooperation with the Federal Republic of Somalia (2014-2021), 2023.

(38%) European Court of Auditors, Special report EU support for the rule of law in the Western Balkans: despite efforts,
fundamental problems persist, 2022.

(381) See, among many, Gentiana G., Where do Western Balkan countries really stand on democratic performance?, IDEA,
2022; Bottger, K., and Maugeais, D., Countering the Rule of Law Backsliding in the Western Balkans, Osterreichische
Gesellschaft fur Europapolitik, 2021.

(®8) For examples, see EU, Programme on Global Public Goods and Challenges 2014-2020: Multi-Annual Indicative
Programme 2018-2020, 2018. Page 84.

(383) EC, Evaluation of the EU support to Rule of Law and anti-corruption in Partner Countries (2010-2021), 2022; EU,
Annual Report on Human Rights and Democracy in the World, 2022.

(38%) EC, Mid-term Evaluation of the implementation of the EU Gender Action Plan Ill (2021-2025), 2023.

(38) E.g., Human Rights Watch, Tunisia: No Safe Haven for Black African Migrants, Refugees, 2023.
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partners, in particular civil society, for being a human rights advocate. But some country partners, i.e.,
government authorities, as well as some CSOs, shared their discontent during interviews on the EU
pushing for its own values, most notably around gender identity.

e According to desk review (%%), expectations regarding the extent to which a wide range of partner
countries can benefit from the EFSD and EFSD+ must also be considered realistically. The EU in
Africa has made some, though rather unequal progress under the EFSD. The long lead times,
concentration of resources and complexity of blended finance instruments, have raised concerns that
expectations, often formulated as part of the Global Gateway discourse, will require significantly more
efforts, convening power and expertise to materialise. At the same time, interviews with EUDs and
partners are fully cognisant of the huge potential that EFSD+ (blending and guarantee) could
potentially generate, in light of previous successes under EFSD.

e Available statistics from selected African countries (3%7) show that a handful of countries attracted more
than 50 % of EFSD resources available under the African Investment Programme (AIP) window over
the period 2017-2020:

e First came continental projects in sub-Saharan Africa (equivalent to 21 % of total project costs); the
countries that benefited the most were Madagascar (11 %), Kenya (9 %), Mali (5 %) and Uganda
(5 %). Statistics from Mali as well as other highly fragile countries in sub-Saharan Africa as well as
evidence from targeted interviews with non-EU experts on EFSD show, that DFIs/ IFIs find the
provisioning of loans only attractive in relatively bankable settings, making Financialisation
inappropriate in precarious, conflict and prolonged crisis-affected settings where subsidised capital —
in effect, capital grants — is most needed.

e The performance-based approach and modulation of IPA Ill, which envisages ‘more for more’ with the
performance-based approach (3%8) but also ‘less for less’ based on the modulation option(3#°) relies on
the predictability of application of the corresponding provisions. The risk with unpredictable application
of conditionalities is to accelerate negative trends, which could potentially reduce the credibility of the
instrument’s modulation (3%).

e According to document reviews and interviews at EU HQ level, the former Pl aimed to be more than a
pure development cooperation instrument. The 2017 Coherence Report (*°1), the PI's MIP 2014-2017
and the PI's MIP 2018-2020 stated that the Instruments aim was to i) better enable the EU to pursue
cooperation based on EU interests and to help building relationships with third countries, in particular
high-income countries and EU’s Strategic Partners; and ii) that it was meant to enhance the articulation
of the external dimension of EU domestic policies and support EU objectives on global challenges.
Interviewees commented that, although the PI had some overlap with other EFIs, it was often the only
available instrument to pursue bilateral cooperation objectives beyond development cooperation and
with high-income countries (HICs) and UMICs that had graduated out of EU ODA.

e The 2017 MTE of DCI confirmed the relevance and added value of the GPGC in supporting the role
of the EU as a global actor. The main sources of EU value added were T...] its political and economic
clout, the wide geographic range of its cooperation (with EUDs present across the globe), and its
participation in multilateral fora and processes that allow it to address global challenges and inspire
global-level action to tackle them.’ As highlighted by the European Parliament’s 2018 in-depth analysis
on the ‘Understanding EU external financing’, all this puts the EU in a position to offer expertise,
economies of scale and predictable and long-term financing for the duration of its MFFs (3%?).

Finding 29 The relevance of generating added value via dealing with situations of conflict and
protracted crises might have been underestimated.
Related indicator(s): 1-3.3.2, 1-3.3.4 Quality of evidence

Focus on stabilisation and needs for crisis response
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

(386) Pérez, A., et al., The implementation of EFSD+ operations from an inclusive perspective, commissioned by the
European Parliament (DEVE Committee), 2023.

(387) Based on EU Statistical Dashboard extractions of sheet 23 in March 2023.

(388) IPA 1l Regulation, Art. 8.1-4.

(389) IPA 11l Regulation, Art. 8.5.

(%) Interviews with EUDs, NIPACs, CSOs.

(%) EC, Coherence Report — Insights from the External Evaluation of the External financing instruments, 2017.

(3%?) Velina L., Understanding EU financing for external action — In-depth analysis, European Parliamentary Research
Service, p.1, 2021.
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e Independent research (3%) as well as interviews with EU staff at HQ and field level dealing with peace,
stability and conflict prevention recognise that an increasing number of crisis situations need a diverse
response capacity, comprising funding for engagements like conflict prevention, mediation or
peacebuilding, as well as support to counter-terrorism actions and support to military actors.

e Butinternational NGOs and local CSOs stressed during targeted consultations and interviews that this
changing security situation shapes an even stronger need to ensure that EU support in the security
domain does not unwittingly contribute to abuses. Experience shows that the nature of the support
provided to peace, stability and conflict prevention, in particular where support is provided to civilian
security institutions and its actors, or where capacity of military actors in support of development and
security for development is funded, can lead to such misuse and might possibly impacting negatively
on the EU’s reputation as a credible peace actor (3%4).

Underestimation of what it takes to engage on crisis response
Document review and stakeholder consultations show:

e Interviews with EU staff across services dealing with fragility, protracted crises and conflict stated that
the EU — despite its solid track record on supporting peace and security — risks losing part of its added
value if it does not maintain its strong engagement for crisis response and peacebuilding, including in
fragile countries and protracted crises.

e According to targeted consultations with the Practitioners’ Network, the past IcSP and the current
Crises Response window under the NDICI-GE’s RRP mainly draws its added value from its quick,
flexible support and its long-term commitment to conflict prevention, peacebuilding and crisis response
in situations of conflict and protracted crisis (especially in Africa).

e Concerns were expressed during targeted consultations with EU Member States and the Practitioners’
Network that the Cushion and the resilience line, which were envisaged to provide flexible responses
and funding to enable linkages between short term and long-term interventions, could not be used any
more — because funds were spent on unexpected crises (COVID-19, Russia’s war of aggression
against Ukraine) and the support for Syrian refugees in Tlrkiye.

e According to the European Parliament (EPRS) the NDICI-GE'’s budget for Peace, Stability and Conflict
Prevention (PSCP / Pillar 2) and the Crises Response (Pillar 3) slightly decreased compared to the
previous MFF (minus 1,2 %) whereby funding for PSCP increased by 24 % and funding for Crisis
Response decreased by 7,5 %. The different percentages are explained by the different amounts
allocated to PSCP and Crisis Response, respectively: EUR 908 million are allocated to the thematic
PSCP programme and EUR 3,183 million to the Rapid Response Pillar(3°).

EQ4 - EU’s leverage (as development partner, global player and geopolitical actor) to
achieve expected results

JC 4.1. EFlIs have enabled EU’s role as a major development cooperation partner

The analysis under this JC has relied on a variety of sources of information. In addition to the documentary
review, the analysis built on the mapping of EU spending actions as well as interviews, targeted consultations
and surveys. The main sources used are summarised in the table below.

Table 13

Main sources —
documents

Main sources of evidence for JC 4.1

Main sources — Other sources
interviews & targeted

consultations

Interviews: EU HQ, | o
EUDs, I0s and

Main sources — surveys

EUD
contributions

e EFlI regulations & | e written | e

programming

Mapping of EU
spending actions

guidelines, e.g., NDICI-

In-country stakeholder

international CSOs, in-

GE Regulation; IPA Il survey country stakeholders
Regulation and Validation survey (authorities,  CSOs),
Programming e OPC European

Framework Development Financial

Institutions / IFIs and
EU Member States

, exus: Challenges and Opportunities for its Implementation, .
393) EC, HDP N Chall dO ities for its Impl ion, 2022

andashly, A. an outcheva, G., Unintende onsequences 0O emocracy Support in the European
394) Dandashly, A d N h G., Uni ded C f EU D S in the E
Neighbourhood, 2019; Furness, M. and Ganzle, S., The European Union’s Development Policy: A Balancing Act between
‘A More Comprehensive Approach’ and Creeping Securitisation, 2016.
(3%) Bruno B., Implementation of the Global Europe Instrument: First steps — The European Parliament's scrutiny role, In-
depth-analysis, European Parliamentary Research Service, 2022.
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EFl-level reporting and (HQ, local
previous EFI representatives)
evaluations;

EU sector guidelines
and thematic guidance
notes and templates
Strategic evaluations
(themattic, country,
regional)

Strategic programming
docs (MIPs, SRs) and
AAPs

Other (e.g., think tank
reports)

Finding 30 The new EFIs and principles underpinning their deployment have better equipped the EU
to exert leverage as a development partner. However, even more than in the past, whether the EFls
achieve intended objectives by enhancing levels of EU influence, depends on global dynamics and
contextual realities in partner countries and regions.

Related indicator(s): 1-4.1.1, 1-4.1.2, 1-4.1.3, I- 4.1.4 Quiality of evidence

Statements under this finding are also supported by evidence under previous JC.

Contextual factors and dynamics that determine EU’s potential for leverage
Document review shows:

The 2021 Evaluation of budget support in Morocco (*°¢) notes that budget support successfully
supported public financial management (PFM) reforms (Hakama) and contributed to increased access
to and quality of health care, particularly for mothers and children (Programme d’Appui au Secteur de
la Santé).

According to the latest EAMR, in Egypt, one of the major successes has been the reform of the
Technical Education, in particular in the field of competence-based education (CBE). The EU-funded
TVET has enabled the Ministry of Education and Technical Education to transfer 70 % of the old
curricula into CBE in addition to introducing new programmes. For the first time the private sector has
been directly involved in the formal assessment of technical education students in their final year.

According to the most recent EAMR, in Jordan, EU support successfully contributed to the adoption
of a solid waste management bylaw in 2022.

According to the recent country strategic evaluation in Moldova (3°7), while less successful in achieving
reform targets due to the difficult context in the country, the budget support and the complementary
technical assistance have managed to strongly incentivise policy-level commitments in the sector of
PFM, VET and police reform. In the energy sector, EU support contributed to updating the National
Energy Crisis Action Plan by the government and to the preparation of a draft law on the new
Residential Energy Efficiency Fund.

The country strategic evaluation of Georgia highlights several areas where EU support has been
important, notably in the implementation of public financial management (PFM) reforms. Following
initial legislative and regulatory progress, EU policy dialogue has been instrumental in accelerating
and maintaining the momentum of reforms (3%).

According to the latest EAMR (3%), in Ukraine, despite the challenges caused by the war, EU technical
assistance supported reform progress in various policy areas, such as rule of law (judiciary and anti-
corruption), energy market integration, public administration reform and PFM.

The 2017 MTE of EDF (*°) highlights specific success stories related to budget support: ‘one specific
advantage of EDF is the use of Budget Support, it has combined a large financial envelope with a
framework of policy conditions. This has created the incentives and structure for policy dialogue to
take place. Positive examples include BS in Senegal, Namibia, and the WatSan sector in Sao Tomé
& Principe.’

(3%) EC, Evaluation of EU budget support to Morocco (2013-2021), 2022.

(3%7) EC, Evaluation of the European Union’s cooperation with the Republic of Moldova (2014-2020), 2021.
(3%8) EC, Evaluation of the EU’s cooperation with Georgia, 2022.

(3%°) EAMR (2022) — Unpublished internal EC document.

(49%) EC, External Evaluation of the 11" European Development Fund (EDF) (2014-mid 2017), 2017.
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e As noted by the 2022 Fast Track Assessment, BS was subsequently used by the EU as an effective
response to COVID-19, including in Senegal (°%).

¢ In Kenya, a 2023 independent evaluation notably reported ‘strong evidence of effectiveness across
PLEAD'’s three outcomes in assisting Kenyan criminal justice agencies in developing the long-term
building blocks for success (*%?). [...] although evidence of higher-level outcome effectiveness was
more difficult to find (#°3).’

e For the Enlargement region, EC reporting (annual reports, EAMRSs, instrument reporting), EP
resolutions, publications by treaty monitoring bodies and intergovernmental organisations’ reports(4°4)
and shadow reporting by international and local think tanks and CSOs, all document unsteady
progress in most beneficiaries, at times with stagnations and negative trends in some key areas. These
negative trends are typically connected to sensitive external policy issues, and to the fundamentals.

e The European Court of Auditors Report on EU support for the rule of law in the Western Balkans
(December 2022) (*%5) states: ‘EU action has contributed to reforms, but has had little overall impact
on progress in the rule of law.’

e The EC Serbia 2022 Report (“%) states that the Serbian government has continued to declare EU
membership its strategic goal, but actions need to follow.

e The Bosnia and Herzegovina 2022 Report (4°7) highlights that ‘the poor functioning of the judicial
system continued to undermine the citizens’ enjoyment of rights and the fight against corruption.
Corruption indicators further deteriorated and all levels of government show signs of political capture
directly affecting the daily life of citizens.’

¢ And the Kosovo* 2022 Report (°8) states that ‘Overall, corruption is widespread and remains an issue
of serious concern. Despite efforts made, there is a need for strong political will to continue to
effectively address systemic corruption risks and a robust criminal justice response to high-level
corruption.’

e As for Turkiye, the 2022 Report (“*°) identifies serious backsliding in Chapter 11, 23 and 31.

e According to previous evaluations (*1°) and interviews, in some countries (e.g., Tajikistan, Morocco),
the EU Trade preferences have some, but limited, leverage on partner countries’ positioning on human
rights and democracy (e.g., ratification of international human rights instruments, implementation of
national strategies in the areas of human rights and democracy). However, these cases seem to
remain the exception in the respective regions.

e The meta-evaluation of human rights and democracy thematic projects (2023) (**) overall commends
EU support to defending and advancing human rights and democracy. Concrete contributions include:
raising awareness, addressing legal issues, defending human rights advocates, supporting electoral
processes or advocating on issues that other donors are uncomfortable engaging on where it can
maintain its reputation of relative ‘neutrality.’ It further notes that project durations are often too short
to bring about systemic change and too often operate on a transactional rather than transformational
basis.

e Regarding EFSD, it is not easy to determine the amounts mobilised by public investments. The
European Court of Auditors highlighted that despite crowding in private sector funding being a key
objective of the Fund, data was lacking on the EFSD performance in this area. This reflects a more
general challenge to present robust estimates of private sector financial leverage at the approval stage
of a blending or guarantee operation or during implementation (*1?).

e The 2020 Implementation report (*®) highlighted serious deficiencies in the EFSD results
measurement framework.

(*°1) EC, Fast Track Assessment: EU initial response to the COVID-19 crisis in partner countries and regions, 2022.

(*92) Achievements included the areas of strategic planning, development of policy frameworks and documents, practice
guidelines, and establishing pathways for Kenyans to access alternative justice mechanisms.

(#9%) UNODC, Final in-depth evaluation: Strengthening the Administration of Justice and Operationalizing Alternatives to
Imprisonment in Kenya, 2023.

(*%4) Council of Europe monitoring bodies, Parliamentary Assembly and Human Rights Commissioner, OECD, ODIHR, UN
UPC, CEDAW, etc.

(*%5) European Court of Auditors, Special report EU support for the rule of law in the Western Balkans: despite efforts,
fundamental problems persist, 2022.

(498) EC, Serbia 2022 Report — SWD(2022) 338 final, 2022.

(4°7) EC, Bosnia and Herzegovina 2022 Report — SWD(2022) 336 final, 2022.

(98) EC, Kosovo* 2022 Report — SWD(2022) 334 final, 2022.

(9%) EC, Turkiye 2022 Report — SWD(2022) 333 final, 2022.

(*19) EC, Evaluation of EU Budget Support to Morocco (2013-2021), 2022.

(**1) EC, Meta-Evaluation of human rights and democracy thematic projects 2014-2021, 2023.

(**2) European Court of Auditors, Opinion No 7 / 2020 accompanying the Commission’s report on the implementation of
the European Fund for Sustainable Development, COM(2020) 224 final, 2020.

(*3%) Poldermans, R., and Pereira, J., Implementation Report of the EFSD and the EFSD Guarantee Fund, a Report
commissioned by the European Commission, 2020.
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Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

According to written EUD contributions, in one low-income Asian country, EU support has been
instrumental in driving policy reforms, leading to the formulation of pivotal policy documents.
Meanwhile, in a Central Asian country, the potential of EFSD+ to facilitate major investments has
offered the EU a unique opportunity to influence sectoral reforms, although it is too early to provide
any evidence t that this has really happened.

Virtually all interviews with the EU and CSOs in the Enlargement region point to limited progress with
reforms and their actual implementation.

As evidenced by a range of interviews, consultations and surveys, progress in shaping peace and
development are piecemeal due to highly challenging security and governance contexts. The same
applies for EU support to peace processes at the regional level where long-lasting support showed its
value for bringing Armenia-Azerbaijan to a re-normalisation of dialogue in 2020, though forces beyond
the powers of the EU led to the take-over of Nagorno-Karabakh by Azerbaijan in 2023.

Several EU stakeholders consulted in this evaluation point to a mismatch between EU ambitions (as
a development actor) and the overall budgets available to meet the challenges or respond to the
multiplicity of crises (particularly in the Neighbourhood and Enlargement regions).

Finding 31 EU agency in deploying the new EFls can enhance or reduce leverage.
Related indicator(s): 1-4.1.1, 1-4.1.2, 1-4.1.3,1- 4.1.4 Quality of evidence

Statements under this finding are also supported by evidence under previous JC.

Importance of EU agency for leverage
Document review shows:

The 2023 evaluation of the EU Human Rights Defenders mechanism (') shows that for promoting
human rights and democracy at national level, the EU most effectively leverages governments and
other actors when it secures synergies between CSO support and other programmes in support to
human rights and democracy.

An EU survey deployed in the ASEAN region shows that the EU is the first international partner,
together with Japan, most trusted to ‘do the right thing’ when it comes to human rights (4%5).

Both the IPA 1ll and NDICI-GE regulations (4'6) include mechanisms to deal with situations where
serious regression on human rights and democracy take place. The EU can modulate (IPA 1lI) or
suspend (NDICI-GE, IPA Ill) assistance, circumvent governments to support Non-State Actors directly
(NDICI-GE), suspend budget support disbursement tranches and macro-financial assistance (NDICI-
GE, Recital 40).

According to previous evaluations (*7) and interviews, in some countries (e.g., Tajikistan, Morocco),
the EU Trade preferences have some, but limited, leverage on partner countries’ positioning on human
rights and democracy (e.qg., ratification of international human rights instruments, implementation of
national strategies in the areas of human rights and democracy). However, these cases seem to
remain the exception in the respective regions.

The 2019 evaluation of EU’s strategic engagement in the Central Africa region (*'8) states: ‘The EU's
strategic response has gradually become autonomous vis-a-vis the context and partners by giving
priority to adapting to the changes in its interests, policies and instruments. [...] This has improved the
strategic coherence and complementarity of EU actions. Nevertheless, the situation has undermined
the ownership by beneficiaries, an issue that has repeatedly been raised for several decades for
enhancing the effectiveness and sustainability of external aid.’

Regarding the leverage exerted through the GPGC (DCI), the thematic assessment of Global
Challenges (*°) notes that : “... in particular the EU’s support to education has not always targeted
countries most in need. The global education initiatives (Global Partnership for Education, Education
Cannot Wait) have been remarkably successful at some levels but they have not been fully resourced
to operate at their fullest potential. They have not always been able to address the broader equity

(**%) EC, Final evaluation of the EU Human Rights Defenders mechanism, 2023.

(*5) EU-ABC, EU-ASEAN Business Sentiment Survey, 2023.

(*%) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021/ 1529 establishing IPA IIl, 2021; and EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the
NDICI-GE, 2021.

(**7) EC, Evaluation of EU Budget Support to Morocco (2013-2021), 2022.

(*18) EC, External evaluation of EU-Central Africa cooperation (2008-2016), 2019.

(*19) EC, Thematic Assessment — Global Challenges: People, 2019. Page 10.
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challenges faced e.g., in the least developed countries, especially the ones affected by fragility and
protracted crises, or those in the early stages of education system development.’

e When serious regression on human rights and democracy take place, the EU can take several
measures, as highlighted above. NDICI-GE further takes on the ‘more for more’ approach, deployed
in the Neighbourhood region under DG NEAR purview (*?°). The 2017 MTE of ENI noted that the
incentive mechanism was useful in rewarding and supporting progress in reforms (#?%), but that it was
not able to overcome the lack of political will.

e Under ENI, apart from a few exceptions, such as Jordan, which received additional funding in
recognition of its legislative progress, the distribution of the reserve was not made against clear criteria
and was used to encourage rather than reward reforms (#?2). Under NDICI-GE, the allocated 10 %
incentive-based reserve were diverted to address the food crisis (2022) and the migration priority
(2023) without respecting the Regulation’s principle that the funding should be allocated to reward
specific reform progress.

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

e Interviews with all stakeholder groups largely confirm the evidence from document review.

e According to an interlocutor there is also potential for more streamlined strategies between Denmark
and the EU in the future as not all development-related Danish strategic initiatives in relations to
Greenland are currently coordinated with DG INTPA. For example, an interview partner mentioned
that a project under the Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) (*?%) was facilitated by Denmark and ‘did not
get anywhere near DG INTPA'’

e In sub-Saharan Africa, EUDs and external partners have expressed their concern that the departure
away from the aid effectiveness principles of (full) alignment to country priorities and systems,
ownership and mutual accountability could undermine EU’s position as trusted development partner.

e One of the top challenges identified by EUDs in their written contributions is that the new instrument
has reduced government buy-in. With the abolition of the NAO office, some EUDs have shared their
concern that weaker ownership at the centre of government could backfire and become a principal risk
during implementation.

e According to the validation survey, over 80 % of respondents agree that current EFIs contribute to
enhancing EU’s leverage to address challenges at country and regional level, and 71 % believe that
they have helped the EU to better combine different modalities and tools to promote EU external
priorities. Respondents are less unanimous with regard to whether there are good prospects for using
EFSD+ guarantees to leverage private finance at country level.

Finding 32 While NDICI-GE and IPA 1l has allowed more flexibility in the overall approach to regional
programming and implementation, it is still uncertain whether the new approach will yield more
development leverage.

Related indicator(s): 1-4.1.5, 1-4.1.6 Quiality of evidence

Statements under this finding are also supported by evidence under previous JC.

Opportunities for greater regional cooperation
Document review shows for example:
e The IPA lll Regulation (Recital 7) states: ‘Good neighbourly relations and regional cooperation are
essential elements of the Enlargement process and are critical for security and stability of the Union

as a whole.” And further continues (Recital 13): ‘As good neighbourly relations and regional
cooperation are essential elements of the Enlargement process, assistance should also continue the

(*2%) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art. 20: ‘Such allocations shall be decided on the
basis of their performance and progress towards democracy, good governance and the rule of law including cooperation
with civil society, human rights including gender equality, cooperation on migration, economic governance and reforms, in
particular those reforms that have been jointly agreed.” ENI referred only to efforts towards ‘deep and sustainable
democracy’ and progress with agreed reforms, see Art.4 of the EU, Regulation (EU) 2014 / 232 establishing a European
Neighbourhood Instrument, 2014.

(*2Y) EC, External Evaluation of the European Neighbourhood Instrument (2014-2017), 2017.

(*?2) The shortcomings of the mechanism were clearly identified in the EU, Joint Communication on Eastern Partnership
policy beyond 2020: Reinforcing Resilience — an Eastern Partnership that delivers for all, JOIN(2020) 7 final, 2020: ‘The
incentive-based approach needs clearer guidance on specific reform priorities, with objective, precise, detailed and
verifiable benchmarks.’

(**3) CEF is a key EU funding instrument in delivering the European Green Deal and an important enabler towards the
Union’s decarbonisation objectives for 2030 and 2050. It supports the development of high performing, sustainable and
efficiently interconnected trans-European networks in the fields of transport, energy and digital services.
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support for the efforts of the beneficiaries listed in Annex | to advance regional, macro-regional and
cross-border cooperation and territorial development, including through the implementation of Union
macro-regional strategies.’

e In terms of programming, under IPA Ill, the EU has launched new regional and CBC interventions to
respond to these trends, and it has in parallel increased its strategic communication and public
diplomacy efforts. These actions and activities often focus on people-to-people contacts (#?4).

e Flagship initiatives, such as WBIF investment in railways (**°), which cover several beneficiaries, are
slowly picking up pace. The Economic Investment Plan (2020) (“%6) aims to mobilise around EUR 20
billion of investment over the next ten years through the Western Balkans Guarantee Facility. To date,
24 flagship projects worth EUR 3.4 billion have been approved for investment in critical sectors such
as rail, road and waterway connections, renewable energy, electricity transmission networks, waste
water management, health facilities and broadband infrastructure. These investments will be financed
by the EU and bilateral donors, who have pledged EUR 1.2 billion in grants.

e CBC interventions are also foreseen in the NDICI-GE Regulation (*?7). Up to 5% of the
Neighbourhood’s NDICI-GE allocation is to be used to promote links between EU and Neighbourhood
countries, based on strategies defined around priorities for smarter, greener, more connected and
more social Europe, good cooperation and governance and more secure borders. It is unclear,
however, whether this allocation will be fully used as the war in Ukraine has put an end to the CBC
programmes with Russia and Belarus reducing the number of programmes from 15 to 7 (“?8). In the
South, the partner countries favour regional cooperation through the MED programme (4?°), the
exception being Italy and Tunisia which are continuing their bilateral CBC funded also under ENI (+0).

e According to the Multi-Annual Indicative Programme for the Eastern Neighbourhood and related action
documents, a total of 28 actions have been adopted under the regional MIP for the Eastern
Neighbourhood 2021-2027. In line with the priorities identified in the regional MIP, the adopted actions
cover a wide range of topic, including i) environmental and climate resilience, ii) civil society,
democratic participation and gender equality, iii) private sector development and trade, iv) accountable
institutions and rule of law, v) digital transformation, vi) transport and connectivity, vii) energy security,
and viii) health and education.

e According to the Multi-Annual Indicative Programme for the Southern Neighbourhood and related
action documents, 10 actions have been adopted under the regional Multiannual indicative programme
2021-2027. As in the Eastern partnership, the actions cover wide range of topic in line with the priorities
identified in the regional MIP, including i) green transition, ii) civil society and democratic participation,
iii) economic recovery, iv) accountable institutions and security, v) maritime safety and vi) migration
and mobility. In addition, a Neighbourhood South Multi-Country Migration Programme has been
adopted with a budget of EUR°573°million for the period 2021-2027.

Uncertain effects in terms of development leverage
Document review shows:

e The 2019 evaluation of EU’s strategic engagement in the Central Africa region (“3!) states: ‘The EU's
strategic response has gradually become autonomous vis-a-vis the context and partners by giving
priority to adapting to the changes in its interests, policies and instruments. [...] This has improved the
strategic coherence and complementarity of EU actions. Nevertheless, the situation has undermined
the ownership by beneficiaries, an issue that has repeatedly been raised for several decades for
enhancing the effectiveness and sustainability of external aid.’

e Arecent evaluation on EU’s regional support to biodiversity in Central Africa (*3?) provides one of the
more recent examples where the regional intervention mostly turned into multi-country actions (in
partnership with the Environment Ministries).

(*>%) CSOs are involved regionally through the Civil Society facility (IPA 11) and Civil Society Facility and Media Programme
(IPA 1).

(**®) Example of major investment in railway sector: WBIF Website, Orient/ East-Med Corridor,
https://www.wbif.eu/project/PRJ-SRB-TRA-001.

(#2%) EC, An Economic and Investment Plan for the Western Balkans, COM(2020) 641 final, 2020.

(*?7) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art. 22.

(#?8) Five CBC programmes (Poland-Ukraine; Hungary-Slovakia-Romania-Ukraine; Romania-Ukraine; Romania- Moldova;
Italy-Tunisia) and two transnational (Black Sea Programme; Mediterranean Sea Programme).

(**°) ENI CBC Mediterranean Sea Basin Programme (2014-2020) and NEXT MED (2021-2027).

(*39) Italy-Tunisia Interreg VI-A NEXT.

(*31) EC, External evaluation of EU-Central Africa cooperation (2008-2016), 2019.

(#3?) EC, Rapport final d’évaluation, Projet d’appui a 'aménagement de la Réserve de Faune de Ouadi Rimé — Ouadi Achim
et a la gestion durable de sa biodiversité (POROA) — programme d'appui pour la préservation de la biodiversité, 2023.
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e The 2022 Rule of Law and Anti-Corruption evaluation (“33) (West Africa case study) also provides a
good illustration of why working in partnership with RECs remains challenging, yet equally essential.
In West Africa, from 2017 onwards, the EU stopped using ECOWAS as a delivery partner, for due
diligence reason and because of significant delays encountered in implementation. The EU’s decision
was explained as a necessary step to engage with the regional organisation at a more strategic level.
While this decision (based on a pillar assessment approach) was well understood within ECOWAS,
the new arrangements under NDICI-GE, which takes away the role of ECOWAS as the EU mandated
partner, has been more difficult to explain (*34).

e There is limited evidence that the transition to the current EFls affected the EU’s leverage on human
rights and democracy. Under the previous MFF, both the geographic lines and the thematic
programme on human rights and democracy made large investments in the capacity of regional
organisations to uphold the applicable standards, particularly in Africa. However, these organisations’
limited absorption capacity led to reduction of funding (4%%).

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

e Interviews with all stakeholder groups largely confirm the evidence from document review.

e There is an interest in programmes involving, for example, the Southern Neighbourhood with sub-
Saharan Africa or the Gulf States, but so far, there is no example of such collaboration. According to
interviews with EEAS, this may be due to the lack of suitable implementation mechanisms to turn this
potential into action, as well as the difficulty of overcoming established separate working practices in
DG INTPA and DG NEAR.

Finding 33 By fostering the use of blending and guarantees in EU external action, the EFSD and the
EFSD+ have expanded the range of tools available to the EU and its partners to address key
development challenges. The EU’s move from grant maker to financial catalyst has the potential
to enhance development leverage, yet many implementation challenges may interfere.

Related indicator(s): 1-4.1.1, 1-4.1.2, 1-4.1.3,1- 4.1.4 Quality of evidence

Statements under this finding are also supported by evidence under previous JC.

Increased focus on guarantees and blending under current MFF welcomed
Document review shows:

e Underthe EFSD (i.e., during the period 2017-2020), EU approved EUR 3.8 billion of blending support,
EUR 2.1 billion covering sub-Saharan Africa and EUR 1.7 billion the EU Neighbourhood (#5).

e The 18 Guarantees signed under the EFSD provided first-hand experience to expand the use of this
modality with a broader range of partners and countries / regions under the EFSD+. The EU has
guaranteed a volume of EUR 1.55 billion of investment under EFSD during the period 2017-2020. It
has approved support for EUR 8.5 billion of guarantees under the EFSD+ under the Open Architecture
(OA) although only one guarantee agreement had been signed by October 2023. EUR 13 billion of
guarantees is foreseen for the OA for the entire MFF 2021-2027(*%7).

e By increasing the focus on guarantees and blending under the current MFF, the EU has responded in
a substantive way to the need to engage in new forms of financing for sustainable development as
highlighted in the 2015 Addis Agenda. The World Bank estimates that countries in sub-Saharan Africa
need to invest 7.1 % of their GDP annually in SDG-related infrastructure, but have actually only been
investing around half of this level, 3.5 % of GDP(%).

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:
e Interviews with all stakeholder groups largely confirm the evidence from document review.

(*33) EC, Evaluation of the EU support to Rule of Law and anti-corruption in Partner Countries (2010-2021), 2022. West
Africa case study.

(*%) The case study identifies three main challenges of working at a regional level: (i) mismatch between ECOWAS'’s
limited capacity and its very broad mandate; (ii) limited buy-in from the ECOWAS member states to participate in regional
projects that deal with sovereign, sensitive, issues; (iii) ambivalent or shifting political commitments at national level caused
by changes in leadership.

(*%%) EU, Coherence Report — Insights from the External Evaluation of the External financing instruments, 2017. Confirmed
by interview with Thematic Units INTPA.

(*3%) EC, Operational report 2020 of the EFSD, 2021.

(*¥7) EC, Operational report 2020 of the EFSD, 2021.

(*38) The World Bank, Beyond the Gap: How Countries Can Afford the Infrastructure They Need while Protecting the Planet,
20109.
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Consultations carried out in the context of this evaluation highlight that several EUDs, especially in
Middle-Income Countries (MICs), welcome the expanded use of these modalities in EU cooperation
with third countries.

Interviews with financial institutions raised the issue that the high ambition in terms of financial leverage
and private sector mobilisation exhibited by the EU under the EFSD and the EFSD+ is far from being
proved and not easy to achieve.

Degree of leverage attained will depend on the coherence of objectives, means and approaches under
the new EFI architecture

Six core challenges emerge from all sources consulted:

By 2021, implementation had started for only 43 % of the EFSD blending support approved in 2017-
2019 - i.e., EUR 1.3 billion out of EUR 2.9 billion approved in that period (“*°). The information
presented in the EFSD operational reports points to frequent and important delays in the signature of
the financial agreements between the EU and the lead DFIs / IFIs (i.e., after the EU contributions have
been approved by the board of the relevant EU blending facility). Interviews and recent studies (#4°)
confirm that this pattern affects all regions

Analysis of EFSD interventions shows that a large part of the support provided was deployed in
relatively stable contexts, including middle-income countries such as Armenia, Egypt, Jordan and
Kenya. At a more general level, most DFIs / IFIs are also showing strong risk aversion as underlined
in various reports (*4!) and some observers highlighted that the absence of a strong EC policy steer
under EFSD meant that DFIs / IFls were not ‘incentivised to take on more risk (44?).’

Targeted consultations show that DFIs / IFls and European Financial Institutions are conversant with
EU values and policies, and they are ready in principle to follow them. It is too early to assess how
EFSD+ conditionalities regarding human rights and democracy will be applied.

Overall, there has been a lack of synergies between EFSD / EFSD+ interventions and the support
provided by the EU or other international partners to partner countries’ sector reforms (see also EQ3 /
JC 3.1).

According to interviews with in-country stakeholders, not enough attention is paid to managing partner
countries' expectations carefully. Quote from an interview with counterparts in a partner country: ‘The
EIP is a good idea, but it does not work, no money is coming.’

The provisioning for loans guarantees (whose rates are provided by the NDICI-GE Regulation, and
which are funded from geographic budget lines) (*4?) weighs on the geographic programmes. It is
unclear to what extent national partners in these countries have been prepared for this evolution
beyond information sharing in the context of consultations related to standard programming processes
(see also EQ2/JC 2.1).

The EU as a constrained investor
Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

The EU is well-positioned to exert leverage as a dominant donor and trade partner (especially in the
Enlargement region). As an investor on the other hand, the EU faces multiple challenges. The EU
competes with other, non-European investors which finalise investment contracts much faster than the
EU does (*4), and who do not apply conditionalities on the fundamentals.

According to interviews and targeted consultations, local banks acting as intermediaries are not always
interested in the investment projects supported through the EFSD+. Furthermore, investments are
implemented under the leadership of the DFIs / IFls, with limited involvement from the EU. As bankers,
IFI project managers feel less concerned by political / policy issues and the fundamentals, which they
consider to be outside their remit or on which they do not have sufficient influence.

(#%°) EC, EFSD Operational Reports from 2017 to 2021.

(*49) The findings of the ongoing evaluation of EU blending support in the Enlargement and Neighbourhood regions (not
published yet) also highlight the existence of frequent delays at contractualisation stage in these regions.

(*41) Wieser, T., et al., Europe in the World, the future of the European financial architecture for development: An
independent report by the High-Level Group of Wise Persons on the European financial architecture for development,

2019.

(**?) Gavas, M., The Future of the European Financial Architecture for Development: evolution or revolution?,
commissioned by the European Parliament (DEVE Committee), 2022.

(*4®) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Art. 31(5).

(*4%) According to interviewees, the WBIF has been particularly slow.
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JC 4.2. EFlIs are contributing to reinforcing the EU’s position to effectively address global challenges,
including through multilateral frameworks

The analysis under this JC has relied on a variety of sources of information. In addition to the documentary
review, the analysis built on the mapping of EU spending actions as well as interviews, targeted consultations
and surveys. The main sources used are summarised in the table below.

Table 14

Main sources —
documents

Main sources of evidence for JC 4.2

Main sources — Other sources
interviews & targeted

consultations
written | ¢ Interviews:

Main sources — surveys

e EFI EUD

programming
guidelines, e.g., NDICI-

regulations & | e

contributions
In-country stakeholder

EUDs, I0s and
international CSOs, in-

EU HQ, | e

Mapping of EU

spending actions

GE Regulation; IPA 11l survey country  stakeholders

Regulation and (authorities,  CSOs),

Programming European

Framework Development Financial
e  EFl-level reporting and Institutions / IFIs and

previous EFI EU Member States

evaluations (HQ, _ local
e EU sector guidelines representatives)

and thematic guidance
notes and templates

e Strategic evaluations
(thematic, country,
regional)

e  Strategic programming
docs (MIPs, SRs) and
AAPs

e  Other (e.g., think tank
reports)

Finding 34 The new EFI architecture enables the EU to step up its leadership and make better use of
its ability to act as a convenor, honest broker and bridge-builder to address global challenges;
however, the EU faces persistent limitations to achieve leverage at global level.

Related indicator(s): 1-4.2.1, 1-4.2.2, 1-4.2.3 Quiality of evidence

Statements under this finding are also supported by evidence under previous JC.

The new EFIs create opportunities for greater EU global leverage
Document review shows:

e The MIP for Global Challenges (**°) highlights the importance of joint action with EU Member States
‘under a Team Europe approach as a guiding principle of engagement in global challenges to increase
its weight, credibility and impact.

e Under 11™ EDF, the main entry point for addressing global issues was through the intra-ACP envelope.
According to the 2017 MTE (*4¢), this level of cooperation was hindered by ‘limited collective capacity
for collective action on global issues.’ At the same time, there was some achievements in selected
areas, where the 11" EDF did help promote the ACP voice on the multilateral / global front. For
example, intra-ACP was used successfully to help develop a common ACP — EU front ahead of the
COP 21 agenda in Paris. The global challenges, as listed in the NDICI-GE Regulation (*7), are well
covered in the country MIPs (in sub-Saharan Africa), depending on country circumstances. Under
NDICI-GE, the regional MIPs remain de facto the main link with global initiatives, with the programme’s

(*4%) EC, NDICI-Global Europe ‘Global Challenges’ thematic programme, Multi-annual Indicative Programme 2021-2027,
2021.

(#4%) EC, External Evaluation of the 11™ European Development Fund (EDF) (2014-mid 2017), 2017.

(**") Health; education; gender equality and women’s and girls’ empowerment; children and youth; migration, forced
displacement and mobility; decent work, social protection, inequality and inclusion; culture; tackling climate change;
sustainable energy; sustainable and inclusive growth, decent jobs and private sector engagement; food and nutrition
security; strengthen the role of Local Authorities; promote inclusive societies and multi-stakeholder initiatives, good
economic governance, including fair and inclusive domestic revenue mobilisation.
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ambition being to ‘leverage the EU’s collective influence and leadership at the global level, as well as
enhance the solidarity with partner countries (448).’

e The largest part of EFSD and EFSD+ funding is directed towards responding to the infrastructure gap
observed in many regions, thereby addressing an important bottleneck for the achievement of several
SDGs (**°). The interventions implemented under the Global Challenges thematic programme are not
building on the experience gained in EFSD interventions (*3°).

e Evidence from the Neighbourhood suggests that without the support of development finance, it would
be difficult for the EU to make a difference on global challenges, as illustrated by the Multi-Country
Migration programme for the Southern Neighbourhood, whose budget remains insufficient to address
the needs.

e The EU-Morocco Green Partnership shows how political dialogue and cooperation can be combined
to tackle global challenges in cooperation with a partner country sharing the same ambitions. The
Green Partnership, which the EU and Morocco signed in 2022, aims at achieving common goals of
transitioning to a green economy and becoming low-carbon, climate-resilient economies. It is the first
Green Partnership the EU signs with a partner country and is expected to become a model for similar
partnerships on the African continent (*3'). From a multilateral perspective, it served as an important
political statement demonstrating the shared commitment and aspirations of the EU and Morocco
regarding climate change and the green transition, sending a strong signal to other countries in the
region ahead of COP27 in November 2022. The Partnership builds on previous efforts under ENI,
where the EU already supported Morocco’s environmental strategy (‘Plan Maroc Vert)).

e As reflected in the Civil Society Roadmaps, EU’s strategic alliances include CSOs in the partner
countries, international / regional organisations, and international / EU-based CSOs, Local Authorities
and intergovernmental bodies. Thanks to strategic partnership with these actors, as well as to the
commitments of the EU Member States and of relevant institutions in partner countries (e.g., NHRIs,
Parliament, line Ministries...) the EU is sometimes in a position to lead or play a strong role in strategic
alliances for human rights and democracy, and in expanding CSQO’s contribution to sector-level policy
dialogue, as was observed in the 2023 Country Strategic Evaluation Guatemala (#%?) in several sectors.

e The INSC contributes to the Commission’s cooperation with the IAEA, the EBRD and the G7 NSSG
in addressing global challenges related to nuclear safety and security (*53). For example, by
contributing to continued cooperation under the JCP0oA despite geopolitical challenges and tensions,
INSC’s work in Iran has illustrated the constructive role that the instrument plays within the existing
international legal framework.

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

¢ Interviews with all stakeholder groups largely confirm the evidence from document review.

e Feedback from EUDs regarding the leverage of NDICI-GE in terms of addressing global challenges is
mixed. While some EUDs believe that the new instrument enhances the EU's global presence and
attractiveness as a partner compared to other global actors, others express reservations about its
effectiveness and impact. Based on the validation survey results, only 23 out of 60 EUDs perceive that
the present EFls make a significant or moderate contribution to enhancing the EU's capacity to extend
the external dimension of its internal policies in HICs and MICs. Slightly more (29) strongly or
somewhat agree that the current EFIs (including the use of public diplomacy) make the EU an
attractive partner compared to other global actors. At the same time, a clear majority strongly or
somewhat supports the notion that the current EFls contribute to enhancing the EU’s leverage to
address challenges at country and regional level (45) and to strengthening the EU’s ability to address
global challenges, resulting in a stronger global voice in the world (40).

e According to interviews and written contributions from EUDs and thematic units in headquarters, EUDs
are progressively engaging with a diverse range of civil society in partner countries, around the
political, policy and cooperation issues relevant to the respective country and regional MIPs. This is in
line with the guidance developed in 2020 by the (then DG DEVCO) Thematic Unit on mainstreaming

(*48) EC, Multi-Annual Indicative Programme 2021-2027 for sub-Saharan Africa, 2021.

(*49) See UN DESA Website, Inter-agency Task Force on Financing for Development, Closing the infrastructure gap,
accessed in 2023, https://financing.desa.un.org/iatf/action-areas/cross-cutting-issues/closing-infrastructure-gap; and PRI,
Bridging the gap: How infrastructure investors can contribute to SDG outcomes, 2020.

(*%9) Given the early stage of implementation of EFSD+, it is too early to expect that other EU interventions build on this
experience. However, bridges to ensure cross-fertilisation could be foreseen, but there is no evidence of such a forward-
looking approach.

(*51) European Commission Website, Climate Action, accessed 2023, https://climate.ec.europa.eu/index_en.

(*5?) EC, Evaluation of the European Union Cooperation with Guatemala (2007-2020), 2022.

(#%%) EC, Commission Staff Working Document Evaluation of the INSC accompanying the document Mid-term Review
Report on the External financing instruments, SWD(2017) 605, 2017.
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Civil Society engagement into EU Cooperation and external relations, in preparation for the current
MFF (#54).

Persisting limitations to achieving leverage at global level
Document review shows:

The 2017 MTE of ENI (*%%) highlights that the fragmentation of instruments and programmes made it
challenging to develop a comprehensive and coordinated approach to addressing global challenges
such as climate change, biodiversity, migration or the fight against terrorism.

Recent evaluations (“¢) pointed to some success in linking up local, national, regional and global
‘green and smart cities’ initiatives.

A mapping of the regional MIP’s (sub-Saharan Africa) (**”) 40+ decisions conducted by the Evaluation
Team shows that about half of the decisions indeed refer to relevant global initiatives / multilateral
frameworks in their objectives and actions, in particular with regard to refugees, climate and
desertification, smart and clean cities, education, global trade and financial standards.

At the level of action documents, linkages can be observed between interventions at global, regional
and bilateral level, particularly in terms of addressing the SDGs.

o According to Neighbourhood East and South action documents at country and regional level,
geographic programmes appear to make a significant contribution to SDGs.

o At country level, the multiannual programme ‘EU for Decent Life (Haya Karima) — Combatting
Multidimensional Poverty in Rural Areas in Egypt’ (EUR 50 million) addresses many of the
challenges covered by the Agenda 2030, such as the eradication of poverty, water and
sanitation, gender equality, decent and sustainable jobs and the fight against climate change.
The ‘Egypt Food Security Facility’ (EUR 100 million) is a direct contribution to SDG 2 (achieve
food security and improved nutrition). It is also contributing to one of areas of intervention of
the NDICI-GE thematic programme Global Challenges (ensuring equitable access to food
including by helping to address the financing gap for nutrition).

o Atregional level, the actions programmed under the MIPs for the Neighbourhood South and
the Neighbourhood East intervene across a wide range of areas, which overlap with many
global challenges. For example, the regional multi annual action plan ‘Accelerating the clean
energy transition for a greener and fairer economic recovery in the Southern Neighbourhood’
contributes to SDG7 (Affordable and clean energy), which is also one of the areas of
intervention of the Global Challenges (GC) thematic programmes (sustainable energy). The
Neighbourhood South Multi-Country Migration Programme addresses the objective of the GC
programme on migration defined in the Regulation (4%8).

However, a review of programming documents across all instruments and pillars shows that while
these links between global, regional and country programmes are clear from the documents, there is
a lack of cross-referencing, suggesting that a coordinated and comprehensive approach across levels
of intervention is missing.

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight for example:

JC4.3.

Interviews with all stakeholder groups largely confirm the evidence from document review.

Interviews with stakeholders across all regions confirm the lack of a coordinated approach in the use
of the Global Challenges programme.

Half of respondents to the validation survey were of the view that the new EFIs had resulted in
increased involvement of line DGs in geographical programming, with about 40 % disagreeing and
10 % expressing no view.

Interviews with line DGs suggest that information flows were adequate, yet effective collaboration was
hampered by unequal levels of thematic expertise between DG INTPA and DG NEAR.

EFls have enabled EU’s role as a geopolitical actor

The analysis under this JC has relied on a variety of sources of information. In addition to the documentary
review, the analysis built on the mapping of EU spending actions as well as interviews, targeted consultations
and surveys. The main sources used are summarised in the table below.

(**%) Mainstreaming Civil Society engagement into European Union cooperation and external relations in the post 2020
phase: EC, Guidance note on Civil Society Organisations, 2020.

(455) EC,
(456) EU,
(457) EC,

External Evaluation of the European Neighbourhood Instrument (2014-2017), 2017. Page 17.
Mid-term Evaluation: the third phase of the Participatory Slum Upgrading Programme (PSUP l11), 2023.
Multi-Annual Indicative Programme 2021-2027 for sub-Saharan Africa, 2021.

(*%8) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021/ 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Annex lll, Recital 5: ‘Ensure continued Union
leadership in shaping the global agenda on migration and forced displacement governance in all its dimensions, particularly
to facilitate orderly, safe, regular and responsible migration.’
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Table 15 Main sources of evidence for JC 4.3
Main sources — Main sources — surveys Main sources — Other sources
documents interviews & targeted
consultations

e EFI regulatons & |e EUD written | ¢ Interviews: EU HQ, | -
programming contributions EUDs, I0s and
guidelines, e.g., NDICI- | o  In-country stakeholder international CSOs, in-
GE Regulation; IPA Il survey country stakeholders
Regulation and (authorities,  CSOs),
Programming European
Framework Development Financial

e  EFl-level reporting and Institutions / IFIs and
previous EFI EU Member States
evaluations; (HQ, _ local

e EU sector guidelines representatives)

and thematic guidance
notes and templates

e Strategic evaluations
(themattic, country,
regional)

e  Strategic programming
docs (MIPs, SRs) and
AAPs

e  Other (e.g., think tank
reports)

Finding 35 Building on the PI's logic and approach followed under the previous MFF, NDICI-GE
ensures some continuity in the pursuit of interest-driven cooperation and EU leverage as
geopolitical actor.

Related indicator(s): 1-4.3.1, 1-4.3.2 Quiality of evidence

Statements under this finding are also supported by evidence under previous JC.
Document review shows:

e The PI's objective to ‘advance and promote Union and mutual interests’ with third countries (Art. 1) is
reflected in NDICI-GE’s general objective to ‘uphold and promote the Union’s values, principles and
fundamental interests worldwide’ (Art 1.a) and ‘respond rapidly to Union foreign policy needs and
priorities’ (Art 2.d.111.).

e Annex 4 of the NDICI-GE Regulation spells out criteria defining the global dimension of interventions
under the Foreign Policy Needs component (RR-FPN) specifying that they should enable the EU to
act ‘where there is an urgent or imperative foreign policy interest, or a window of opportunity to achieve
its objectives, requiring a rapid reaction and which are difficult to address by other means.’

e As a follow-up to the PI, the NDICI-GE Geographic pillar allows FPI to enable the EU to pursue its
strategic interests and values in its partnerships with High Income Countries (HICs). As evidenced by
the FPI Management Plan 2022 (*9), the RR-FPN took over from the Pl in terms of developing common
approaches with key partners to influence international processes, agendas, thereby underpinning
multilateralism, fostering the building of partnerships and alliances in a global context, and contributing
to the rules based global order. It does so by supporting (trade) negotiations, policy dialogues and
political agreements with HICs.

e The 2022 FPI AAR (#¢9) noted that in 2022, the PI influenced policy and political processes in line with
EU interests contributing to developing mutually beneficial relationships with partner countries.

e The JOINT STAFF WORKING DOCUMENT ‘Main outcomes of the mapping of external financial tools
of the EU’ brings to light potential synergies between ECA financing activities and development
objectives and, by extension, potential opportunities that are worthwhile exploring. These synergies
will strengthen the EU leverage as a political actor.

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

e Interviews with all stakeholder groups largely confirm the evidence from document review.
e Interviews with FPI raised the issue that the partnership approach based on EU interests as it existed
in FPI has partly diluted in the move from PI to NDICI-GE. This is because DG INTPA, which took over

(#5°) EC, Management Plan 2022 — Service for Foreign Policy Instruments, 2022.
(#6%) EC, Annual Activity Report 2022 — Service for Foreign Policy Instruments, 2022.
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some aspects previously under the PI, has a different approach to FPI that makes much more room
to partner countries’ demands, with EU objectives reportedly more on the side-lines.

Conversely, interviewees at DG INTPA stress they have now more room to act on EU interests than
in the past, for example on critical raw materials or the Green Deal. They ensure that there is a strong
overlap of interests before doing anything in a partner country. The whole narrative and perspective
have thus changed as it is more geopolitical. However they also recognised that ways of working
remain very different (e.g., more long-term timeline for DG INTPA) and have a strong attachment to
existing procedures.

According to interviewees with the EEAS, if RR-FPN was used purely for highly relevant foreign policy
needs (i.e., shared between the EEAS and the EC), the tool could help to really leverage the
geopolitical capacity of the EU with limited resources. However its value is limited if, as one interviewee
put it, it is used as a ‘back-up plan because others did not see [the action] as a priority.’

DG INTPA staff mentioned a past programme (e.g., ELAN, ended in 2017) which was considered as
a successful example of how DG INTPA (DEVCO at the time) pursued EU and mutual interests with
partner countries. However, at the time of the PI, this programme was discontinued, despite a request
for continuation. Thus, in DG INTPA’s view, having the possibility to finance actions related to EU
interests in its geographic envelope now gives it more room for manoeuvre and flexibility.

EUD written contributions highlighted the fact that the policy dialogue and public diplomacy support
facilities worked particularly well for alignment and cooperation between the EU and third countries in
areas of EU strategic interests. They also highlighted that NDICI-GE overall brings notable value and
positive impact to public diplomacy activities and that the transition was smooth in that regard.
According to EUDs concerned, the funding for HICs recognises the importance and leverage of
cooperation with like-minded partners and economic leaders, especially in areas where the EU seeks
to assert its influence and leadership. EUDs consulted through the validation survey in Australia,
Canada, New Zealand and United States reported positively on the support facilities, highlighting their
usefulness for explaining EU policies and transforming them in cooperation opportunities.

According to interviews, the scale up from the EFSD to the EFSD+ in terms of volume of guarantees
available allows the EU to bring an even more credible response to the growing SDG financing gap,
and several of the concrete challenges partner countries face in practice strengthening the EU’s role
as a geopolitical actor. At the same time, a few factors may limit the EFSD+ in further supporting EU’s
role as a geopolitical actor, including strategic, visibility, and communication issues.

Finding 36 The enabling environment for the realisation of the RR-FPN’s added value is not always
available; this situation is an unexpected result of the Geographisation principle, but is also partly due
to the siloed approaches under the new NDICI-GE division of labour.

Related indicator(s): 1-4.3.1, 1-4.3.2 Quiality of evidence

Statements under this finding are also supported by evidence under previous JC.
Document review shows:

The MIPs for the PI acknowledged the changing environment and the acceleration of some global
trends. In an increasingly ‘multi-polar’ world, the creation of the Pl assumed that the EU would ‘need
to think even more than today in terms of forging bilateral and multilateral partnerships to advance its
strategic interests (“61).” The Pl has been designed to support the EU's efforts to create and maintain
such partnerships.

Linking the promotion of its values and interests with specific cooperation activities, the Pl was meant
to add credibility and consistency to the EU's external policy and thus support the EU's ambition to
reinforce its position as a key political and economic player on the international scene both bilaterally
and within multilateral bodies.

The Coherence report 2017 (*62) and a review of the MIPs for Pl (2014-2017 and 2018-2020)
highlighted the fact that by pursuing the EU’s strategic interests globally (i.e., its remit covered
potentially all third countries) and in various fields (e.g., the security of the EU’s energy supply,
business opportunities) Pl enabled the EU to adopt a more realistic and interest-driven approach to
external action.

A key aspect of the Pl was to promote a better understanding of the EU actions and positions on
worldwide priorities, for example tackling climate change and secure access to sustainable energy. It
did so through the use of the tools of advocacy and public persuasion / diplomacy.

(#61) EC, Partnership Instrument: First Multi-annual Indicative Programme for the period 2014-2017, 2014.
(#6?) EC, Coherence Report — Insights from the External Evaluation of the External financing instruments, 2017.
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e The 2017 report by the Authorising Officer by sub-Delegation (#6%) notes that the focus of the instrument
is on influencing processes through facilitation and support, and to increase EU capacity to impact
policy making. Examples of processes influenced are contained in AOSD reports (#64). In this regard,
the 2017 MTE of PI (*%%) found that the PI has often played a critical enabling role, strengthening
cooperation / dialogue and opening up areas for cooperation / dialogue. This catalytic effect of the
instrument was reflected in a new Partnership Instrument intervention logic and a set of core PI
indicators. In a medium- to long-term perspective, the processes, dialogues and cooperation that are
enabled through Pl cooperation are expected to contribute to specific FPI results indicators and
therefore to the role of the EU as a political, economic and cultural power.

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

e Interviews with some EU staff highlighted the fact that while the PI was the first instrument talking
about EU interests openly and breaking a taboo, this element is now somehow diluted because
Geographisation prevails. The gap is particularly visible in MICs.

e INTPA staff highlighted a few positive examples relating to connecting EU internal priorities with its
external dimension; this includes the fact that several interventions under the current MFF are related
to EU interests (e.g., CRM, Green deal etc.).

¢ In their written contributions, several EUDs (mostly from MICs and HICs) highlighted the challenges in
terms of coordination and synergies created by the division of labour between EC services under the
current MFF. An EUD wrote: ‘the artificial separation of MICs and HICs appears to be rather
counterproductive to increase regional coherence and resulted in more silos, less communications
and less opportunities to gather partners and stakeholders together as part of much needed multi-
country approaches.’

e According to EU staff working on the Americas, inter-institutional tensions have been pronounced at
the start of the MFF, delaying the finalisation / approval of new actions focussing on advancing EU
interests in the region.

Finding 37 The EU increasingly seeks to achieve geopolitical leverage through the geographic and
thematic instruments, yet contextual realities in terms of reconciling the EU’s triple role (as
development partner, global player and geopolitical actor) largely determine whether leverage can
eventually be achieved.

Related indicator(s): 1-4.3.1, 1-4.3.2 Quality of evidence

Statements under this finding are also supported by evidence under previous JC.
Document review shows:

e The recent evaluation of EU-UN cooperation (#¢%) points out that while in most cases the EU and its
EU Member States were largely cohesive in UN central organs, they did not fully capitalise on their
joint financial and political leverage, despite being jointly the biggest financial contributor to the UN.
Beyond the challenges of speaking with ‘one voice’, the EU was not able to fully leverage the potential
for influence of its funding, both from EU and jointly with EU Member States. A key issue was the
availability of information. EUDs to UN HQs reported not having a clear overview of what the EU, let
alone its Member States, was implementing on the ground, in each country and sector. They could
thus not ensure sufficient leveraging on EU funding in their diplomacy efforts.

e Evidence collected on EU engagement in sub-Saharan Africa (both from documentary sources and
interviews) suggests that the financial and political influence that the EU obtains through its assistance
is not sufficiently used to make the EU’s voice heard at global level, although there are examples of
successful partnerships to tackle global challenges with countries that share the same ambition.

e Many different sources (including from EUDs operating in different contexts) point to the thin
enthusiasm of many partner countries for the policy and legislative reforms promoted by global
initiatives, the diminishing importance of ODA, the competition from other global players and the
decreasing acceptance of the Western liberal democratic model of development. All of these factors
put structural limitations on EU leverage.

e The Regional MIP for Asia and the Pacific includes a EUR 135 million envelope to cover: ‘Gulf
Countries, High Income Countries and other Key Partners (including public diplomacy for India and

(*83) EC, Authorising Officer by Sub-delegation report for 2017 on FP1.4 — Headquarters Budget lines 19.05 and 19.010408,
2018.

(*64) EC, Template for Authorising Officer by Sub-delegation report on FPl.4 — Headquarters Budget lines 19.05 and
19.010408, 2018.

(6%) EC, External Evaluation of the Partnership Instrument (2014-mid 2017), 2017.

(68) EC, Evaluation of the EU cooperation with the United Nations in external action, 2023.
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China).” The Regional MIP for the Americas and the Caribbean includes a EUR 65 million to cover:
‘HICs (i.e., US and Canada) and public diplomacy for Argentina, Brazil and Mexico.’

Consultations with stakeholders further highlight:

Interviews with all stakeholder groups largely confirm the evidence from document review.
Representatives of CSOs and UN actors pointed to insufficient budgets being devoted to issues in
their interviews and OPC contributions.

Interviews with FPI revealed several points which were possible under the past Pl and cannot be done
via the RR-FPN any longer: due to many demands from different EU services and the EUDs, RR-FPN
has been oversubscribed in the sense of being stretched in budgetary terms but also because of its
remit. RR-FPN is now dealing with too many different types of requests: on the one hand, it is expected
to provide rapid response to urgent foreign policy needs / priorities and, on the other hand, to deal with
diverse requests concerning the cooperation with HICs, including public and cultural diplomacy.
Based on the validation survey findings, only 23 out of 60 EUDs perceive that the present EFIs make
a significant or moderate contribution to enhancing the EU's capacity to extend the external dimension
of its internal policies in HICs and MICs. Slightly more (29) strongly or somewhat agree that the current
EFIs (including the use of public diplomacy) make the EU an attractive partner compared to other
global actors. At the same time, a clear majority of EUDs strongly or somewhat supports the notion
that the current EFIs contribute to enhancing the EU’s leverage to address challenges at country and
regional level (45) and to strengthening the EU’s ability to address global challenges, resulting in a
stronger global voice in the world (40).
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Annex 2 — Evaluation matrix

EQ1 - Responsiveness to EU and partner countries’ policy priorities (including overall relevance and coherence)

EQ1: To what extent have the External financing instruments (EFIs) been translated into a programming process and other measures that reflect and
respond to the evolution of EU political and policy priorities as well as the priorities and needs of partner countries?

Dimension (JC)
JC 1.1 EFlIs are coherent with
EU policy framework and related
programming and other
measures are aligned with
objectives / priorities set in the
regulations

Overall issue to assess (indicator)
I-1.1.1 Relevance and overall coherence of objectives / priorities set in the regulations (NDICI-GE,
IPA 11l, DOAG, INSC) with EU political and policy priorities, including the positioning of EFSD+ /
EAG in the wider set of EU external action financing instruments

Disaggregated key issues
Coherence with EU priorities
Positioning of EFSD+ / EAG

I-1.1.2 Horizontal and thematic (spending) targets: i) coherence (clarity of the linkages) with EU
policy priorities; i) trends in programming / delivery

Definition of the target
Achievement of the target

I-1.1.3 Integration of lessons from previous instruments regarding clarity of objectives / priorities
(including targets) and overall coherence with EU policy framework

Previous EFIs (internal coherence)
Integration of lessons on coherence
Integration of lessons on targets

JC 1.2 The new set of EFIs has
translated into enhanced
strategic focus of EU
programming and non-
programmable actions in line
with the Policy first approach

I-1.2.1 Programming (in sampled countries) more explicitly articulated around EU priorities, values
and interests, including programming under EFSD+

Priorities in bilateral programming
Priorities in regional programming
EFSD+ programming

I-1.2.2 EFIs have enabled political / policy dialogue and strategic communication and public
diplomacy with EU partners about EU priorities and interests

Dialogue and public diplomacy

1-1.2.3 The extent to which the EU and its partners have a shared understanding of the Policy first
approach

Share understanding

I-1.2.4 Mainstreaming in line with EU priorities (including use of targets as a strategic tool)

Quality of mainstreaming

I-1.2.5 Integration of lessons from previous instruments regarding strategic focus of programming
and integration of EU’s evolving policy and political priorities in programming

Previous EFls (strategic focus)

Integration of lessons on the Policy
first approach

JC 1.3 The new set of EFIs has
translated into a stronger
partnership approach with
authorities and other
stakeholders from partner
countries and regions

1-1.3.1 Quality of dialogue / consultations with the authorities from partner countries and regions to
identify areas of mutual interests and alignment (including consultations during programming),
including integration of relevant national priorities and sector policies under IPA IIl specific
programming processes

Participation of national authorities
Alignment with national priorities

I-1.3.2 Strength of partnerships with other country / regional stakeholders (including CSO, LA,
private sector) aimed at ensuring meaningful participation in programming, implementation and
monitoring processes

Partnership with stakeholders

I-1.3.3 Perceptions by stakeholders of the Geographisation principle of EU external action as a
vehicle to ensure better responsiveness to partner country / regional realities and priorities

Geographisation principle
(perceptions)

I-1.3.4 The application of the Geographisation principle under NDICI-GE is based on a clear
assessment of needs, risks, and the feasibility of interventions (e.g., through risk analysis, political
economy or conflict analyses) while ensuring ‘a fair share’ to the different themes, sectors and
actors (including in terms of addressing global threats and challenges)

Understanding of needs and context
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I-1.3.5 The shift in IPA 11l from geographic to thematic instruments facilitates more effective e IPAincentives and fair share
partnership approaches while ensuring the principles of rewarding performance and respecting

‘fair shares’

I-1.3.6 Integration of lessons from previous instruments regarding the promotion of a partnership e Previous EFlIs (relevance)

approach in bilateral cooperation with third countries e Integration of lessons on partnership

EQ2 - Efficiency and flexibility in programming and delivery
EQ2: To what extent have programming and delivery gained in efficiency and flexibility between the previous and current MFFs?

Dimension (JC)
JC 2.1 Enabling environment for
establishing and practicing new
ways of working, fit to optimally
implement the NDICI-GE and
IPA 111 regulations

working under the EFIs, in particular for EFSD+ and IPA 11l

Overall issue to assess (indicator)
I-2.1.1 Provision and level of understanding of timely guidance and training to take up new ways of | e

Disaggregated key issues
Guidance and training

I-2.1.2 Level of understanding (and perception) within the EU of budgetisation of EDF and the o
abolition of the NAO role, and examples of how these are processed through programming and
delivery

EDF budgetisation

logic underlying IPA 1ll, and examples of how this logic is processed through programming and

1-2.1.3 Level of understanding (and perception) of the new thematic and country programming .

delivery when faced to emerging crises

IPA countries vs thematic
programming

|-2.1.4 Establishment of new and well-understood governance mechanisms for the ESFD+, its .
programming and risk management and the speed of its set up.

EFSD+ mechanisms

I-2.1.5 The new EFIs facilitate an effective dialogue and collaboration with line DGs (e.g., CLIMA, .
ENV, HOME, AGRI, TRADE, REGIO, and others as applicable) to combine EU internal and
external action priorities

Collaboration at EC level

JC 2.2 Transaction costs are
reduced as a result of EFI
streamlining and simplification

I-2.2.1 Benefits of the new EFI architecture in terms of more efficient programming processes e Efficient (Cost / Time) programming
(including degree of use of harmonised and simplified templates, instructions / timeline, etc.)
I-2.2.2 Simplification and streamlining of decision-making processes (i.e., simplified and clearer e Interactions and decision-making

mechanisms for interactions between internal actors and with external stakeholders on key
decisions during programming and delivery)

able to flexibly respond to crises
and emerging challenges at
local, country, regional and
global level

situations of crisis, instability and conflict; ii) resilience challenges; and iii) EU foreign policy needs
and priorities

I-2.2.3 Adoption and utilisation of more efficient internal reporting and accountability procedures. e Internal reporting and accountability
JC 2.3 The EU is increasingly 1-2.3.1 Timing and precision of the use of the non-programmable rapid response funding for: i) e Use of the Rapid Response pillar

1-2.3.2 Clarity of the rationale of mobilisation of funds from carry-overs, and from the ‘emerging .
challenges and priorities ‘cushion” to respond to unforeseen circumstances, new needs or
emerging challenges and new Union-led international initiatives

Use of the cushion for flexibility

1-2.3.3 Identification by the services of lessons learnt with the EU attempts to efficiently and flexibly | e
respond to the COVID-19 and the war in Ukraine

Learning in response to global crises

I-2.3.4 Degree to which the top-ups, and the ‘emerging challenges and priorities cushion’ .
guarantee additional resources for the ‘human rights and democracy’, the ‘civil society
organisations’ and the ‘global challenges’ thematic programmes (#67)

Cushion for thematic programmes

(*¢7) EU, Regulation (EU) 2021 / 947 establishing the NDICI-GE, 2021. Recital 70.
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1-2.3.5 Integration of lessons from previous instruments regarding flexible responses to crises and
emerging challenges, both at country and cross-border levels

Previous EFls (flexibility)

EQ3 - EU-internal and external interlinkages (including EU added value)

EQ3: To what extent have the EFIs facilitated EU-internal and external interlinkages, in order to boost EU added value?

Dimension (JC)
JC 3.1 The new EFIs have
strengthened the whole-of-EU
approach which the previous
EFIs already sought to achieve

Overall issue to assess (indicator)

I-3.1.1 Degree to which EFls have facilitated / incentivised coherence and synergies within
individual EFls

Disaggregated key issues
Coherence between / within EFls

I-3.1.2 Degree to which EFls have facilitated / incentivised coherence and synergies with other
external instruments (including CFSP, humanitarian aid and off-budget EPF, as well as INSC and
NDICI-GE on CBRN, and consistency of NDICI-GE on CBSD)

Coherence with other instruments

I-3.1.3 Degree to which EFls have facilitated / incentivised coherence and synergies with internal
policies / programmes

Coherence with internal programmes

I-3.1.4 Degree to which EFIs have facilitated / incentivised coherence and synergies with other
European actors, including EU DFIs / IFIs as well as European actors of joint (e.g., Team Europe)
initiatives (*68)

Team Europe

I-3.1.5 Coherence between the NDICI-GE and IPA regulations / programming priorities, and new
EU policy initiatives such as the Global Gateway and the Investment Plans

Synergies in umbrella frameworks

JC 3.2 EU’s programming and
delivery is increasingly coherent
and synergetic with the priorities
of other actors

I-3.2.1 Coherence of EU support provided under the EFIs with the efforts of continental / regional
organisations

Coherence with regional bodies

I-3.2.2 Coherence of EU support provided under the EFls with the efforts of non-EU external
actors / donors / International Organisations

Coherence with international actors

1-3.2.3 Integration of lessons from previous instruments regarding responses to coherence and
synergies with other actors

Previous EFlIs (external coherence)

JC 3.3 The EFIs have
increasingly contributed to
strengthened EU added value

1-3.3.1 EU added value provided in terms of size of engagement, critical mass, particular expertise
or weight in advocacy and political leverage

EU added value (weight)

1-3.3.2 EU added value provided in terms of being able to engage at different levels (global,
regional, national and local) and ensure coherent approaches

EU added value (coverage)

I-3.3.3 EU added value in terms of promoting values (democracy, human rights, rule of law) in the
prevailing international environment (both under the previous and current EFI architectures)

EU added value (EU values)

I-3.3.4 Degree to which EFls have facilitated / incentivised the sharing of European reform
approaches and good practices

EU added value (EU expertise)

(*%8) Including coherence and synergies with actors such as EBRD in the area of nuclear safety.
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EQ4 - EU’s leverage to achieve expected results

EQ4: To what extent have the EFIs strengthened EU’s leverage to achieve the expected results of EU external action?

Dimension (JC)
JC 4.1 The EFIs have enabled
EU’s role as a major
development cooperation
partner

Overall issue to assess (indicator)

I-4.1.1 Degree to which EFls increased EU |leverage on policy reforms and transformational
change, including through incentive-based approaches (e.qg., linked to accession dynamics or the
application of the ‘more for more’ principle in the Neighbourhood South region)

Disaggregated key issues
Effects on Policy reform

I-4.1.2 Degree to which EFls are likely to contribute to strengthened responses at regional level
(including cross-border responses in the Enlargement and Neighbourhood context)

Effects at regional / multi-country level

I-4.1.3 Degree to which EFIs enabled to link specific modalities (guarantees, blending, trust funds,
budget support) and national development processes

Opportunities created by modalities

I-4.1.4 Degree to which EFls increases EU’s financial leverage, particularly in relation to the
EFSD+ and External Action Guarantee while ensuring inclusive development outcomes

Financial leverage

I-4.1.5 Adequacy of learning and monitoring systems measuring EU contribution to cooperation
objectives reflected in applicable results frameworks

Results monitoring and learning

I-4.1.6 Integration of lessons from previous instruments regarding EU (financial) leverage

Previous EFIs (bilateral / regional
level)

JC 4.2 The EFlIs are contributing
to reinforcing the EU’s position
to effectively address global
challenges, including through
multilateral frameworks (#69)

I-4.2.1 Coherence of objectives, means and approaches to addressing global challenges across
the levels of intervention (global, regional, country, local) under the new EFI architecture, including
integration of multilateral frameworks such as the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and
the Paris Agreement on climate change

Approach to global challenges

1-4.2.2 The EFIs facilitated better EU responses to global challenges, amongst others by forging
strategic alliances with partner countries and regions at various levels

Strategic alliances

1-4.2.3 Integration of lessons from previous instruments regarding EU (financial) leverage

Previous EFIs (global level)

JC 4.3 The EFIs have enabled
EU’s role as a geopolitical actor

I-4.3.1 EFIs enable the EU to pursue a more realistic and interest-driven approach to external
action

Interest-driven approach

I-4.3.2 EFIs enable the EU to increase its global voice, influence and power using different
strategies, approaches and tools

Global voice

(*%9) This judgement criterion also applies to the IPA context. The IPA |1l Regulation clearly states that the Enlargement policy and related EFl is a “strategic investment in peace, security,
stability and prosperity in Europe’ and should allow the ‘Union to be better positioned to address global challenges” (see Art. 5 of the IPA Il Regulation).
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Annex 3 — Overview of consultations

Semi-structured interviews

An extensive round of semi-structured interviews (e.g., via online platforms such as Microsoft Teams) was
carried out throughout the evaluation. The Evaluation Team has conducted consultations with 344 key
informants and consulted with EU staff at HQ, including DG INTPA, DG NEAR and FPI, as well as other EC
services (several line DGs), EEAS, EUDs / Offices and Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) representatives
(see Figure 4 below). The Team also expanded its outreach after the desk phase to additional key informants
at EU HQ and EUD levels, as well as to external stakeholders (e.g., representatives from UN agencies, EU
Member States, national partner governments, international CSOs and in-country CSOSs).

Figure 4 Overview of interviewees per stakeholder category

14

24

uDG INTPA DG NEAR

= EEAS = FPI

mEUDs “~EU HQ - other
I0s and international CSOs -+ In-country stakeholders (authorities, CSO)
European IFIs mEU MS (HQ, local rep)

Out of the 344 persons consulted, some of which several times and at different stages of the evaluation, 44 %
of respondents were from EU HQ. Among them, the majority belongs to DG INTPA (53 %), followed by DG
NEAR (23 %), EEAS (14 %) and FPI (10 %).

The second biggest category of interviewees is ‘EU HQ — other’ (14 % of the total of persons interviewed),
which corresponds to line DGs, namely DG AGRI, DG BUDG, DG CLIMA, DG CNECT, DG DEFIS, DG ECFIN,
DG ECHO, DG ENER, DG ENV, DG GROW, DG HOME, DG JUST, DG REGIO, DG TRADE, as well as
respondents from EC SG.

Respondents from 10s and international CSOs represent 13.4 % of the people consulted and includes think
tanks; UN agencies, regional organisations, research institutes and fora for international cooperation.

Other EU actors include EUDs, which represent 12.2 % of people interviewed, mostly from the sample
countries (4'°), EU Member States (4.1 %) and European Development Financial Institutions / IFls (7 %).

Finally, the team conducted 18 interviews with in-country stakeholders (authorities, CSO), accounting for 5.2 %
of the total of interviews.

Online Public Consultation (March-June 2023)

Three online consultations / surveys were deployed in the context of this evaluation. The first was an Open
Public Consultation (OPC) which took place from 31 March to 23 June 2023 (open for 12 weeks) with the aim
to gather stakeholders’ views and experience on the EU’s EFIs for the 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 multiannual

(*7% Namely Chad, Chile, Egypt, Honduras, Jordan, Kenya, Kosovo*, Madagascar, Moldova, Morocco, North Macedonia,
Senegal, Serbia, Tajikistan, Turkiye, Ukraine.
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financial frameworks in the context of the ongoing evaluation. It targeted all types of stakeholders, including
citizens.

235 stakeholders responded to the questionnaire from 58 countries, including from 20 EU Member States (107
respondents representing 46 % of the answers).

The highest number of responses came from Moldova (32 answers; 14 % of the total), Turkiye (27 answers;
11 %), Belgium (23 answers; 10 %), France (21 answers; 9 %) and Germany (20 answers; 9 %). Figure 5
below shows the repartition of answers per country of origin selected by the participants.

Figure 5 Distribution of responses by country
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As for the type of stakeholders who replied, public authorities (including embassies and development agencies)
constituted the largest share, with 95 respondents (40 % of the total). 69 respondents were from non-
governmental organisations and 32 were citizens (18 from the EU and 14 non-EU). Among the 7 % of
stakeholders who responded ‘Other’, 53 % were from UN agencies, 24 % from regional organisations, 12 %
from international financial institutions and 12 % from other types of organisations.

Figure 6 Distribution of responses by type of respondent
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Also, 84 % of the respondents indicated that their institution, organisation, or company benefited from EU
support or managed EU funded initiatives in the context of EU external cooperation over the past 2 years.

In-country stakeholder survey

The second survey deployed was an in-country stakeholder survey. The objective of this stakeholder survey,
which took place from 19 July to 6 September 2023 (open for 7 weeks), was to gather the views and experience
of Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) and National authorities in EU partner countries on the EU’s EFIs for
the 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 multiannual financial frameworks in the context of their ongoing evaluation.
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In total, 336 persons in the 17 sample countries (*'*) were contacted to reply to the e-survey. This summary
report on the results of the consultation provides an overview of the received responses.

92 stakeholders responded to the questionnaire from 16 countries (*2?). The highest number of responses
came from North Macedonia (14 answers, 15 % of the total) and Moldova (12 answers, 13 %). Figure 7 below
shows the repartition of answers per country of operation selected by the respondents.

Figure 7 Distribution of responses by country
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As for the type of stakeholders who replied, CSOs constituted 55 %, with 51 respondents, whereas national
authorities constituted for the remaining 45 %, with 41 respondents.

Of the 51 CSO respondents, 28 (55 %) indicated that their CSO was a national / local organisation, while 18
(35 %) respondents came from local representations of international CSOs.

More than 30 % of respondents have worked directly or indirectly with IPA 1l or IPA 11l (38 %) and EIDHR
(35 %). Respondents were less experienced working with NIDIC-GE, DCI, EDF and ENI (this ratio is of course
influenced by the overall distribution of countries), while they were least experienced with Pl and IcSP. It is
noticeable that for each instrument between 20 and 30 % of respondents did not know whether they actually
worked with it.

Figure 8 Work experience with EU external action instruments
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Validation survey to EU Delegations / Offices and HQ

The third survey was the validation survey to EUDs / Offices and HQ. The objective of the EUDs / Offices and
HQ survey, which took place from 11 August to 10 September 2023 (open for 4 weeks), was to validate and
generalise some of the team’s emerging findings on the EU’s EFIs for the MFF 2014-2020 and MFF 2021-
2027 in the context of their ongoing evaluation.

(*"1) Chad, Egypt, Honduras, Jordan, Kenya, Kosovo*, Madagascar, Moldova, Morocco, Nepal, North Macedonia, Papua
New Guinea, Senegal, Serbia, Somalia, Tajikistan, Tlrkiye.
(#?) No responses were received from Madagascar.
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The survey targeted all EUDs / Offices and HQ staff who had been interviewed in the previous weeks and
months. In total, around 240 persons were contacted to reply to the e-survey — 91 from EU HQ and around
130 from EUD / Offices. EUDs / Offices and HQ Units contacted were asked to provide at least one response
per EUD / Office / Unit.

Affiliation

82 EU stakeholders responded to the questionnaire. Of the respondents, 19 (23 %) indicated that they come
from EU HQ, while 63 (77 %) were from an EUD or Office.

The 63 respondents coming from EUDs belong to 60 different Delegations / Offices (*73).

Figure 9 Country overage of responses from EUDs / Offices (excluding EU HQ)

Note: N=63

Coverage of instruments

Respondents were asked to specify the (geographic, thematic / other) EFls used by their EUD / Office or HQ
Unit.

Figure 10 Use of European Finance Institutions by respondents (percentage)
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Three instruments are used by the majority of respondents: NDICI-GE (77 %, 63), EIDHR (70 %, 57), and DCI
(63 %, 52). EDF is used by half of respondents (50 %, 41). While two instruments are used by more than 25 %
of the respondents: IcSP (35 %, 29), EFSD (33 %, 27). Pl and ENI are used by around 1 in 8 respondents —
13 % and 12 % respectively. The last five instruments are used by less than 10 % of respondents, with only
2 % of respondents using GD and INSC.

(#3) Only three EUDs contributed twice instead of once to the survey: Angola, Togo and Cote d'lvoire.
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Annex 4 - List of documents

General documentation

EU overarching policies

Council of the EU, Partnership Agreement between the European Union and its Member States, of the
one part, and the Members of the Organisation of the African, Caribbean and Pacific States, of the
other part, 2023.

Council of the EU, Concept for an Integrated Approach on Climate and Conflict, 2022.

Council of the EU. Council Conclusions on EU External Action on Preventing and Countering Terrorism
and Violent Extremism, 8868 / 20, 2020.

Council of the EU, Conclusions of the Council and of the Representatives of the Governments of the
Member States, meeting within the Council, on the establishment of a Civilian CSDP Compact, 2018.

Council of the EU, Council Conclusions on the Integrated Approach to External Conflicts and Crises,
5413 /18, 2018.

EU, European Union Common Security and Defence Policy Civilian CSDP Compact: Towards more
effective civilian missions, 2023.

EU, Council conclusions on EU Climate Diplomacy: accelerating the implementation of Glasgow
outcomes, 6120/ 22, 2022.

EU, The power of trade partnerships: together for green and just economic growth, COM(2022) 409,
2022.

EU, A Strategic Compass for Security and Defence, 2022.
EU, Internal document describing the Programming of EFSD+ guarantees, 2021.

EU, Joint Communication on strengthening the EU’s contribution to rules-based multilateralism,
JOIN(2021) 3, 2021.

EU, The Global Gateway, JOIN(2021) 30, 2021.
EU, Trade Policy Review, COM(2021) 66, 2021.

EU, A Union that strives for more: my agenda for Europe, Political guidelines for the next European
Commission 2019-2024, 2019.

EU, New European Consensus on Development — 'Our world, our dignity, our future', 2017.
EU, Global strategy for the foreign and security policy of the European Union, 2016.

EU, Shared Vision, Common Action: A stronger Europe, A Global Strategy for the EU’s Foreign and
Security Policy, 2016.

EU, A Global Partnership for Poverty Eradication and Sustainable Development After 2015,
COM(2015) 44, 2015.

EU, Council Conclusion — A New Global Partnership for Poverty Eradication and Sustainable
Development after 2015, 9241 / 15, 2015.

EU, A decent Life for all: from vision to collective action, COM(2014) 335, 2014.
EU, Council conclusions on a transformative post-2015 agenda, 2014.

EU, A decent life for all, COM(2013) 92, 2013.

EU, Overarching Post 2015 Agenda, 2013.

EU, Consolidated Version of the Treaty on the EU, 2012.

EU, The Treaty of the functioning of the EU (TFEU), 2012.

EU, Common Position for the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness, 2011.

EU, Communication on how to increase the impact of EU Development Policy: An Agenda for Change,
2011.

EU, Conclusion of the council and the representatives of the governments of the member states on
EU Code of Conduct on Complementarity and Division of Labour in Development Policy, 2007.

EU, Joint Statement — European Consensus on Development, C 46 / 1, 2006.
European Council, The Union as a strong global actor, EUCO 79/ 14, 2014.
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EU overall guidance

EU, 2021 State of the Union Address by President von der Leyen, 2021.

EU, Working Better Together as Team Europe (through joint programming and joint implementation),
Tools and Methods Series, Guidelines No 9, 2020.

EU, Budget Support Guidelines, Tools and Methods Series, Guidelines No 7, 2017.
European Commission, Blending Guidelines, 2019.

EU thematic policies and guidance

Conflict
[ )
[ )

Human

EU, EU Policy on Cyber Defense, JOIN(2022) 49, 2022.
EU, 2020 Guidance note on the use of Conflict Analysis in support of EU external action, 2021.

EU, An EU strategic approach in support of Disarmament, Demobilisation, and Reintegration of former
combatants, JOIN(2021) 35, 2021.

EU, Report on implementation of the EU’s Cybersecurity Strategy for the Digital Decade, JOIN(2021)
14, 2021.

EU, Guidance note on the use of Conflict Analysis in support of EU external action, 2012.

Rights and Democracy

EU, Youth Action Plan (YAP) in EU external action 2022-2027, Promoting meaningful youth
participation and empowerment in EU external action for sustainable development, equality and
peace, JOIN(2022) 53, 2022.

EU, Responding to state-sponsored instrumentalisation of migrants at the EU external border,
JOIN(2021) 32, 2021.

EU, Action Plan on Human Rights and Democracy (2020-2024), 2020.

EU, Gender Action Plan (GAP) Ill, JOIN(2020) 17, 2020.

EU, Council Conclusions on Democracy, 12836 / 19, 2019.

EU, Action Plan on Human Rights and Democracy (2015-2019), 2015.

European Council, EU Strategic Framework and Action Plan on Human Rights and Democracy, 2012.

Environment and Climate Change

EC, A new outlook on the climate and security nexus: addressing the impact of climate change and
environmental degradation on peace, security and defence, JOIN(2023) 19 final, 2023.

EC, An Economic and Investment Plan for the Western Balkans, COM(2020) 641, 2020.
EU, EU external energy engagement in a changing world, JOIN(2022) 23, 2022.

EU, Forging a climate-resilient Europe — the new EU Strategy on Adaptation to Climate Change,
COM(2021) 82, 2021.

EU, Guidelines for the Implementation of the Green Agenda for the Western Balkans, 2020.
EU, Annex to The European Green Deal, COM(2019) 640, 2019.
EU, The European Green Deal, COM(2019) 640, 2019.

EU, Integrating the Environment & Climate Change into EU international cooperation and
developments — towards sustainable development, Tools and Methods Series Guidelines No 6, 2016.

EU, Conclusions on 2030 Climate and Energy Policy Framework, 2014.

Food security and resilience

EU, Implementing EU food and nutrition security policy commitments: Fourth biennial report,
COM(2020) 285, 2020.

EU, A Farm to Fork Strategy for a fair, healthy and environmentally-friendly food system, COM(2020)
381, 2020.

EU, Action on Plan Nutrition Fifth Progress Report April 2019-March 2020, 2020.
EU, Action Plan on Nutrition, Fourth Progress Report April 2018-March 2019, 2019.

EU, Because women matter, Designing interventions in food, nutrition and agriculture that allow
women to change their lives, Guidance for DEVCO staff in the Delegations, 2019.

EU, Closing the gender gap through agri-food value chain development, How EU development
cooperation can help close the gender gap in value chain development, 2019.
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EU, EU Achievements in Food and Nutrition Security and Sustainable Agriculture 2014-2018, 2019.

EU, Gender transformative approaches in a rural world, Tackling root causes of discrimination against
rural women and girls, 2019.

EU, The added value of a Food Systems Approach in Research and Innovation Policy Brief by
Standing Committee on Agricultural Research Strategic Working Group on Food Systems, 2019.

EU, Action Plan on Nutrition: Third Progress Report April 2017-March 2018, 2018.

EU, Because results count: An Intervention Logic and Catalogue of Indicators for Food and Nutrition
Security and Sustainable Agriculture, 2018.

EU, Gender equality matters for food nutrition: How EU development cooperation can improve both
gender equality and nutritional outcomes in the rural sector, 2018.

EU, Women’s land rights matter: How EU development cooperation can help close the gender gap in
land tenure, 2018.

European Commission, Implementing EU food and nutrition security policy commitments: Third
biennial report, COM(2018) 699, 2018.

European Council, Council Conclusions on Strengthening global food and nutrition security, 2018.
EU, A Strategic Approach to Resilience in the EU's external action, JOIN(2017) 21, 2017.

EU, Implementing EU food and nutrition security policy commitments: second biennial report,
COM(2016) 244, 2016.

EU, Implementing EU food and nutrition security policy commitments: first biennial report, COM(2014)
712, 2014.

EU, Enhancing Maternal and Child Nutrition in External Assistance: an EU Policy Framework,
COM(2013) 141, 2013.

EU, The EU approach to resilience: learning from food security crises, COM(2012) 586, 2012.

EU, An EU policy framework to assist developing countries in addressing food security challenges,
COM(2010) 127, 2010.

EU budget

EU, MFF 2021-2027 and Next Generation EU, Infographics, 2021.

EU, COUNCIL REGULATION (EU, Euratom) 2020/ 2093 of 17 December 2020 laying down the
multiannual financial framework for the years 2021 to 2027, 2020.

EU, REGULATION (EU, Euratom) 2018 / 1046 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE
COUNCIL of 18 July 2018 on the financial rules applicable to the general budget of the Union,
amending Regulations (EU) No 1296 / 2013, (EU) No 1301/ 2013, (EU) No 1303/ 2013, (EU) No
1304 / 2013, (EU) No 1309/ 2013, (EU) No 1316 / 2013, (EU) No 223/ 2014, (EU) No 283/ 2014,
and Decision No 541 / 2014 / EU and repealing Regulation (EU, Euratom) No 966 / 2012, 2018.

EU, BUDGETS DEFINITIVE ADOPTION (EU, Euratom) of the EU’s general budget for the financial
year, 2014-2022.

EU, SECTION Il COMMISSION, Revenue Accruing From Persons Working With The Institution And
Other Union Bodies, 2014-2022.

EU, SECTION X EEAS, Contribution of the EU to the financing of the expenditure of the European
External Action Service for the financial year, 2014-2022.

EU, TITLE 19 FOREIGN POLICY INSTRUMENTS, General summary of appropriations and outturn,
2014-2022.

EU, TITLE 21 INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT, General summary of
appropriations and outturn, 2014-2022.

EU, TITLE 22 NEIGHBOURHOOD AND ENLARGEMENT NEGOTIATIONS, General summary of
appropriations and outturn, 2014-2022.

EU Strategic Evaluations (country, thematic, instruments)

European Commission, Evaluation of the EU’s cooperation with Papua New Guinea (2014-2021),
2023.

European Commission, Evaluation of the EU cooperation with the United Nations in external action,
2023.
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European Commission, Evaluation of the EU’s cooperation with Federal Republic of Nepal (2014-
2021), draft report, 2023.

European Commission, Final evaluation of EU support to Human Rights Defenders mechanism, 2023.

European Commission, Meta-Evaluation of human rights and democracy thematic projects 2014-
2021, 2023.

European Commission, Mid-term evaluation of the implementation of the EU Gender Action Plan Il
(2021-2025), 2023.

European Commission, Evaluation of the EU cooperation with the Federal Republic of Somalia (2014-
2021), 2023.

European Commission, Combined Evaluation of the European Union’s Humanitarian Interventions in
the Horn of Africa, 2016-2020, and DG ECHO's Partnership with the International Committee of the
Red Cross, ICF, 2022.

European Commission, Evaluation of the EU support to Rule of Law and Anticorruption in Partner
Countries (2010-2021), 2022.

European Commission, Evaluation of the EU cooperation with Georgia, 2022.

European Commission, Evaluation of the EU Cooperation with Guatemala (2007-2020), 2022.
European Commission, Evaluation of EU budget support to Morocco (2013-2021), 2022.
European Commission, Evaluation of the EU’s cooperation with Tajikistan 2014-2020, 2022.

European Commission, Evaluation of the EU’s support to climate action and environment in
Enlargement and Neighbourhood regions, 2022.

European Commission, Final sector evaluation of IcCSP support to in-country civil society actors in
conflict prevention, peacebuilding and crisis Preparedness, 2022.

European Commission, Global Evaluation of the EU Engagement on Counter-Terrorism, 2022.
European Commission, Global Thematic Evaluation of EU Public and Cultural Diplomacy, 2022.

European Commission, Humanitarian-Development-Peace nexus: Challenges and Opportunities for
its Implementation, 2022.

European Commission, Fast Track Assessment: EU initial response to the COVID-19 crisis in partner
countries and regions, 2022.

European Commission, Mid-term Evaluation of the European Union Emergency Trust Fund for
Stability and Addressing Root Causes of Irregular Migration and Displaced Persons in Africa 2015-
2019, 2021.

European Commission, Evaluation of EU Budget Support and Blending in the Kyrgyz Republic (2010-
2019), 2021.

European Commission, Evaluation of the European Union’s cooperation with Republic of Moldova
(2014-2020), 2021.

European Commission, Evaluation of the INSC 2014-2020, 2021.
European Commission, Learning Lessons from the EUTF, 2021.

European Commission, Mid-term Evaluation of the contribution to the implementation of SDGs by EU
external action in the period 2016-2021, 2021.

European Commission, Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council on
the implementation of the European Fund for Sustainable Development, COM(2020) 224, 2020.

European Commission, Evaluation de la coopération de I'Union européenne avec la Tunisie (2011-
2019), 2020.

European Commission, Evaluation of the EU cooperation with Armenia, 2020
European Commission, Evaluation of EU State Building Contracts (2012-2018), 2020.

European Commission, Evaluation of the ‘Capacity Building in support of Security and Development’
(CBSD) Initiative, 2020.

European Commission, Evaluation of The EU’s external action support in the area of Migration (2008-
2018), 2020.

European Commission, External Evaluation of Civil Society Organisations and Local Authorities
thematic programme (2014-2019), 2020.

European Commission, External evaluation of EU’s support to conflict prevention and peacebuilding
(2013-2018), 2020.
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European Commission, Thematic Evaluation on CSO Engagement in Neighbourhood, Enlargement
and Russia (2007-2018), 2020.

European Commission, Staff Working Document (SWD) accompanying the Evaluation of the ‘Capacity
Building in support of Security and Development’ (CBSD) Initiative, 2020.

European Commission, External evaluation of EU-Central Africa cooperation (2008-2016), 2019.

European Commission, Evaluation of the EU Regional Development Cooperation with Latin America
(2009-2017), 2019.

European Commission, Evaluation of the European Union’s cooperation with Serbia (2012-2018),
20109.

European Commission, Thematic Evaluation of EU Support for Rule of Law in Neighbourhood
Countries and Candidates and Potential Candidates of Enlargement, 2019.

European Commission, Evaluation of EU Cooperation in Azerbaijan, 2018.
European Commission, Evaluation of Sector Approach under IPA 11, 2018.

European Commission, External Evaluation of the EU’s Sustainable Energy Cooperation (2011-2016),
2018.

European Commission, External Evaluation of the European Union’s Policy Coherence for
Development (2009-2016), 2018.

European Commission, Impact Assessment — MFF Programme / external instruments for the period
(2021-2027), 2018.

European Commission, Policy coherence for development evaluation, 2018.

European Commission, Staff Working Document Evaluation of the Council Decision on relations
between the European Union, on the one hand, and Greenland and the Kingdom of Denmark on the
other (Greenland Decision), SWD(2018) 337, 2018.

European Commission, Coherence Report — Insights from the External Evaluation of the External
financing instruments, 2017.

European Commission, Evaluation of the implementation of the African Peace Facility as an
instrument supporting African efforts to manage conflicts on the continent, 2017.

European Commission, Evaluation Report Strengthening Resilience to Violent Extremism — STRIVE
(Horn of Africa), 2017.

European Commission, External Evaluation of the 11th European Development Fund (EDF) (2014-
mid 2017), 2017.

European Commission, External Evaluation of the Common Implementing Regulation (2014-2017),
2017.

European Commission, External Evaluation of the Development Co-operation Instrument (2014-
2017), 2017.

European Commission, External Evaluation of the European Instrument for Democracy and Human
Rights (2014-2017), 2017.

European Commission, External Evaluation of the European Neighbourhood Instrument (2014-2017),
2017.

European Commission, External Evaluation of the Partnership Instrument (2014-mid 2017), 2017.
European Commission, External Evaluation of the Greenland Decision (2014-mid 2017), 2017.
European Commission, External Evaluation of the INSC (2014-mid 2017), 2017.

European Commission, External Evaluation of the Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace
(2014-mid 2017), 2017.

European Commission, External Evaluation of the Instrument for Pre-Accession Il (2014-2017), 2017.
European Commission, Mid-Term evaluation of the External financing instruments (2014-2017), 2017.

European Commission, Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council:
Mid-term review report of the External financing instruments, COM(2017) 720 final, 2017.

European Commission, Staff Working Document on the Evaluation of the Development Cooperation
Instrument, SWD(2017) 600, 2017.

European Commission, Staff Working Document on the Evaluation of the 11th European Development
Fund — Midterm Review Report on the External financing instruments, SWD(2017) 601, 2017.
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European Commission, Staff Working Document Evaluation of the European Neighbourhood
Instrument Accompanying the document Report from the Commission to the European Parliament
and the Council Mid-term review report of the External financing instruments, SWD(2017) 602, 2017.

European Commission, Staff Working Document on the Evaluation of the European Instrument for
Democracy and Human Rights, SWD(2017) 604, 2017.

European Commission, Staff Working Document Mid-term evaluation of the Instrument contributing to
Stability and Peace Accompanying the document Mid-term Review Report on the External financing
instruments, 2017.

EU Internal reporting (overarching level)

EU, External Action Instruments Annual Reports (2014-2022), 2015-2023.

EU, Sub-Delegated Authorising Officer Report to the Director General for DEVCO A, DEVCO B,
DEVCO C, DEVCO D, DEVCO E, DEVCO, F, DEVCO G, DEVCO R, INTPA A, INTPA B, INTPA C,
INTPA D, INTPA E, INTPA F, INTPA G, INTPA R for the years 2019 to 2022, FPI.1, FPI.2, FPI.3 and
FPI1.4 for the years 2017 to 2021 and NEAR A, NEAR B, NEAR C, NEAR D and SGUA for the years
2018-2022.

EU, Mid-term Review of the 2007-2010 Programme Strategies, 2009.

European Commission, Annual Activity Report (2014-2022) of the Service for Foreign Policy
Instruments, 2015-2023.

European Parliament, Draft Report on the implementation of the NDICI-GE, Committee on Foreign
Affairs, Committee on Development, 2023 / 2029(INI), 2023.

NDICI-GE

EFI regulations & negotiations

EU, REGULATION (EU) 2021 / 947 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of
9 June 2021 establishing the Neighbourhood, Development and International Cooperation Instrument
— Global Europe, amending and repealing Decision No 466 / 2014 / EU and repealing Regulation (EU)
2017 / 1601 and Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 480 / 2009, 2021.

EU, COMMISSION DELEGATED REGULATION (EU) 2021 / 1530 of 12 July 2021 supplementing
Regulation (EU) 2021/ 947 of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing the
Neighbourhood, Development and International Cooperation Instrument — Global Europe, 2021.

EU, Proposal for a REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL

establishing the Neighbourhood, Development and International Cooperation Instrument,
COM(2018)460, 2018.

EU, Annex to Proposal for a REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE
COUNCIL establishing the Neighbourhood, Development and International Cooperation Instrument,
COM(2018) 460, 2018.

EU, COUNCIL DECISION (EU) 2017 / 435 of 28 February 2017 on the conclusion of the Agreement
amending for the second time the Partnership Agreement between the members of the African,
Caribbean and Pacific Group of States, of the one part, and the European Community and its Member
States, of the other part, signed in Cotonou on 23 June 2000, as first amended in Luxembourg on 25
June 2005, 2017.

EU, Regulation (EU) 2017 / 2306 of the European Parliament and the Council of 12 December 2017
amending Regulation (EU) No 230/ 2014 establishing an instrument contributing to stability and
peace, 2017.

EU, Joint Communication To The European Parliament And The Council A renewed partnership with
the countries of Africa, the Caribbean and the Pacific, JOIN(2016) 52, 2016.

EU, COUNCIL REGULATION (EU) 2015/ 322 of 2 March 2015 on the implementation of the 11th
European Development Fund, 2015.

EU, COUNCIL REGULATION (EU) 2015 / 323 of 2 March 2015 on the financial Regulation applicable
to the 11th European Development Fund, 2015.

EU, REGULATION (EU) No 230/ 2014 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL
of 11 March 2014 establishing an instrument contributing to stability and peace, 2014.

EU, REGULATION (EU) No 231 /2014 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL
of 11 March 2014 establishing an Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA 11), 2014.
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EU, REGULATION (EU) No 232 /2014 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL
of 11 March 2014 establishing a European Neighbourhood Instrument, 2014.

EU, REGULATION (EU) No 233 /2014 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL
of 11 March 2014 establishing a financing instrument for development cooperation for the period 2014-
2020, 2014.

EU, REGULATION (EU) No 234 / 2014 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL
of 11 March 2014 establishing a Partnership Instrument for cooperation with third countries, 2014.

EU, REGULATION (EU) No 235 / 2014 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL
of 11 March 2014 establishing a financing instrument for democracy and human rights worldwide,
2014.

EU, REGULATION (EU) No 236 / 2014 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL
of 11 March 2014 laying down common rules and procedures for the implementation of the Union's
instruments for financing external action, 2014.

EU, REGULATION (EC) No 1638 / 2006 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL
of 24 October 2006 laying down general provisions establishing a European Neighbourhood and
Partnership Instrument, 2006.

EU, REGULATION (EC) No 1717 / 2006 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL
of 15 November 2006 establishing an Instrument for Stability, 2006.

EU, REGULATION (EC) No 1889 / 2006 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL
of 20 December 2006 on establishing a financing instrument for the promotion of democracy and
human rights worldwide, 2006.

EU, REGULATION (EC) No 1905 / 2006 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL
of 18 December 2006 establishing a financing instrument for development cooperation, 2006.

NDICI-GE Other

IPA NI

EU, NDICI-GE Global Europe Factsheet, 2021.
EU, Guidelines for the programming of the NDICI-GE (2021-2027), 2020.

EFI regulations & negotiations

EU, REGULATION (EU) 2021 / 1529 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL
of 15 September 2021 establishing the Instrument for Pre-Accession assistance (IPA 111), 2021.

EU, COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING REGULATION (EU) 2021 / 2236 of 15 December 2021 on the
specific rules for implementing Regulation (EU) 2021 / 1529 of the European Parliament and of the
Council establishing an Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA Ill), 2021.

EU, COMMISSION DELEGATED REGULATION (EU) 2021 / 2128 of 1 October 2021 supplementing
Regulation (EU) 2021 / 1529 of the European Parliament and of the Council, as regards setting out
certain specific objectives and thematic priorities for assistance under the Instrument for Pre-
Accession Assistance (IPA 1l1), 2021.

EU, COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING DECISION of 10.12.2021 adopting the Instrument for Pre-
Accession Assistance (IPA IllI) Programming Framework for the period 2021-2027, C(2021) 8914,
2021.

EU, Proposal for a REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL
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Annex 5 — Results from the eSurveys and OPC

Disclaimer: the views presented in these summary reports are not the views of the European Commission but
of the stakeholders that participated in the e-surveys. It cannot under any circumstances be regarded as the
official position of the Commission or its services.

EFls are the main funding source for supporting the EU's action on the global scene in the framework of EU
development and external cooperation, Neighbourhood and Enlargement policies that form part of the EU’s external
action, as defined in the Treaties.

Synthesis report — OPC online survey

Summary report on the public consultation on the EFIs for the Multiannual Financial Frameworks 2014-
2020 and 2021-2027.

Objectives of the consultation

The objective of the public consultation, which took place from 31 March to 23 June 2023 (open for 12 weeks),
was to gather stakeholders’ views and experience on the EU’s EFIs for the MFFs 2014-2020 and 2021-2027
in the context of their ongoing evaluation.

This summary report on the results of the consultation provides an overview of the received contributions.

The open public consultation targeted all types of stakeholders, including citizens (see Annex 3 above for an
overview of the respondents). The questionnaire was divided into two parts: the first and more general part
was intended for the general public and the second and more technical ‘expert’ part was aimed at stakeholders
with specific knowledge of EU external cooperation (e.g., development agencies, non-governmental
organisations and public authorities). This public consultation questionnaire consisted of 8 general questions
and 14 expert questions. The questions were available in five languages (English, French, German,
Portuguese and Spanish) and replies could be provided in any of the 24 official EU languages. Respondents
could also upload a document if they wished to develop their replies in detail.

Main responses

General questions

This first set of seven questions was intended for the general public, and respondents were able to give their
assessment using the following scaling answers: Not at all; Not really; Neutral; Very; Totally; | don’t know. The
‘I don’'t know’ answers (6 % of total responses on average) were excluded to allow for better visualisation of
the respondents’ perceptions. The average number of responses (excluding ‘I don’'t know’ answers) for the
general questions was 215.

Question 1 Has the EU enhanced its partnerships with partner countries thanks to its external
cooperation over the last two years?
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While overall a small majority of respondents (55 %) agreed that the EU enhanced its partnerships with
partner countries, this positive outlook is not uniformly shared by all respondent groups. NGOs that
responded to the questionnaire expressed more sceptical views (22 % in this group believe that EU has not
really or not at all been able to enhance partnerships). In contrast, public authorities in their responses reported
the most positive views on this question with 62 % believing that the EU has succeeded in enhancing
partnerships through its external cooperation.
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Question 2 Have the EU external cooperation instruments been flexible in responding to new challenges
and crisis situations in partner countries?
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With regards to flexibility of the EU external cooperation instruments in responding to new challenges and
crisis situations in partner countries, NGOs that responded to the questionnaire are less positive in their
assessment than public authorities that participated in the consultation (31 % versus 53 % of positive answers).
The difference is even more striking when comparing EU citizens (29 % of positive answers) and non-EU
citizens (64 % of positive answers) that reacted to the consultation.

Question 3 Is the EU contributing through its external cooperation to the promotion and implementation
of EU values, priorities and interests worldwide?
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Regarding the contribution to EU values, priorities and interests worldwide, a majority of participants replied
positively across all stakeholder groups. The agreement is highest among public authority participants (with
79 % positive answers) and lowest among the group of EU citizens that responded to the questionnaire (with
50 % positive answers and 17 % who replied ‘not at all’).

Question 4 Has it become easier in the past two years to access EU funds for external cooperation?

:
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Regarding access to EU funds, 49 % of respondents did not agree that it had become easier in the past two
years, compared to only 19 % of positive views. Negative views are most frequent among NGO respondents
(62 %) and company / business respondents, while public authority participants provide a slightly more positive
outlook (32 % negative views).

Question 5 In their external cooperation, have the EU and EU Member States worked more as a team
over the last two years?

:
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Respondents tend to agree that EU and EU Member States worked more as a team in their external
cooperation over the last two years. Public authority participants provided a more positive assessment (52 %)
compared to NGO respondents (22 % positive answers).

Question 6 Does the EU’s external cooperation contribute to positive and sustainable changes in partner
countries?

:
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A large majority of respondents (72 %) rated the contribution of EU’s external cooperation to positive and
sustainable changes in partner countries as positive. While all of the non-EU citizen participants answered
positively, only 44 % of EU citizens and 54 % of company/ business respondents provided a positive
assessment.

Question 7 Has the EU’s external cooperation become more visible in the past two years?
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Finally, participants assessed the visibility of EU’s external cooperation positively with 50 % of positive
answers against 23 % of negative replies. There is a stark difference between public authority participants
(56 % positive replies) and NGO respondents (only 29 % positive replies). Negative views on the question are
most prominent amongst company / business respondents (45 % negative answers).

Expert questions

The following fourteen questions were intended for respondents that have specific knowledge of EU external
cooperation. Participants were able to give their assessment using the same scaling answers as for the general
questions. The ‘I don’t know’ answers were excluded to allow for better visualisation of the respondents’
perceptions. Since the questions are more specific, the rate of ‘don’t know’ answers varies between 7 % and
76 %, averaging at 38 % across all questions (which corresponds to an average of 129 answers per question).

Question 8 Has the EU improved its capacity to respond to global challenges in partner countries?
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In response to the question regarding the EU's improved capacity to address global challenges in partner
countries, 51 % of respondents answered positively and 19 % negatively. Public authorities are overall more
positive (57 % positive replies) than NGOs (30 % positive replies). Negative views on the question are most
prominent amongst company / business respondents (40 % ‘not really’ answers for 30 % of ‘very’ answers).
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Question 9 Is the EU’s external cooperation adequately contributing to the Sustainable Development
Goals of the 2030 Agenda and to the implementation of the Paris Agreement on climate
change?
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Regarding the EU's external cooperation and its adequate contribution to the Sustainable Development
Goals of the 2030 Agenda and the implementation of the Paris Agreement on climate change, the overall
assessment is positive (13 % replied 'totally’ and 44 % replied 'very’). The assessment is much more positive
for public authorities (67 % positive answers) than for NGOs (34 % positive answers), and for non-EU citizens
(100 % positive answers) than EU citizens (50 % negative against 43 % positive answers).

Question 10 Has the replacement of previously separate instruments with a broad instrument (NDICI-
Global Europe) brought a positive change in the EU’s external cooperation?
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Concerning the replacement of previously separate instruments with the broad instrument (NDICI-Global
Europe) and its impact on the EU's external cooperation, 10 % of respondents replied that it 'totally’ [brought
positive change], 27 % replied 'very’, 38 % replied 'neutral’, 21 % replied 'not really’, and 4 % replied 'not at
all." While public authorities gave a more positive assessment (43 %), NGOs appear to be split on the matter
(33 % positive and 36 % negative answers). EU citizens gave more negative than positive answers (36 %
against 21 %) and company / business respondents gave no positive answers (80 % negative, the rest
neutral).

Question 11 Has the consolidation of different geographic regions into one broad instrument (NDICI-
Global Europe) facilitated cooperation across regions?
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Regarding the consolidation of different geographic regions into the broad instrument (NDICI-Global Europe)
and its facilitation of cooperation across regions, 6 % of respondents replied that it 'totally’ [facilitated
cooperation], 20 % replied 'very’, 36 % replied 'neutral’, 31 % replied 'not really’, and 7 % replied 'not at all.'
EU citizens and public authorities are respectively split between positive and negative answers (36 % for EU
citizens and around 30 % for public authorities). Company / business respondents are mostly negative (57 %,
the rest neutral) and non-EU citizens mostly positive (50 %).
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Question 12 Have the thematic dimensions been adequately addressed in geographic programmes?
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As for adequately ‘addressing the thematic dimensions in geographic programmes’, responses were overall
more positive (40 %) than negative (28 %). The categories of respondents whose answers were more positive
than negative were public authority, company / business, non-EU citizen, and academic / research institution.
Both environmental and ‘other’ respondents were split evenly between positive and negative answers, while
NGOs and EU citizens were more negative in their assessments.

Question 13 Is the set of targets under NDICI-Global Europe an efficient way to attain the Instrument’s
policy objectives?
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Regarding the efficiency of the set of targets under NDICI-Global Europe in achieving the Instrument's policy
objectives, the respondents' answers were 43 % positive, 40 % replied 'neutral’, and 17 % negative. EU
citizens were the most negative (45 % negative against 18 % positive answers), while all other categories of
respondents contained more positive than negative answers.

Question 14 Has the EU improved its capacity to attract and support investment in partner countries,
including from the private sector?
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In terms of the EU's capacity to attract and support investment in partner countries, including from the
private sector, 36 % of respondents replied positively, 32 % replied 'neutral’, and 32 % negatively. While public
authorities gave a 41 % positive assessment, both NGOs and non-EU citizens were evenly split between
positive and negative answers (respectively 29 % and 38 %). Both company / business and EU citizens gave
an overall negative feedback (87 % and 54 % respectively).

Question 15 Has the incentive-based approach contributed to the promotion of policy objectives and
priorities in the EU’s neighbouring countries?
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When asked about the contribution of the incentive-based approach to promoting policy objectives and
priorities in the EU's neighbouring countries, 37 % of respondents replied positively, 39 % replied 'neutral’,
24 % negatively. Public authorities, non-EU citizens, academic / research institution and ‘other’ respondents
were overall more positive than negative, while it was the opposite for NGOs, company / business, EU citizen,
and environmental organisation respondents.

Question 16 Under the IPA Il instrument, has the change from geographic to thematic programming
improved the EU support to IPA Il beneficiaries on their accession path?
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To the question 'under the IPA lll instrument, has the change from geographic to thematic programming
improved the EU support to IPA Il beneficiaries on their accession path’, 4 % of respondents replied 'totally’,
40 % replied 'very', 42 % replied 'neutral’, 8 % replied 'not really’ and finally 6 % replied 'not at all.” All
respondent categories were mostly positive, the highest share of negative answers for citizens (EU and non-
EU, around 23 %), followed by public authorities (17 %) and company / business (14 %).

Question 17 Is IPA 1l assistance strengthening IPA Il beneficiaries' capacity with regard to the rule of law
and fundamental rights; economic governance; democratic institutions; public administration
reform; and their ability to meet the membership criteria?
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In terms of whether IPA 1ll assistance is strengthening IPA Ill beneficiaries' capacity in areas such as the
rule of law and fundamental rights, economic governance, democratic institutions, public administration reform,
and their ability to meet membership criteria, 6 % of respondents replied ‘'totally’, 51 % replied 'very', 32 %
replied 'neutral’, 9 % replied 'not really' and finally 2 % replied 'not at all.” The highest number of negative
answers come from public authorities (11 % negative against 63 % positive answers), and citizens (23 %
negative against 35 % positive answers on average).

Question 18 Do EU Election Observation Missions contribute to improving the reliability of electoral
processes in partner countries?
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Regarding the contribution of EU Election Observation Missions to improving the reliability of electoral
processes in partner countries, respondents were mostly positive (53 %), 33 % replied 'neutral’, and 14 % gave
a negative answer. No respondent category gave an overall negative assessment, but EU citizens (30 %),
public authorities (11 %) and NGOs (11 %) recorded the highest number of negative answers.
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Question 19 Does the new Decision on the Overseas Association including Greenland (DOAG) improve
the EU’s capacity to respond to the specific challenges of the Overseas Countries and
Territories (OCTs)?
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When asked about the new Decision on the Overseas Association including Greenland (DOAG) and its impact
on the EU's capacity to address the specific challenges of the Overseas Countries and Territories, 2 %
of respondents replied that it 'totally’ [improved], 19 % replied 'very', 74 % replied 'neutral’, 2 % replied 'not
really' and finally 3 % replied 'not at all.” Due to the lower number of respondents, the disaggregation by groups
is not statistically meaningful.

Question 20 Are the former Greenland Decision and the new DOAG helping the EU to play a more
influential role in the Arctic region?
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To the question ‘are the former Greenland Decision and the new DOAG helping the EU to play a more
influential role in the Arctic region’, 2 % of respondents replied 'totally’, 21 % replied 'very', 69 % replied
'neutral’, 2 % replied 'not really' and finally 6 % replied 'not at all.” Due to the lower number of respondents, the
disaggregation by groups is not statistically meaningful.

Question 21 Has EU support through the European Instrument for International Nuclear Safety
Cooperation (INSC) strengthened the partner countries’ nuclear safety and safeguard
capacities?
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Finally, the last question was 'has EU support through the European Instrument for International Nuclear Safety
Cooperation (INSC) strengthened the partner countries’ nuclear safety and safeguard capacities.’ 8 % of
respondents replied 'totally’, 22 % replied 'very', 59 % replied 'neutral’, 6 % replied 'not really' and finally 5 %
replied 'not at all.” Due to the lower number of respondents, the disaggregation by groups is not statistically
meaningful.

Qualitative comments

Respondents were given the possibility to provide qualitative inputs at the end of the questionnaire. 75
comments were received. In addition, 43 participants chose to also upload further explanatory documents
(either explanations on answers given or pre-existing documents such as position papers or reports). Recurring
topics of both qualitative inputs are synthetised in the following paragraphs.
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In the 8 contributions from the EU citizens and 1 from non-EU citizens the main concern was the allocation
of sufficient financial resources. No further explanatory documents were uploaded by these stakeholder
groups.

Similarly, non-governmental organisation respondents (32 contributions) stressed the contradiction
between the recognised importance CSOs & NGOs and the related programming and funding under NDICI-
GE, as there is a perceived erosion in funding opportunities, and limited transparency in funding allocation.
They also stressed the importance of decentralised cooperation and advocated for greater recognition of local
and regional governments. A total of 24 additional documents were uploaded by NGO respondents. The most
recurring theme was the perception of reduced and more difficult engagement options for civil society with EU
cooperation in partner countries, in addition to more specific issues emerging from the respondents’ core areas
of activity (e.g., energy, human rights).

The participants from public authorities (19 contributions) reported facing challenges in implementation and
programming (slow, complicated, and non-transparent), perceived neglect of Local Authorities, reduced
involvement and coordination with partner countries and lack of dedicated resources to support
decentralisation, governance, and local development. They mentioned that the focus on Global Gateway
actions has diverted the EU’s external cooperation away from its primary target of supporting poverty reduction
and addressing SDGs. Public authority participants uploaded 10 additional documents, most of which were
provided by EU Member States representatives. The topics covered are diverse, ranging from observations
on key shifts and features of the new financing instruments (e.g., simplification, Geographisation principle or
Global Gateway) to requests for a greater emphasis on geopolitical challenges (such as Russia’s war of
aggression against Ukraine).

Other contributors such as UN agencies, regional organisations and international financial institutions (15
contributions) also raise similar concerns: challenges in decision-making and programming, neglect of local
government associations and limited understanding of local government and contexts. They however perceive
the ‘Team Europe’ approach as a powerful means of translating the principles of the Paris Agreement on
climate change and the EU Code of Conduct on the Division of Labour into practice. In addition to these
comments, 9 documents were uploaded by this stakeholder group, which contained additional views on topics
related to the participants’ line of work —on EU migration policy, mainstreaming of human rights and democracy
in EU external action and the use of guarantees and blending, among others.

Summary analysis of uploaded document material
Cushion

e The cushion is seen as an important tool providing flexibility but there are widespread concerns about
its rapid depletion due to unforeseen events in the first two years of the current MFF.

e There is also continued concern over the fact that the cushion has already been earmarked and used
well into the future, leaving little to no margin of manoeuvre for the remainder of the MFF until 2027.

e Some voices state that the cushion has been underfunded to begin with and criticise that its volume
was further reduced in order to mitigate budgetary shortcomings at other levels (in relation to the top-
ups for NDICI-GE thematic programmes, e.g., Global Challenges, and in relation to the Syrian refugee
crisis).

e Ukraine is highlighted as a case in point showing the necessity and correct use of the cushion. A more
targeted use of the cushion for such unforeseen events would be preferable to many respondents, as
opposed to diverging the use of the cushion to foreseeable and plannable priorities.

e The lack of transparency and strategic discussions regarding the use of the cushion with the Council
has been noted by some respondents.

Budgetisation of EDF

e The budgetisation of EDF is highlighted by some respondents as a welcome element of administrative
simplification.

o Yet, its effects (particularly in terms of flexibility), mostly remain unseen — possibly due to the fact that
actions previously programmed under the 11th EDF are still ongoing.

e There are concerns that this might lead to a less tailored and oversimplified cooperation.

e There are voices criticising that the budgetisation of EDF has not been adequately compensated by
an increase to the heading 6 ceiling and to the NDICI-GE budget.

Rapid Response Pillar (RRP)
e Respondents highlighted the importance of the Rapid Response Pillar (RRP) in particular for its linkage

of crisis response and building resilience (effectively linking humanitarian and development
cooperation). It was described as a flexible tool allowing a swift response to crises and in particular
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the possibility to shift funds across regions and between aid modalities was seen as contributing
positively to the overall flexibility of EU support.

In that context, the resilience component was seen as key to maintain a strong Humanitarian-
Development-Peace nexus, considering the ever-increasing need for support in fragile contexts. This
should have the priority over mainstreaming resilience in the MIPs through the geographic pillar. When
solutions are complex, a nexus approach is needed.

Respondents further highlighted the importance of ensuring a functioning ‘transfer’ from short-term to
long-term funding instruments. They identify an unmet need when it comes to bridging short-term rapid
response actions with long-term actions. In theory, the current instruments enable this transition but it
hasn’t been put to practice. In the previous MFF, trust funds provided an easy way for flexible follow-
on funding. The current MFF lacks such a bridging element between short-term and long-term budget
lines.

There are concerns over the fact that the funding of the resilience component has been used to fund
the Syrian refugee packages with Tlrkiye and the Middle East, effectively reducing EU’s capacity to
react to other (less mediatised) crises.

There is a need for greater transparency in RRP management. There should be more regular and
more informative (e.g., regarding strategic orientations and use of RRP) ex ante discussions with the
Council. DG ECHO should be consulted to ensure coherence. CSOs should be considered primary
implementing partners as well as beneficiaries of RRP actions.

Flexibility

In their responses, OPC patrticipants see and welcome (increased or at least continued) flexibility
through a variety of tools and processes:

o EDF features such as multi-annuality of budgets, budget shifts across regions and between
modalities have carried over.

o Intheory, NDICI-GE offers a lot of flexibility with specific envelopes, even though in practical
terms the flexibility is not being sufficiently applied by all services.

o Defining priorities with IPA partner countries on the basis of the Programming Framework and
Strategic Responses rather than MIPs contributes to greater flexibility in terms of
strengthening the policy-driven approach and efficiency of the EU support, while building
horizontal partnerships.

o Flexibility in general has improved, but sometimes at the cost of an excessively unidirectional
vision from the EU, due to the difficulty of bringing together positions in order to reach
consensus positions.

Some respondents also note areas and elements through which EU support has lost flexibility:

o Trust funds enabled EU to be more reactive to changing contexts and provided the possibility
to proactively propose projects out of country and regional frameworks. While in the previous
MFF, the Trust Funds fulfilled the role of flexible follow-on funding, NDICI-GE has so far fallen
short in terms of ensuring links between budget lines that fund short term pilots and those that
fund longer term programming.

o More prominent role of joint programming allowed a more flexible co-creation approach.
Working better agenda seems to have diluted under the Team Europe approach
(paradoxically).

o Flexibility in response to crises has fallen short due to insufficient funding (see cushion and
RRP).
The following recommendations with regards to flexibility were highlighted by respondents:

o More flexible planning and implementation processes are needed, which will require a
rethinking of the Regulation.

o Regarding flexibility in relation to Team Europe, it will be key to keep the exercise informal
and flexible, while ensuring that it lives up to the joint programming standards of partners’
ownership and real joint analysis and design. Otherwise, there is a risk the development
effectiveness agenda becomes undermined by over-simplification.

Team Europe
Positive remarks

It is recognised that TE has made some progress to improve the coordination between the EU
institutions and EU Member States. Thanks to Team Europe, partner countries are increasingly
coming to recognize the EU as a single global actor. One respondent argues that Team Europe
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collaborative approach has become particularly visible in the African Union and the EU's D4D Hub
project.

Visibility has increased, however it has to be matched by deliverables. One voice highlights that the
new paradigm of Team Europe with its cooperative, co-creative approach has brought about needs
for additional resources in coordination among actors. Another respondent points out that TEIs have
also brought more coherence between the member state and EU funding at national level.

In relation to joint programming

Enhanced joint programming paves the way for enhanced joint implementation as also being the
preferred approach by NDICI-GE, whenever appropriate, and thereby advances the Team Europe
approach. Joint working is being promoted foremost and strongly by concrete TEI, but less so by
stipulations from NDICI-GE in comparison to its predecessor instruments. Nevertheless, with the
preference for joint programming as approach at country level, NDICI-GE represents an improved
framework.

According to some respondents, a negative impact of TE is that we are going backwards in terms of
joint implementation. Joint implementation requires joint teams and much more than joint intervention
logics and parallel approaches under a single contract (multi-partner contribution agreement). One
respondent highlights how, in previous financing instruments (2014-2020), joint programming had a
more prominent role, contributing to a more flexible co-creation approach in line with the Working
Better Together agenda. Team Europe approach has brought dynamism and renewed momentum,
but risks undermining the standards of joint programming regarding partners’ ownership and
comprehensive joint analysis and design. Sometimes, TEIs have become an alternative to (rather than
a lever for) joint programming and implementation.

Criticisms and considerations

The main criticism to the TE approach is the lack of transparency and the lack of ownership of partner
countries in the design and implementation of Global Gateway projects and Team Europe initiatives
(TEISs). The design and elaboration of TEIs have mostly been an EU-driven process. One voice
highlights how engagement by implementation agencies of Member States should promote ownership
by local actors.

Another widespread consideration is that constant changes in the communication approach and a
proliferation of unclear concepts has made it more difficult both for Team Europe actors and for partner
countries to understand and integrate the new narratives.

Many respondents raise several critical points about TE and TEI: 1) There is lack of clarity of roles of
the different actors and lack of harmonisation of coordination mechanisms and governance structures
across TEI. 2) Lack of access to data on Team Europe Initiatives, with the EU’s own TEI and Joint
Programming tracker only availing superficial information. 3) Lack of inclusion of CSOs and Local
Authorities in the conceptualisation and governance of TEls. 4) Lack of transparency regarding the
funding sources of TEIs (including TEIs branded as Global Gateway projects) which does not ensure
accountability of the different actors involved, including development finance institutions.

Some respondents points out that there is the impression that GG projects and TEIs are just a
rebranding exercise and do not bring any additional funding to the table. This ‘rebranding exercise’ of
EU international cooperation seems to also take away funds from the previously programmed
initiatives to the large infrastructure programmes that offer more visibility.

One respondent warns that a negative impact of TE is that we are going backwards in terms of joint
implementation. One respondent claims that the role of Member States is not as clear as it was with
regards to the programming, selection and approving of these elements beforehand. To counter this
trend it is important to 1) Ensure inclusiveness in the participation in TEI, which requires reviewing the
need for co-financing (or for having in place bilaterally funded actions) to be part of TEls. 2) Broader
and more creative and flexible criteria must be developed to reflect the commitment of EU Member
States and their public administrations to implement actions already funded by EU taxpayers. If not,
considering TEIs make up for two-third of NDICI-GE funding, they risk becoming tools for bigger EU
Member States to leverage funds for their specific priorities, undermining complementarities.

Recommendations

One main recommendation is to ensure that partner countries take ownership of the TEI process and
that local actors, including CSOs, take an active role in implementation.

Many respondents recommend that the EC needs to resolve the coordination, monitoring and
governance of the TEls and ensure transparent access to TEI information.

According to one respondent, a smooth transition from programming into implementation (ensuring a
true joint implementation of EU-funded projects) and improving the work on Team Europe narratives
is key to avoid fragmentation in perceptions of the EU.
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According to one voice, EUDs should play a more prominent role leading structured coordination
spaces. Moreover, they highlight the need for more structured, specific procedures for information
flows and more clear channels for participation.

More efforts should be directed towards communication of EU external actions. According to one
respondent, the visibility of the European Union as the largest collective donor of development aid has
improved. However, in many partner countries, it may still be unclear what aid has been provided by
the EU and what has been provided by Member States, as well as what Team Europe approach and
Global Gateway initiatives are specifically.

One voice recommends, that, as per the Youth Action Plan (YAP) in EU external action 2022-2027,
Team Europe, including the European Commission via NDICI, should ensure there is funding for
youth-inclusive and youth-led peacebuilding, and this funding should be accessible for grassroots
organisations.

According to one respondent, it is necessary to ensure that all NDICI-GE programming, Team Europe
initiatives and joint programmes are based on an intersectional analysis, and that a twin-track
approach (which combines disability mainstreaming with targeted initiatives) is used.

Geographisation principle

Positive Remarks

Some respondents welcome the Geographisation principle, as it could give the possibility for more
ownership of partner countries but argue that it was to some extent overshadowed by the Policy first
approach which pushed EU interest to the forefront.

According to one respondent, the Geographisation principle has improved the negotiation, formulation,
and execution of new ‘national or bilateral’ projects. Direct contact with the EUD has led to an
improvement in the quality of these projects.

Criticisms and recommendations

The Geographisation principle raised some concerns about the decreased funding going to thematic
programmes. However, one respondent argues that thematic spending / action targets set by the
NDICI-GE Regulation on gender, climate, human development and social protection, human rights,
democracy and good governance now play an important role in balancing this out. Another voice
highlights the importance of democracy appearing high in the list of geographical priorities. One
respondent is very critical of the allocation of a much larger proportion of funds via geographical
programmes. According to them, development aid is now considered a tool to leverage partner
countries’ cooperation on matters linked to EU interests, such as security and migration. The EU has
lost sight of aid’s original purpose: addressing the root causes of poverty.

Many respondents are concerned that the Geographisation principle undermines the EU’s capacity to
respond to global challenges, which are better addressed through regional / transregional actions.
There is a need to balance the imperatives of the Geographisation principle and national ownership
with core and flexible funding. Respondents highlight how the Geographisation principle: 1) limits the
funds for global level initiatives, with a potential impact on the EU’s influence in multilateral fora; 2)
limits the funding of projects at regional level, making it dependent on the existence of units with
regional budget lines; 3) it limits the funds (and will) for transregional actions.

According to one respondent, there is a perception of a narrow administrative approach to
Geographisation which risks undermining support to regional integration as a distinctive element of
the EU and its external projection. Regional and national actions have a mutually beneficial
relationship that must be actively promoted.

Moreover, the Geographisation principle may have also contributed to CSOs limited access to EU
funding as they are considered solely as implementing partners under thematic programmes which
have smaller budget allocations.

With the shift towards Geographisation, greater emphasis is how placed on bilateral cooperation at
the country / regional level and on aligning development programmes with priorities of partner
countries / regions. One respondent highlights the need to involve in the consultation with partner
countries on priorities, not only the central government, but wider society, including civil society, private
sector actors and Local Authorities. In this respect, policy dialogues between EUDs and partner
country / region actors are key to enhancing the EU’s partnership with partner countries, and to
delivering on NDICI-GE’s Geographisation principle. However, policy dialogues are not as advanced
in all parts of the world. One voice recommends that EUDs pursue these actively and comprehensively,

Policy first approach

The Policy first approach is especially welcomed by some respondents. A coordinated Policy first
approach is seen as needed to answer to global challenges, reinforcing the strategic dimension of
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NDICI-GE and the focus on political priorities as a guide for EU external action. In line with the Policy
first approach, NDICI-GE should be steered in a way to adequately respond to more pressing
challenges. The Policy first approach also needs to be extended from programming and into
implementation, through the facilitation / promotion of permanent policy dialogue mechanisms.

According to respondents, it is difficult to assess whether the current MFF is policy-driven. For some,
the targets contribute to making NDICI-GE a policy-driven instrument. The new IPA Ill programming
process is also strengthening the Policy first approach while building horizontal partnerships. Others
highlight the need to clarify the concept more strategically, ensure proper operationalisation, and
reinforce the partnership approach (focus not only on EU priorities but shared priorities with partner
countries).

There are voices highlighting the need to put SDGs at the core of the Policy first approach, reflecting
the concern by some respondents of the risk of dominance of EU interests over interests of partner
countries. Although the EU has tried to build horizontal partnerships and ensure ownership, there is a
perception by some partner countries that there is no balance when setting cooperation priorities,
which end up aligning mostly with EU geopolitical priorities. The impression of a ‘EU-only Policy first’
approach is widespread among participants. Team Europe and Global Gateway in particular are seen
as contributing to a top-down approach with less involvement of the partner countries and regional
entities. In this context, there is currently little transparency on how the EU takes forward the concept
of equal partnership and involves partner countries in decision-making, rather than setting its own
priorities and interests first.

One particular challenge is to ensure ‘policy-driven investments’ in the Global Gateway investment
agenda, embedding investments in shared priorities and orienting them towards development results.
This could be supported by broader technical cooperation facilities in order to nurture policy dialogue
processes, contribute to set in place the institutional, policy and regulatory frameworks required for the
successful kick-off and implementation of multiple PIPs (across sectors or countries), in line with the
Policy first approach.

Global actor (and related issues — EQ4)

Some respondents welcome the promotion of a more global and geopolitical approach. In this context,
the recent blending activities and upcoming guarantee activities combined with a more concrete
communication on Global Gateway flagships are identified as a step forward to better demonstrate
EU / Team Europe’s impacts in line with local needs. According to one respondent, thanks to Team
Europe, partner countries more and more perceive the EU as a whole global actor and less as a sum
of its Member States.

One respondent acknowledges the EU’s increasing attention for democratic principles and governance
and its external action to defend and promote democracy across the world. It is argued that the EU’s
footprint as a global leader on democracy could be further strengthened through a more effective
application of its EFIs to advance democracy (e.g., by allocating at least 20 % of the budget for
geographic programmes to democratic governance and human rights, allowing it to play a central role
in development and complement the thematic programmes where democratic space is available). One
respondent highlights how the EU is an important actor in promoting peace and security. In this
context, FPI is a key efficient and flexible mechanism that can provide support to areas affected by
crisis and conflict. Coordination needs to be ensured between FPI and other EU actors in implementing
NDICI-GE.

There is concern among respondents about the lack of a clear development mandate for the Global
Gateway. They describe a risk of prioritising countries with strategic geopolitical interest, leaving
behind the most vulnerable regions and losing the focus on SDGs. In this context, respondents
highlighted a perception by some partner countries that cooperation priorities are unbalanced, which
end up aligning only with EU geopolitical priorities. Some respondents are concerned about the risk of
redirection of NDICI-GE funds that have been already programmed in the country / regional / thematic
MIPs during the MTR process of NDICI-GE to achieve commercial competitiveness and geopolitical
objectives. Moreover, they are concerned over the lack of transparency and public scrutiny of the
instrument.

One respondent highlights the growing gap between EU’s ambitions on the global stage and the
resources available to achieve them. Many of the EU’s financing tools and flexibility instruments are
almost fully committed. The level of funds in the MFF is not enough. This is shared by others who see
a need to adapt the long-term budget to protect the EU’s positive impact, influence and credibility on
the global stage. Several reasons are the EU’s purchasing power reduced due to inflation, funding for
key thematic programmes emptied due to COVID-19, and overall funds reduced due to the frontloading
of resources in 2021 and 2022.
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Another voice suggests the adoption of a private sector engagement strategy helps foster
inclusiveness in EU external action (leveraging a pool of 27 public policy models in the EU) and to
achieve a more geopolitical development cooperation (embedding actions in shared policy priorities
identified through policy dialogues, which then nurture EU political dialogues). However, it is
recognised the risk again that geopolitical interests take over development priorities.

EU values and interests

Respondents highlighted a contradiction between the promotion of EU interests and pursuit of strategic
autonomy, and EU values. There is concern about the dynamics between partner countries and the
EU, and policy coherence for sustainable development, in particular the risks of extractivism of partner
countries’ resources for the EU’s own strategic autonomy and growth. One example is the concept of
equal partnerships. There is not enough transparency in how the EU involves partner countries in
decision-making, rather than setting its own priorities and interests first. In that context, specific needs
of partners should be taken into account more thoroughly in a collaborative process and equal
partnerships. Conditionality of compliance with EU values should be reserved to the IPA IlI context,
where partners have an interest in joining the EU (and aligning themselves with EU values and legal
framework).

To ensure that EU values and principles are promoted through its external cooperation, the EU should
adopt a people-centred approach, refocussing on sustainable development and allocating more
resources to human development. In that context, respondents further highlighted the importance of
ensuring that a balance is struck between using external instruments to promote the EU’s geopolitical
interests, and the interests and priorities of partner countries, particularly when it comes to
development objectives. The focus on thematic priorities through six investment windows in the
EFSD+ has allowed the instrument to both focus on and promote EU values in partner countries. In
addition to this, the creation of the Global Gateway strategy and of Team Europe Initiatives has
strengthened the focus on those investments that are most in line with EU policies and priorities, thus
contributing to the promotion of these priorities in partner countries.

In the context of unmet international targets on climate change and biodiversity protection by the EU,
there are voices concerned that the repercussions on partner countries will undermine the promotion
and implementation of EU values, priorities and interests worldwide.

In the context of value-based external action, technical cooperation is a good instrument to help
embedding EU values, standards and policy approaches in policy dialogue with partner countries.

EU added value

There are calls to prioritize investment in human development over investments in hard infrastructure,
as a key area for the EU’s added value. Shifting away from more ‘traditional’ human development
could leave significant gaps in EU support to partners.

One respondent recognizes the added value of regional programmes, especially regional public
technical cooperation programs in regions such as LAC. They bring better policy coherence and
coordination between different countries, raise to regional fora issues that can’t be dealt with nationally
and build policy dialogue spaces that nurture EU bi-regional political dialogues (beyond relations
between EU and individual countries). According to the respondent, proper fund allocation for regional
programs must be ensured and coordination and synergies with 1) national and 2) cross-regional ones

According to some voices, a value-based cooperation and external action is seen by partner countries
as a hallmark and distinctive asset of the EU, especially vis-a-vis other global actors.
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Synthesis report — In-country stakeholder survey

Summary report on the survey to partner country stakeholders on the 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 for the
Multiannual Financial Frameworks 2014-2020 and 2021-2027.

Objectives of the consultation

The objective of the partner country stakeholder survey, which took place from 19 July to 6 September 2023
(open for 7 weeks), was to gather stakeholders’ views and experience on the EU’s EFls for the Multiannual
Financial Frameworks 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 in the context of their ongoing evaluation. The questionnaire
consisted of 3 thematic sections with a total of 10 questions. The questionnaire was available in English.

The partner country stakeholder survey targeted Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) and National authorities
in EU partner countries. In total, 336 persons in the 17 sample countries (*74) were contacted to reply to the e-
survey. This summary report on the results of the consultation provides an overview of the received responses.
Annex 3 above presents an overview of the respondents by country and organisation.

Main responses

Familiarity with EU external action instruments

Question 1 How familiar are you with the EU external action instruments on a scale from 0 (not at all) to
10 (highly familiar) ...
7.30
6.80 /
6.30
5.80
5.30
4.80
4.30
3.80
before 2021 now
= Average Public authority Average Total Average CSO

N =92

Asked about their familiarity with the EU external action instruments before 2021, respondents on average
indicated 5.74 (on a scale from 0 to 10). National authorities’ familiarity on average was slightly higher (6.29)
than CSOs’ (5.28). When asked about their familiarity with the EU external instruments now, the average of
respondents’ answers has increased for all stakeholder groups to 6.63 in total, with respondents from national
authorities feeling slightly more familiar (6.93) than CSO respondents (6.38).

Clarity of EU’s priorities

Question 2 Currently, would you say that the EU’s external cooperation priorities* in your country are...
Public authorities | |
csos [N
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Very clear Rather clear Rather unclear ®Very unclear

(") Chad, Egypt, Honduras, Jordan, Kenya, Kosovo*, Madagascar, Moldova, Morocco, Nepal, North Macedonia, Papua
New Guinea, Senegal, Serbia, Somalia, Tajikistan, Tlrkiye.
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N =92
The vast majority of respondents from both CSOs and national authorities agreed that the EU’s external
cooperation priorities in their countries were very clear or rather clear (above 80 %). The share of
respondents selecting ‘very clear’ was considerably higher among national authorities (39 % vs 16 % among
CSOs).

When asked about the evolution since 2021, most respondents among both groups (55 %) indicate the EU’s
external cooperation priorities have been equally clear before and after 2021.

Question 3 Since 2021, have the EU’s external cooperation priorities in your country become ...

Less clear than before 2021 e

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Public authorities ®CSOs

N =

91

Box 4 Complementary information (incl. illustrative cases) to Questions 1 and 2

Of the respondents who replied that EU priorities became clearer than before, some added qualitative comments that
have been summarised below.

In line with the changing political landscape, development partners like EU have become clearer about their
priorities.

The EU has offered consultation spaces and improved on hosting conversations with civil society to discuss and
present priorities to them. In some countries, civil society was able to directly participate to the drafting of the
roadmap on EU’s engagement with the civil society.

By accompanying big infrastructure projects, the EU managed to increase its cooperation by taking into
consideration national priorities.

Other respondents stress that the increased clarity comes from them becoming more familiar with the application
process for EU funding.

Some respondents who replied that EU priorities remained as clear as before.

Some have expressed that there has not been any change, and that some negotiation processes have remained
at standstill. In theory, the priorities for IPA are very clear i.e., to prepare the country for membership. However,
some membership perspectives have been lost in the recent years, thus making it difficult to say that the priorities
for assistance are clear. Another comment on IPA stressed that it should be the EU’s instrument to support
beneficiaries’ preparation for membership, yet its structure differs substantially from that of European structural
and investment funds (ESIF).

After 2018 when a different modality of implementation of IPA 1l was in place such as Annual Action Programme,
Direct and Indirect management, Sector Budget Support has become confusing to some. They do not have all
information and progress of the actions / projects from the first hand as was with IPA | when implementation was
based on Multi -Annual Operational Programme.

The EU usually socializes its multiannual indicative plan in the country and consults to define priorities in its calls
for proposals and roadmap. There are weaknesses in the follow-up of these dialogues.

Finally, some have replied that EU priorities are less clear than before because of:

Frequent replacement of project managers and their bureaucratic approach to project implementation hinders
effective work.

Terms of reference are sometimes developed without active participation from beneficiaries. Selection of
consultants / firms are often done without involvement of beneficiaries which can result in some questionable
consultants who produced low levels of outputs.
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Programming of EU support

Question 4 Compared to before 2021, would you say that the planning / programming of EU support in
recent years has responded to the needs of the citizens...

Bt
e s o |

Worse
/3
0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Public authorities ®CSOs

N =92

With regards to EU support’s responsiveness to the needs of citizens, the slight majority of respondents
(51 %) found that it has improved compared to before 2021. CSOs’ perceptions on this were slightly more
positive compared to national authorities, with 55 % seeing an improvement and only 6 % a deterioration,
compared to 46 % and 12 % among national authorities’ respondents.

Question 5 Compared to before 2021, would you say that the planning / programming of EU support has
become...with national policy priorities and interests

0T iGN
A g A DO

Less aligned -
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Public authorities ®CSOs

N=91

In terms of alignment of EU support with national policy priorities and interests, almost half of the
respondents found that it had improved compared to before 2021. Perceptions of national authorities and
CSOs varied significantly: While the majority of CSO respondents saw an improvement (57 %), national
authorities were less positive, with only 40 % of respondents sharing this view, while the majority found EU
support to be as aligned as before or even less aligned.
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Question 6 Would you say that, since 2021, the relationship of national public institutions with the EU
has become...

SN
e Same

LS SN

0 10 20 30 40 50

Public authorities ®mCSOs

N =92

A similar trend is visible in respondents’ views on the evolution of the EU’s relationship with national public
institutions. While a slight majority of respondents note a stronger relationship compared to before 2021,
CSOs respondents’ views were more positive, with 61 % noticing an improvement, while among national
authorities’ respondents only 41 % share this view. It is also interesting to note that more than 20 % of total
respondents found the relationship to be less strong compared to before 2021.

Question 7 Would you say that, since 2021, the EU’s dialogue with CSOs (including the consultations
held during the programming of EU support) in your country has become...

Dialogue with CSOs in general

MGy —
The same  ————

Less frequent
0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Public authorities ®CSOs
N = 91 (including 13 respondents who selected ‘don’t know’(*®)
Dialogue with local CSOs
MOre freqUeNt
The same | ——

Less frequent  p—
0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Public authorities ®mCSOs

N = 86 (including 18 respondents who selected ‘don’t know’)

On the EU’s dialogue with CSOs, the majority of respondents found that dialogue since 2021 has become
more frequent, both with CSOs in general as well as with local CSOs specifically. Interestingly, CSOs’
perceptions were again more positive than national authorities’ views, with most 60 % of CSO respondents
noticing a positive evolution, while among national respondents more than 50 % noticed the same or less
frequency of exchange.

(#7%) Respondents who selected “don’t know” were excluded from the graphs and from the statistical presentation of results
in the text here and in the following questions. For transparency, their number (unless 0) is indicated below each graph.
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Question 8 Would you say that, since 2021, CSOs’ access to EU funding in your country has become...

CSOs access to EU funding in general

aal

0 5 10 15 20 25

Public authorities ®CSOs

N = 91 (including 16 respondents who selected ‘don’t know’)

Local CSOs’ access to EU funding

Easier

Public authorities ®CSOs

N = 86 (including 20 respondents who selected ‘don’t know’)

In regard to CSOs’ access to EU funding, the majority of respondents find that access has been the same or
has become more difficult since 2021 (69 % for CSOs in general, 62 % for local CSOs). Not surprisingly, CSO
and national authorities’ respondents’ views differ substantially: Almost 30 % of CSO respondents find access
for CSOs to be more difficult, while less than 10 % of national authorities share this view.

Box 5 Complementary information (incl. illustrative cases) to Question 7

Some respondents who replied that it has become easier to access EU funding for CSOs’ explained:

e ltis easier to access financing for larger CSOs but direct financing from the EU remains difficult to access for
smaller CSOs. Bureaucracy has increased substantially in the last two years, and the EU has required extensive
paperwork from small CSOs for grants of EUR 5000. With such small grants, the amount of administration
required detracts from their ability to implement their projects and achieve the foreseen results.

e Another comment stressed that grants are most available in the capital city.

Some respondents replied that access remained the same.

e Direct grants for CSOs become much bigger, with usual re-granting (FSTP) component, so local CSOs have an
opportunity easier receive funding from EU funds through national implementers (bigger CSOs).

e The Civil Society Facility’s Calls for Proposals are very restrictive and only a handful of organisations can meet
the criteria. Instead of having a list of CSOs working under this programme, it became very restrictive, as it
depends on annual turnover of CSOs applying for it. Small local CSOs cannot fulfil all required selection criterion
and therefore face difficulties in access EU funding.

e The 10 % contribution of local NGOs to EU projects is still one of the biggest barriers for assessing EU funding.
Within those conditions the NGOs cannot compete with international organisations like UNDP, UNICEF etc.

e The EU has improved its outreach to local organisations through the labelling of cascade funds. Dialogue through
the Roadmap and the effectiveness of the Liaison Group with human rights defenders should be improved.

For those who replied that access has become more difficult, reasons were:

e Access to EU funding requires a mastery of the technical language of cooperation and development, as well as
the mastery of technical tools, which are not necessarily accessible to a large part of CSOs.

e Some respondents stressed they were still awaiting new EU funding since 2021, and others stressed that the
mandatory inclusion of at least one local NGO restricted their willingness to apply.
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EU Added Value and Overall assessment

Question 9 Overall, compared to the previous financing instruments used in EU external action before
2021 (e.g., EDF, DCI, EIDHR, PI, IcSP, IPA II), do you think the new financing instruments
since 2021 (e.g., NDICI-GE, IPA Ill) are...

Better than the previous one

Worse than the previous one

Fesoedesteperes e
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National authorities ®CSOs

N = 92 (including 22 respondents who selected ‘don’t know’)

Only 44 % of respondents found the new financing instruments to be better than the previous ones. CSOs’
and national authorities’ had similar views overall, with national authorities being slightly more negative than
CSOs.

Question 10 What are the top three elements that give added value to the EU’s engagement in your
country compared to other international actors?

Funding
]
Long term commitment
|
EU values
]
Weight in policy dialogue
I
European expertise B
Flexibility and responsiveness ]
Leverage through financial
institutions u
International networks g
Political neutrality | -
Convening power -
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Total National authorities ®mCSOs

N = 92 (each respondent could choose up to three elements; a total of 262 elements were selected)

In terms of added value to the EU’s engagement in respondents’ countries compared to other international
actors, respondents found ‘funding’ to be the most relevant element (selected by 67 % of respondents),
followed by ‘long term commitment’ (55 %) and ‘EU values’ (49 %). Added value through ‘European expertise’
was highlighted in particular by national authorities’ respondents (17 % vs. 3 % of CSO respondents.
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Question 11 Since 2021, would you say the added value of EU external cooperation has been...
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N = 91 (including 8 respondents who selected ‘don’t know’)

Regarding the evolution of added value of EU external cooperation since 2021, almost 60 % of
respondents found added value to be strengthened. CSOs’ perceptions were overall more positive, with only
one third of respondents answering that it stayed the same or was weakened (7 % weakened), while among
national authority respondents almost half of the respondents did not notice a positive development since 2021
(13 % saw it weakened).

Box 6 Complementary information (incl. illustrative cases) to Question 10

Of the respondents who replied that added value of EU external cooperation has been strengthened, qualitative

comments included:

e EU funders regularly engage with Government, and EU directives have been successfully translation into national
legislation. The EU also works closely with both the government and the UN, convening regular meetings. EU
support in political dialogue is very important, particularly as part of the EU Accession process.

e The added value of EU external cooperation has indeed been strengthened, both in terms of value and quality.
Some fundings have been increased (despite COVID-19, economic and other burdens), some procedures have
been slightly eased, some actions have been implemented more efficiently, while still adhering to the EU values
that are unique in the world (sustainable development, good governance, inclusiveness etc.). An important
feature is the long-term commitment as it allows for greater consistency of policies and actions. The war in
Ukraine has shown that EU can be resilient (e.g., in finding alternative energy sources, facilitating unity despite
challenges) and this momentum should be maintained for further EU leadership undertakings. EU's external
actions shall be streamlined towards faster integration of Western Balkan countries.

e Long term funding commitment in strategic way would be better than bidding in small and short term fundings.

e ltis visible how EU funding included more value-based Call for Proposals, related to COVID-19, poverty, social
inclusion, etc.

For those who replied that EU added value weakened, comments were as follows:

e Added value would comprise preparing beneficiaries for implementation of ESIF upon membership. But
effectively, over time, IPA has distanced itself from ESIF, both in terms of programming and management
procedures and in terms of involvement of the Commission’s DG’s. Moreover, the size of funding remains
unrelated to the beneficiaries’ progress towards meeting membership criteria and insufficient to motivate hard
political reforms.

e My opinion is that staff at the EUD are not supportive enough. Instead of pushing for the Union principles, there is
a tendency to push personal agendas, as compared to the previous period.

e The financing instruments are better after 2021, since the actions are readier for implementation due to maturity
assessment introduced in IPA Ill. However, added value weakened due to limited funding and lower number of
projects, which diminished EU impact in the country.

Synthesis report — Validation survey

Summary report on the survey to EUDs / Offices and HQ on the EFIs for the Multiannual Financial
Frameworks 2014-2020 and 2021-2027.

Design and implementation of the e-survey

The objective of the EUDs / Offices and HQ survey, which took place from 11 August to 10 September 2023
(open for 4 weeks), was to validate and generalise some of the team’s emerging findings on the EU’s EFls for
the MFF 2014-2020 and MFF 2021-2027 in the context of their ongoing evaluation.

The survey targeted all EUDs / Offices and HQ staff who had been interviewed in the previous weeks and
months. In total, around 240 persons were contacted to reply to the e-survey — 91 from EU HQ and around
130 from EUD / Offices. EUDs / Offices and HQ Units contacted were asked to provide at least one response
per EUD / Office / Unit.
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The questionnaire was structured around 5 subjects: i) EU cooperation priorities; ii) Efficiency; iii) Flexibility;
iv) Team Europe and EU added value; and v) EU’s leverage. Respondents were asked to express to what
extent they agreed with some statements around the subjects, formulated on the basis of the information
previously collected by the team. Respondents were given five answering options to choose from: Strongly
Agree, Somewhat Agree, Somewhat Disagree, Strongly Disagree and Do not know. The questionnaire was
available in English.

This summary report on the results of the consultation provides an overview of the received responses.
Main responses

Understanding of EU EFIs

As shown in Question 1 below, the respondents were asked, based on their experience, to what extent current
EFls are understood by a variety of stakeholders, including European Development Financial Institutions
(DFIs), EU Member States (Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) and Local Authorities, and National
governments and regional partners. The vast majority of respondents agree that EFls are partially understood
or fully understood by all stakeholders (on average above 70 %). In particular, 83 % of respondents believe
that DFIs and EU Member states have fully or partially understood current EFIs. Notably, 20 % agree that DFIs
have fully understood current EFls, and only one respondent claims that they have not understood them at all.
While the percentage of respondents who claim that DFIs and EU Member States have not understood at all
current EFls at all is negligible — 1 % and 7 % respectively — the percentage is higher with regard to CSOs and
National Government and regional partners, 20 % and 16 % respectively.

Question 1 Extent to which current EFIs are understood by a variety of stakeholders

Development Financial Institutions (DFIs). _

EU Member States -

CSOs and local authorities I

National governments and regional partners I

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%

® Fully understood Partially understood ®Notatall mDo notknow

N=82

When asked how they perceive their own understanding of the current EFls, HQ staff consider themselves
slightly less knowledgeable about current EFls than EUD staff. 31 % of respondents from EU HQ believe that
HQ staff has fully understood current EFIs, while 46 % of respondents from EUD / Office agree that EFIs are
currently fully understood by EUD staff.
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Question 2 Extent to which current EFls are understood by EUD staff or HQ staff (self-perception)

= Delegation el _

HQ staff

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

® Fully understood Partially understood ®Notatall ®Do not know

Note: Only Respondents identifying as from an EUD / Office expressed their views on the extent to which current EFls
are understood by EUD staff. So N=63.

Similarly, only Respondents identifying as from EU HQ expressed their views on the extent to which current EFIs are
understood by HQ staff. So N=19.

EU cooperation priorities

The first question was about the extent to which respondents agreed to a series of statements about EU
cooperation priorities at country / regional level related to the EFIs of the new Multiannual Financial
Framework (MFF) 2021-2027 (compared to the ones of the MFF 2014-2020).

Question 3 Statements on Partnership

The current EFIs and underpinning ‘Policy first’ approach have helped to
strengthen the strategic focus of EU programming.

EU policy priorities.

(For African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States only) The budgetisation
of the 11th EDF has resulted in efficiency gains.

The current EFIs and underpinning ‘Policy first' approach have helped to
strengthen the partnership with national governments

Activities of financial institutions in the context of EFSD+ are aligned with -

(For African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States only) The budgetisation
of the 11th European Development Fund (EDF) has been well understood I
by all partners and well-integrated in new programming and aid delivery...

The current EFIs improve the ability of the EU to engage strategically with I
local authorities and provide direct funding to them.

The current EFIs and underpinning ‘Policy first’ approach have helped to
strengthen the partnership with relevant regional actors.

Access to EU funding by local CSOs has become easier under the current
EFls.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

= Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree = Strongly disagree  ® Do not know

Two statements (see above) were to be answered by African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States only, thus were
answered by 62 out of 82 respondents (N=62). In all the other statements, all respondents expressed their view

(N=82).
As shown in Question 4, respondents’ views regarding the current instruments' positive effects on
partnerships were mixed. The vast majority of respondents find that the current EFls and underpinning the
Policy first approach have helped to strengthen the strategic focus of EU programming and that the activities
of financial institutions in the context of the EFSD+ are aligned with EU policy priorities. Respondents are less
unanimous in regard to whether the current EFls have helped to strengthen the partnership with national
governments (40 % agree while 49 % disagree).

44 % of respondents answered that the budgetisation of the 11t EDF has resulted in efficiency gains, while
37 % agree that the budgetisation of the 11" EDF has been well understood by all partners and well-integrated
in new programming and aid delivery processes resulting in efficiency gains. The share of positive feedbacks
increase considerably — to 73 % and 52 % respectively — if we don’t take into account the high number of
respondents who chose ‘Do not know’ as an answer.

The majority of respondents somewhat disagrees (51 %) or strongly disagrees (20 %) with the fact that access
to EU funding by local CSOs has become easier under the current EFIs. Similarly, a majority of respondents
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did not see an improvement in the ability of the EU to engage strategically with Local Authorities, nor believes
that the current EFIs underpinning the Policy first approach have helped to strengthen the partnership with
relevant regional actors.

Question 4 Statements on the responsiveness to EU policy and political priorities

The current EFls are flexible enough to respond to developments in -
the EU external action policy framework (e.g. Global Gateway).

The use of targets has helped to mainstream EU policy priorities in . -

programming and implementation of EU cooperation
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m Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree = Strongly disagree  m Do not know

N=82

In regard to responsiveness of current EFIs to EU policy and political priorities, overall responses were
very positive in regard to flexibility of the instrument and slightly positive about its suitability for mainstreaming
EU policy priorities. More than half of respondents agree that the current EFIs are flexible enough to respond
to developments in the EU external action policy framework (e.g., Global Gateway). 10 % strongly agree with
this position, and 56 % somewhat agree. Views differ on whether the use of targets has helped to mainstream
EU policy priorities in programming and implementation of EU cooperation. A slight majority (51 % not
considering those who do not know) agrees to some extent.

Question 5 Statements on Coherence

The NDICI-GE ensures better coherence and complementarity
between geographic, thematic and Rapid Response pillars.

The current EFIs have helped to increase the involvement of
relevant Commission line DGs in programming of EU external .
cooperation.
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N=82

Both statements regarding the coherence of current EFIs have been considered overall positively by
respondents. More than half of respondents (59 %, or 67 % not considering the option do not know) agree that
NDICI-GE ensures better coherence and complementarity between geographic, thematic and Rapid Response
pillars. A majority of respondents also agrees that the current EFls have helped to increase the involvement
of relevant Commission line DGs in programming of EU external cooperation (53 %, or 57 % not considering
the option do not know).
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Efficiency

In this section, respondents were asked whether they agreed with some statements regarding the
programming and implementation under the current MFF 2021-2027 (compared to the MFF 2014-2020).

Question 6 Statements on Efficiency

implementation.

The current EFIs have reduced workload during
programming for the main national partners involved in the
process (e.g., central authorities, civil society, local
authorities etc.).

The current EFls have reduced EUDs’ amount of work
dedicated to communication and consultations with
partners (e.g., governments, civil society,
international/regional organisations, etc.) for...

The reduced number of regulations under the current EFls
has helped simplifying EU programming and -

The current EFIs have reduced the amount of work
dedicated to communication and consultations with EU
Member States for programming and implementation.
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N=82

According to e-survey respondents, while the majority of respondents acknowledge a simplification of EU
programming and implementation introduced by the current EFls (66 %, or 73 % not including do not know),
this simplification does not result in a reduction of workload for all stakeholders involved. More than half of
respondents state that the current EFIs have not reduced the amount of work during programming for the main
national partners (47 % including do not know answers, and 58 % excluding them); nor they have reduced the
workload for communication and consultations with partners (59 %, or 70 % not including do not know) or
Member states (68 %, or 83 % not including do not know). Notably, 23 out of 82 respondents strongly disagree
about the reduction of workload in communication and consultation with EU Member States for programming
and implementation.

Flexibility
Respondents were then asked their opinion on some statements regarding flexibility under the current MFF
2021-2027 (compared to the MFF 2014-2020). Given the elevate number of Do not know answers received

for the three statements (12 %, 21 % and 39 % respectively), Question 7 considers or not the option for a
better data visualisation.

Question 7 Statements on Flexibility

Statements on Flexibility — including ‘Do not know’ answers

Overall levels of flexibility have increased compared to .
previous MFF.

The current EFIs help to increase the availability of
funding for emerging needs and challenges in my
country/region (through e.g., the cushion, rapid response).

The current EFIs allow to effectively support actions along
the humanitarian-development-peace nexus.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree  ® Strongly disagree ~ ® Do not know

N=82
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Statements on Flexibility — excluding ‘Do not know’ answers

Overall levels of flexibility have increased compared to previous -
MFF.

The current EFIs help to increase the availability of funding for
emerging needs and challenges in my country/region (through e.g., -
the cushion, rapid response).

The current EFls allow to effectively support actions along the .
humanitarian-development-peace nexus.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree  ®m Strongly disagree

N=70, N=65, N=50

According to the majority of respondents, overall levels of flexibility have increased compared to the previous
MFF. Respondents are less unanimous in regard to whether the current EFIs help to increase the availability
of funding for emerging needs and challenges in their country / region. 56 % disagree, with 25 % of them
strongly disagreeing.

Notably, a great number of respondents (32 out of 82, 39 %) seem to not know whether the current EFIs allow
to effectively support actions along the Humanitarian-Development-Peace nexus. Among the rest, the majority
(62 %) agree that the current EFls allow for better support.

Team Europe and EU added value

In this section of the e-survey, respondents were asked to express their agreement or disagreement with a
series of statements related to EU added value and collective efforts at European level under the new
EFls (compared to the MFF 2014-2020).

Question 8 Statements on Team Europe and EU added value

The current EFls are suitable to foster a Team Europe
approach. -

The new EFIs help to foster the values agenda — a
perceived comparative advantage of the EU — through -
external action.

The current EFIs help mobilise and share the knowledge .
and expertise of EU Member States.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree  ®m Strongly disagree  ®m Do not know

N=82

Overall the responses to all three statements on Team Europe and EU added value are positive, with the
majority of respondents suggesting that the current EFls contribute to fostering a Team Europe approach and
the values agenda through external action, and to mobilising and sharing knowledge and expertise of EU
Member States.

EU’s leverage

Lastly, respondents were asked to express their opinion on a series of statements related to EU’s leverage
and the use of specific forms of support under the new EFls (compared to the MFF 2014-2020). Given
the number of Do not know options chosen by respondents (more than 10 % of answers for 4 out of 6
statements), Question 9 shows responses including or excluding the option for better data visualisation.
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Question 9 Statements on EU'’s leverage

Statements on EU’s leverage — including ‘Do not know’ answers

The current EFls contribute to strengthening the EU’s ability to
address global challenges, resulting in a stronger global voice in the
world.

The current EFls contribute to enhancing EU’s leverage to address
challenges at country and regional level

an attractive partner compared to other global actors.

The current EFls have helped the EU to better combine different
modalities and tools (e.g. financial means, political and policy
dialogue, technical assistance...) to promote EU external priorities.

The current EFls (including the use of public diplomacy) make the EU -
The current EFls contribute to strengthening the EU’s ability to
project the external dimension of the EU’s internal policies in high- -
income and middle-income countries.
There are good prospects for using EFSD+ guarantees to leverage
private finance at country level.
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N=82
Statements on EU’s leverage — excluding ‘Do not know’ answers

The current EFls contribute to strengthening the EU’s ability to
address global challenges, resulting in a stronger global voice in the
world.

The current EFIs contribute to enhancing EU’s leverage to address
challenges at country and regional level

The current EFIs (including the use of public diplomacy) make the EU
an attractive partner compared to other global actors.

The current EFIs have helped the EU to better combine different
modalities and tools (e.g. financial means, political and policy
dialogue, technical assistance...) to promote EU external priorities.

The current EFls contribute to strengthening the EU’s ability to
project the external dimension of the EU’s internal policies in high-
income and middle-income countries.

There are good prospects for using EFSD+ guarantees to leverage
private finance at country level.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree  m Strongly disagree

N=78, N=77, N=74, N=53, N=73, N=63

As clearly shown by the Statements on EU’s leverage excluding the Do not know answer, the majority of
respondents agree with all but one statement on EU’s leverage. Notably, over 80 % of respondents agree that
current EFls contribute to enhancing EU’s leverage to address challenges at country and regional level, and
71 % believe that they have helped the EU to better combine different modalities and tools to promote EU
external priorities.

Respondents are less unanimous with regard to whether there are good prospects for using EFSD+
guarantees to leverage private finance at country level. 52 % disagree (not considering Do not know), of whom
22 % strongly disagree. 48 % agree, of whom 8 % strongly agree. Notably, 19 respondents chose Do not
know.

Lastly, it is to be noted that 29 respondents Do not know whether the current EFls contribute to strengthening
the EU’s ability to project the external dimension of the EU’s internal policies in high-income and middle-income
countries.

Evaluation of the European Union’s External Financing Instruments (2014-2020 and 2021-2027)
Volume Il: Annexes — March 2024 — Particip GmbH



127

Annex 6 — Mapping and financial overview

As part of its work, the Evaluation Team has conducted a mapping exercise to further shed light on the
financial characteristics of the previous and current EFI architecture.

Planned multi-annual financial envelopes (as per regulations)

The following table presents the multi-annual financial envelopes related to the EFIs of the previous
MFF (2014-2020) as laid down in the respective regulations. Figure 11 further below provides a visual
overview and presents figures based on the respective regulations.

Table 16 Multi-annual financial envelopes of the previous MFF (2014-2020)

Instrument Previous MFF 2014-2020
Geographical instruments
11" European Development Fund (EDF), incl. 'envelope B’ (*7)
Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI) — geographic programmes
European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI)
Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA II)
Instrument for Greenland (GD)
Horizontal instruments
Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI) — thematic programmes
Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP)
European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR)
Partnership Instrument (PI)
Instrument for Nuclear Safety Cooperation (INSC)
Total envelope(*’®)
Source: EFI regulations
The 11t EDF was the largest single instrument during the previous MFF, accounting for almost 40 % of
the entire envelope. The geographic instruments represent the biggest share of the overall EFI
architecture. This observation still holds true for the current MFF, where again geographic budget lines
(mainly Pillar 1 of NDICI-GE and IPA IIl) make up for more than three quarters of the entire envelope
(see Table 17). Figure 12 further below provides a visual overview and presents figures based on the
respective regulations.

EUR 30,506 million (*77)
EUR 12,654 million (*78)
EUR 15,433 million
EUR 11,699 million
EUR 217 million

EUR 7,008 million
EUR 2,339 million
EUR 1,333 million
EUR 955 million
EUR 225 million
EUR 82,369 million

Table 17 Multi-annual financial envelopes of the current MFF (2021-2027)

Instrument

Current MFF 2021-2027

Neighbourhood, development and international cooperation instrument — Global Europe (NDICI-GE)

Pillar 1: Geographic programmes

EUR 60,388 million

Pillar 2: Thematic programmes

EUR 6,358 million

Pillar 3: Rapid response actions

EUR 3,182 million

Emerging challenges and priorities cushion EUR 9,534 million
Other instruments

Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA IIl)

Decision on the Overseas Association including Greenland (DOAG)
European Instrument for International Nuclear Safety Cooperation (INSC)
Total envelope (*89)

Source: EFI regulations

EUR 14,162 million
EUR 500 million
EUR 300 million

EUR 94,424 million

(*) The EDF ‘envelope B’ can be used to cover unforeseen needs.

(*"") Of which EUR 29,089 million for ACP countries, EUR 364.5 million for OCTs and EUR 1,052.5 million for
support expenditures.

(#78) Of which EUR 11,809 million for (non-ACP) geographic programmes and EUR 845 million for the Pan-African
programme.

(*7°) This only refers to the total envelope of instruments covered by this evaluation. Other MFF instruments not
covered include for example HUMA and CFSP.

(8% This only refers to the total envelope of instruments covered by this evaluation. Other MFF instruments not
covered include HUMA, CFSP and the EPF.
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Figure 11 Overview of EFIs under the previous MFF 2014-2020
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MFF 2014-2020
Heading IV Instruments and EDF

Package adopted on 7/12/11 (EUR 96.2 bn in current price - 85%)

Instruments

European Instrument for Democracy & Human Rights (EUR 1,333 b million)

Instrument for Stability (EUR 2,339 million)

Instrument for Nuclear Safety Cooperation (EUR 225 million)

Development
Cooperation
Instrument
(EUR 19,662 million)

Thematic Programs
Global Public Goods

Non-State Actors & Local
Authorities

Pan-African Programme

European
Neighbourhood
Instrument
(EUR 15,433 million)

Pre-Accession
Instrument
(EUR 11,699 million)

Partnership
Instrument

(EUR 955 million)

Common Implementing Regulation
(except Greenland and EDF)

Greenland
11th EDF
Instrument
(EUR 217.8 million) (outside budget)

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
|
1
(EUR 30,506 million) |}
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

__________________________________

Other MFF instruments NOT in the package 7/12/2011 (EUR 17.2 bn in current price - 15%)

HUMA, CFSP, MACRO, EVHAC, CPFI, GUARANTEE FUND, AGENCIES

Source: EFI overview presented by the Core ISG.
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Figure 12 Overview of EFIs under the current MFF 2021-2027

Final structure of external instruments for the 2021-2027 period
Total Heading VI: EUR 110,597 million in current prices

Neighbourhood, Development and International Cooperation Instrument — Global Europe Acronyms:

(EUR 79,462 million)* bn: billion
GD: Greenland
OCT: Overseas Countries and Territories

RAPID RESPONSE ACTIONS

GEOGRAPHIC
PROGRAMMES
(EUR 60,388 million)

European Neighbourhood
(at least EUR 19,323 million)

Sub-Saharan Africa
(at least EUR 29,181 million)

Asia and the Pacific
(EUR 8,489 million)

Americas and the Caribbean
(EUR 3,395 million)

THEMATIC PROGRAMMES
(EUR 6,358 million)

Human Rights & Democracy
(EUR 1,362 million)
*Additional EUR 200 million earmarked from
the cushion

Civil Society Organisations
(EUR 1,362 million)
*Additional 200 mEUR earmarked from the
cushion

Peace, Stability and Conflict Prevention
(EUR 908 million)

Global Challenges
(EUR 2,726 million)
*Additional EUR 600 million earmarked from
the cushion

C)

(EUR 3,182 million)

Peace, stability and conflict
prevention in situations or
urgency. Emerging crisis, crisis
and post-crisis, including those
which may result from migration
flows and forced displacement

Strengthening resilience and
linking humanitarian aid and
development action and, where
relevant, peacebuilding

Union foreign policy needs and
priorities

Emerging Challenges and Priorities Cushion (EUR 9.534 million)

Unallocated
amount under

Heading 6 as of (EUR 1,242

1 January 2021
(EUR 684 million)

OCT +GD
(EUR 500 million

European Instrument for

International Nuclear

Safety Cooperation
(EUR 300 million)

(EUR 2,679

Humanitarian Aid
(EUR 11,569 million)

Pre-Accession
(EUR 14,162 million)

European Peace Facility
(EUR 5,000 million)*

* not included in the budget

Source: EFI overview presented by the Core ISG.
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Implementation figures — Mapping

Overview by instruments

Table 18 Distribution of Commitments by instrument for 2014-2020
Instrument .Commitm.eljts Percentage
(in EUR million)

11" European Development Fund (EDF), incl. 'envelope B’ 29,259 326 %
European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI) 17,596 19.6 %
Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA II) 14,421 16.0 %
Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI) — geographic programmes 11,550 12.9%
Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI) — thematic programmes 8,139 9.1%
Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP) 2,170 24 %
European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR) 1,255 1.4%
Partnership Instrument (PI) 942 1.0%
European Fund for Sustainable Development (EFSD) 799 <1%
Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI) — other 510 <1%
Instrument for Nuclear Safety Cooperation (INSC) 318 <1%
Instrument for Greenland (GD) 217 <1%
Other 2,677 3.0%
Total 89,853 100 %

Source: Annual Reports on the implementation of the European Union’s External Action Instruments (2017 to
2022).

Table 19 Distribution of Commitments by instrument for 2021-2022
Instrument .Commitm.erlwts Percentage
(in EUR million)
NDICI-GE Pillar 1: Geographic programmes 13,312 48.6 %
NDICI-GE Pillar 2: Thematic programmes 3,889 14.2 %
NDICI-GE Pillar 3: Rapid response actions 1,755 6.4 %
Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA Ill) 3,891 14.2 %
Decision on the Overseas Association including Greenland (DOAG) 135 0.5%
European Instrument for International Nuclear Safety Cooperation (INSC) 74 0.3%
European Fund for Sustainable Development + (EFSD+)* 3,393 124 %
Other 920 34%
Total 27,369 100 %
Source: Annual Reports on the implementation of the European Union’s External Action Instruments (2017 to
2022).
Table 20 Overview of Commitments and Payments per instrument (2017-2020)

2017 | 2018 2019 2020
| Commit Paym  Commit Paym Commit Paym Commit Paym
nstrument
ments ents ments ents ments ents ments ents
th

117 European Development Fund 5137 3,412 | 4,602 3585| 2,856 3,471 | 3,432 4,249
(EDF), incl. 'envelope B
(Eé‘,\rl?)pea” Neighbourhood Instrument 2,428 1,946| 2,451 2,062 | 2,697 1,997 | 2,816 2,486
Development Cooperation Insttument | 4 743 4 445 | 1752 1481 | 1,865 1,450 | 1,936 1,623
(DCI) — geographic programmes
Instrument for Pre-Accession 2031 1,517| 2,015 1345| 2,912 1496 1,727 1,853
Assistance (IPA II)
Development Cooperation Instrument | 4 573 996 | 1166 1,109 | 1,307 1,072 | 1,258 1,198
(DCI) — thematic programmes
Instrument contributing to Stability and 259 247 333 321 364 308 400 367
Peace (IcSP)
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2017 |

2018 2019 2020

Commit Paym Commit Paym Commit Paym
ments ents ments ents ments ents

Commit Paym

Instrument
ments  ents

European Instrument for Democracy

and Human Rights (EIDHR) 176 145 172 173 164 141 164 138
Partnership Instrument (PI) 134 77 143 114 149 128 161 125
Instrument for Nuclear Safety

Cooperation (INSC) 53 71 32 38 32 34 31 13
Instrument for Greenland (GD) 32 30 32 30 33 29 33 33
Development Cooperation Instrument )

(DCI) — other 3 109 0 0 0 0 0 10

Source: Annual Reports on the implementation of the European Union’s External Action Instruments (2017 to
2022).

Table 21 Overview of Commitments and Payments per instrument (2021-2022)

Budget position

Commitments

2021

2022

Payments Commitments Payments

14.010101 — Support expenditure for the
Neighbourhood, Development and International 301 244 300 261
Cooperation Instrument
14.010165 — European Education and Culture
Executive Agency — Contribution from the
Neighbourhood, Development and International 4 4 0 0
Cooperation Instrument for the completion of previous
programmes
14.010175 — European Education and Culture
Exz_ecutive Agency — Contribution from the _ 0 0 6 6
Neighbourhood, Development and International
Cooperation Instrument — Global Europe
14.020110 — Neighbourhood South region 1,052 90 1,694 542
14.020111 — Neighbourhood East region 296 101 1,121 910
14.020112 — Neighbourhood — Territorial and cross-
border cooperation and supporting measures 4 0 56 0
14.020120 — West Africa 1,689 10 951 280
14.020121 — East and Central Africa 1,313 5 1,271 348
14.020122 — Southern Africa and Indian Ocean 193 0 1,063 44
14.020130 — Middle East and Central Asia 376 0 366 79
14.020131 — South and East Asia 388 0 551 37
14.020132 — The Pacific 61 0 120 4
14.020140 — The Americas 258 0 272 30
14.020141 — The Caribbean 112 0 106 8

. - +— -
iﬁn?rzigjt?gn Erasmus+ — NDICI — Global Europe 20 0 289 154
14.020160 — European Development Fund — ACP
Investment Facility reflows 0 0 0 0
14.020170 — NDICI Global Europe — Provisioning of
the common provisioning fund P ’ 1,595 6 1,950 1,391
14.020210 — Election observation missions — Human
Rights and Democracy 50 9 21 16
14.020211 — Fundamental rights and freedoms —
Human Rights and Democra?:y 150 13 266 69
14.020220 — Civil Society Organisations 200 0 358 40
14.020230 — Peace, Stability and Conflict Prevention 134 8 138 33
14.020240 — People — Global Challenges 1,612 697 410 0
14.020241 — Planet — Global Challenges 76 0 134 28
14.020242 — Prosperity — Global Challenges 130 0 132 16
14.020243 — Partnerships — Global Challenges 15 0 58 10
14.020310 — Crisis response 261 88 268 257
14.020320 — Resilience 530 0 634 192
14.020330 — Foreign policy needs 13 0 49 18
14.05 Decision on the Overseas Association includin
Greenland (DOAG) ’ 63 1 2 30
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2021 2022
Budget position Commitments Payments Commitments Payments
14.06 European Instrument for International Nuclear

Safety Cooperation (INSC)

15.02 Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA

1))
Source: Annual Reports on the implementation of the European Union’s External Action Instruments (2017 to
2022).

Table 22 Externally assigned revenues for 2021-2022 in million EUR
Instrument
NDICI-GE 2,316 15,613
IPA 1 5,659 7,778

Source: Information provided by the Commission.

Breakdown by recipient countries / region

Table 23 Breakdown by recipient countries/ region of Commitments by the European
Commission from 2017 to 2022
Countries 2017 2018 2020 2021
Part I: Developing Countries and
Territories (Official Development 16,445 15,151 15,432 15,053 14,617 19,149
Assistance)
Bilateral 15,996 14,946 15,166 14,815 91 19,146
Europe 6,887 2,680 4,606 3,071 2,923 4,989
Albania 80 110 93 258 68 107
Belarus 30 30 31 32 16 28
Bosnia-Herzegovina 77 91 127 136 84 58
Europe, regional 509 688 897 963 1,084 1,719
Kosovo* 171 176 153 175 119 126
Moldova 74 51 25 59 75 235
Montenegro 41 46 44 31 35 50
North Macedonia 82 102 114 133 93 95
Serbia 177 224 223 237 126 232
States Ex-Yugoslavia 23 0 0 15 2 2
Tirkiye 1,918 947 2,656 775 1,027 1,312
Ukraine 263 215 243 257 194 1,025
Africa 6,213 5,470 4,126 4,753 6,324 6,970
Africa, regional 411 852 369 559 1,743 2,222
Africa (North of Sahara) 752 655 719 810 745 800
Algeria 30 46 35 40 25 45
Egypt 45 56 55 110 7 183
Libya 72 78 40 44 114 49
Morocco 116 202 225 223 240 354
North of Sahara, regional 189 56 84 27 206 63
Tunisia 300 217 280 366 153 106
Africa (South of Sahara) 5,050 3,962 3,038 3,384 3,836 3,948
Angola 65 22 23 25 0 83
Benin 100 47 0 7 25 35
Botswana 0 3 7 0 0 13
Burkina Faso 63 44 37 103 200 0
Burundi 104 15 74 20 90 12
Cabo Verde 12 10 17 0 21 0
Cameroon 130 45 79 15 44 48
Central African Republic 79 214 28 118 38 66
Chad 22 31 105 12 103 50
Comoros 1 0 12 7 0 31
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Countries 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Congo 0 39 33 2 40 5
Democratic Republic of the Congo 107 145 73 91 227 141
Djibouti 60 30 8 37 32 5
Eastern Africa, regional 0 0 0 355 344 440
Eritrea 84 0 181 0 0 0
Eswatini 0 3 22 9 0 0
Ethiopia 67 300 125 181 21 173
Gabon 1 0 5 1 0 7
Gambia 113 96 50 15 0 18
Ghana 189 13 40 95 0 80
Guinea 145 45 9 37 0 39
Guinea-Bissau 0 58 8 2 13 38
Ivory Coast 11 39 31 18 62 34
Kenya 62 45 139 110 87 121
Lesotho 6 42 42 20 0 29
Liberia 52 15 58 3 0 0
Madagascar 168 85 60 29 0 161
Malawi 165 22 55 102 0 125
Mali 91 262 79 101 224 26
Mauritania 59 33 24 16 48 40
Mauritius 3 8 0 12 0 2
Middle Africa, regional 0 0 0 0 0 28
Mozambique 48 211 160 338 3 214
Namibia 0 0 4 0 0 24
Niger 83 134 66 139 331 72
Nigeria 286 58 20 17 120 63
Rwanda 4 5 15 42 88 94
Sao Tome and Principe 0 0 7 7 0 8
Senegal 53 143 28 121 107 72
Sierra Leone 105 35 62 18 0 56
Somalia 323 126 81 79 63 161
South Africa 60 20 27 19 12 30
South of Sahara, regional 1,716 1,093 804 528 1,163 630
South Sudan 26 5 2 21 57 22
Southern Africa, regional 0 0 0 18 0 88
St. Helena 0 22 0 1 0 0
Sudan 73 105 13 172 12 53
Tanzania 55 100 3 135 180 166
Togo 12 20 37 17 50 50
Uganda 143 65 154 5 27 19
Western Africa, regional 0 0 0 106 4 78
Zambia 82 99 65 25 0 151
Zimbabwe 24 13 66 33 0 a7
America 684 791 659 749 539 519
America, regional 94 109 216 230 259 235
America (North & Central America) 451 520 280 304 212 210
Antigua And Barbuda 3 5 0 0 0 0
Belize 12 14 0 0 1 0
Caribbean, regional 0 0 0 20 120 47
Central America, regional 0 0 0 11 28 27
Costa Rica 2 0 1 0 0 0
Cuba 24 10 43 2 0 9
Dominica 1 14 9 0 0 0
Dominican Republic 10 34 8 0 0 13
El Salvador 20 35 1 33 0 9
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Countries 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Grenada 0 0 0 1 0 0
Guatemala 16 17 66 15 20 49
Haiti 224 9 30 163 10 30
Honduras 16 68 37 23 18 0
Jamaica 20 0 20 5 2 10
Mexico 1 0 0 4 0 0
Montserrat 0 19 0 0 0 0
Nicaragua 20 71 0 17 13 16
North & Central America, regional 44 30 5 4 0 0
Panama 0 0 0 0 0 0
St. Lucia 2 0 0 6 0 0
St.Vincent & Grenadines 7 0 0 0 0 0
West Indies, regional 29 196 60 0 0 0
America (South America) 139 161 163 215 68 74
Argentina 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bolivia 51 3 36 56 0 14
Brazil 0 5 0 0 0 0
Colombia 48 5 52 24 2 11
Ecuador 6 48 0 3 0 5
Guyana 0 0 0 3 0 5
Paraguay 2 12 53 42 0 12
Peru 23 0 4 25 0 18
South America, regional 9 18 13 61 65 0
Suriname 0 2 5 0 0 1
Venezuela 0 69 0 1 1 8
Asia 2,697 2,826 3,058 3,167 2,032 2,944
Asia, regional 139 21 177 422 514 414
Asia (Far East Asia) 223 260 240 276 66 183
Cambodia 158 114 3 10 0 31
China 0 1 0 0 0 22
Democratic People's Republic of Korea 0 0 0 0 0 0
Far East Asia, regional 15 3 10 33 30 0
Indonesia 10 3 0 3 12 0
Laos 4 73 50 5 0 44
Malaysia 0 0 3 0 6 4
Mongolia 5 0 51 0 0 4
Philippines 4 29 98 49 0 62
Thailand 1 6 4 14 18 4
Timor-Leste 0 18 20 2 0 12
Viet Nam 26 13 1 160 0 0
Asia (Middle East Asia) 1,175 1,313 1,431 1,579 945 1,532
Iran 10 24 21 5 26 0
Iraq 191 163 219 253 129 78
Jordan 95 78 105 84 99 195
Lebanon 49 86 40 106 138 229
Middle East, regional 20 6 62 25 230 249
Syria 481 496 515 655 67 67
West Bank and Gaza Strip 241 314 252 263 43 522
Yemen 89 146 217 188 213 192
Asia (South & Central Asia) 1,160 1,233 1,210 890 507 815
Afghanistan 371 240 248 227 76 162
Armenia 41 36 53 69 0 77
Azerbaijan 14 14 13 14 14 20
Bangladesh 183 267 21 48 140 28
Bhutan 4 0 7 2 15 9
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Countries 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Central Asia, regional 85 104 166 51 21 10
Georgia 120 112 152 110 16 145
India 0 2 0 0 1 5
Kazakhstan 0 0 0 0 0 1
Kyrgyz Republic 8 12 31 34 33 3
Maldives 0 5 2 0 0 5
Myanmar 40 288 144 25 72 60
Nepal 43 9 56 20 31 74
Pakistan 185 68 93 60 0 99
South Asia, regional 3 0 75 55 0 0
South & Central Asia, regional 0 11 2 4 52 3
Sri Lanka 40 41 41 17 13 17
Tajikistan 0 0 84 112 23 44
Turkmenistan 6 0 0 0 0 6
Uzbekistan 16 25 22 42 0 47
Oceania 104 202 139 108 54 85
Fiji 2 3 0 20 0 0
Kiribati 2 0 21 0 3 5
Marshall Islands 0 0 0 0 0 0
Micronesia, Fed. States 0 0 14 4 0 0
Nauru 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oceania, regional 90 66 104 26 19 13
Palau 0 2 0 0 0 0
Papua New Guinea 0 85 0 38 0 67
Samoa 1 0 0 0 14 0
Solomon Islands 0 0 0 8 8 0
Tonga 1 2 0 0 10 0
Tuvalu 7 0 0 0 0 0
Vanuatu 0 25 0 11 0 0
Wallis & Futuna 0 20 0 1 0 0
Developing countries, unspecified 2,854 2,977 2,566 2,975 2,743 3,643
Bilateral, core contributions to
NGOs and other private bodies / 9 5 5 5 1 0
PPPs
Multilateral (inflows) 440 201 262 6 5 3
United Nations agency, fund or
commission (UN? y 103 107 103 91 5 2
FAO 0 0 0 0 2 2
OHCHR 0 4 0 0 0 0
UNEP 1 0 0 1 1 0
UNFCCC 0 0 0 3 2 0
UNRWA 102 102 103 87 0 0
Other multilateral institution 336 94 158 143 0 0
lcrarllcr)]:):rl]i,g!;?::e for Vaccines and 50 0 90 130 0 0
Tuberotlosis and Malara 5 90 e 13 0 0
Other multilateral institutions 1 4 0 0 0 0
Triangular co-operation 0 0 0 0 0 0
Part Il: Countries and Territories in
Transition (NON-ODA eligible 261 265 275 277 91 126
countries)
Croatia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cyprus 35 34 35 37 0 0
Greenland 32 32 33 33 60 0
Russia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Seychelles 0 10 0 0 0 2
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Countries 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Anguilla 14 3 0 0 0

Aruba

[EnY
w

Bahamas

Barbados

British Virgin Islands

o|Oo|~|O|O

Curacao

[EEY
~

Netherlands Antilles

o|lOo|O|O|O|O|O

N
o]

Saint Pierre And Miquelon

Sint Maarten

St. Kitts-Nevis

Trinidad And Tobago

Turks & Caicos Islands

Chile

Falkland Islands

Uruguay

Hong Kong, China

Korea

Taiwan

Israel

Saudi Arabia

United Arab Emirates

OlO|OIN|O|O(O|O|O|O|W|d1|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O

Cook Islands

OolFRr|O(O|NM|O|O|O|O|OO|O|O|O|O|O|O|jO|O|O|O|O|O

N|IO(wWw|ONMV|O(M|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|OC

w
o

French Polynesia

W
o
o
w
-

New Caledonia

O(O|O|O|O|O|NV|O|O|O|O|O|(O|O|®|O(N|O|(M|OINM|O|O
O|lO|O|O|O|O|N|O|O|FR|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O

O|Rr|IP|IO|IO|IOIN|(O|(O(O|O|O|OC|OC|O|O|N|PF

o
o

Pitcairn Islands 2

MADCT Unallocated 126 134 171 174 28

(&
A

Part Il: Other Unallocated 11 21 16 0 5 182

ODA Countries Other Flows 524 243 905 153 156 153

NON-ODA Countries Other Flows 0 0 0 0 0 12

Administrative Costs Ex-BA lines —

Heading 4 228 232 239 240 0 0

Administrative Costs — Heading 5 311 312 320 331 0 0

Administrative Costs Ex-BA lines

Heading 6 0 0 0 0 370 397

Administrative Costs Heading 7 0 0 0 0 507 544

Source: Annual Reports on the implementation of the European Union’s External Action Instruments (2017 to
2022).

Breakdown by sectors

Table 24 Sectoral breakdown of Commitments by the European Commission from 2017 to 2022
Sector 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Social infrastructure and services 7,532 6,663 7,459 5,795 7,088 7,891
Education 1,184 1,461 917 1,032 948 1,411
Health 575 374 1,044 824 2,191 270
Water and sanitation 413 392 841 231 360 696
Government and civil society 3,546 3,203 3,436 3,027 2,890 3,937
Population policies / programmes and reproductive health 627 293 41 30 56 109
Other social infrastructure and services 1,187 940 1,180 651 643 1,468
Economic infrastructure and services 1,703 1,909 1,792 1,775 2,798 2,707
Transport and storage 362 605 416 416 789 449
Communications 20 126 64 74 468 201
Energy 750 658 765 732 996 1,108
Banking and financial services 315 353 290 229 366 434
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Sector
Business and other services 256 167 257 324 179 515
Production sectors 1,766 1,481 1255 1,706 612 1,673
Agriculture, forestry and fishing 1,163 1,016 703 976 388 1,278
Industry, mineral resources and mining, construction 385 321 298 516 175 245
Trade and tourism 218 144 254 214 49 150
Multisector / Cross-cutting 2,016 2,216 1,376 1,462 1,060 1,759
General environmental protection 430 664 414 422 609 637
Other multisector 1,586 1,552 962 1,040 451 1,122
Commodity aid and general programme assistance 707 764 505 903 610 998
General budget support 517 677 418 883 591 982
Developmental food assistance 190 87 87 20 19 16
Humanitarian aid 2,444 1,702 2614 2,964 2,366 3,112
Emergency response 2,298 1,579 2495 2,747 2,283 3,067
Reconstruction relief and rehabilitation a7 9 67 134 6 36
Disaster preparedness 99 114 52 83 77 9
Sﬁlhsire:cﬁirginistrative costs of donors / Unallocated / 804 948 975 1008 957 1,956
Administrative costs of donors 685 689 704 771 882 951
Unallocated / Unspecified 119 259 271 145 75 1,005
Action relating to debt - - - 92 - -
Total 16,97 15,68 15,97 15,61 1549 20,09
2 3 6 3 1 6

Source: Annual Reports on the implementation of the European Union’s External Action Instruments (2017 to
2022).

Breakdown by aid mechanism

Table 25 Breakdown by aid mechanism of Commitments by the European Commission from
2017 to 2022

Aid Mechanisms 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
il:rccl){ebcé-:]):jpi)ﬁgl;lterventlons (grants 12,391 11,680 12,192 11146 12,515 15.303
Sector budget support 1,321 917 1,164 988 575 945
General budget support 517 677 418 883 591 1,032
Other mechanisms 2,743 2,408 2,203 2,595 1,810 2,816
Total 16,972 15,682 15,977 15,612 15,491 20,096

Source: Annual Reports on the implementation of the European Union’s External Action Instruments (2017 to
2022).

Breakdown by channels

A breakdown by channels (i.e., implementing partners or direct recipient of EU funding) is not provided
by the Annual Reports on the implementation of the EU External Action Instruments.(*®') To get an
overview of the main channels used and gain a better understanding of the budget structure under each
EFI, the Evaluation Team extracted and analysed data on commitments from the EU’s ‘Statistical
Dashboard.” Due to the way things are coded in the ‘Statistical Dashboard’ and the presence of multiple
coding errors, the Evaluation Team invested a considerable amount of time in recoding and checking the
data. The time needed to develop a robust mapping for one instrument led the Evaluation Team to focus
on only one instrument related to the current MFF — NDICI-GE — and its corresponding instruments under
the previous MFF. The result of the analysis is summarised in the table below.(%8?)

The table highlights some key specificities in early NDICI-GE programming (2021-2022) such as the
impact of COVID-19 or the Syrian refugee crisis on the channels used in EU external action, but also the

(*81) The Annual Reports only provide an overview of the largest recipients of funding under indirect management.
(*®?) Due to the way things are coded in the ‘Statistical Dashboard’, many exceptions in the dataset make a more
granular analysis difficult; moreover, a slight margin of error remains.
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large share that is taken up by the EFSD+ in the EFI architecture, esp. through the provisioning of
guarantees via the Common Provisioning Fund (CPF). Although not visible in the categorisation used in
the Statistical Dashboard nor in the table below, the guarantees provisioned via the CPF actually cover
a variety of implementing partners/ channels — e.g., EU Member States Development Finance
Institutions, multilateral development banks such as EBRD, the World Bank and regional development
banks. Most of them were channelling various forms of EU funding under the previous MFF. Given the
size of EFSD+ and the financial contributions going to the CPF, this observation is important to take into
account when comparing the largest channels of EU support between the previous and current MMF. (483)

Table 26 Breakdown of NDICI-GE Commitments by channels
EFlIs / Channels Commitments Commitments
2014-2020 2021-2022
Geographic instruments / pillars 78,62 % 43,03 %
Recipient Government 26,57 % 14,24 %
EU Member States agencies & actors 11,87 % 7,70 %
UN agencies 10,47 % 11,16 %
Banks (incl. WB and IMF) 7,97 % 1,43 %
Trust Funds 7,73 % 0,02 %
Multilateral and intergovernmental organisations 6,02 % 1,89 %
International and local NGOs and civil society 5,09 % 4,98 %
Private sector 1,84 % 0,89 %
Donor or third country Government 1,07 % 0,71 %
Thematic instruments / pillars 16,90 % 28,12 %
International and local NGOs and civil society 5,99 % 5,88 %
UN agencies 3,65 % 2,86 %
Multilateral and intergovernmental organisations 1,44 % 11,33 %(*8%)
EU Member States agencies & actors 2,14 % 1,52 %
Private sector 1,34 % 1,03 %
Recipient Government 0,52 % 4,70 %(*85)
Other 1,81 % 0,80 %
EFSD+, ELM, MFA 1,22 % 26,85 %
Common Provisioning Fund (CPF) 0,00 % 26,85 %
Other 1,22 % 0,00 %
Other 3,26 % 2,01 %

Source: Authors' own analysis of EU Statistical dashboard data (based on extractions of sheet 23 in March 2023).

Overview of Trust Funds

Table 27 Overview of Commitments and Payments through Trust Funds (2014-2020)
Trust Funds Commitments Payments
Trust Fund Africa* 5,186 3,091
Trust Fund Békou 314 197
Trust Fund Colombia 123 66
Trust Fund Madad 2,282 1,515
Total 7,905 4,869

Source: Annual Reports on the implementation of the European Union’s External Action Instruments (2017 to
2022).

(*83) In addition, compared to grant contributions, EU funding provided in the form of guarantees present various
specificities. In particular, the EU financial contributions going to the CPF correspond to ‘provisioning’ for specific
guarantees, not to the actual budget of the investment projects supported through these guarantees. Moreover, unlike
other forms of support, it is difficult to make a distinction between commitments and spending since allocations to
guarantees are eventually used only in cases of default. Some observers also argue that, from an economic point of
view, funding provided in the form of guarantees cannot be considered as equivalent to a grant contribution in
quantitative terms.

(*8%) More than 90 % of this sharp increase relate to the EU’s response to the COVID-19 pandemic channelled
through The Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria and the GAVI alliance.

(*85) More than 80 % of this sharp increase relate to funding under the RRP going to Tirkiye in support of Syrian
refugees.

Evaluation of the European Union’s External Financing Instruments (2014-2020 and 2021-2027)
Volume Il: Annexes — March 2024 — Particip GmbH



139

Annex 7 — Presentation of the Evaluation Team

The Evaluation Team consists of a core team and several individual block teams. In some cases, core
team members have also lead or supported blocks. In total, the following persons have contributed to the
evaluation:

Core Team

Landis MacKellar (TL), Camille Massey, Volker Hauck, Jean Bossuyt, Alexei Jones, Tino Smail, Sarah
Bellot Le Hellidu, Michael Lieckefett

Block leads
Paul Georis, Charlotte Vaillant, Jorn Dosch, Thomas Keck

With the support of

Amandine Sabourin, Ana-Maria Moreno Mendieta, Andrew Sherriff, Anthony Land, Cecilia D’Alessandro,
Fatima Laanouni, Federico Bilder, Fernanda Faria, Isabell Breunig, Judi Clarke, Karim Karaki, Katarina
Jurlina, Lida Rodriguez, Louise Escudier, Maélle Salzinger, Mariella Di Ciommo, Nino Khurtsidze, Pauline
Veron, Ratka Sekulovic, Reza Lahidji, Sara Gianesello, Sophie Desmidt, Stefan Lang, Tamara Ulla
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GETTING IN TOUCH WITH THE EU
In person

All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct information centres. You can find the address of the centre nearest
you at: https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en

On the phone or by email

Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European Union. You can contact this service:
- by freephone: 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for these calls),

- at the following standard number: +32 22999696, or

- by electronic mail via: https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en

FINDING INFORMATION ABOUT THE EU

Online

Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU is available on the Europa website at:
https://europa.eu/european-union/index_en

EU publications

You can download or order free and priced EU publications from EU Bookshop at https://publications.europa.eu/en/ publications.
Multiple copies of free publications may be obtained by contacting Europe Direct or your local information centre (see
https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en).
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