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ANNEX 1: INVENTORY OF DOCUMENTS

Inventory of documents
Treaty of Maastricht on European Union (signed on 7 February 1992, entered into force on 1 November 1993)

Consolidated versions of the Treaty on European Union and the Treaty on the Functioning of the European
Union. Treaty of Lishon, (signed on 13 December 2007, entered into force on 1 December 2009, 2016/C 202/1)
Consolidated versions of the Treaty on European Union and the Treaty on the Functioning of the European
Union. Treaty of Lishon, (signed on 13 December 2007, entered into force on 1 December 2009, 2016/C 202/1)
The European Consensus on Development, Joint statement by the Council and the representatives of the
governments of the Member States meeting within the Council, the European Parliament and the Commission
on European Union Development Policy: ‘The European Consensus’ (2006/C 46/01)

The New European Consensus on Development: Our World, our Dignity, our Future, as adopted by the
Council at its 3540th meeting held on 19 May 2017 (doc9459/17)

Commission Communications

COM(2004)150 final, Translating the Monterrey Consensus into practice: the contribution by the European
Union (05.03.2004)

COM(2004) 383 final, The Social Dimension of Globalization - the EU's policy contribution on extending the
benefits to all (18.5.2004)

COM(2005) 134 final, Policy Coherence for Development: Accelerating progress towards attaining the
Millennium Development Goals (12.04.2005)

COM(2009) 458 final Policy Coherence for Development - Establishing the policy framework for a whole—
of— the-Union approach (15.9.2009)

COM 2010 (159) A twelve-point EU action plan in support of the Millennium Development Goals
(21.4.2010)

COM (2011) 637 final Increasing the impact of EU Development Policy: an Agenda for Change (13.10.2011)
COM(2013) 92 final A decent life for all: Ending poverty and giving the world a sustainable future
(27.2.2013)

COM(2015) 44 final A Global Partnership for Poverty Eradication and Sustainable Development after 2015
(5.2.2015)

COM (2016) 740 final Proposal for a new European Consensus on Development: Our World, our Dignity, our
Future (22.11.2016)

COM(2015) 497 final Trade for All - Towards a more responsible trade and investment policy, 14.10.2015
COM(2012) 22 final Trade, growth and development Tailoring trade and investment policy for those
countries most in need, 27.1.2012

COM(2010) 672 final The CAP towards 2020: Meeting the food, natural resources and territorial challenges
of the future 18.11.2010

COM(2009)163 final: Commission Green Paper on the Reform of the Common Fisheries Policy; Brussels,
22.4.2009, Section 5.8

The Stockholm Programme — An open and secure Europe serving and protecting citizens, document
17024/09, 2.12.2009: published in the Official Journal of the European Union (2010/C 115/01).

COM(2011) 248 final, Communication on Migration, 4.5.2011

COM(2011) 743 final, The Global Approach to Migration and Mobility, Annex Conclusions of the CSWP on
Migration and Development, 18.11.2011

COM(2013) 292 final, Maximising the Development Impact of Migration. The EU contribution for the UN
High-level Dialogue and next steps towards broadening the development-migration nexus, 21.5.2013
COM(2015) 240 final, A European Agenda on Migration, 13.5.2015

COM(2014) 335 final, A decent Life for all: from vision to collective action, 2.6.2014

COM(2016) 385 final Communication on establishing a new Partnership Framework with third countries
under the European Agenda on Migration 7.6.2016

COM (2016) 739 final Next steps for a sustainable European future: European Action on Sustainability
22.11.2016

A Global Strategy for the European Union’s Foreign And Security Policy “Shared Vision, Common Action:
A Stronger Europe”, presented at the EU summit on 28 June 2016

Council Decision of 26 July 2010 establishing the organisation and functioning of the European External Action
Service (2010/427/EV)

Commission Staff Working Documents

SWD SEC(2010)421 Policy Coherence for Development Work Programme 2010- 2013

SWD(2013) 138 final, Climate change, environmental degradation, and migration 16.4.2013 , Accompanying
the Communication An EU Strategy on adaptation to climate change
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Inventory of documents

CSWD{SEC(2012) 87 final} Trade as a driver of development

CSWP SEC(2007) PCD Biennial Report 2007

CSWD SEC (2009) 1137 final PCD Biennial Report 2009

SEC(2011) 1627 final PCD Biennial Report 2011

SWD(2013) 456 final PCD Biennial Report 2013

SWD(2015) 159 final PCD Biennial Report 2015

PV(2014) 2104 final “2104th meeting of the Commission” 12. 11. 2014,

SEC 2014 (578) final, Changes Organisation Chart DG Enlargement, 5.11.2014

Council Conclusions

Presidency Conclusions of the European Council (16/17 December 2004, doc. 16238/1/04 dated 1 February
2005.

Conclusions of the Council and the Representatives of the Governments of the Member States Meeting within
the Council- On Accelerating progress towards attaining the Millennium Development Goals: EU Contribution
to the Review of the MDGs at the UN 2005 High Level Event (24 May 2005)

Conclusions of the Council and the Representatives of the Governments of the Member States Meeting within
the Council on accelerating progress towards attaining the MDGs: EU contribution to the review of the MDGs
at the UN 2005 High Level Event - 24 May 2005

Conclusions of the Council and the Representatives of the Governments of the Member States meeting within
the Council on Policy Coherence for Development (PCD) - 20 November 2007

Council Conclusions on Policy Coherence for Development (PCD) - 18 November 2009

Council conclusions on Policy Coherence for Development, 14 May 2012

Council conclusions on Policy Coherence for Development, 12 December 2013

Council conclusions on Policy Coherence for Development (PCD): 2015 EU Report, as adopted by the Council
at its 3420th meeting, 26 October 2015

Council Conclusions on Supporting developing countries in coping with the crisis of 18 May 2009, 2943
External relations Council meeting.

Council conclusions on the EU and Responsible Global Value Chains, as adopted by the Council at its 3462nd
meeting held on 12 May 2016

Council Conclusions of 21 December 2010 on trade policy, welcoming the Communication on “Trade, Growth
and World Affairs: Trade Policy”.

Council conclusions on Food and Nutrition Security in external assistance, 28 May 2013

Council conclusions on food and nutrition security, 20 June 2016

Conclusions 118th Environment Council meeting: Rio+20 towards achieving sustainable development by
greening the economy and improving governance, 31 October 2011

Council conclusions on climate change of 11 October 2016.

Council of the European Union of 24 June 2014: Conclusions on the EU Climate Diplomacy COP 21.
Council Conclusions of 19 July 2013 “Conclusions of the Council and of the Representatives of Governments
of the Member States meeting within the Council on the 2013 UN High-Level Dialogue on Migration and
Development and on broadening the development-migration nexus

Council conclusions on migration in EU development cooperation, 12 December 2014

Council Conclusions on the EU’s approach to forced displacement and development, 12 May 2016

Council conclusions on the EU's comprehensive approach of 12 May 2014

Council conclusions on implementing the EU Global Strategy in the area of Security and Defence of 14
November 2016

Council conclusions on the Global Strategy on the European Union's Foreign and Security Policy 17 October
2016.

Conclusions of the Council and the Representatives of the Governments of the Member States Meeting within
the Council, 24 May 2005, doc. 9266/05

Council Conclusions on the Overarching Post 2015 Agenda, 25 June 2013

Council Conclusions of 14 June 2010, on “The MDGs for the UN High Level Plenary Meeting in New York
and beyond - Supporting the achievement of the MDGs by 2015”.

Council Conclusions on A New Global Partnership for Poverty Eradication and Sustainable Development after
2015 (doc. 9241/15), (26 May 2015)

European Parliament

European Parliament resolution of 18 May 2010 on the EU Policy Coherence for Development and the
‘Official Development Assistance plus’ concept (2009/2218(INI))

European Parliament resolution of 25 October 2012 on the EU 2011 Report on Policy Coherence for
Development (2012/2063(IN1))
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Inventory of documents

European Parliament resolution on the EU 2015 Report on Policy Coherence for Development
(2015/2317(IND)

European Parliament resolution of 7 June 2016 on the EU 2015 Report on Policy Coherence for Development
(2015/2317(IND))

International treaties, UNGA Resolutions

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);

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,
(signed in Ouagadougou on 22 June 2010).

Resolution A/RES/55/2 adopted by the General Assembly, United Nations Millennium Declaration,
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), 18 September 2000.

Monterrey Consensus of the International Conference on Financing for Development, final text of agreements
and commitments adopted at the International Conference on Financing for Development Monterrey, Mexico,
18-22 March 2002, United Nations 2003

Doha Declaration of financing for development, final text of agreements and commitments adopted at the
Follow-up International Conference on Financing for Development to Review the Implementation of the
Monterrey Consensus Doha, Qatar, 29 November - 2 December 2008, United Nations 2009.

2015 Addis Ababa Action Agenda of the Third International Conference on Financing for Development (Addis
Ababa Action Agenda) The final text of the outcome document adopted at the Third International Conference
on Financing for Development (Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, 13-16 July 2015) and endorsed by the General
Assembly in its resolution 69/313 of 27 July 2015

Resolution A/RES/70/1 adopted by the General Assembly on 25 September 2015- Transforming our world:
the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (2015)

United Nations High-level Conference on World Financial and Economic Crisis and its Impact on Development
— 1-3 June 2009 Outcome of United Nations Conference on the World Financial and Economic Crisis and its
Impact on Development

Resolution A/RES/64/159 64/159. The right to food adopted by the General Assembly on 18 December 2009

21st Conference of the Parties to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change in from 30 November to
13 December 2015 in Paris UNFCCC - FCCC/CP/2015/10/Add.1- Conference of the Parties Decision 1/CP.21
— Adoption of the Paris Agreement 12 December 2015

UN General Assembly Resolution 69/314 on Tackling Illicit Trafficking in Wildlife, adopted by the General
Assembly on 30 July 2015

UN Conference on Sustainable Development Rio+20 — Outcome document Resolution A/RES/66/288 The
future we want, adopted by the General Assembly on 27 July 2012

UN Declaration of the High-level Dialogue on International Migration and Development, Resolution 68/4
adopted by the General Assembly on 3 October 2013

Resolution 2014A/RES/69/229 on International migration and development adopted by the General Assembly
on 19 December 2014

UN General Assembly High-Level Meeting on Refugees and Migrants Resolution A/RES/71/ adopted by the
General Assembly on 19 September 2016 - New York Declaration for Refugees and Migrants

Resolution S/RES/2253 (2015) Adopted by the Security Council at its 7587th meeting, on 17 December 2015

UNGA Resolution A/RES/70/125 on Outcome document of the high-level meeting of the General Assembly
on the overall review of the implementation of the outcomes of the World Summit on the Information Society,
adopted by the General Assembly on 16 December 2015

Publications

CONCORD (2015) Coherence for Migration and Security. And what about development? Spotlight Report
2015, Policy Paper.

CONCORD (2013) Cotonou Working Group Briefing Paper, Policy Coherence for Development, ACP-EU
Joint Parliamentary Assembly, 25th Session, Brussels 15-19 June.

Bartels, L.(2016) Policy Coherence for Development under article 208 of the Treaty of Functioning of the
European Union, Paper 18, March 2016, Legal Studies Research Papers, Faculty of Law, University of
Cambridge, p.24

CONCORD (2011) Spotlight Report on EU PCD

Hoebink, Paul (2004) Evaluating Maastricht’s Triple C: An introduction to the development paragraphs of the
Treaty on the European Union and suggestions for its evaluation, The Treaty of Maastricht and Europe’s
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Inventory of documents

Development Co-operation, Edited by Paul Hoebink, Studies in European Development Co-operation.
Evaluation, European Union Brussels, December 2004, Published in 2005 by Aksant Academic Publishers
Hoebink, Paul 2013[1999] Coherence and Development Policy, The Case of the European Union, in Policy
Coherence in Development Cooperation, edited by Jacques Forster and Olav Stokke, EADI Book Series 22,
Routledge, p. 336-337.

De Guerry, O. Stocchiero, A. and CONCORD EUTF task force (2018) Partnership or Conditionality:
Monitoring the  Migration Compacts and EU Trust Fund for Africa, CONCORD.
https://concordeurope.org/2018/01/24/monitoring-eu-trust-fund-africa-publication/

(ECDPM), PARTICIP and Complutense Institute of International Studies (ICEI) (2007) Evaluation of the EU
Institutions & Member States” Mechanisms for Promoting Policy Coherence for Development -- Study on ‘The
EU Institution’s & Member States” Mechanisms for Promoting Policy Coherence for Development — Case
Study of the Role of the Inter-Service Consultation Mechanism in the Promotion of PCD within the Commission
ECDPM and ICEI (2005) EU Mechanisms that Promote Policy Coherence for Development. A Scoping Study,
Amsterdam: Aksant Academic Publishers.

Furness, M. and Génzle, S. (2016) The Security—Development Nexus in European Union Foreign Relations
after Lisbon: Policy Coherence at Last? Development Policy Review, 35 (4): 475—492,
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/dpr.12191/full

Mackie, J., Ronceray M., and Spierings E., (2017) Policy coherence and the 2030 Agenda: Building on the PCD
experience, Discussion Paper No. 210 March 2017, ECDPM, www.ecdpm.org/dp210

OECD (2008) Policy Coherence for Development — Lessons Learned, Policy Brief, December 2008;

Latek, M. (2016) Growing impact of EU migration policy on development cooperation, Briefing Paper EPRS,
Members' Research Service, European Parliamentary Research Service.

OECD (2015) Better Policies for Development 2015:Policy Coherence and Green Growth, OECD Publishing,
Paris

OECD (2012) European Union - Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Peer Review

Picciotto, Robert (2005) The Evaluation of Policy Coherence for Development”, Evaluation 11 (3), 311-330,
DOI: 10.1177/1356389005058479.

Van Seters et al, Use of PCD Indicators by a Selection of EU Member States’, Discussion Paper 171, January
2015, ECPDM.

Van Schaik Louise et al. (2006) Policy Coherence for Development in the EU Council Strategies for the Way
Forward, Centre for European Policy Studies

DG DEVCO Documents

DG DEVCO Management Meetings (several) Period July 2010 — January 2016 (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO Jour de Fixe (several) Period October 2009 - December 2016 (CONFIDENTIAL)
DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2007: EU Member States Questionnaire responses.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2007: Preparation of the 2007 EU Report on Policy Coherence for
Development.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2009: EU Member State Questionnaire responses.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2009: Meeting 24 April 2009, Minutes of the Meeting.
(CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2009: PCD Meeting with DG representatives 30 November 2009,
Minutes Interservice Group Meeting on PCD. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2009: PCD Planning 2009 (Screening of 2009 CLWP and Agenda
Planning). (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2009: Questionnaire 2009 European Union Report on Policy Coherence
for Development.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2010: Meeting 11 February 2010, Summary Enhancing coherence of
policies for development Working seminar on indicators and impact evaluation.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2010: Meeting 13 September 2010, Minutes PCD Network Meeting.
(CONFIDENTIAL)
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Inventory of documents

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2010: PCD Meeting with DG representatives 6 July 2010, Minutes
Interservice Group Meeting on PCD. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2010: PCD Work Programme 2010-2013 - Draft - key messages.
(CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2010: Workshop on Policy Coherence for Development - PCD training
for Finnish Officials by the European Commission.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2011; Background Note for the Attention of Heads of Delegations —
Policy coherence for development — main issues and DEVCO coordination team.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2011: Jour Fixe: Agenda point PCD, Policy Coherence for Development
Monitoring for Jour Fixe: 24/01/2011. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2011: Jour Fixe: Agenda point PCD, Policy Coherence for Development
Monitoring for Jour Fixe: 06/02/2011. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2011: Jour Fixe: Agenda point PCD, Policy Coherence for Development
Monitoring for Jour Fixe: 28/02/2011. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2011: Meeting 28 September 2011, Minutes of the EU PCD informal
expert meeting. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2011: Questionnaire 2011 EU Report on PCD EUMS responses.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2011: Questionnaire for the 2011 EU Development Accountability and
Monitoring Report.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2011: Training for EU Heads of Delegation.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2012: Jour Fixe: Agenda point PCD, Note to Commissioner Andris
Piebalgs — Policy Coherence for Development Monitoring for Jour Fixe: 26/04/2012. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG AGRI and DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2012: Jour Fixe: Agriculture and Development Policies,
Note to the attention of Mr. J-M Silva Rodriguez, Director General DG AGRI — Agriculture and Development
Policies — state of play and possible synergies in future work of DG DEVCO and DG AGRI.
(CONFIDENTIAL)

DG AGRI and DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2012, Jour Fixe: Agriculture and Development Policies,
ANNEX: Non-Paper on State of Play and Possible Synergies in Present and Future Work of DG DEVCO and
DG AGRI. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2012: High PCD Priorities within CWP 2012. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2012: Jour Fixe: Agenda point PCD, PCD Jour Fixe 23/05/2012.
(CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2012: List of participants — In house seminar — PCD and Commitment to
Development.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2012: Meeting 23 March 2012, London, DEVCO Mission Report —
BOND event with UK NGOs — Seminar on Food security and human Security. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2012: Meeting 9 February 2012, OECD Paris, DEVCO Mission Report
— OECD/EU PCD Focal Points Meeting. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2012: Meeting 20 September 2012, Summary of the EU PCD informal
expert meeting. (CONFIDENTIAL)
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Inventory of documents

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2012: PCD Training 25 October 2012.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2012: Meeting 4 October 2012, Paris, DEVCO Mission Report —
Participation to the Debate with French Civil society organisations on Policy Coherence for Development and
Food Security “Against hunger — let’s be coherent”. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2012: PCD Meeting with DG representatives 7 June 2012, PCD Inter-
Service Group meeting - Draft Agenda. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2012: PCD Meeting with DG representatives 7 June 2012, Minutes ISG
Meeting on PCD. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2012: PCD Screening for 2012. (CONFIDENTIAL)
DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2013: EUMS contributions for the PCD Report.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2013: Guidelines for contributions to the 2013 EU PCD reporting exercise
for the use of European Commission services and EEAS.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2013: High PCD Priorities Within CWP 2012 and 2013.
(CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2013: Meeting 22 April 2013, Minutes of the EU PCD informal expert
meeting. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2013: Meeting 12-13 June 2013, OECD Paris, DEVCO Mission Report
— Meeting of the OECD Network of National Focal Points for Policy Coherence for Development (PCD).
(CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2013: Meeting 26 June 2013, OECD Paris, DEVCO Mission Report —
PCD Technical Workshop. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2013: Meeting 14 November 2013, Berne, DEVCO Mission Report —
EU-Swiss Dialogue on Development Cooperation — Workshop on Migration and Development.
(CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2013: Meeting 28 November 2013, Prague, DEVCO Mission Report —
Presentation of the EU 2013 PCD report. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2013: PCD Training 21 March 2013.
DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2013: PCD Training 21 November 2013.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2013: PCD Work Programme 2010-2013 - Implementation Assessment.
(CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2013: Request for reporting from the EU Delegations for January 2014,
The role of EU Delegations in Policy Coherence for Development (PCD) - request for follow-up.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2014: 2014 PCD Priorities — State of Play 31-10-2014.
(CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2014: DEVCO PCD: an introduction — List of participants.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2014: Jour Fixe: ISC and PCD, Note to Mr. N. Mimica — DEVCO Inter-
service consultations and Policy Coherence for Development (PCD): for information. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2014: Meeting 27 January 2014, Short report on the informal PCD Focal
Point Meeting on Monday 27th of January 2014. (CONFIDENTIAL)
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Inventory of documents

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2014: Meeting 4-5 March 2014, OECD Paris, DEVCO Mission Report
— OECD PCD Focal Points Meeting. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2014: Meeting 5 June 2014, OECD Paris, DEVCO Mission Report —
PCD Practitioners’ workshop. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2014: Meeting 21 October 2014, Minutes Informal Expert Group of PCD
Focal Points. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2014: Meeting 21 October 2014, Presentation: Reporting from EU
Delegations: Main Findings and Follow-up. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2014: Meeting 17-18 December 2014, OECD Paris, DEVCO Mission
Report — Meeting of the National Focal Points for Policy Coherence for Development (PCD).
(CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2014: PCD 21 Meeting with DG representatives January 2014, Minutes
PCD ISG Meeting. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2014: Reports from the EU Delegations. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG AGRI, European Commission, 2015: The EU’s common agricultural policy, Ensuring the EU’s
development and agricultural policies evolve together.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015: 2015 PCD Priorities. (CONFIDENTIAL)
DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015: EUMS contributions for the PCD Report.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015, Formal participation in the review of the I A tool under the SecGen.
(CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015: Guidelines for contributions to the 2015 EU PCD reporting
exercise.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015: Guidance Note on EU Policy on IUU: “DEVCO — FAQ: EU policy
against illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing”. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015: Jour Fixe: PCD and DRM, Domestic Revenue Mobilisation (DRM)
and Development - Policy Coherence for Development. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015: Jour Fixe: PCD and DRM, Jour fixe 11 February 2015 - Tax issues
and policy coherence for development. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015; Jour Fixe: PCD & Trade, Annex - TTIP Negotiating guidelines.
(CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015; Jour Fixe: PCD & Trade, JF cover note. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015; Jour Fixe: PCD & Trade, Jour Fixe meeting notes 11 February
2015. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015; Jour Fixe: PCD & Trade, Note for the Attention of Mr. N. Mimica
— PCD trade issues: Management meeting on 5 February 2015 preparing the Jour Fixe on 11 February 2015.
(CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015; Jour Fixe: PCD & Trade, Note to Mr. N. Mimica — Transatlantic
Trade and Investment Partnership — TTIP — possible impacts on Developing Countries. (CONFIDENTIAL)
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Inventory of documents

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015: Meeting 25 February 2015, Minutes Informal Expert Group of
PCD Focal Points. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015: Meeting 30-31 March 2015, OECD Paris, DEVCO Mission Report
— Workshop for National Focal Points for Policy Coherence for Development (PCD). (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015: Meeting 15 June 2015, OECD Paris, DEVCO Mission Report —
Meeting of the National Focal Points for Policy Coherence for Development (PCD). (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015: Meeting 22 June 2015, Riga, DEVCO Mission Report — Informal
CODEV Meeting — Post 2015 and PCD. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015: Meeting 9 July 2015, Bucharest, DEVCO Mission Report —
Invitation Guest Speaker in the Romanian Development Camp. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015: Meeting 02 December 2015, Minutes Policy Coherence for
Development Informal Expert Group. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015: PCD EAMR Questions.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015: PCD Training 9 March 2015.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2015: Workshop for EU DEL in the framework of the DEVCO Days.
DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2016: Draft Screening of PCD-relevant Initiatives. (CONFIDENTIAL)
DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2016: E-learning tool “Policy Coherence for Development”.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2016: Guidance Note on International Fisheries Agreements: “DEVCO
— FAQ: EU Sustainable Fisheries Partnership Agreements (SFPAs)”. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2016: Jour Fixe: PCD brainstorming, Policy Coherence for Development
& Brainstorming - PCD: Possible way ahead - elements for discussion. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2016: Meeting 15 January 2016, London, DEVCO Mission Report —
"What are the strategic challenges to coherent policy-making on sustainable development?" Roundtable
organized by ODI. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, Meeting 4 April 2014, Luxembourg, DEVCO Mission Report — Réunion
du Comité interministériel pour la coopération au développement (CID). (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2016: Meeting 11 May 2016, Berlin, DEVCO Mission Report — Meeting
of the Committee for Economic Cooperation and Development of the German Bundestag. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2016: Meeting 19 May 2016, Amsterdam, DEVCO Mission Report —
SDG conference "Ready for Change?". (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2016: Meeting 9-10 June 2016, The Hague, DEVCO Mission Report —
PCD Community of Practice Workshop. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2016: Meeting 22 July 2016, Minutes Policy Coherence for Development
(PCD) Informal Expert Group. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2016: PCD Meeting with DG representatives 27 April 2016, Invitation
to DGs. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2016: PCD Meeting with DG representatives 27 April 2016, Summary
of PCD ISG Meeting. (CONFIDENTIAL)
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Inventory of documents

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2016: Mission Report to Gustavo Martin Prada, Director DEVCO A,
Mission of Carsten Sorensen to the EP plenary session in Strasbourg on 6-7 June 2016. (CONFIDENTIAL)

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2016: Training for DG DEVCO, 7 June 2016, Presentation: Policy
Coherence for Development

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2016: Mission of Carsten Sorensen to the EP plenary session in
Strasbourg on 6-7 June 2016.

DG DEVCO, European Commission, 2017: Note for the Attention of Heads of Delegations — EU Delegations

Reporting on Policy coherence for development (PCD) — EAMR 2016, 20/07/2017.

Selected policies*

Common Agricultural Policy (2013 reform):

= Regulation No 1305/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 December 2013 on
support for rural development by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) and
repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005;

= Regulation No 1306/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 December 2013 on the
financing, management and monitoring of the common agricultural policy and repealing Council
Regulations (EEC) No 352/78, (EC) No 165/94, (EC) No 2799/98, (EC) No 814/2000, (EC) No
1290/2005 and (EC) No 485/2008;

= Regulation No 1307/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 December 2013
establishing rules for direct payments to farmers under support schemes within the framework of the
common agricultural policy and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 637/2008 and Council Regulation
(EC) No 73/20009;

= Regulation No 1308/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 December 2013
establishing a common organisation of the markets in agricultural products and repealing Council
Regulations (EEC) No 922/72, (EEC) No 234/79, (EC) No 1037/2001 and (EC) No 1234/2007.

Generalised Scheme of Preferences (GSP) Regulation:

= Regulation (EU) No 978/2012 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 October 2012
applying a scheme of generalised tariff preferences and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 732/2008.

“Trade for All” Communication:

=  Communication “Trade for All — Towards a more responsible trade and investment policy”, COM(2015)
497 final.

EU Action Plan against Wildlife Trafficking:

= Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic
and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions “EU Action Plan against Wildlife Trafficking”,
COM (2016) 87 final.

Common Fisheries Policy (2013 reform):

= Regulation (EU) no 1380/2013 of the European Parliament and the Council of 11 December 2013 of the
Common Fisheries Policy, amending Council Regulations (EC) No. 1954/2003 and (EC) No. 1224/2009
and repealing Council Regulations (EC) No. 2371/2002 and (EC) No. 639/2004 and Council Decision
2004/585/EC.

Country by Country Reporting:

= Directive 2013/34/EU on the annual financial statements, consolidated financial statements and related
reports of certain types of businesses

= Commission Implementing Decision (EU) 2016/1910 of 28 October 2016 on the equivalence of the
reporting requirements of certain third countries on payments to governments to the requirements of
Chapter 10 of Directive 2013/34/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council (Text with EEA
relevance).

Raw Materials Initiative (RMI):

= Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council “The raw materials
initiative — meeting our critical needs for growth and jobs in Europe” COM (2008) 699 final;

= Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic
and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions “Tackling the Challenges in Commaodity
Markets and on Raw Materials”, COM(2011) 25 final.

1 We only list in this section the main texts of the selected policies. Several other documents related to these policies were
analysed as part of the analysis of selected policies under Level 2 of the evaluation. See individual policy reports in Annex 9
for further details.
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Inventory of documents

Global Approach to Migration and Mobility (GAMM):

= Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic
and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions “The Global Approach to Migration and
Mobility”, COM (2011) 743 final.

Digital Single Market (DSM) Strateqgy:

= Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic
and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions, “A Digital Single Market Strategy for Europe”,
COM (2015) 192 final, 06.05.2015.

=  SWD (2015) 100 final “A Digital Single Market Strategy for Europe — Analysis and Evidence”,
06.05.2015; and various related Regulations, Directives and Decisions.

Review of the EU Blue Card directive:

=  Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on the conditions of entry and
residence of third-country nationals for the purposes of highly skilled employment, COM (2016) 378
final.

Responsible sourcing of minerals originating in conflict affected and high-risk areas:

= Joint Communication to the European Parliament and the Council “Responsible sourcing of minerals
originating in conflict-affected and high-risk areas Towards an integrated EU approach”, JOIN(2014) 8
final, 5 March 2014;

= Regulation 2017/821 of the European Parliament and of the Council laying down supply chain due
diligence obligations for Union importers of tin, tantalum and tungsten, their ores, and gold originating
from conflict-affected and high-risk areas.

A policy framework for climate and energy in the period 2020-2030:

= Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic
and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions “A policy framework for climate and energy in
the period from 2020 to 2030, Brussels, 22.1.2014. COM (2014) 15 final.

Fourth Anti-Money Laundering (AML) Package:

= Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive (EU) 2015/849 on the
prevention of the use of the financial system for the purposes of money laundering or terrorist financing
and amending Directive 2009/101/EC;

= Regulation (EU) 2015/847 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 May 2015 on
information accompanying transfers of funds and repealing Regulation (EC) No 1781/2006 (Text with
EEA relevance).
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ANNEX 2: EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

In this Annex, we present the evaluation framework which has been slightly reviewed during
the Desk Phase, mainly in order to reflect the changes in the Intervention Logic (IL) of the EU
PCD approach as presented in Chapter 2 of the Desk Report (see revised IL in Figure 1 below).

One key finding of the Desk Phase that led to changes to the IL is that the PCD mechanisms

could be classified into two clusters:

= Policy-making mechanisms, which mainly consist of the 1A and ISC activities. These two
mechanisms are not specific to PCD. Rather, they have been in place within the
Commission since long before the PCD concept was introduced and their overall objective
is to ensure, inter alia, the inclusion of all services in the policy formulation process. In the
context of the EU PCD approach, the use of these PCD mechanisms allows DG DEVCO
to participate and contribute to policy-making led by other DGs, in order to ensure that the
interests and needs of developing countries are taken account of. As such, these are
considered main mechanisms, as they contribute directly to the main output of PCD (“New
initiatives take account of development objectives, and their likely impact in developing
countries is assessed”). As shown in Figure 1 below, in addition to the IA and ISC, policy-
making mechanisms also include one PCD-specific mechanism — the PCD Work
Programme — but this mechanism is essentially a one-off activity: it has only been used
once for the period 2010-2013.

= Awareness-raising mechanisms, which essentially consist of PCD-specific activities
coordinated by the PCD Team within DG DEVCO (other actors, such as PCD focal points
in the line DGs and EU Member States (EUMS), are also involved). These include: the PCD
Biennial Report, PCD Training, the CWP Screening, Consultations with Developing
Countries, EUD Reporting, and EUMS Informal Network. During the Inception Phase, it
had been assumed that some of these activities directly influenced policy-making (CWP
screening), served the purpose of monitoring (PCD Biennial Report, EUD Reporting), or
increased expertise (PCD Training, EUMS Informal Network). During the Desk Phase, it
has become clear that all activities undertaken by the PCD Team are of an awareness-raising
nature, and as such, (i) do not directly contribute to policy-making and (ii) do not directly
contribute to monitoring.

This finding has led to the adjustment of the IL whereby:

(i) Awareness-raising mechanisms are now considered to support mechanisms to policy-
making mechanisms, but do not contribute directly to changes in policies (i.e., they do not
contribute directly to the main output of PCD);

(i) The notions of “monitoring” and “increased expertise” have been toned down and
mainstreamed under “awareness-raising”, given the nature of the activities; and

(iii) The “knowledge-sharing” cluster, which contains activities that do not depend exclusively
on the actions of the Commission, has been placed outside the operational framework of
the EU’s approach to PCD.

Another key finding of the Desk Phase that led to modifications to the IL is the importance of
external factors —particularly international commitments — during policy formulation: the
inclusion of development considerations in non-development EU policies is often the result of
exogenous factors. In these cases, the contribution of these external factors compared to that of
PCD mechanisms can be subject to discussion.
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Figure 1: Refined Intervention Logic of PCD

EQs1,2,6and 8

PCD Objectives
-“...take account of Political Will
the objectives of
development
cooperationinthe \
policiesthat [EU] -
implementswhich are
likely to affect
developing countries.” European
TFEU Article 208(1) Commission:

= DEVCO/
[FElELD NEAR Time
" L = Line DGs

---minimising the « SecGen

negative impact of EU
policy decisions and + *
legislative initiatives Human
on developing EEAS Resources
countries EU (staff &

Delegations expertise)
....enhancing [EU
policies] tie-ins with
development .

objectives.”

PCD: policy framework
forawhole-of-the-
Union approach
/COM/2009/0458 final

Evaluation Level 1

Evaluation Level 2

EQ4 and 5

Evaluation Level 3

International
Commitments

Operational Framework

Policy-making

Impact Assessment
2009 IA Guidelines:
Tool #30
Better Requlation Toolbox

Inter-Service Consultation (ISC)

Trialogue

Ex-ante analysis of likely impacts
in developing countries

Line DGs and DEVCO balance
their policy interests

DEVCO Thematic units
coordination

PCD Work Programme 2010-2013

Line DGs and DEVCO
Communication on policy
priorities for PCD

PCD Inter-Service Group

CWP screening

MS coordination / consultation

Biennial PCD Report

EU Delegations Reporting

PCD Training and Information
dissemination

Development Pilot Studies
External evaluation PCD

EU communicating and
promoting PCD in international
forums

Main output: New
initiatives take
account of
development
objectives, and their
likely impactin
developing countries

assessed

Contributes to CWP screening
and coordination with Focal
Points

Tracking of PCD-relevant Policies

of Line DGs

Line DGs and DEVCO -
communication on PCD relevant
policies

Informal EUMS Network

Line DGs contribution
EUMS contribution

Awareness on PCD
raised (all
stakeholders) and
expertise on PCD
increased (EU
institutions and
EUMS)

DEVCO Website — PCD section
E-learning Tool

Training EU Delegations and
Commission_services

Knowledge sharing
- Consultation with partner
countries
- Other stakeholders (EP,
NGOs, EESC, CoR, OECD;

Non-
development
EU policies
contribute to
development
objectives

Avoiding
negative spill-
over effects in

developing
countries

Increased
impact of EU
action on
poverty
reduction and
sustainable
growth in
partner
countries

Synergies
between EU
policies with

respect to
developing

countries

Increased aid
effectiveness

Promoting
sustainable
development

Main assumptions:

Main assumptions:

- There are necessary incentives and structures for PCD
(political will and institutional support) (EQ3)

- Organisational structures and individual expertise are
sufficient (EQ3)

- PCD is mainstreamed into the policy making processes
and thinking of the relevant actors (EQ8)

- PCD enhances effective cooperation and coordination between EU institutions and with stakeholders (EQ3 and EQs)

- There is a consistent understanding and shared commitment regarding PCD among Commission and EEAS services (EQ4 and
EQs)

- The PCD process contributes to enhance and reinforce PCD in EU’s policy making (EQs)
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As the result of the above changes to the IL, the Evaluation Framework has been adjusted as

follows:

= EQ 3: This question focuses on the efficiency of selected activities. Based on the findings
during the desk phase described above, indicators under JC 3.1 in the revised evaluation
framework now focus on the adequacy of each set of mechanisms (policy-making and
awareness-raising) based on a qualitative assessment of individual activities.

= EQ 4: This question focuses on PCD awareness-raising mechanisms and how they might
influence policy-making. Given the revised IL, this question has been reformulated in two
main ways:

o The notion of improved monitoring has been deleted, and the focus is now placed on
raised awareness and increased expertise (these changes have also been reflected in the
Judgment Criteria, leading for the removal of original JC 4.1 which focused on
monitoring).

o The assumption is now that PCD specific mechanisms might indirectly influence policy-
making, which has been reflected in the second part of the question, and which is now
captured under J.C 4.2 which now reads “Raised awareness and increased expertise on
PCD have indirectly influenced policy-making”.

EQ 4 Inception Report EQ 4 Desk Report

To what extent has the EU PCD approach | To what extent has the EU PCD approach
led to improved monitoring, raised | (PCD specific mechanisms) led to raised
awareness and increased expertise on | awareness on PCD, which in turn has
PCD? indirectly influenced policy-making?

= EQ 5: This question focuses on how PCD mechanisms actually influence existing or
planned policies / initiatives. Given the changes introduced in the IL, more focus is now
placed on the policy-making mechanisms (1A and ISC activities):

= Under JC 5.1, new indicators have been developed related to these two policy-making
mechanisms, given the central role that they play in achieving the main outputs of PCD;

= Under JC 5.2, indicators have been simplified and more focus is now placed on the
contribution of PCD mechanisms in relation to other external factors to the Commission
(EP, international commitments, etc.);

o QOriginal JC 5.3 which used to focus on a “loop” between the various outputs of PCD
(policy-making, awareness-raising, monitoring, knowledge-sharing) has been removed
since the indirect contribution of the awareness-raising to policy-making is now tested
under JC 4.2.

Besides the changes mentioned above which are the direct results of the changes introduced to
the IL, other minor changes have been introduced to the Evaluation Framework:
= EQ 1: This question linked to the relevance criteria focuses on the extent to which the EU

PCD approach and its operational framework respond to evolving needs. The following

minor changes have been introduced:

o Under JC 1.1 which focuses on the evidence of the need for PCD, new | 1.1.2 now
focuses on the references to the need for PCD in EU overarching policy documents as
opposed to sector policy Communications as per the original indicator. The assessment
of sector policy Communications seems rather linked to issues of coherence and are
now assessed under EQ 2/ JC 2.1 (see below);

o Under JC 1.2 which focuses on the evidence of the need for purpose built PCD
mechanisms at the EU level, more emphasis has been placed on stakeholders’ views;

o Under JC 1.3 which focuses on the adaptation of the EU PCD approach to evolving
needs, indicators have been streamlined and strengthened in order to better reflect and
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present “evolving challenges and changing needs in the international context” (new I
1.3.1), potential changes that “do not further the needs of stakeholders” (new I 1.3.3)
and the views of stakeholders (new | 1.3.4).

= EQ 2: This question linked to the coherence criteria focuses on the extent to which the EU

PCD approach is aligned with wider (sector) EU policy, and evolving international

obligations of the EU. The following minor changes have been introduced:

o Under JC 2.1 which used to be called “The PCD approach is reflected as a priority in
wider EU policy and DEVCO policy”, the reference to “DEVCO policy” has been
removed in the title of the JC, in order to put more emphasis on the coherence of PCD
with EU non-development sector policy (the essence of coherence). In the same vain, |
2.1 has been modified and now exclusively focuses on references to PCD in EU sector
policy documents (as opposed to overarching EU policy documents, which are now
treated under JC 1.1 as described above);

o Under JC 2.2 which focuses on the alignment of the PCD approach with development
priorities (including the Post 2015 Development Agenda / SDGs), the scope of | 2.2.2
has been broadened to the “general adaptations of PCD mechanisms to MDGs/SDGs”
and does not only limit the analysis to the “Share of PCD Council Conclusions
clauses/recommendations referring to development commitments which have been
acted upon through effective changes in PCD operational framework™ as per the original
indicator.

= EQ 3: In addition to the changes made to the indicators under JC 3.1 and JC 3.6 as described
above, minor changes have been made to indicators under other JCs:

o Under JC 3.2 which focuses on the resources of PCD, the focus on human resources has
been maintained, and it has been decided to replace the focus on “financial” resources
by “material” (IT systems, Database) under I 3.2.2;

o Under JC 3.3 which focuses on “institutional support, set-up and procedures, and
adequate organisational structures to implement PCD”, it has been decided to remove
indicators linked to (i) hierarchical levels of PCD focal point (original | 3.3.3) and (ii)
average turnover of staff (original I 3.3.4) and rather add an indicator “specific PCD
related meetings at management level of above™ due to available sources of information.
Other indicators have been reformulated under JC 3.3 without altering the original spirit
of the JC (original | 3.3.2 or redundancies and synergies has been integrated under JC
3.1 and the qualitative assessment of activities);

s Under JC 3.4, no changes were made;

= Under JC 3.5 (cooperation and coordination between EU institutions and with non-EU
institutions), the 3 original indicators have been mainstreamed into 2 indicators (I 3.5.1
now focuses on EU stakeholders, while I 3.5.2 now focuses on developing countries).

= EQ 6: This question focuses on the extent to which the EU PCD approach created additional
value beyond what could be achieved by the EUMS acting independently. The following
minor changes have been introduced:

o Under JC 6.1 “PCD objectives could not be achieved by Member States without the
EU’s PCD approach”, 1 6.1.1 now focuses on Stakeholders opinions on the added value
of PCD mechanism;

o Under JC 6.2 “The EU PCD approach has enabled the EU and EUMS to create links,
avoid fragmentation and foster cooperation with the international community (UN,
OECD) on development issues”, one original indicator (I 6.2.2 Explicit reference in
literature to comparative advantage of actions of EU versus other development partners)
has been deleted as it was deemed to be already captured in | 6.2.1 (Reference to the EU
PCD approach informing and influencing dialogue in international fora on development
or development-related issues during the period under evaluation) which has been kept
intact;
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o Under JC 6.3 “The EU PCD approach contributes to reinforcing EUMS’ own PCD”, no
changes were made;

o Under JC 6.4 “The EU PCD approach reinforces EUMS’s priorities and commitments
regarding poverty reduction in developing countries”, it has been specified in the JC
title that this JC would be answered “with respect to selected case studies”. Moreover,
original T 6.4.1 (Explicit reference to EU’s PCD approach reinforcing EUMS
commitments and priorities towards poverty reduction in developing countries during
the period under evaluation) has been removed as it is already captured in the 2 other
indicators under this JC.

= EQ 8: no changes were made to this Evaluation Question.

We present below the full revised evaluation framework for all EQs, including the reviewed
EQ?7, which has been specifically developed and approved during the last stage of the Desk
Phase.

EVALUATION OF THE EUROPEAN UNION'S ANNEX 2: EVALUATION FRAMEWORK
POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT PAGE 17



Criteria Levels
Relevance To what extent do the EU PCD approach and its operational framework respond to evolving needs?

Rationale This question focuses on the relevance of PCD by studying the relationship between the needs for PCD (including the needs of the final
beneficiaries of PCD: the partner countries) and the objectives of PCD. In answering this question, we will therefore seek to provide
evidence for the need for PCD, as well as investigate if the PDC approach has adapted to evolving needs and to institutional changes at
the Commission level. As all evaluation questions, this question will provide explanatory factors when the findings are negative, such as
blocking factors in the case of relevance.

The question will also contribute (as an explanatory factor only) to the assessment of efficiency and effectiveness, as it will look at the
relevance of PCD mechanisms and objectives (including expected outputs).

Coverage and method The question will be answered based upon the documentary analysis which will be triangulated with interviews and surveys to targeted
stakeholders (Commission, EEAS, Council, EP, EUMS, CSOs), and with stakeholders’ responses to the OPC of this evaluation and the
OPC consultation that took place in 2016 for the new Development Consensus which includes specific questions on the relevance of
PCD?). Where possible, this question will also draw on the responses to interviews to be carried out during 8 field visits to developing
countries. The documents to be analysed are detailed further under the column “Sources”.

Judgement Criteria Indicators Tools Sources
JC 1.1 | Evidence of the need = | 1.1.1 Reference to the need for PCD in = Documentary analysis = Literature / conclusions
for PCD literature / international fora on development =  Targeted Interviews with PCD Unit from international fora on
and development-related issues. staff, DGs (relevant to development development and
= | 1.1.2 Reference to the need for PCD in EU challenges), EEAS, EP (Rapporteur on development-related
overarching policy documents (PCD specific, PCD), Council (CODEV and issues
Development Consensus, PCD Council COREPER) and CSOs (as identified in | = EU policy documents and
Conclusions) the Consultation Strategy) sector policy
= OPC Communications
= Field visits
JC 1.2 | Evidence of the need = 1 1.2.1 Number/nature of PCD mechanismsand | = Documentary analysis = PCD Commission
for purpose built PCD nature of their mandate = Targeted Interviews with PCD Unit communications and
mechanisms at the EU = [1.2.2. Stakeholders’ views confirm that the staff, DGs (relevant to development PCD related Council
level EU’s approach to PCD needs PCD specific- challenges), EEAS, EP (Rapporteur on conclusions®
mechanisms to be implemented. PCD), Council (CODEV and = Responses to surveys and
COREPER) and CSOs (as identified in questionnaires.
the Consultation Strategy).
= Commission Survey.

22016 Report of Consultation on the new Consensus for Development.
3 E.g.: 2009 ‘PCD policy framework for a whole-of-the-Union approach’, 2012 Council Conclusions ‘Increasing the Impact of EU Development Policy: an Agenda for Change’, 2015 Council
Conclusions on PCD Report; 2007 Council Conclusions on PCD, EU Consensus on Development 2005 and 2016; list is not exhaustive.
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Judgement Criteria ' Indicators Tools Sources
JC 13 | The EUPCD approach | = 11.3.1 Identification of evolving challengesand | = Documentary analysis = PCD Commission
has adapted to evolving changing needs in the international context = Targeted Interviews with PCD Unit communications and
needs (including the = ] 1.3.2 Changes (or lack thereof) in staff, DGs (relevant to development PCD related Council
needs of the final organisational structures and/or functioning of challenges), EEAS, EP (Rapporteur on conclusions
beneficiaries of PCD: PCD mechanisms in response to new needs PCD), Council (CODEV and = Responses to surveys and
partner countries). and/or demands of stakeholders. COREPER) and CSOs (as identified in guestionnaires.
= | 1.3.3 Number/nature of changes in the the Consultation Strategy). = PCD Biennial Reports.
functioning of PCD mechanisms that do not = Commission Survey. = Country Strategy Papers
further the needs of stakeholders. =  EUMS Survey.
= 11.3.4 Documentary evidence and stakeholders’ | = OPC
views confirm that organisational structures = Field visits
and/or the functioning of PCD mechanisms have
adapted to new needs and/or demands of various
stakeholders during the period 2009-2016
JC 1.4 | The EUPCD approach | = 11.1.4.1 Changes (or lack thereof) in the roles of | = Documentary analysis = DGs mission statements
has evolved in response various Commission services involved in the = Targeted Interviews with PCD Unit and organisational
to institutional changes implementation of PCD following institutional staff, DGs (relevant to development structure
at the Commission level changes at the Commission level challenges), EEAS, EP (Rapporteur on
(e.g. creation of EEAS, PCD), Council (CODEV and
DG DEVCO, DG COREPER) and CSOs (as identified in
NEAR) the Consultation Strategy).
= OPC

Feasibility / Challenges | n/a
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Criteria

Rationale

Coverage

Judgement Criteria Indicators Tools Sources

Coherence

Levels

To what extent is the EU PCD approach aligned with wider EU policy and evolving international obligations of the EU?

This question focuses on the coherence of PCD by looking at the extent to which the EU PCD approach is coherent with wider EU policy and
international obligations. This will include taking due consideration of the context of the MDGs and the successor SDGs (in effect from 2015).

and method The question will be answered based upon the documentary analysis of the principal EU policy documents on PCD, as well as the EU’s
development policy and international commitments on development. The desk analysis will also be triangulated with interviews and surveys to
targeted stakeholders (Commission, Council, EEAS, EP, EUMS, CSOs), and also with stakeholders’ responses to a previous OPC (Consultation
on new Consensus for Development) and the OPC required for this evaluation. The policy documents to be analysed are detailed further under
the column “Sources”.

JC2.1 | The EUPCD approach | = 12.1 References to PCD approach/objectivesin | =  Documentary analysis = Core EU documents such as
is reflected as a EU sector policy documents = OPC TEU and TFEU and in
priority in wider EU overarching EU policy
policy documents

JC2.2 | The EU PCD approach | = 12.2.1 Reference to international development = Documentary analysis = PCD Commission
has been aligned with commitments priorities (e.g. MDGs for 2009- = Targeted Interviews with PCD Unit communications and PCD
development priorities 2015, and SDGs since 2016) in PCD Council staff, DGs (relevant to development related Council conclusions
identified during the Conclusions challenges), EEAS, EP (Rapporteur | = UN MDGs Action Plan and
period 2009-2016 = | 2.2.2 Adaptation (or lack thereof) of PCD on PCD), Council (CODEV and SDGs Agenda.

(including the Post mechanisms to MDGs / SDGs COREPER) and CSOs (as identified | = Responses to questionnaires.
2015 Development in the Consultation Strategy). = PCD Biennial Reports

Agenda / SDGSs). = OPC
Feasibility / Challenges [ n/a
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Criteria

To what extent are PCD inputs and activities adequate to implement the EU PCD approach?

Rationale This question will address the efficiency of implementation of PCD mechanisms. This question will look at the resources (human/financial:
funds, expertise, time) with which the policy is being implemented. The focus of this question will be placed on the adequacy of inputs and
activities. Adequacy can be broken down in 2 core elements: resource efficiency, and organisational efficiency such as synergies/redundancies.
We will seek to identify to what extent the PCD institutional processes have capitalized on synergies and avoided redundancies /efficiencies at
the input / activity level. This will include testing the main assumptions in the IL, specifically: (i) There are necessary incentives and structures
for PCD (political will and institutional support); (ii) Organisational structures and individual expertise are sufficient; (iii) PCD enhances
effective cooperation and coordination between EU institutions.

The second level of efficiency according to its usual definition (comparison between results and inputs) will be assessed under EQ4 and EQ5.

Coverage and method The question covers the level of inputs and their relation to the PCD mechanisms and activities identified in the operational framework of the
IL. The question will be answered based on documentary analysis and interviews to key Commission staff within DEVCO (PCD Unit and
thematic/regional units) and interviews to targeted DGs, EEAS, the EP and Council. It will also rely on responses to the Commission Survey
and Desk analysis of PCD related Council Conclusions and Biennial Reports. The interviews will be triangulated with surveys to targeted
stakeholders (EUMS, CSOs).

Judgement Criteria Indicators Tools Sources

JC 3.1 | PCD’s set of activitiesis | = | 3.1.1 Adequacy of PCD policy-making mechanisms | =  Documentary analysis = Responses to interviews and
adequate to reach PCD (PCD non-specific mechanisms): = Interviews with DGs, surveys.
expected outputs = Qualitative assessment of 1As SECGEN, and PCD | = Inventory of activities.
= Qualitative assessment of ISC Unit/EEAS staff. =  Documents and records of
= |]3.1.2 Adequacy of PCD awareness-raising mechanisms | =  Inventory Tool IAs and ISC (CISNET
(PCD specific mechanisms): database)

o Qualitative assessment of selected activities
(summary of Annex 7)
= | 3.1.3 Number of redundancies/synergies within/
between activities with respect to their contribution to
output achievement

JC 3.2 | The resources available = | 3.2.1 Actual level of human resources (staffing and | = Interviews to targeted DGs, | = Responses to interviews and

to implement PCD are expertise) compared to stakeholders’ perception of needs SECGEN, EEAS, and surveys.
adequate = | 3.2.2 Actual level of material resources (IT systems, DEVCO staff (PCD Unit as [ = Inventory of activities.
databases) compared to stakeholders’ perception of well as thematic/regional | = Internal PCD Unit
needs units). documents and minutes of
= Commission Survey activities
= EUD Survey. = Internal job  descriptions,
= Desk analysis. organisational charts, etc.
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Judgement Criteria " Indicators Tools Sources \
JC 3.3 | There is sufficient = 13.3.1 Reference to PCD in Commissioners statements/ | =  Interviews with DGs, | = Responses to interviews and
institutional support, set- declarations SECGEN, and PCD surveys.
up and procedures, and = | 3.3.2 Number of specific PCD-related meetings at Unit/EEAS staff. = Inventory of activities.
adequate organisational management levels or above = Inventory Tool. = Internal PCD Unit
structures to implement = | 3.3.3 Number of PCD-related processes standardised | =  Documentary analysis. documents and minutes of
PCD within the PCD Unit, DEVCO/NEAR and other DGs, [ = Commission Survey. organised activities.
and the EEAS =  Standard Operating
= | 3.3.4 Number of organisational structures established Procedures and Internal
within each service to promote PCD guidelines/Mission
statements/Management
plans.
JC 3.4 | There is clarity within = | 3.4 Level of knowledge/awareness of the modus | = Interviews to targeted DGs, | = Responses to interviews and
EU institutions with operandi of PCD mechanisms by Commission services SECGEN, and PCD surveys.
regards to the modus and staff, the EEAS and the Council. Unit/EEAS staff.
operandi of each PCD = Commission Survey.
mechanism = EUD Survey
JC 3.5 | The functioning of the = | 351 Number of PCD mechanisms that involve | = Documentary analysis. = PCD related documents for
selected PCD coordination with EU stakeholders (EUMS, EP, Council, | = Targeted interviews PCD selected mechanisms.
mechanisms enhances EEAS, EESC, CSOs) Unit, DGs, EP, Council, [ = Responses to surveys and
effective cooperationand | = | 3.5.2 Number of PCD mechanisms that involve EEAS. guestionnaires.
coordination between EU coordination cooperation and coordination with [ = Commission, EUMS and | = Documents and records of
institutions and with non- developing countries EUD Survey; OPC PCD Unit.
EU institutions. = Interviews with EU CSOs and
institutions  (i.e. OECD,
EESC), and in developing
countries
JC 3.6 | PCD inputs and activities | = | 3.6.1 Nature of changes of inputs and activities under | =  All of the above = All of the above
have adapted to PCD Policy-making mechanisms over time
adequately implement = | 3.6.2 Nature of changes of inputs and activities under
PCD Awareness raising mechanisms over time

the EU PCD approach
Feasibility / Challenges

Rotation of Commission staff responsible for PCD within each DG (PCD focal point) might represent a challenge for at least some of
the targeted interviews. However, the evaluation team has foreseen to fill any gap with the responses to the Commission Survey.
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Criteria

Effectiveness
Efficienc

To what extent has the EU PCD approach (PCD-specific mechanisms) led to raised awareness on PCD, which in turn has
indirectly influenced policy-making?

Rationale

This question will focus on three of four PCD outputs: improved monitoring, raised awareness and increased knowledge on PCD at the
efficiency and effectiveness levels. The fourth output of PCD “New initiatives taking into account development objectives and their impact in
developing countries assessed” which can be also considered as the main output of the PCD policy will be addressed in EQ5.

At the efficiency level, EQ4 will seek to address how inputs have converted into outputs. At the effectiveness level, this question will seek to
asses for each of the three outputs to what extent the objectives have been achieved. The question will also intend to identify changes in non-
development policies resulting from the achievement of the three outputs. Unlike the relevance criteria which focused on the needs for PCD,
the effectiveness criteria will look at the actual changes/effects that can be attributed to the intervention. The main assumption to be tested is
that there is a consistent understanding and shared commitment of PCD among EC services.

Coverage and method

This question will cover the three clusters of PCD mechanisms identified in the IL (monitoring, awareness-raising and knowledge-sharing),
and in particular examine a group of mechanisms selected for closer review (at least 1 for each cluster — see section 3.3).

The question will be answered based on the desk analysis of the selected mechanisms, as well as using feedback from interviews with staff in
the relevant Commission DGs. The desk analysis will be triangulated with interviews and surveys of targeted stakeholders (EEAS, Council,
EP, EUMS, CSOs)

Judgement Criteria Indicators Sources
JC4.1 | The EU PCD approach | = | 4.1.1 Frequency/timely production of biennial report, | = Documentary analysis. = PCD related documents for
has led to raised screening, EUD reporting, etc. Targeted interviews PCD selected mechanisms.
awareness and | = 1 4.1.2 Number and nature of awareness-raising actions Unit, DGs, EP, Council, Responses to surveys and
increased expertise on implemented (disaggregated by topic, stakeholder, year), EEAS. questionnaires.
PCD number of people trained (disaggregated by topic, Commission, EUMS and Documents and records of
stakeholder, year) EUD Survey. PCD Unit.
= |4.1.3 Suitability (stakeholder coverage, content, perceived OPC.
benefits, etc.) of the awareness-raising and training
activities
= 14.1.4 Level of knowledge of the modus operandi of PCD
mechanisms by non-EU stakeholders.
JC 4.2 | Raised awareness and | = 14.2.1 Number of changes introduced in policy that can be Documentary analysis. PCD related documents for
increased expertise on linked to the PCD awareness-raising mechanisms (per Targeted interviews EU selected mechanisms.
PCD have indirectly selected policy) CSOs and institutions (i.e. Responses to surveys and
influenced policy- [ = 14.2.2 Number of changes of behaviour and practices that OECD, EESC). guestionnaires.
making can be linked to increased awareness and knowledge Interviews and focus group in Documents and records of
developing countries PCD Unit.
OPC.

Feasibility / Challenges n/a

EVALUATION OF THE EUROPEAN UNION'S
POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT

ANNEX 2: EVALUATION FRAMEWORK
PAGE 23



Criteria EQ5 | Level
To what extent has the EU PCD approach influenced existing or planned policies/initiatives likely to affect developing countries 2
Efficienc so that they take into account development objectives?

Rationale This question will address the results of the employment of PCD mechanisms and achievement of PCD objectives at the output level for the
output “New initiatives taking into account development objectives and their impact in developing countries assessed”. The question intends to
identify changes in non-development policies due to the utilisation of PCD mechanisms. The main assumptions to be tested are that:
= The PCD process contributes to enhance and reinforce PCD in EU’s policy making;
= There is a consistent and shared commitment to PCD among Commission services;
= PCD enhances effective cooperation and coordination between EU institutions and with non-EU institutions
Positive cases of synergies and elimination of inconsistencies in non-development policies will be identified. Two kinds of possible failures will
also be identified: (i) those policies and initiatives which have not been (or only marginally) influenced by PCD mechanisms. This inventory
will come from the analysis undertaken at level 2. Explanatory factors for the lack of outputs will be provided; (ii) missed opportunities for
policies and initiatives issued during the evaluation period (2009 — 2016) which have not been touched upon by PCD mechanisms but which
would have benefitted from the PCD approach in a development perspective. Reasons behind these second missed opportunities will be presented.
This question will also help to build evidence for the assessment of the second part of efficiency (input-output relationship); and for the
assessment of the contribution of PCD on selected case studies to be further analysed at the level of outcomes and impact.

Coverage and method The question will be answered based on the analysis of selected non-development policies (see section 3.4). However, for the first JC of the
question (JC5.1) the intention will be to include all policies identified in the Mapping of policies/initiatives (Annex 3) which have required an
IA. The question will be answered based on the desk analysis of the selected initiatives (selection as proposed in section 3.4) and interviews with
staff from the relevant DGs and EEAS. It will also build on the information regarding IAs for each policy/initiative listed in the Mapping of
policies/initiatives (Annex 3).

Preliminary data collection has been carried out in anticipation of the desk analysis. The evaluation team has created a Matrix Tool for the
mapping of policies/initiatives that integrates non-development policies likely to affect developing countries for the period under evaluation. The
classification and criteria applied to these policies have allowed the identification of a group of policies within each PCD challenge area relevant
to developing countries (section 3.4). Moreover, the Matrix Tool contains information on 1As for each policy mapped. 1As will be screened for
identification of development issues taken in consideration and the Matrix Tool will be completed during the Desk Phase. In order to establish
the influence of PCD mechanisms in the selected policies/initiatives, the following steps will be carried out: (i) assess whether the policies are
consistent* with development objectives, (ii) determine if they identify synergies and avoid potential areas of conflict; and (iii) establish if
changes to the policy have been influenced by a PCD approach.

The desk analysis will also be triangulated with surveys to targeted stakeholders (EUMS, CSOs).

4 The definition of consistent here refers to the fact that the policy does not contradict the interests of developing countries. It is understood as a first step before creating synergies towards the
achievement of a common objective.
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Judgement Criteria ' Indicators Tools Sources
JC 5.1 | Commission policy proposals | = 1 5.1.1 Percentage of IAs that take account | =  Documentary = CWP screening documents
likely to affect developing of impact in developing countries analysis. = PCD 2010-2013 Work Plan
countries take account of [ = I 5.1.2 Percentage of IA’s Inter-Service | = Matrix of policies | = IA of policies identified in Mapping
development objectives in Steering Groups to which DEVCO Tool. = 2009 IA Guidelines.
the impact assessments participates = Targeted interviews = 2015 Better Regulation Guidelines.
(1As) and ISC process = | 5.1.3 Percentage of 1As for which the 1A to relevant DGs and| = Policy documents for selected non-
Board commented on development issues EEAS development policies (i.e. final texts, IAs,
= | 514 Qualitative assessment of IAs | = Field visits proposals, roadmaps, draft  working
assessing the economic, social or [ = Selected non- documents).
environmental impacts in developing development = Documents and records of IAs and ISC
countries (per selected policy)/number of policies overview (databases SECGEN and CISNET) for each of
missed opportunities® identified and mapping tools. the selected non-development policies.
= Responses to questionnaires.
JC 5.2 | EU non-development policies | = | 5.2.1 Development objectives, needs or | = Documentary Same sources as above, plus:
likely to affect developing issues particular to developing countries analysis. = |Impact Assessment Board (IAB) opinion/
countries take account of addressed by the selected policies / missed | =  Targeted Regulatory Scrutiny Board (RSB) opinion
development objectives due opportunities interviews to | = Minutes of PCD ISG meetings
to PCD mechanisms = | 5.2.2 Contribution of PCD mechanisms relevant DGs and | = Minutes of other mechanisms to trace the
(per selected policy) or other factors external EEAS influence of PCD mechanisms.
to the Commission (EP, international = PCD Biennial Reports
commitments) = Reports from EU Delegations
=  Reports from CSOs
= Responses to interviews
JC 5.3 [ Thetreatment of cross-cutting | = 15.3.1 Number and nature of specific cross- | As above As above
issues® has improved in the cutting issues linked to developing countries
EU non-development policies that (i) are considered in the selected policy;
taking account of (if) could have been considered in the
development objectives selected policy (missed opportunities)

Feasibility/
Challenges

Triangulation will rely on differentiated surveys addressed to stakeholders at the EU institutional level but also contrasted with PCD Biennial Reports
and responses to CSOs Survey. Rotation of Commission staff responsible for PCD within each DG (PCD focal point) might represent a challenge for
targeted interviews. The criteria used for the selection of policies for closer review (section 3.4) include the existence of available information of the
use of PCD mechanisms, which could bias towards positive results. To overcome this challenge, some of the criteria used for the selection are non-
exclusive. Furthermore, the evaluation team will identify other cases of missed opportunities through the use of the Matrix tool and the IAs.

5 Missed opportunities for policies and initiatives issued during the evaluation period (2009-2016), which have not been touched upon by PCD mechanisms, but which would have benefitted from

the PCD approach in a development perspective. Reasons behind these second missed opportunities will be presented.
6 Such as: human rights, gender equality, democracy, good governance, children’s rights, indigenous people’s rights, environment and climate change sustainability, and combating HIV/AIDS.
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Criteria

Coverage and method

EU Added Value

Rationale

To what extent has the EU PCD approach created additional value beyond what could be achieved by the EUMS acting
independently?

| Levels
1,2,
and 3

This question will build evidence for the assessment of the EU added value criterion. We propose that the EU added value test is performed on
the basis of the following 3 criteria in the context of this evaluation:
= Effectiveness:
s PCD objectives (“existing or planned EU policies/ initiatives likely to affect developing countries so that they take account of
development objectives”) could not be achieved by Member States without the PCD approach;
s The EU PCD approach has enabled the EU and its Member States to create links, avoid fragmentation and foster cooperation with the
international community (UN, OECD) on development issues;
= Efficiency: The EU PCD approach contributes to reinforce EUMS’ own PCD;
=  Synergy: The EU PCD approach reinforces EUMS’s priorities and commitments regarding poverty reduction in developing countries.

EUMS stakeholders.

The question has a global reach and will be answered via documentary analysis, surveys and targeted interviews especially with EEAS and

Judgement Criteria Indicators

Tools

Sources

COREPER) and CSOs (as

identified in Consultation
Strategy).
EUMS Survey.

Commission Survey.

JC6.1 | PCD objectives (“existing or | = | 6.1.1 Stakeholders responses and documentary | =  Documentary analysis = PCD-related Commission
planned EU policies/ evidence confirm that the added value of/benefits | =  Targeted Interviews with communications and PCD
initiatives likely to affect provided by the EU’s PCD approach to achieve PCD Unit staff, Council related Council conclusions
developing countries so that PCD objectives could/would not be achieved/not (CODEYV and COREPER). =  COREPER Council reports
they take account of have been achieved independently by EUMS in | = EUMS Survey =  Biennial Reports.
development objectives”) terms of influence, expertise, or scope of = Responses to surveys and
could not be achieved by engagement. questionnaires.

Member States without the
EU’s PCD approach

JC6.2 | The EU PCD approach has | = | 6.2.1 Reference to the EU PCD approach | = Documentary analysis. = PCD-related Commission
enabled the EU and EUMS to informing and influencing dialogue in | = Targeted Interviews with communications and PCD
create links, avoid international fora on  development or PCD Unit staff, DGs related Council conclusions
fragmentation and  foster development-related issues (e.g. migration, (DEVCO/NEAR and these | = UN MDGs Action Plan and
cooperation with the security, peace, etc.) during the period under relevant to development SDGs Agenda and related
international community evaluation. challenges), EEAS, EP documents.

(UN, OECD) on development (Rapporteur on  PCD), | = Responses to surveys and
issues Council  (CODEV  and questionnaires.

Literature / conclusions from
international fora on
development and development-
related issues
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Judgement Criteria ' Indicators Tools Sources \
JC6.3 [ The EU PCD approach | = 16.3.1. Number of EUMS that have adopted PCD | =  Documentary analysis. = PCD Unit documents (minutes
contributes to reinforcing mechanisms influenced by the EU PCD approach. | =  Targeted Interviews with of meetings and related
EUMS’ own PCD. = | 6.32. Frequency and nature of EUMS PCD Unit staff. documents).
participation and coordination with the | = EUMS Survey. = COREPER Council reports
Commission through PCD mechanisms. = Biennial Reports.
= Responses to surveys and
guestionnaires.

JC6.4 | The EU PCD approach | = 16.4.1. Number and nature of PCD mechanisms | =  Documentary analysis. = PCD Commission
reinforces EUMS’s priorities reinforcing EUMS commitments and priorities | = Targeted Interviews with communications and PCD
and commitments regarding towards poverty reduction in developing PCD Unit staff, EEAS, EP related Council conclusions.
poverty reduction in countries (with respect to selected case studies). (Rapporteur on  PCD), | = UN MDGs Action Plan and
developing countries (with [ = | 6.4.2. Evidence of synergies or avoided Council (CODEV and SDGs Agenda and related
respect to selected case contradictions between selected EU non- COREPER), EU documents.
studies). development policies and EUMS development- Delegations. = Biennial Report.

related actions in developing countries (field [ = EUMS Survey. = Responses to surveys and
phase selected case studies). = EUD Survey. guestionnaires.
= Field visits = EUDs Reports and Country
Strategy Papers (CSP) of
selected countries for field
phase.
Triangulation will rely on interviews and differentiated surveys addressed to stakeholders at the EU institutional level and EUMS.
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Coverage and method

Criteria

Rationale

To what extent have changes in the design and implementation of EU policies and initiatives brought about by | Level 3
incorporating a PCD approach influenced outcomes and impacts in developing countries?

As defined in the Inception Report the impact evaluation criterion will look at the outcomes and impacts in developing countries resulting from
the changes in EU’s policies and actions brought about by incorporating a PCD approach. The selection criteria for the analysis of impact based
on specific case studies contemplates the “availability of concrete PCD outputs to be able to explore further causality links to outcome and
impact”. In order to carry out the assessment at the impact level, the team applied a broader definition of PCD in order to consider that
development considerations / development friendliness / development cooperation objectives / development-related clauses contained in a
policy constitute a distinctive element of the main PCD output as set in the IL of the EU’s approach to PCD regardless of an explicit link with
PCD mechanisms, as well as consider the potential impact of development activities foreseen at the implementation level of the policy

We propose to conduct the impact assessment via two main tools for each of the selected policies:
= A meta-analysis of existing impact studies of the selected policy with a focus on the impact on selected countries; and
= A qualitative (and quantitative when appropriate) assessment of the impact of the policy based on field visits and stakeholder interviews.

Judgement Criteria Indicators Sources Countries proposed
JC7.1 | The Common Fisheries | = 1 7.1.1 Extent of SFPAs’ contribution to the Meta-analysis  of Employment Senegal, Mauritania
Policy (2013 reform) has local economy in the selected countries existing  studies Statistics
had positive development [ = | 7.1.2 Extent of SFPAs’ contribution to complemented Existing
outcomes and impacts in employment in the selected countries with  quantitative Literature
selected countries. = | 7.1.3 State of fish stocks covered by the analysis Persons to be
SFPAs and presence of positive/negative Interviews in the interviewed in
externalities of SFPAs on food security in the field the field will be
selected countries presented in the
desk report.
JC 7.2 | The Generalized Scheme of [ = | 7.2.1 Changes in exports of selected Meta-analysis  of Trade Statistics Vietnam, Mozambique
Preferences Regulation countries caused by the GSP existing studies Existing
contributes to  poverty | = | 7.2.2 Changes in employment and incomes complemented Literature
eradication by expanding at sector level with  quantitative Persons to be
exports from the selected | = | 7.2.3 Presence of positive / negative analysis interviewed in
countries to the EU.’ externalities linked to GSP-induced exports Interviews in the the field will be
field presented in the
desk report.
JC 7.3 | The EU Action Plan against | = 17.3.1: Likelihood of impact of EUAP against Meta-analysis  of Existing Kenya, Burkina Faso
Wildlife Trafficking is likely wildlife trafficking on the reduction of Illicit existing studies Literature
to contribute to development Trade between the selected country and the Field visits/ Persons to be
objectives by engaging in EU Interviews interviewed in
and benefiting local the field will be

7 The review team assumes a link between increased trade (increased exports from developing countries) and poverty eradication as stated in the policy objectives.
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communities from wildlife
conservation in selected
countries.

= |7.3.2: Likelihood of impact of EUAP against presented in the
wildlife trafficking on the Livelihood of local desk report.
communities

= | 7.3.3: Likely of occurrence of other positive
/ negative externalities linked to EUAP
against wildlife trafficking

JC7.4 | The Global Approach to|= 1.7.4.1 = Meta-analysis of | = Migration Cape Verde, Armenia.

Migration and Mobility | = Extent of contribution of financial remittances existing studies statistics  (WB

(GAMM) contributes to | = 1.7.4.2. Extent of contribution of complemented and national

poverty  reduction by socialremittancesl.7.4.3 Extent of with  quantitative statistics)

facilitating the legal improvement of social and economic and qualitative | =  Existing studies,

migration of third country conditions upon return 1.7.4.4 Unintended analysis reports, academic

residents towards the EU effects of border management measures and | =  Interviews in the papers on MPs

and promoting social and unintended effects of other measures field for Cape Verde

economic development in facilitating migration and Armenia,

selected countries. = = Stakeholders to

Feasibility / Challenges

EVALUATION OF THE EUROPEAN UNION'S
POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT

be interviewed.

Limited availability of evidence on impact and difficulties in establishing a direct causal link with PCD mechanisms. The
complexity involved in isolating the expected effects of an EU non-development policy incorporating a PCD approach (at the level
of outcomes and impact) represents the main challenge on the assessment of PCD impact. Therefore, the assessment is based on
specific case studies and relies on a qualitative assessment and desk review.
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Levels

To what extent is the PCD approach sustainable? 1,2and 3

PCD is a long-term process which requires continuous political backing. We will therefore assess if the political commitment is sustainable, if

PCD mechanisms have become a permanent part of policy-making process. In the context of this evaluation, sustainability will therefore look

at the following issues:

= There is adequate political will, organisation knowledge and continuous learning to ensure sustainability of PCD at EU policy-making

level

=  The mechanisms have become embedded/permanent part of policy formulation process®

As such, the question will test the assumption “PCD is mainstreamed into the policy making processes and thinking of the relevant actors”.
Coverage and method The question will be answered based on interviews to staff and stakeholders in the relevant DGs, Council, EP, CSOs and documentary analysis.

Triangulation will be done with Commission/EEAS, EUD and EUMS surveys.

Judgement Criteria Indicators Tools Sources

JC 8.1 | There is adequate political [ = | 8.1.1 Reference in political statements | = Documentary analysis | = Political statements from EU and EUMS

Criteria

Sustainabilit

Rationale

will and  continuous (from both the EU and EUMS) expressing | =  Interviews = PCD Commission communications and PCD
learning to ensure support for PCD. = Commission Survey related Council conclusions.

sustainability of PCD at | = | 8.1.2 Number of good practices and | = EUMS Survey = Responses to surveys and questionnaires.

EU policy-making level lessons learned, and number of resulting | = OPC

changes in the organisation framework
(per activity, per output)

JC8.2 | The EU’s PCD | = 18.2.1 Number/nature of mechanisms that | = Documentary analysis | = PCD Commission communications and PCD
mechanisms have become have been embedded / have become a | = Interviews related Council conclusions.
embedded / a permanent permanent part of the policy formulation [ =  Commission Survey = Documents and records of PCD Unit.
part of policy formulation process. = OPC = Responses to surveys and questionnaires.
process

Feasibility / Challenges The feasibility for this question is medium, based on availability and access to documents, Commission staff to be interviewed and

responsiveness to surveys. Triangulation will rely on differentiated surveys addressed to stakeholders at the EU institutional level.

8 Please see Council Conclusions on Policy Coherence for development of 12 December 2013: Council noted that PCD needed to be anchored more strongly in areas beyond external action and
within the debates on global challenges and the post-2015 framework, “with a view to mainstreaming PCD in policy formulation and development processes beyond 2015
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ANNEX 3: INDICATOR-LEVEL ANALYSIS

1 EQ1 RELEVANCE: TO WHAT EXTENT DO THE EU PCD APPROACH AND ITS OPERATIONAL FRAMEWORK
RESPOND TO EVOLVING NEEDS?

Judgement

Criteria

Findings

Strength of evidence
/sources’

the need for PCD

JC 1.1: Evidence of

Indicators

= | 1.1.1 Reference to the need for
PCD in literature/international
fora on development and
development-related issues.

The EU’s approach to PCD during the first part of the period of evaluation has been framed

within the EU’s commitment to the MDGs. The Doha declaration called for international
financial and development institutions “to continue to enhance policy coherence for
development” and called “on all countries whose policies have an impact on developing
countries to increase their efforts to formulate policies consistent with the objectives of
sustained growth, poverty eradication and sustainable development of developing countries.
The Addis Ababa Action Agenda committed the international community to pursue policy
coherence and an enabling environment for sustainable development. This Action plan
recognized “the importance of policy coherence for sustainable development” and called
“upon countries to assess the impact of their policies on sustainable development”. The
adoption of the 2030 Agenda on Sustainable Development has called for “policy coherence
for sustainable development” under Goal 17, targets “17.13 Enhance global macroeconomic
stability, including through policy coordination and policy coherence; 17.14 Enhance policy
coherence for sustainable development”.

Strong - documentary

sources are numerous
and objective and are
supported by the views
of the majority of
stakeholders

= | 1.1.2 Reference to the need for
PCD in EU overarching policy
documents (PCD specific,
Development Consensus, PCD
Council Conclusions).

The EU’s targeted approach to PCD as expressed in several Commission Communications
and Council Conclusions since 2005 has reflected the need to respond to the EU’s
international commitment to MDGs. The Council has acknowledged the impact of EU non-
aid policies as a potential positive contribution: by identifying specific areas EU policies
could be steered to create synergies with development policy objectives. The 2006 European
Consensus on Development re-affirmed the EU’s commitment towards a PCD targeted
approach. The 2010 EU’s PCD whole-of-the-Union approach was operationalized as part of
the EU action plan to support the achievement of the MDGs. The 2011 Agenda for change
further confirmed PCD as relevant to support efforts of developing countries in the reduction
of poverty and in face of new global challenges. In the context of the discussions for the

Strong - documentary
sources are numerous
and objective and are
supported by the views
of the majority of
stakeholders

9 The following ranking of evidence has been used:

= Strong: Documentary / qualitative /factual evidence which is confirmed by the majority of stakeholders interviewed

= More than satisfactory: Qualitative evidence confirmed by the majority of stakeholders

= |Indicative but not conclusive: No hard evidence, but views expressed by a clear majority of stakeholders

= Weak: There is no triangulation and / or evidence is limited to some single source / disagreements between stakeholders interviewed
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Judgement

Findings

Strength of evidence
/sources’

Criteria

Indicators

post-2015 framework, the Communication A Decent Life for All, considered that PCD

should play a role on implementing the framework. The Council Conclusions on a new
global partnership for poverty eradication and sustainable development reaffirmed PCD as
means of implementation of a post-2015 development agenda. The new European
Consensus on development reflects a paradigm-shift in development cooperation following
the adoption of the 2030 Agenda on SDG. The new Consensus re-affirms the EU’s
commitment to PCD and states its fundamental role as part of the EU’s contribution to
achieving the SDGs and to the broader objective of Policy Coherence for Sustainable
Development (PCSD).

JC 1.2: Evidence of
the need for
purpose built PCD
mechanisms at the
EU level

= | 1.2.1 Number/nature of PCD
mechanisms and nature of their
mandate

The Commission has used existing policy-making mechanisms (non-PCD specific
mechanisms) such as IA and ISC for promoting policy coherence for development at the
early stages of policy formulation. Mechanisms to promote awareness on PCD (PCD
specific mechanisms) have also been put in place: First the EU Members States Network on

Strong - documentary
sources are numerous
and objective and are
supported by the views

PCD needs PCD specific-
mechanisms to be implemented.

than DG DEVCO, and EU Delegations need further awareness on their role of promoting
PCD.

PCD and the Biennial Report with its initial aim to track progress of PCD within the | of the majority of
Commission and EU Members States, followed by the Screening for PCD relevance of the | stakeholders
CWHP. Ata second stage, training activities and EU Delegations reporting on PCD have been
established. In addition, there is a mechanism for consultation with developing countries
(ACP countries) under article 12 of the Cotonou agreement; and there used to be a formal
ISG on PCD.
= T 1.2.2. Stakeholders’ views PCD specific mechanisms are not used to their full potential; according to stakeholders, the | Indicative ~ but  not
confirm that the EU approach to | concept of policy coherence for development is not yet well owned by staff in DGs other | conclusive — this is

mainly relying on views
of  stakeholders and
mixed views have been
expressed

JC13: TheEU
PCD approach has
adapted to evolving
needs (including the
needs of the final
beneficiaries of
PCD: partner
countries).

= | 1.3.1 Identification of evolving
challenges and changing needs
in the international context.

As mentioned above, the EU’s approach to PCD has been framed first by the context of the
MDGs and then by the 2030 Agenda on SDG. In between, contextual changes demanding
action of the EU to address security concerns have also occurred. In the context of global
shocks, and political and social conflict in some regions (i.e. Southern Neighbourhood), the
importance of the security-development nexus as well as that of the migration-development
nexus have come to the forefront. In this context, the EU Global Strategy on foreign and
security policy (EUGS) intends to combine internal and external policies to respond to
conflicts and crises; according to the new Consensus on development the EUGS will
consider SDGs as a cross-cutting dimension. It is yet to see how the EU’s approach to PCD
will align with new priorities at the centre of the external action.

More than satisfactory —
this is based on
documentary sources and
most stakeholders
interviewed confirmed
the view expressed by
the evaluation team

= | 1.3.2 Changes (or lack thereof)
in organisational structures

and/or functioning of PCD

The Council and the EP have called to further reinforce policy -making mechanisms such as
IA and ISC for the promotion of PCD; to broaden the base on PCD awareness; to further
reinforce consultation with partner countries; to involve EU Delegations to promote

More than satisfactory —
this is based on
documentary sources and
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Judgement

Findings

Criteria

Indicators

mechanisms in response to new
needs and/or demands of
stakeholders.

dialogue on PCD at the partner country level and provide feedback on the impact of EU

policies. With the introduction of the 2015 BR Guidelines, revised IA guidelines and a
specific Tool on Developing Countries have been added. PCD training has targeted EU
Delegations and there is an online PCD training tool since 2016. In 2010 article 12 of the
Cotonou agreement between the EU and ACP countries was modified and explicitly refers
to the commitment to address PCD. Since 2014 EU Delegations participate in a PCD yearly
reporting exercise. Furthermore, the Juncker Commission is intended to promote coherence.
The creation of working groups of Commissioners has seen the establishment of a group of
Commissioners involved in external relations chaired by the HR/VP. There is no evidence
so far how this change particularly relates to PCD.

Strength of evidence
/sources’

most stakeholders
interviewed confirmed
the view expressed by
the evaluation team

1.1.3.3. Number/nature of
changes in the functioning of
PCD mechanisms that do not
further the needs of
stakeholders.

The formal 1SG on PCD created in 2006 is no longer active. Some coordination activities
undertaken by the PCD Team with FPs are on an informal capacity, such as the Screening
of the CWP for PCD relevance. The screening exercise has no longer a follow up mechanism
and only happens at the beginning of the year. Since 2013 there is not a targeted PCD work-
programme.

More than satisfactory —
this is based on
documentary sources and
most stakeholders
interviewed confirmed
the view expressed by
the evaluation team

| 1.3.4 Documentary evidence
and stakeholders’ views confirm
that organisational structures
and/or the functioning of PCD
mechanisms have adapted to
new needs and/or demands of
various stakeholders during the
period 2009-2016

Council Conclusions on PCD confirm strengthening of 1A and ISC have adapted to the
demand of stakeholders to better assess the impacts of EU policies likely to affect developing
countries (revised 2009 IA Guidelines, 2015 Better Regulation Guidelines and Better
Regulation Toolbox’s Tool #30 Developing Countries). Also, the Council has
acknowledged with satisfaction the establishment of regular reporting of PCD issues by EU
Delegations. Throughout the period the Council has recognized contribution made by the
Biennial Report in reporting on progress at the EU level and in Member States. Though a
monitoring mechanism on PCD at the Commission and EU level, nor at the EU Delegations
level exists yet. PCD role within the broader approach of PCSD has not yet been
operationalized as it was the case in the context of the MDGs.

More than satisfactory —
as above

JC1.4:TheEU
PCD approach has
evolved in response
to institutional
changes at the
Commission level

I 1.4.1 Changes (or lack thereof)
in the roles of various
Commission services involved
in the implementation of PCD
following institutional changes
at the Commission level

There is no evidence that the creation of the EEAS has signified an evolution in the
implementation of the EU’s approach to PCD. The Council and EP have called for
coordinated efforts and close cooperation between the EEAS, the Commission and the EU
Member States to strengthen PCD. Beyond an emerging EU Delegations Reporting exercise,
no concrete actions to assess the impact of EU policies at the partner country level have been
made. It is not yet clear from the standpoint of development policy and in the context of
SDGs, how the EU’s approach to PCD will align with the new priorities at the centre of the
EUGS. The coordination role of the EEAS on PCD is yet to be clarified given institutional
changes and stakeholders demands on reporting on impact at the country level.

Strong — no objective
changes took place in
response to institutional
changes and this is
acknowledged by most
stakeholders
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2 EQ2 COHERENCE: TO WHAT EXTENT IS THE EU PCD APPROACH ALIGNED WITH WIDER EU POLICY AND
EVOLVING INTERNATIONAL OBLIGATIONS OF THE EU?

Judgement

Indicators

Findings

Strength of evidence

Criteria
JC2.1:TheEU
PCD approach
is reflected as a
priority in wider

| 2.1.1 References to
PCD approach/objectives
in EU sector policy
documents

The alignment of EU sector policies with PCD seems heterogeneous across sectors. Some
policy areas due to their external dimension and EU’s international commitments have a track
record of including PCD into their specific sectors. For instance, Trade and Migration have
usually reflected a PCD approach within their policies, a finding which is also reflected in

/sources
Strong - this finding is
based on documentary
sources that can be easily
verified

the Post 2015
Development
Agenda /
SDGs).

mechanisms to MDGs /
SDGs

approach”.

The post-2015 framework includes a broader concept of PCSD and in the view of
stakeholders from different sectors the role of the EU’s PCD commitment in the new SDG
context is not yet clear, it has not been operationalized.

EU policy the analysis of EQ5. Other sectors have gradually introduced a PCD approach into their

policies, for instance Fisheries and Agriculture. Other sectors, not fully address a PCD

approach despite the external effects of their policy areas.
JC22:TheEU | = 12.2.1 Reference to The EU PCD approach has been aligned to the EU’s international commitment to poverty | Strong — this finding is
PCD approach international eradication and sustainable development in the context of the MDGs and the post 2015 | based on documentary
has been development context on SDG, but also with respect to other international commitments on migration, trade, | sources that can be easily
aligned with commitments priorities peace and stability, and climate change. verified
development (e.g. MDGs for 2009-
priorities 2015, and SDGs since
identified 2016) in PCD Council
during the Conclusions
period 2009- = ]2.2.2: Adaptation (or In the context of the MDGs the EU responded with a PCD targeted and strategic approach | Strong — this finding is
2016 (including lack thereof) of PCD with a PCD Work-programme covering five challenge areas, adopting a “whole of the Union | based on documentary

sources that can be easily
verified. Views
expressed by
stakeholders were
coherent for the most

part.
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3 EQ3 EFFICIENCY: TO WHAT EXTENT ARE PCD INPUTS AND ACTIVITIES ADEQUATE TO IMPLEMENT THE
EU PCD APPROACH?

Judgement
Criteria
JC 3.1: PCD’s

Indicators

1 3.1.1 Adequacy of PCD

Findings

The PCD Policy-making mechanisms (IAs and ISC) are considered as reasonably

More than satisfactory —

implement PCD
are adequate

stakeholders’ perception of
needs

set of activities is policy-making mechanisms | adequate to reach PCD expected outputs. This is a somewhat
adequate to reach (PCD non-specific subjective  issue and
PCD expected mechanisms) different views have been
outputs expressed. The
evaluation team has
formed its judgement
mainly based on a
qualitative assessment of
the mechanisms, which
conclusions might not be
shared by all parties.
I 3.1.2 Adequacy of PCD With regards to PCD Awareness-raising mechanisms, there are found to be reasonably | More than satisfactory —
awareness-raising adequate overall, with varying degree of adequacy per mechanism since strengths, | as above
mechanisms (PCD specific | weaknesses and areas for improvement exist for virtually all mechanisms, depending on
mechanisms) their level of standardization/ formalization.
I 3.1.3 Number of Selected activities paint a mixed picture in terms of synergies and redundancies. | More than satisfactory —
redundancies / synergies Awareness-raising mechanisms act as support mechanisms to the policy-making | as above
within/between activities mechanisms towards output achievement.
with respect to their
contribution to output
achievement
JC 3.2: The 1 3.2.1 Actual level of Overall, the adequacy of the actual level of human resources available to implement PCD | More than satisfactory —
resources human resources (staffing is difficult to assess. Analysis of current level of human resources against perception of | as above
available to and expertise) compared to needs at the level of activities suggest that policy-making mechanisms do not necessarily

possess adequate resources while awareness-raising mechanisms (PDC Team) possess
sufficient resources but these resources could be used more efficiently.

1 3.2.2 Actual level of
material resources (IT
systems, databases)
compared to stakeholders’
perception of needs

The single most important limitation in with regards to material resources is the poor
visibility of the PCD Team in terms of upcoming legislative proposals: given the absence
of a long-term Commission Workplan ( as was the case in the past, e.g. at the time when
the PCD Work Programme 2010-2013 was prepared), the PCD Team is not aware of all
Commission initiatives and hence cannot engage in effective awareness-raising / lobbying
in order to ensure certain initiatives are considered for PCD Work.

More than satisfactory —
as above
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JC 3.3: There is
sufficient
institutional
support, set-up
and procedures,
and adequate
organisational
structures to
implement PCD

| 3.3.1 Reference to PCD in
Commissioners statements /
declarations

Commissioners for Development have in several occasions reaffirmed the EU’s
commitment for PCD in public statements and declarations, and making it a priority of
their mandates.

Strong - this finding is
based on documentary
sources that can be easily
verified

I 3.3.2 Number of specific
PCD-related meetings at
management levels or above
within DG DEVCO

The highest number of Jour-Fixe meetings and Management meetings including PCD
issues in their agenda have taken place in 2011 compared to those taking place in a later
period. Available evidence suggests that a total of 52 meetings where PCD has been part
of the agenda have taken place during the evaluation period (there is incomplete evidence
for the period 2009-2010).

Strong — this finding is
based on documentary
sources that can be easily
verified

1 3.3.3 Number of PCD-
related processes
standardised within the PCD
Unit, DG DEVCO/NEAR
and other DGs, and the
EEAS.

PCD-related processes paint a mixed picture in terms of their level of standardisation. IA
and ISC activities processes are fully standardized as they are part of the policy-making
process of the Commission. The Biennial Report, EU Delegations Reporting, the Informal
EU Member States PCD Network, and the PCD training are highly standardized activities
within DG DEVCO.

Strong — this is a factual
assessment, and most EU
stakeholders  expressed
this view

| 3.3.4 Number of
organisational structures

The PCD Team within DG DEVCO is the only true organisational structure that has been
established to promote PCD within the Commission.

Strong — this is a factual
assessment, and most EU

established within each stakeholders  expressed
service to promote PCD this view
JC 3.4: There is | 3.4 Level of Interviews suggest a lack of understanding of the extent of the commitment contained in | Strong — the interview
clarity within EU knowledge/awareness of the | article 208 (1) - TFEU. process and  survey

institutions with
regards to the
modus operandi

modus operandi of PCD
mechanisms by Commission
services and staff, the EEAS

answers point to a lack of
common understanding

of each PCD and the Council.

mechanism.

JC 3.5: The I 3.5.1 Number of PCD One important and positive feature of PCD mechanisms is that they often involve | Strong - most EU
functioning of the mechanisms that involve coordination with EU stakeholders, hence promoting and fostering inter-institutional | stakeholders expressed
selected PCD coordination with EU cooperation. this view

mechanisms stakeholders (EUMS, EP,

enhances Council, EEAS, EESC,

effective CSOs)

cooperation and I 3.5.2 Number of PCD Only a limited number of PCD mechanisms involve cooperation and coordination with | Strong - most
coordination mechanisms that involve developing countries. Consultation with ACP countries under the consultation mechanism | developing countries
between EU cooperation and set out in article 12 of the Cotonou Agreement provides an opportunity to promote the | stakeholders /  civil
institutions and coordination with coherence of EU policies which might affect the interests of the ACP countries. The | society expressed this
with non-EU developing countries mechanism has been significantly underused during the evaluation period despite constant | view

institutions. calls from the Council to involve partner countries on PCD dialogue.
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JC 3.6: PCD
inputs and
activities have
adapted to
adequately
implement the
EU PCD
approach

I 3.6.1 Nature of changes of
inputs and activities under
PCD Policy-making
mechanisms over time

There is some evidence that PCD policy-making mechanisms have adapted: The IA
activity was modified on two occasions during the period. However, the usefulness of
these improvements is not possible to ascertain.

More than satisfactory —
This is a somewhat
subjective  issue and
different views have been
expressed. The
evaluation team has
formed its judgement
mainly based on a
qualitative assessment of
the mechanisms, which
conclusions might not be
shared by all parties.

| 3.6.2 Nature of changes of
inputs and activities under
PCD Awareness raising
mechanisms over time

There is however limited evidence of adaptation of PCD awareness-raising mechanisms
during the evaluation period. PCD training has been tailored to address the specific role
of EU Delegations in the promotion of PCD.

More than satisfactory —
as above
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4 EQ4 EFFECTIVENESS AND EFFICIENCY: TO WHAT EXTENT HAS THE EU PCD APPROACH (PCD-SPECIFIC
MECHANISMS) LED TO RAISED AWARENESS ON PCD, WHICH IN TURN HAS INDIRECTLY INFLUENCED
POLICY-MAKING?

Judgement

Indicators

Findings

Strength of evidence

Criteria

JC 4.1: The
EU PCD
approach has
led to raised
awareness and
increased
expertise  on
PCD

= | 4.1.1 Frequency/timely production of

The following awareness-raising activities have been largely implemented in a timely

/sources
Strong - this is a factual

biennial  report, screening, EUD | manner: (i) Biennial reports; (ii) Coordinating and consulting with EUMS. For other | assessment, and most EU
reporting, etc. selected activities, sufficient frequency and timeliness is more difficult to ascertain. | stakeholders expressed
These include: Organising and participating in PCD training activities; EU | this view
Delegations reporting; PCD CWP Screening / PCD Work-programme 2010-2013;
Consultation with developing partner countries.
= | 4.1.2 Number and nature of awareness- | The only true awareness-raising actions implemented during the review period are: | Indicative but not
raising actions implemented | (i) 11 informal EUMS meetings; (ii) 11 training actions. No other actions are known | conclusive ~ —  records

(disaggregated by topic, stakeholder,
year), number of people trained

to the evaluation team, hence suggesting a limited number and coverage of
awareness-raising activities. It should also be noted that over the course of 2016, DG
DEVCO - specifically the PCD team — developed an E-learning tool on PCD for
DGs, EU Delegations, EUMS and the wider public.

provided by the EU were
not exhaustive

= | 4.1.3 Suitability (stakeholder coverage,
content, perceived benefits, etc.) of the
awareness-raising and training activities

Awareness-raising actions are not entirely suitable for both endogenous (the nature
of the activities) and exogenous (external context) factors.

Indicative but not

conclusive — as above

= | 4.1.4 Level of knowledge of the modus

There is no common understanding of the PCD concept among stakeholders.

Strong — except for a small

operandi of PCD mechanisms by non-EU majority of interviewed
stakeholders. parties, most stakeholders
do not know PCD
JC 4.2: Raised | = 1 4.2.1 Number of changes introduced in | There is no evidence that the PCD awareness raising mechanisms have had a direct | Strong — in most cases
awareness and policy that can be linked to the PCD | impact on policy-making as demonstrated in EQ5. For the 13 policies selected under | reliable  sources  are
increased awareness-raising  mechanisms  (per | level 2, the most important factors contributing to PCD are: (i) political will from the | available
expertise  on selected policy). onset of the policy; (ii) policy-making mechanisms such as the 1A and the ISC. While
PCD have there might be an indirect link between awareness-raising mechanisms and actual
indirectly policy changes, this link could not be established by the evaluation team.
influenced = | 4.2.2 Number of changes of behaviour | Limited number of changes. The following potential positive contributions of the | Strong - based on
policy-making and practices that can be linked to | PCD Team to changes of behaviour and practices are: (i) PCD Team actively | documentary evidence /

increased awareness and knowledge

participated in the production of the BR toolbox (although there is limited evidence
that the Toolbox has led to actual changes of behaviour and practices); PCD team is
actively lobbying with the RSB in order to ensure that developing countries impact
are actually systematically included (although this is a recent initiative with no results
to show for).

most EU stakeholders
expressed this view
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5 EQs EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS: TO WHAT EXTENT HAS THE EU PCD APPROACH INFLUENCED
EXISTING OR PLANNED POLICIES/INITIATIVES LIKELY TO AFFECT DEVELOPING COUNTRIES SO THAT
THEY TAKE INTO ACCOUNT DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES?

Indicators

Findings

Strength of evidence

Judgement
Criteria

JC 5.1:
Commission
policy  proposals
likely to affect
developing
countries take
account of

development
objectives in the
impact
assessments (1As)
and ISC process

I 5.1.1 Percentage of 1As

that take account of impact
in developing countries

Based on the analysis of IAs of policies identified in the “Mapping of PCD policies and

initiatives” (see Inception Report), 46.3% of IAs included explicit references of the
policies’ likely impacts in developing countries, 19.5% of 1As that mentioned impacts on
developing countries, but in a limited fashion or not explicitly enough; and 34.1% IAs that
did not include any references to impacts on developing countries.

/sources

Strong - this is based

on a statistical
assessment which s
coherent with similar
studies carried out by
civil society

I 5.1.2 Percentage of IA’s
Inter-Service Steering
Groups to which DEVCO
participates

Based on the analysis of IAs of policies identified in the “Mapping of PCD policies and
initiatives” (see Inception Report), DG DEVCO was invited to participated in only 53.6%
of IA’s Inter-Service Steering Groups.

Strong - this is based
on a statistical
assessment

I 5.1.3 Percentage of 1As
for which the IA Board

Based on the analysis of 1As of policies identified in the “Mapping of PCD policies and
initiatives” (see Inception Report), the RSB/IA Board commented on development issues

Strong - this is based
on a statistical

commented on | 22% of the time (9 1As out of 41). assessment
development issues

| 5.14 Qualitative | Out of the 13 selected policies, the following metrics can be reported: Strong - this is based
assessment of IAs | = 3 1As are of high-quality and are extensive; on an in-depth

assessing the economic,
social or environmental
impacts in developing
countries  (per selected
policy)/ number of missed
opportunities?® identified

= 1 IA does address potential impacts of selected options on conflict-affected
regions/countries but is potentially not as detailed as it could have been;

= 2 1As have limited coverage of impacts on developing countries but this is justified in
some cases by the nature of the policy;

= 4 policies have no 1A but this is justified;

= 3 1As do not assess the impact on developing countries and can be considered to be
missed opportunities.

assessment which has
for the most part been
validated during
stakeholder’s
interviews

10 Missed opportunities for policies and initiatives issued during the evaluation period (2009-2016), which have not been touched upon by PCD mechanisms, but which would have benefitted from
the PCD approach in a development perspective. Reasons behind these second missed opportunities will be presented.
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Judgement

Indicators

Findings

Strength of evidence

Criteria

JC 5.2: EU non-
development
policies likely to
affect developing
countries take
account of
development
objectives due to
PCD mechanisms

I 521 Development
objectives, needs or issues
particular to developing
countries addressed by the
selected policies / missed
opportunitiest?

One of the key findings of the evaluation with regards to effectiveness of PCD mechanisms
is that there is a very high degree of correlation between the availability / quality of the
impact assessment (the extent to which the IA takes considers the impact of the policy on
developing countries) and the actual inclusion of development objectives / considerations
in the final draft of the policy.

/sources

Strong - this is based
on an in-depth
assessment which has
for the most part been
validated during
stakeholder’s
interviews

I 5.2.2 Contribution of
PCD mechanisms (per
selected policy) or other
factors external to the
Commission (EP,
international

commitments)

Political will and coherence with international agreements seem to play a more important
role than PCD mechanisms, although there is some evidence of marginal contribution of
PCD mechanisms.

Strong - this is based
on an in-depth
assessment which has
for the most part been
validated during
stakeholder’s
interviews

JC 53: The
treatment of cross-
cutting issues*? has

improved in the countries that (i) are | alsotend to consider cross-cutting issues. for the most part been
EU non- considered in the selected validated during
development policy; (ii) could have been stakeholder’s

policies taking considered (missed interviews

account of opportunities)

development

objectives

I 5.3.1 Number and nature
of specific cross-cutting
issues linked to developing

The treatment of cross-cutting issues in developing in the selected policies is
heterogeneous. 7 of the 13 selected policies directly address cross-cutting issues in
developing countries. Policies that have strong development considerations or objectives

Strong - this is based
on an in-depth
assessment which has

1 Those policies and initiatives which have not been (or only marginally) influenced by the use of PCD mechanisms. This inventory will come from the analysis undertaken at level 2. Explanatory

factors for the lack of outputs will be provided.
12 Such as: human rights, gender equality, democracy, good governance, children’s rights, indigenous people’s rights, environment and climate change sustainability, and combating HIV/AIDS.
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6 EQ6 EU ADDED VALUE: TO WHAT EXTENT HAS THE EU PCD APPROACH CREATED ADDITIONAL VALUE
BEYOND WHAT COULD BE ACHIEVED BY THE EU MEMBER STATES ACTING INDEPENDENTLY?

Indicators

Findings

Strength of evidence

Judgement
Criteria
JC 6.1: PCD
objectives
(“existing or
planned EU
policies/ initiatives
likely to affect
developing

countries so that
they take account
of  development
objectives”) could
not be achieved by

| 6.1.1 Stakeholders
responses and documentary
evidence confirm that the
added value of/benefits
provided by the EU PCD
approach to achieve PCD
objectives could/would not
be achieved/not have been
achieved independently by
EU Member States in terms
of influence, expertise, or
scope of engagement.

The common position of the EU and its Members States in putting forward key global
issues such as PCD has been recognised as instrumental in the 2012 OECD DAC peer
review.

As per findings of the EU Members States survey, stakeholders recognise that an EU
PCD approach is necessary to establish a common base for PCD, as it represents an
institutional and political engagement of the EU that reinforces PCD at different levels.
The EU being a major player in development (size, geographical reach and partnership
dimension), its role to promote PCD is significant, since individual EU Member States
could only achieve little if they were to act alone.

Stakeholders point out to the fact that even though many policy areas remain an
exclusive competence of Member States and national implementation remains their
domain, there are other policy areas that because of its “high impact on development

Member States (i.e., trade, agriculture, security, and migration),” it would be difficult to implement
without the EU without a unified PCD approach.
PCD approach

/sources

Indicative but not
conclusive — based on
OECD assessment and
views of stakeholders

JC 6.2: The EU
PCD approach has
enabled the EU and
EU Member States
to create links,
avoid

fragmentation and
foster cooperation

with the
international

community  (UN,
OECD) on

development issues

| 6.2.1 Reference to the EU
PCD approach informing
and influencing dialogue in
international fora on
development or
development-related issues
(e.g. migration, security,
peace, etc.) during the period
under evaluation.

The Council Conclusions of the period under evaluation and even before show that the
commitment to PCD has been brought forward in positions adopted by the Council and
presented on behalf of the EU and its Member States at international conferences, in
which they reaffirmed that the Union was firmly resolved to play a major role within the
United Nations in general, and committed the EU Member States and the Commission
to strengthen PCD to support developing countries achieving the MDGs, or adopted
common positions in which PCD is seen as an element to achieve MDGs and other
development objectives.

More than satisfactory —
this is  based on
documentary sources and
stakeholders interviewed

JC 6.3: The EU
PCD approach
contributes to
reinforcing EU
Member States’
own PCD

I 6.3.1. Number of EU
Member States that have
adopted PCD mechanisms
influenced by the EU PCD
approach.

By 2007, 27 EU Member States at the time were using a total of 91 PCD-promoting
mechanisms: 33 explicit policy statements or laws; 48 administrative or institutional
mechanisms; and 10 knowledge- input and -assessment tools. In 2015, the Biennial
Report recorded that from 25 EU Members States, 13 had a legal basis for PCD, all
implying a legal commitment obliging their governments to pursue PCD objectives and
requiring all policy initiatives to take into consideration the objectives of development

Indicative but not
conclusive — this is
mainly  relying on
Biennial reports but
stakeholders views are

mixed
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Judgement

Indicators

Findings

Strength of evidence

Criteria

cooperation. In addition, 18 Member States had a political commitment on PCD, and 20
reported having PCD coordination mechanisms. Evidence based on EU Member States
survey confirms the relative influence of the EU PCD approach in the adoption of PCD
mechanisms by EU Member States.

/sources

| 6.3.2. Frequency and nature

of EU Member States
participation and
coordination with the

Commission through PCD
mechanisms.

The coordination with EU Members States on PCD issues started in 2005 with the PCD
informal Network which meets on a yearly basis, sometimes twice a year. From an
attendance rate to meetings of 9 EU Member Stated, it has increased over the years to
reach more than 20 attending at a given time. Also, in 2005 the Council instructed the
Commission to monitor progress in the EU and all Member States on PCD and to report
it every 2 years. The number of EU Member States contributing each time to the Biennial
Reports ranges from 21 to 28.

Strong: based on
assessment of
documentary evidence
and stakeholders views

JC 6.4: The EU

PCD approach
reinforces EU
Member  States’
priorities and

commitments
regarding poverty

reduction in
developing
countries (with

respect to selected
case studies)

| 6.4.1. Number and nature
of EU PCD mechanisms that
contribute to reinforce EU
Member States
commitments and priorities
towards poverty reduction in
developing countries (with
respect to selected case
studies).

The inclusion of M&D pillar in GAMM has fostered cooperation and coordination in
that area with respect to specific actions previously agreed by EU Member States
participating in the MPs Regarding SFPAs on-site presence of a fisheries attaché
representing DG MARE potentially contributes to enhancing coherence with
development cooperation activities in the fisheries sector. Trade policy is an exclusive
competence of the EU. Therefore, the contribution of the PCD to EU added value in
relation to the GSP is an issue of secondary importance. With regards to the EU Action
Plan against wildlife trafficking, there is limited evidence in the field indicating that EU
PCD mechanisms reinforce EU Member States commitments and priorities in
developing countries. At a general level, EU Member States survey show mixed
responses: On one end stakeholders consider EU PCD approach reinforces their
priorities and commitments regarding poverty reduction in developing countries. On the
other end stakeholders consider commitment to poverty reduction stems from their own
development cooperation priorities.

Indicative but not
conclusive — this is
mainly ~ based on

limited findings during
field visits and views of
stakeholders are mixed.

| 6.4.2. Evidence of
synergies or avoided
contradictions between
selected EU non-
development policies and
EU Member States

development-related actions
in  developing countries
(field phase selected case
studies).

There is limited evidence on synergy between EU and EU Member States actions
regarding the field case studies analysed, a few examples indicate that EU Member States
have joined efforts and created synergies due to the nature of the intervention analysed
(i.e. M&D pillar of Mobility Partnerships; SFPAs). However, taken as a whole, evidence
suggests that these examples are not necessarily part of an overall strategy based on PCD.

Indicative but not
conclusive — this is
mainly ~ based on
limited findings

during field visits and
views of stakeholders
are mixed.
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7 EQ7 IMPACT: TO WHAT EXTENT HAVE CHANGES IN THE DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION OF EU
POLICIES AND INITIATIVES BROUGHT ABOUT BY INCORPORATING A PCD APPROACH INFLUENCED
OUTCOMES AND IMPACTS IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES?

Judgement Criteria

JC 7.1: The Common
Fisheries Policy (2013
reform) has had
positive  development
outcomes and impacts
in selected countries

Findings

Overall, the evolution of successive protocols over time suggests that the SFPA (Sustainable Fisheries Partnership
Agreement) instrument can be considered to have progressively incorporated a PCD approach, with a certain degree of
success in terms of impact. The SFPA’s most evident impact is its contribution to improving fisheries governance.
Moreover, while the SFPA can be said to have contributed to the local economy and to employment in both selected
countries, these impacts have been relatively limited. These positive (but limited) impacts should however be pondered
by that fact that development considerations that have been progressively incorporated into the SFPAs were not so much
the result of PCD mechanisms but rather the result of the negotiations and dialogue with Senegal, which led the EU to
better take into account potential impacts of the SFPA on the country and in general development considerations.

Strength of evidence
/sources

Strong — findings have
been endorsed by EU
Delegations of the
selected countries

JC 7.2: The
Generalized Scheme of
Preferences Regulation
has  contributed to
poverty eradication by
expanding exports from
the selected countries to
the EU

The GSP’s overall performance in terms of outcome achievement — measured by its effect on exports, output and
investment — is considered as mixed for Mozambique and for Vietnam. In terms of impact achievement (employment
for instance), GSP’s contribution appears to be quite limited in both countries. GSP being a policy instrument dedicated
to poverty reduction and sustainable development, it should come as no surprise that, de iure, it has been in line with the
principles of PCD. However, policy coherence (or rather, policy parsimony) within the EU’s trade policies could be an
issue due to the overlap of different preference instruments, and casts doubt on the relevance of individual instruments
at least for certain countries. In addition, despite the overall embeddedness of the GSP into the developmental agenda,
in practice the GSP has not been used as an element in a comprehensive developmental policy but “just” as a trade
preference regime in isolation (a GSP without complementary adequate support to enhance productivity, at least in LDCs
like Mozambique with clear supply capacity constraints, does not provide this; it therefore lacks an important
developmental element, which points to limited performance in terms of the PCD concept.).

Strong - findings have
been endorsed by EU
Delegations of the
selected countries

JC 7.3: The EU Action
Plan against Wildlife
Trafficking is likely to

contribute to
development objectives
by engaging in and
benefiting local
communities from

wildlife conservation in
selected countries

With respect to the PCD dimension, since most EU actions at the level of the selected countries can only be indirectly
linked to the EUAP against wildlife trafficking (since these actions are often implemented in the context of traditional
development cooperation (led by DG DEVCO without any concrete involvement of DG Environment), the “PCD”
content of the EU Action Plan against wildlife trafficking does not appear to be very prominent. Besides, very few
stakeholders on the ground (including EUD staff) were even aware of the existence of the EUAP against wildlife
trafficking, suggesting that the EUAP against wildlife trafficking is more of a communication tool on EU development
assistance linked to wildlife trafficking than a policy with clear and measurable effects and impacts.

Strong - findings have
been endorsed by EU
Delegations of the
selected countries
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Judgement Criteria

JC: 7.4: The Global
Approach to Migration
and Mobility (GAMM)
has contributed to
poverty reduction by

facilitating the legal
migration  of  third
country residents

towards the EU and
promoting social and
economic development
in selected countries

Findings

The actions implemented under the M&D pillar of the MPs with Cape Verde and Armenia, under the GAMM’s
framework, have been rather limited in terms of scope, size of budget allocation, and continuity compared to the other
pillars of the MPs (Legal migration, Border management and irregular migration, International protection and asylum).
Actions aimed at reducing remittance transaction costs, promote diaspora investment, diaspora skills transfer, skills
matching-schemes, pre-departure measures, and reintegration, have had limited scope. There are no circular labour
migration schemes in place, only a Visa facilitation Agreement for both countries for short stay visits. Therefore, in
terms of impact, the contribution of the GAMM appears to be quite limited when it comes to development.

Strength of evidence
/sources

Strong -  findings
based on documentary
evidence, stakeholders’
views, and findings
have been endorsed by
EU Delegations of the
selected countries.
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8 EQS8 SUSTAINABILITY: TO WHAT EXTENT IS THE PCD APPROACH SUSTAINABLE?

Judgement Indicators
Criteria

Findings

Strength of evidence

/sources

JC 8.1: There | = 1 8.1.1 Reference | The Council has reaffirmed in several Conclusions in different policy areas — not only in PCD specific | Strong — this finding is
is adequate in political | Council Conclusions but mainly in the areas of Migration, Trade and Security (see indicators | 6.2.1 | based on documentary
political — will statements (from | and | 2.2.1) — its commitment to the promotion of PCD in the policies that the EU implements, | sources that can be
and continuous both the EU and | strengthening the coherence and enhancing the linkages between development and migration, trade, | easily verified and
learning to EU member | environment, and conflict and crisis situations. The Council has acknowledged as well the need to | stakeholders’ views
ensure States) expressing | account for synergies between climate objectives and the SDGs, of which PCD is an integral element.
sustainability support for PCD Also, the commitment to coherence of the EU’s common agricultural policy and agricultural trade
of PCD at EU policy with respect to development policy has been reaffirmed at the highest level.
policy-making However, stakeholders consider that unless there is a clear and concrete definition of the EU’s approach
level to PCD in the wider context of the SDG Agenda and that of PCSD, the leading and positive role of the
EU in the promotion of PCD can be compromised.
= | 8.1.2 Evidence | Awareness-raising mechanisms: EU Members States Network, the Biennial Reports, the EU | Strong: based on

of good practices | Delegations reporting and the training activities have been a good step to coordinate and promote a | assessment of

and lessons | PCD approach at the EU level. However, these activities have no direct influence in the main output, | documentary evidence

learned, and | and their use could be improved. and stakeholders’

number of | Policy-making mechanisms: IA and ISC constitute essential tools for policy-making. The 1A guidelines | views

resulting changes | were improved in 2009 to incorporate a development dimension and the 2015 BR Guidelines include

in the organisation | a specific Tool 30 on how to identify impacts in Developing Countries.

framework  (per | However, there are changes that may lead to PCD being less sustainable: the lack of formal follow-up

activity, per | to the PCD Screening of the CWP, the fact that there is no longer a formal ISG on PCD, and the lack

output) of a PCD strategic framework for the new SDG Agenda as there was for the MDGs (PCD Work-

programme 2010-2013) to guide the work of the EU regarding PCD in the post-2015 context.

JC 8.2: The|= | 8.2.1 | The only mechanisms that are embedded in the policy-making process are the IA and ISC. These are | Strong:  based on
EU’s PCD Number/nature of | non-specific PCD mechanisms that are employed to promote PCD from the onset of the policy | assessment of
mechanisms mechanisms that | formulation process. However, they are not used to their full potential. documentary evidence
have become have been and stakeholders’
embedded / a embedded / have views
permanent part become a
of policy permanent part of
formulation the policy
process formulation

process.
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Evaluation of the European Union’s
Policy Coherence for Development

Activity Assessment Tool

Impact Assessments (IAs)
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1 INTRODUCTION

The Commission’s Impact Assessment (IA) system was introduced in 2003, replacing and

integrating all sectoral assessments of direct and indirect impacts of proposed measures into

one global instrument®®. It was further reviewed in 2009 and 2015. The purpose of IAs is to

contribute to the decision-making processes by systematically collecting and analysing

information on planned interventions and estimating their likely impact. An 1A is required for

Commission initiatives that are likely to have significant economic, social or environmental

impacts. These can bel:

= Legislative proposals;

= Non-legislative initiatives (e.g. financial programmes, recommendations for the
negotiations of international agreements);

= Implementing and delegated acts.

The 1A activity involves a wide range of stakeholders:

= |Asare carried out by Commission services: the A work is coordinated by an Inter-Service
Steering Group (ISG) set up by the Commission and consisting of the DG responsible for
the relevant policy initiative (which leads the 1A process), as well as other selected line
DGs, Commission services (e.g. the Secretariat General, the Legal Service, etc.) and the
EEAS.

= External inputs from stakeholders, whether in the context of a public consultation process
(mandatory part of an 1A process) or through targeted consultations, also feed into the
analysis. For selected policies, the IA process may for example include specific
consultations with stakeholders such as EU Member States, third countries (e.g.
developing countries) and CSOs.

= The findings of the IA process are summarised in an 1A report and the quality of each report
is checked by an independent body, which issues opinions. This independent body was the
Impact Assessment Board, created in 2006, until it was replaced by the Regulatory
Scrutiny Board following the introduction of Better Regulation Guidelines in 2015.

= |A reports are published with the proposals or with acts adopted by the Commission, and
sent to the EU law-makers, the European Parliament and the Council, to consider as they
decide on whether to adopt the proposed law.

The Commission’s IA system is not a PCD-specific mechanism (i.e. not created for the specific
purpose of promoting PCD) but constitutes a general tool used at the inception of the policy-
making process, and as such it is acknowledged to be a central instrument to implement the
EU’s approach to PCD: “lAs allow ex-ante assessments of policy proposals and can help ensure
that possible impacts on developing countries are taken into account at an early stage of the
preparation of a political initiative™*®.

13 COM (2002) 276 final “Communication from the Commission on impact assessment”, 5 June 2002.

14 https://ec.europa.eu/info/law-making-process/planning-and-proposing-law/impact-assessments_en.

152015 EU Report on Policy Coherence for Development.
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2 QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT
2.1 Detailed description of the activity

Since the introduction of the 1A system in 2003, 1A guidelines have been revised several times.

Two specific sets of guidelines have been in effect during the evaluation period (2009-2016):

= The 2009 revised IA Guidelines, adopted in January 20091;

= The 2015 Better Regulation Package, adopted by the Commission on 19 May 2015 and
consisting of (i) the Better Regulation Guidelines!’ and (ii) its accompanying Better
Regulation Toolbox!8, which includes a specific tool on how to assess the likely effects of
policy initiatives on developing countries (Tool#34: Developing Countries'®).

We describe below the main features and implications of these guidelines in the context of
PCD, as well as the role played by the various stakeholders during the IA process.

2.1.1  The 20049 |IA guidelines

The Commission revised its IA guidelines in 2009, based on an external evaluation of the
Commission’s IA completed in 2007%° and the experience to date of Commission services and
the 1A Board.

In relation to PCD, the most significant development is the introduction of a new section on
international impacts. This section specifies that “every IA should establish whether proposed
policy options have an impact on relations with third countries” and that in particular 1As
should look at four types of impacts, one of them being the impacts on developing countries®
— in this regard the guidelines mention that “initiatives that may affect developing countries
should be analysed for their coherence with the objectives of the EU development policy. This
includes an analysis of consequences (or spill-overs) in the longer run in areas such as
economic, environmental, social or security policy”.

Although “international impacts” (including impacts on developing countries as mentioned
above) are not put on the same level as the three main dimensions of impacts to be assessed by
IAs (i.e. economic, social and environmental impacts), the 2009 IA guidelines put them at the
same level as other specific or sectoral impacts to be examined by IAs — such as impacts on
fundamental rights, on consumers, on SMEs, etc. — which were already identified in earlier
versions of the guidelines and therefore already considered as mandatory.

Based on this, the lists of key questions mentioned in the 1A guidelines to guide Commission
staff in the identification of the potential impacts of the policy (cf. section 8.2, Tables 1-3)
include a number of questions specifically related to the impacts on developing countries or one
EU development policy??>. Some guidance is also provided in section 8.8 of the guidelines’

16 SEC(2009) 92 “Impact Assessment Guidelines”, 15 January 2009.

17 http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/guidelines/toc_guide_en.htm.

18 http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/guidelines/toc_tool_en.htm.

19 Formerly Tool #30. In 2017 new tools were added to the Toolbox and Tool #30 became Tool #34.

20 The Evaluation Partnership (2007) “Evaluation of the Commission’s Impact Assessment System”, April 2007.

21 The three other types of international impacts to be looked at according to the guidelines include: the competitiveness of
European businesses; trade relations with third countries; and impact on WTO obligations.

22 For example, in terms of economic impacts: Does it affect (...) EU/EC development policy? Does it affect developing
countries at different stages of development (least developed and other low-income and middle-income countries) in a different
manner? Does the option impose adjustment costs on developing countries? Does the option affect goods or services that are
produced or consumed by developing countries?
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annexes, which discusses (briefly) the various areas in which EU policies may affect developing
countries and also highlights the possibility of unintended impacts. Finally, the guidelines refer
to a separate “guidance document” that had been prepared at the time by DG DEV and made
available on its website (cf. footnote 36 on page 42). This short document, which aimed at
“complement[ing] the main text of the IA guidelines”, provided further “guidance for
identifying impacts of EU policy decisions or proposals on developing countries”, e.g. in terms
of possible areas of impact, countries that are going to be affected, mitigating measures,
consultations with developing countries, etc.; it also used the reform of the EU sugar regime as
an example to demonstrate which potential impacts on developing countries could be identified
for this particular policy.

These various changes responded to requests from the European Parliament and the Council to
strengthen the external dimension of IA and to improve and make better use of the IA process
to evaluate the impact of EU policies on developing countries?, thereby sharpening IAs as a
PCD instrument. However, in spite of these positive developments — in particular the explicit
requirement in the revised guidelines for 1As to look at impacts on developing countries —
evidence suggests that efforts to assess development impacts remained low. Indeed, the analysis
of 1A reports produced in the years following the introduction of the guidelines shows that in
practice only a limited number of 1As for initiatives with potential impacts on developing
countries actually assessed, or even mentioned, those impacts?*.

PCD biennial reports during the period suggested that this unsatisfactory record may be
attributed, at least partly, to the lack of a “specific methodology to measure impact on
development objectives and on partner countries”® and came to the conclusion that it was
necessary not only to raise the profile and awareness of the PCD requirement in the 1A
Guidelines, but also to strengthen analytical capacity for assessing development impacts of non-
development policies, by providing more practical guidance and additional relevant resources?®.
In this context, the review of IA guidelines as part of the Better Regulation Agenda (see
following sub-section) was considered by stakeholders as an opportunity “to make the
requirement to analyse impacts on developing countries more explicit in the Guidelines and
provide clearer guidance in the technical section on how to assess them”?’.

2.1.2 The 2015 Better Requlation Package

As mentioned above the 2015 Better Regulation package consists of two main elements: (i) the
Better Regulation Guidelines and (ii) the Better Regulation Toolbox.

The Better Regulations Guidelines includes a specific chapter which serve as “Guidelines on
Impact Assessment” (Chapter I11)?8, This Chapter includes several mentions of developing

232009 EU Report on Policy Coherence for Development.

2 See section 3.5.1 of the main report for the detailed analysis, based on both the findings of CONCORD Denmark/Global
Focus, which carries out since 2009 a yearly screening of the Commission’s 1As to analyse whether these sufficiently assess
potential impacts on developing countries, as well as the evaluation team’s own analysis of a smaller sample of 1As on policies
mentioned in PCD Biennial Reports, in the PCD CWP screening or in the PCD Work Plan 2010-2013.

252011 EU Report on Policy Coherence for Development.

22013 EU Report on Policy Coherence for Development.

272013 EU Report on Policy Coherence for Development. See also the 2013 Council Conclusions on PCD, in which the Council
“calls for strengthening the development dimension of [tools such as 1As] in the context of the review of their respective
guidelines” and the European Parliament resolution of 7 June 2016 on the EU 2015 PCD Report, in which the EP “hopes that
the Better Regulation Package and its guidelines will improve this situation by taking development and human rights into
account in all [IAs] and by enhancing transparency”.

28 The Better Regulation Guidelines have a much broader scope than the 2009 1A guidelines, as they also include guidelines
on: planning; preparing proposals, implementation and transposition; monitoring; evaluation and fitness checks; and
stakeholder consultation.
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countries, stressing inter alia that developing countries can be among stakeholders affected by
the policies (see sections 2.5.1 and 2.5.2) and listing impacts on developing countries among
potentially disproportionate impacts that should be identified during the 1A process (see section
2.3).

However, the Guidelines are not explicit about the requirement to analyse impacts on
developing countries: while the final section of the Guidelines (Section 4 “From impact
assessment to policy-making”) does mention that in order to verify regulatory fitness policy-
makers should cross-check if there is scope to modify some of the legal provision so as to reduce
(among other things) any potential negative impacts on developing countries, the summary
table on “Key requirements” does not list the analysis of impacts on developing countries
among elements that “must be included in the final IA Report” — it only lists environmental,
social and economic impacts (the three main impact dimensions to be assessed as part of the
IA, as was the case in the previous guidelines), and additionally, impacts on SMEs and on
competitiveness. Finally, it can be noted that the Guidelines do not mention PCD at all.

Comparatively, the Toolbox puts more emphasis on the assessment of impacts on developing
countries, in particular through the inclusion of a specific tool on this subject: Tool #34
“Developing countries”. This tool was developed by DG DEVCO following a high-level expert
workshop in 2013 and consultation with Commission services (the PCD team contributed to its
development). It aims at providing specific guidance on how to assess policy initiatives’
impacts on developing countries and covers a number of aspects such as: the concept of PCD
and the legal obligation set by Article 208(1) of the TFEU; example of measures known to have
impacts on developing countries; methods for qualitative/descriptive as well as quantitative
assessment of impacts; mitigating measures to minimise negative impacts; and the provision of
links to further information sources and background material. The Tool also acknowledges that
developing countries are very heterogeneous and that as a general rule, the focus should be put
primarily on the impacts on LDCs and other countries most in need.

Other tools in the Toolbox also address impacts on developing countries. For example, Tool
#16 “Identification / screening of impacts” lists developing countries among categories of
potentially affected groups, lists impacts in developing countries in its overview of key impacts
to be screened, and includes in its table of key questions to guide the assessment of significant
impacts several specific questions related to developing countries as well as a specific question
on PCD (“Does [the policy option] comply with the obligation of Policy Coherence for
Development?”)?°. Furthermore, Tool #26 “External Trade and Investment”® includes a
specific section “Could developing countries be affected?” (section 3.6), which (i) mentions
PCD and explicitly refers to the legal obligation set by Article 208(1) of the TFEU; and (ii)
provides some guidance on how to determine if EU trade policies are likely to have an impact
developing countries, particularly LDCs and other countries most in need.

However, it is important to note that the two documents differ in nature: while the Better

Regulation Guidelines are considered as a set of mandatory requirements and obligations, the

Toolbox is considered as advisory in nature and not binding, as explicitly clarified in both

documents:

= Chapter 1 of the Guidelines specifies that: “The main guidelines set out the mandatory
requirements and obligations for each step in the policy cycle while the Toolbox provides
additional guidance and advice which is not binding unless expressly stated to be so.”

29 The questions related to developing countries were already included in the 2009 guidelines and have not been modified, but
the question on PCD was not included in the previous guidelines and has been added.
30 Initially Tool #22. In 2017 new tools were added in the Toolbox and Tool #22 became Tool #26.
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= The introduction to the Toolbox document®! specifies that the “Toolbox complements the
main guidelines on Better Regulation” and “provides more specific and operational
guidance to those involved with the various Better Regulation instruments”. The tools
included in the Toolbox “are advisory in nature and following them is not compulsory
except in a few cases (such as the format of documents submitted to the Regulatory Scrutiny
Board) which have been identified in the main Better Regulation Guideline”.

In this context, it appears that the most significant provisions on the assessment of policy
initiatives’ impacts on developing countries — e.g. the explicit reference to the legal obligation
set by Article 208(1) of the TFEU to ensure PCD — were included in the document that is
considered as advisory/not-binding (the Toolbox), while the one document that is considered
as a set of mandatory requirements and obligations (the guidelines) clearly puts less emphasis
on the analysis of impacts on developing countries and is not fully explicit about its requirement
(it can in fact be argued that the 2009 guidelines were more explicit about the requirement to
analyse impacts on developing countries as part of the IA process).

This casts doubt as to whether IA guidelines were indeed strengthened from a PCD perspective
through the introduction of the Better Regulation package, as was anticipated by stakeholders.
The introduction of Tool #34 “Developing Countries” is certainly notable — and in itself an
improvement from the guidance document that was made available at the time of the 2009
guidelines — but this tool remains advisory in nature and it is not clear how much it is used in
practice by stakeholders involved in the 1A process. The analysis of IA reports published after
the introduction of Better Regulation® does not provide any evidence that the revised guidelines
and toolbox have contributed to improving the likelihood that IA reports explicitly discuss
impacts on developing countries.

2.1.3 Role of stakeholders
As mentioned earlier, a wide range of stakeholders are involved in the IA process.

At the Commission level, while the DG responsible for the relevant policy initiative leads the
IA work, the process is steered by an ISG, which consists of the lead DG as well as selected
other line DGs and Commission services (e.g. the Secretariat General, the Legal Service, etc.).
This provides the opportunity to DG DEVCO (and therefore indirectly to the PCD team and
thematic experts within DG DEVCO), when it is invited to participate in the [IA’s ISG, to
provide comments on development issues and if relevant, point out likely impacts of the policy
initiative on developing countries that had not been considered.

DG DEVCO is however not always invited to participate in the IA’s ISG and therefore in related
ISC consultations, which limits its ability to ensure that impacts on developing countries are
systematically taken into account in the policy making process. Our analysis of 1A reports for
policy initiatives mentioned in PCD Biennial Reports, in the PCD CWP screening or in the
PCD Work Plan 2010-2013 shows that even for policy initiatives that have been identified as
being PCD-relevant / as having potential effects on developing countries, DG DEVCO is not
systematically invited to participate in the IA’s SG%. However, the analysis of 1A reports for
PCD-relevant policies during the evaluation period also revealed the following®*:

31 http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/guidelines/docs/br_toolbox_en.pdf.

32 See Annex 3, and specifically indicator I 5.1.1.

33 See section 3.5.1 for the quantitative analysis, and Annex 8 for the detailed IA analysis table.

34 |dem.
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= Theinvolvement of DG DEVCO in the IA process does not appear to guarantee that impacts
on developing countries will be considered: a few IAs for which DEVCO was involved that
do not mention the potential impacts of the policy on developing countries were identified.

= At the same time, the non-involvement of DEVCO in the IA process does not mean that the
IA will not consider impacts on developing countries: several 1As for which DEVCO was
not involved that nevertheless mention/discuss the potential impacts of the policy on
developing countries were identified.

The second finding above is positive, as it could suggest that the concept of PCD has been
mainstreamed — at least some extent — in other DGs or Commission services and therefore that
implementation of the PCD approach does not have to rely only on the intervention of DG
DEVCO. At the same time, the level of detail of the assessment of impacts varies greatly from
one IA to another: even in those cases where the IA considered impacts on developing countries
without DG DEVCO being involved, the 1A still might have benefitted from the input of DG
DEVCO, to improve from a brief mention of potential impacts towards a more detailed
assessment of these impacts.

As consulting interested parties is an obligation for every 1A — as explicitly stated in both the
2009 guidelines and the 2015 Better Regulation guidelines and toolbox — the IA process also
involves consultations with other stakeholders outside the Commission. In addition to
mandatory open public consultations®, the IA process may also include targeted consultations
with selected stakeholders such as, inter alia, Member States, third countries (e.g.
developing countries) or CSOs. However, it is not clear if this mechanism has been used to
its full potential during the evaluation period. Based on IA reports, it appears that only a limited
number of 1As for PCD-relevant policies included targeted consultations in/with developing
countries (outside of open public consultations). Furthermore, some stakeholders e.g. the
European Parliament have often expressed the view that along with developing countries, CSOs
should also be more involved in the IA process®.

Another important stakeholder in the IA process is the Regulatory Scrutiny Board (RSB;
formerly 1A Board), which examines all IA reports and issues opinions on their quality: a
positive opinion is needed from the Board for an initiative accompanied by an IA to be tabled
for adoption by the Commission; in case of a negative opinion, the draft report must be reviewed
and resubmitted to the Board. In this context, the Board provides a central quality control and
support function for Commission 1As and therefore can play a role in ensuring that impacts on
developing countries are considered in the 1A and thereby that a PCD approach is applied.

Our analysis of 1A reports for policies identified as being PCD-relevant shows that the RSB/IA
Board occasionally provided comments on development issues and every time it did, the final
version of the IA report did indeed discuss, at least to some extent, impacts on developing
countries®”. However, in the majority of cases, the Board did not address development issues,
which for some policies resulted in missed opportunities as the final IA reports did not take
account of impacts on developing countries.

35 One of the key requirements of the Better Regulation guidelines for IAs is to conduct “A 12-week internet-based public
consultation covering all of the main elements of the 1A as part of a broader consultation strategy to target relevant stakeholders
and evidence.” (cf. introduction of Chapter II1).

36 One specific comment from the European Parliament was that CSOs and other stakeholders should be consulted at an earlier
stage of the process for them to effectively contribute: in this context, it can be noted that the provision in the Better Regulation
1A guidelines for public consultation on the Roadmap — i.e. on the Inception IA, for policies that require an 1A — was welcomed
by the European Parliament, as it “opens up opportunities for external stakeholders, including developing countries and civil
society, to give their views and actively participate” (EP resolution of 7 June 2016 on the EU 2015 Report on PCD).

37 See section 3.5.1 for the quantitative analysis, and Annex 8 for the detailed IA analysis table.
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This led many stakeholders to consider that it was essential for the EU’s approach to PCD to
be effective that the RSB/IA Board plays a bigger role in ensuring that possible impacts on
developing countries are considered in 1As. In the 2016 report on its yearly screening of 1As
prepared by the Commission, Global Focus (formerly CONCORD Denmark) stressed for
example that “the 1A Board must ensure that the 1A guidelines are respected and resubmit any
1A that fails to consider the potential impact on developing countries to the [IA’s ISG] for
further analysis”3. Efforts towards this objective are ongoing, as DG DEVCO has started to
engage with the Board on the possibility to systematically consider the possible impacts on
developing countries when reviewing draft IA reports. Related to the above, it has also been
debated whether the Board has the adequate expertise to fully take on this role. The European
Parliament underlined for example that “the IA Board of the Commission needs adequate
expertise in development policies in order to live up to their responsibility to verify the quality
of impacts assessments in terms of PCD”®, This view was also reflected by the civil society
and in this regard CONCORD Europe recommended in 2014 that “The IA Board should include
development specialists, in order to increase the development expertise on that body”*°.

After adoption of the concerned policy initiative by the Commission, the 1A reports — together
with the policy proposals — are transmitted to the European Parliament and to the Council to
consider as they decide on whether to adopt the proposed law, which provides them with an
opportunity to comment on development issues and possible impacts on developing countries,
and propose related amendments to the policy proposals. However, this is to some extent limited
by both institutions’ limited capacity to conduct their own IA work: in this context, it can be
noted that in its “Proposal for an Inter-institutional Agreement on Better Regulation”*, the
Commission called again upon the EP and the Council to carry out their own IAs on any
substantial amendments they raise during the legislative process.

2.2 Strengths

The main strengths of the 1A activity as a PCD mechanism are the following:

= The IA activity is a fully standardised and formalised process within the Commission since
the introduction of the Commission’s IA system in 2003.

= ]As are widely acknowledged by stakeholders to be the most critical tool for promoting
PCD in new policy initiatives or proposals for policy revision and ensuring that impacts on
developing countries are taken into account at the early stages of the policy making process.
Although it is not a PCD-specific mechanism, the 1A activity is directly linked to the main
output of PCD as defined in the 1L

= As demonstrated above, there have been continuous efforts during the evaluation period to
improve the IA mechanism through the revision of its guidelines and the creation of
additional tools and resources to guide the assessment of impacts on developing countries.
Indeed, the 2009 1A guidelines were an improvement over previous guidelines, by stating
explicitly that 1As should look at impacts on developing countries, and the 2015 Better
Regulation package made further progress by providing more detailed methodological
guidance on the assessment of these impacts.

3 Global Focus (2016) “Impact Assessments prepared by the European Commission still disregard Developing Countries”.
Available here: http://www.globaltfokus.dk/images/Politik/PCD/IA_analysis_2016_pdf.pdf.

39 European Parliament resolution of 25 October 2012 on the EU 2011 Report on PCD (2012/2063(IN1)).

40 CONCORD Europe (2014) “Contribution to the European Commission consultation on the Impact Assessment guidelines
revision”, Policy paper: reaction, September 2014.

41 COM(2015) 216 final.
42 Le. “New initiatives take account of development objectives, and their likely impact in developing countries assessed”.
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The 1A activity involves a wide range of stakeholders — including, at least potentially,
developing countries — and therefore can benefit in principle from the input, views and
feedback of numerous stakeholders on the likely effects of EU policies on developing
countries.

2.3 Weaknesses

The main weaknesses of the IA activity as a PCD mechanism are the following:

In spite of the various improvements brought about by the revision of relevant 1A guidelines
and tools, evidence suggests that during the evaluation period only a limited number of 1As
for initiatives with potential impacts on developing countries actually assessed, or even
mentioned, those impacts®. Although the 2009 IA guidelines explicitly stated that 1As
should look at impacts on developing countries, it appears that this provision did not enjoy
much traction in practice; and while many stakeholders hoped that the 2015 Better
Regulation package would improve the situation, the analysis of 1A reports published after
its introduction does not provide any evidence that it has been the case.

With respect to the 2015 Better Regulation guidelines and Toolbox that are currently in

effect, two aspects can be highlighted:

o One specific weakness is that the most significant provisions on the assessment of policy
initiatives’ impacts on developing countries were included in the document that is
considered as advisory/not-binding (the Toolbox), while the document that is
considered as a set of mandatory requirements and obligations (the Guidelines) clearly
puts less emphasis on the analysis of impacts on developing countries and is not fully
explicit about the requirement to analyse those. This might be one reason why there is
no evidence of an improvement in the share of IAs taking account of impacts on
developing countries following the introduction of the Better Regulation Guidelines and
the specific Tool #34 “Developing Countries”.

= Although Tool #34 is a clear improvement over tools and guidance documents provided
earlier for the assessment of impacts on developing countries (and it is positive that it
was included directly in the Better Regulation package, rather than as a separate
document), (i) it is not clear whether this tool is used in practice by Commission services
(as highlighted above, one issue might be that the tool is included in the document that
is considered as advisory/not binding — the toolbox — rather than in the document
defining mandatory requirements — the guidelines); (ii) the tool is only a guidance
document and as such cannot be expected to resolve on its own the general issue of the
specific technical and methodological challenges often experienced in assessing the
impacts of complex EU internal policies on third countries and specifically developing
countries (analysing the impacts of a policy such as the CAP requires for example a
complex methodology, and stakeholders acknowledged that the main reason why the
impacts of the CAP on developing countries were not assessed in detail was the
difficulty to define a methodology on how to do this*¥).

There is overall a high degree of heterogeneity in the coverage and level of detail of the

assessment of impacts from one IA to another — including for policies that do take account

of the policy’s impact on developing countries: some IA reports only mention or briefly
discuss these impacts, while some provide a very detailed assessment. While
methodological challenges might partly be the reason for this, it should be noted that
conducting a thorough 1A requires important resources and it is not clear to which extent

43 See section 3.5.1 for the detailed quantitative analysis.

44 See Policy Report on the 2013 CAP reform. It has been reported that DG DEVCO had attempted to develop a quantitative
impact assessment model at the I A stage, but that the results of the analysis were ultimately considered to be not robust enough
to be included in the final version of the 1A.
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these resources are available (within both the lead DG and DG DEVCO, when it is invited
to participate in the IA’s ISG).

= The IA activity remains a politicised process, where dominant actors push their agenda and
appear to often have pre-determined solutions, which can limit opportunities to effectively
address PCD issues™®.

2.4 Opportunities for improvement

The main opportunity for improvement would be to provide more clarity as to when and to what
extent impacts on developing countries should be assessed as part of IAs. As mentioned above,
one issue currently is the ambiguity of the Better Regulation package: while the Toolbox (which
is a not-binding/advisory document) explicitly mentions the legal obligation set by Article
208(1) of the TFEU to ensure PCD and includes several related provisions in particular as part
of Tool #34, the guidelines (which define the mandatory requirements) are less explicit about
the requirement to take account of impacts on developing countries. The fact that there is also
a lack of clarity with respect to the exact implications of the legal obligation set by Article
208(1) of the TFEU“® only further complicates the issue. Ultimately, this is partly a question of
political will: if the Commission is dedicated to ensuring that all 1As on policies with potential
impacts on developing countries do systematically “take account of”’ these impacts, it would be
necessary to make this requirement more explicit and clarify the extent to which these impacts
are expected be analysed. One option could be to make it a requirement to systematically
include in 1A reports a section dedicated to the impacts on developing countries (or at least on
third countries), even if obviously for some policy initiatives the section would simply consist
of a single sentence stating that no impacts are expected.

Another opportunity for improvement would be for the RSB to play a greater role in ensuring
that for policies that are likely to have impacts on developing countries, these impacts are
systematically assessed in the corresponding IA reports. As mentioned earlier, DG DEVCO has
started to engage with the Board on the possibility to systematically consider possible impacts
on developing countries when reviewing draft 1A reports. In addition, as suggested by some
stakeholders it might be beneficial for the RSB to include development specialists in order to
increase the development expertise on that body.*

Finally, there is a lack of synergy between PCD-specific mechanisms — in particular the CWP
screening — and the IA activity, as evidenced by: (i) the fact that DG DEVCO was not
systematically invited to participate in the IA’s ISG for policy/initiatives identified as being
PCD-relevant in the PCD CWP screening (or in the PCD Workplan); and, to some extent*, (ii)
the limited number of policies already identified as being PCD-relevant in the PCD CWP
screening (or in the PCD Workplan) for which impacts were not assessed in the corresponding
IAs. It appears that the PCD CWP screening has been carried out in total isolation of the 1A
activity, in the sense that PCD CWP screening results do not appear to have influenced the IA
activity. Strengthening the link between the PCD CWP screening exercise and the 1A activity
could contribute to improving the likelihood that impacts on developing countries are indeed
assessed in IAs. However, ultimately it is a matter of improving the PCD CWP screening

45 See for example European Parliament's Committee on Development (2016) “EU Policy Coherence for Development: The
challenge of sustainability”, Workshop Report, 22 March 2016.

46 ].e. a lack clarity as to what “take account of the objectives of development cooperation” entails exactly, in terms of the level
of detail to which impacts on developing countries should be discussed or assessed as part of the IA.

47 Although only brief CVs of current RSB members are available online, it appears that none of them are development
specialists.

48 As shown earlier, the unsatisfactory record in terms of the share of PCD-relevant policies for which the 1A assesses impacts
on developing countries is most likely the result of several factors.
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activity rather than improving the IA activity (see Activity Assessment Tool on the PCD CWP
screening for a more detailed discussion).

3 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

IAs are widely acknowledged by stakeholders to be the most critical tool for promoting PCD
in new policy initiatives or proposals for policy revision, and ensuring that impacts on
developing countries are taken into account at the early stages of the policy making process.
Additionally, the 1A process is also fully standardised and formalised and involves the input
and consultation of a wide range of stakeholders.

There have been continuous efforts during the evaluation period to improve the 1A mechanism
through the revision of its guidelines and the creation of additional tools and resources to guide
the assessment of impacts on developing countries. The 2009 IA guidelines were an
improvement over previous guidelines, in particular due to the explicit provision that every 1A
should establish whether proposed policy options have an impact on relations with third
countries, and in particular look at impacts on developing countries (the 2009 guidelines also
provided some guidance on the assessment of impacts on developing countries, although it
remained limited). The 2015 Better Regulation package — consisting of Guidelines and an
associated Toolbox — made further progress, in particular by providing more detailed
methodological guidance on the assessment of impacts on developing countries through the
inclusion of Tool “Developing Countries” in the Toolbox.

However, during the period of evaluation only a limited number of 1A reports for initiatives
with likely impacts on developing countries actually assessed or even mentioned those impacts,
suggesting that the various improvements brought about by the revision of relevant guidelines
and tools did not enjoy much traction in practice. With respect to the Better Regulation package
currently in effect, one issue is its ambiguity: while the Toolbox (which is a not-
binding/advisory document) explicitly mentions the legal obligation set by Article 208(1) of
the TFEU to ensure PCD and includes several related provisions in Tool #34, the guidelines
(which define the mandatory requirements) are less explicit about the requirement for 1As to
assess impacts on developing countries. Furthermore, although Tool #34 is an improvement
over previous guidance documents, (i) it is not clear whether this tool is used in practice by
Commission services and (ii) the tool is only a guidance document and as such cannot be
expected to resolve on its own the general issue of the technical and methodological challenges
often experienced in assessing the impacts of complex EU internal policies on third countries
and specifically developing countries. Finally, one other constraint might be insufficient
resources within Commission services (both at the level of the lead DG and of DG DEVCO,
when invited to participate in the IA’s ISG) to conduct thorough IAs.

The main opportunity for improvement would be to provide more clarity as to when and to what
extent impacts on developing countries should be assessed as part of 1As. Ultimately, this a
question of political will: if the Commission is dedicated to ensuring that all 1As on policies
with potential impacts on developing countries do systematically “take account of” these
impacts, it would be necessary to make this requirement more explicit and clarify the extent to
which these impacts in developing countries are expected to be analysed. Another opportunity
for improvement would be for the RSB to systematically check, when reviewing draft 1A
reports, that potential impacts on developing countries have been assessed: DG DEVCO has
started engaging with the RSB in this regard and for the RSB to effectively play this role, it
might also be beneficial to increase the development expertise on that body.
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Appendix 1: Summary of additional findings with respect to EQ3

Table 1: Overview of other relevant findings for EQ3

Redundancies / synergies within the
activity / with other activities with
respect to their contribution to output
achievement

(Indicator 1 3.1.3)

Actual level of human resources
(staffing and expertise) or material
resources  against  stakeholder’s
perception of needs

(Indicator 1 3.2.1 and 3.2.2)

Avre processes standardised within the
PCD Unit, DEVCO/NEAR and other
DGs, and the EEAS?

(Indicator 1 3.3.3)

Does the activity involve coordination
with EU stakeholders (EUMS, EP,
Council, EEAS, EESC, CSOs)?
(Indicator 1 3.5.1)

Does the activity involve cooperation
and coordination with developing
countries?

(Indicator 1 3.5.2)

Nature of changes over time of inputs
and of the activity itself

(Indicators 1 3.6.1 and |1 3.6.2)

There is a clear synergy with the inter-service consultation (ISC)
mechanism as the final step of the A procedure relies on ISC: indeed,
as per the Better Regulation 1A guidelines once the Board has issued a
positive opinion, the IA report is submitted to inter-service
consultation together with the accompanying policy initiative.

There is however a lack of synergy between PCD specific mechanisms
— in particular the CWP screening — and the 1A activity, as evidenced
by: (i) the fact that DG DEVCO was not systematically invited to
participate in the IA’s ISG for policy/initiatives identified as being
PCD-relevant in the PCD CWP screening (or in the Biennial Reports
or in the PCD Workplan); and, to some extent, (ii) the limited number
of policies already identified as being PCD-relevant in the PCD CWP
screening (or in the PCD Workplan) for which impacts were not
assessed in the corresponding |As.

The IA activity plays a specific role and no redundancies have been
identified with other PCD activities.

Conducting a thorough 1A requires important resources and it is not
clear to which extent these resources are available (within both the lead
DG and DG DEVCO, when it is invited to participate in the IA’s ISG).

The IA activity is fully standardised and formalised within the
Commission since the introduction of the 1A system in 2003. However,
DG DEVCO is not systematically invited to participate in the IA’s
ISG, even for policies that have been identified as PCD-relevant.

The 1A activity involves systematic coordination with the EP and the
Council: after adoption of the concerned policy initiative by the
Commission, the IA reports — together with the policy proposals — are
transmitted to the EP and to the Council to consider as they decide on
whether to adopt the proposed law.

Depending on the policy initiative, the IA process may include targeted
consultations with EUMS and CSOs (in addition to mandatory open
public consultations, through which both EUMS and CSOs can also
provide their feedback and input).

The IA activity can also involve coordination with EEAS, when EEAS
is among the Commission services invited to participate in the 1A’s
ISG.

Depending on the policy initiative, the I A process may include targeted
consultations with developing countries (in addition to mandatory
open public consultations, through which developing countries can
also provide their feedback and input).

The 1A activity was modified on two occasions during the period: (i)
in 2009, with the adoption of the 2009 revised 1A Guidelines and (ii)
in 2015, with the adoption of the Better Regulation Package. The exact
nature of changes introduced by these revised guidelines is described
in detail above.
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Appendix 2: Mentions of the activity in PCD Biennial Reports, PCD

Council Conclusions and EP resolutions on PCD

Table 2: Mention of 1As in PCD Biennial Reports

2009
PCD
Report

2011
PCD
Report

Section 2.3.2 “Revision of the IA guidelines”

“The Commission uses impact assessment to identify likely consequences of its policy initiatives
or legislative proposals in the economic, environmental and social fields. The 2007 PCD report
suggested using them to get a clearer idea of how developing countries may be affected. The
Commission therefore took the opportunity to revise the 1A guidelines to strengthen their external
dimension and to sharpen them as a PCD instrument.

The revised IA guidelines applicable since January 2009, put the Commission in a better position
to ensure Policy Coherence for Development, in so far as they call for a more in-depth analysis of
possible the ways in which EU policy initiatives might affect developing countries. The guidelines
state that ‘initiatives that may affect developing countries should be analysed for their coherence
with the objectives of EU development policy. This includes an analysis of consequences (or
spillovers) in the longer run in areas such as economic, environmental, social or security policy.'
Such an analysis has to differentiate between countries at different stages of development.
According to the new guidelines the impact on commitments arising from the ACP-EC Partnership
Agreement must also be checked. The annexes to the guidelines include a specific section on
assessing impacts on developing countries. In addition, specific guidance is given for identifying
possible consequences on developing countries, including in the areas of employment, food
security, and natural resources stocks.

These changes by the Commission also responds to requests from the European Parliament and the
Council to strengthen the external dimension of IA and to improve and make better use the 1A
process to evaluate the impact of EU policies on developing countries.”

Section 2.6 “Conclusions & outstanding issues”:
“The EU and developing countries could for instance better use the consultation mechanisms
provided for in the impact assessment guidelines (...) and strengthen them if necessary.”

Section 4.1.2 “Understanding the impact of EU policies other than aid”:

“A framework for assessing PCD-sensitivity in EU policy: Such a framework should allow for
systematic exploration of the effects, positive or negative, that EU policies other than aid might
have on development, and more specifically on the achievement of the MDGs. This is at the heart
of the impact assessment process which is used in EU policymaking. While very often the emphasis
is on the potential negative impact, the framework also encourages the identification of possible
synergies, potential positive impacts on development, in addition to the core sector objective of the
policies. (...)”.

Section 2.1.2:

“The European Commission uses the Impact Assessment process to identify likely consequences
of its policy initiatives or legislative proposals in the economic, environmental and social fields and
to ensure the production of better and more coherent policies. In 2009, the European Commission
revised its guidelines to strengthen their external dimension and - among other objectives - to
sharpen them as a PCD instrument. Impact assessments are also increasingly under scrutiny from
the civil society and stakeholders. In spite of this significant progress, the implementation of this
new requirement has proven difficult. While the European Court of Auditors has noted that impact
assessment has been effective in supporting decision-making in the EU institutions, and that the
Commission’s IA reports have complied with the requirements of the guidelines, the Commission
will continue to strengthen its approach to assessing the external dimension of its policies.”

Section 3.2 “Impact Assessment carried out by the European Commission™:

“(...) The guidelines stress the need to measure impact outside the EU and to include this evidence
in the ex-ante analysis. The table indicating the impacts that should be considered includes impacts
on third countries and international relations and refers clearly to the impact on EU development
policy, preferential trade agreements, adjustment costs for developing countries and most
importantly, to possible impacts on goods or services that are produced or consumed by developing
countries”. (excerpt of the table concerning third countries and international relations, from the
2009 IA guidelines).

“The Commission’s Secretariat General, the Directorate-General for Development and
Cooperation - Europe Aid as well as the Directorate-General for Trade have been assisting with the
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application of the Treaty obligation, and the efforts to assess external impacts and especially
impacts on developing countries on a case by case basis. In addition to the general reference in the
Impact Assessment Guidelines, it is felt by some that there is a need for a specific methodology to
measure impact on development objectives and on partner countries*®”.

Part III “Lessons Learned and challenges ahead” / Section 1.2:
“The European Commission will continue its work to improve Impact Assessment process and
instruments for policy initiatives and proposals with an impact on EU external relations or
development policy and/or development in partner countries.”

2013 Section 4.2 “Impact Assessments”:

PCD “(...) 1As have great potential to strengthen PCD at a very early stage of the preparation of a

Report political initiative. In the last revision of the IA Guidelines in 2009, a new section on assessing
impacts on developing countries was added, together with upgraded guidance in the annexes.
Initiatives that may affect developing countries should be analysed for their consistency with EU
development policy objectives. This includes analysis of longer-term consequences (or spill-overs)
in areas such as economic, environmental, social and security policy.
Despite this requirement, in the two years that followed this reform only a small number of 1As on
initiatives with a potential impact on developing countries actually included analysis of those
aspects. This poor record — criticised in a report by the European NGO Confederation for Relief
and Development (CONCORD) in autumn 2011 — shows that PCD and development objectives
are not yet given sufficient weight in the 1A process. The Commission is therefore looking at ways
of raising the profile and awareness of the PCD requirement in the 1A Guidelines and strengthening
analytical capacity for assessing development impacts of non-development policies.
An opportunity to do so has arisen with the Commission’s review of the IA Guidelines (as
announced in its Communication on EU Regulatory Fitness), which will be completed in 2014. The
objective in terms of promoting PCD is to make the requirement to analyse impacts on developing
countries more explicit in the Guidelines and provide clearer guidance in the technical section on
how to assess them.”

Part I1I “Lessons Learned and outstanding issues” / Section 46.2:
“The Impact Assessment remains the main tool for promoting PCD in new policy initiatives or
proposals for policy revision. The review of the Impact Assessment guidelines in 2013/2014 and
the growing attention to Impact Assessment analysis in the European Parliament are opportunities
for ensuring that development impacts are taken into account.”
“The European Commission continues to work on strengthening the practical guidance and
multiplying resources for better measuring and taking into account development impacts in these
assessments.”

2015 Section 1.3 “European Commission: Mechanisms and Tools”:

PCD “[IAs] are prepared for all Commission initiatives that are expected to have significant economic,

Report social or environmental impacts. They provide decision-makers with evidence on the need for EU
action and the advantages and disadvantages of different policy choices. 1As allow ex-ante
assessments of policy proposals and can help ensure that impacts on developing countries are taken
into account at an early stage of the preparation of a political initiative.
The Commission has laid down Guidelines to set quality standards and give general guidance to
the Services carrying out 1A work. When these Guidelines were reviewed in 2009 a new section on
assessing impacts on developing countries was introduced. However, the number of efforts to
assess development impacts remained low. This may have been because, unlike other EU policies,
specific guidance on how to assess these types of impacts was not provided.
Following a high-level expert workshop in 2013 and consultation with Commission services,
specific and operational guidance is now provided on how to systematically assess the effects of
possible new policies on developing countries. This new toolkit is part of the new Impact
Assessment Guidelines, which have become part of the Better Regulation Guidelines*® adopted by
the Commission on 19 May 2015. The specific guidance covers a number of aspects including:
whether the proposed initiative is likely to affect developing countries; how to determine the
appropriate level of analysis; how to assess the impacts on developing countries (descriptive or in-
depth analysis); and provision of links to further information sources and background material®,

49 An assessment of EC Impact Assessments conducted by CONCORD Denmark and presented in November 2011 affirms that
out of 77 1As potentially relevant for the developing countries (out of the total 164 1A the Commission has conducted from
2009 to 2011) only 7 1As have any content actually assessing the consequences for developing countries.

50 SWD (2015) 111 final, 19.5.2015.

51 See in particular Tool #30 on developing countries of the Better Regulation “Toolbox” annexed to the Guidelines.
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Reply from Finland:

“Finland emphasizes the role of the Commission with its resources to conduct impact assessments
of the new initiatives and proposals, and to pay attention to the impact on developing countries.”
“Impact assessments are crucial to evaluate possible impacts of new EU initiatives on developing
countries. Therefore, development issues need to figure more prominently in the revised EC Impact
Assessment guidelines.”

Reply from Germany:

“Impact assessments done by the European Commission on new policy initiatives or legislative
proposals can be a very powerful PCD tool. It would be of interest if the EU shared information on
impact assessments that analyze the impact of non-aid policies on developing countries.”

Reply from Ireland:
“Ireland looks forward to the implementation of the Guidelines on Better Regulation at EU level,
and more robust scrutiny of the impacts on developing countries in future impact assessments.”

Table 3: Mention of 1As in PCD Council Conclusions

2009 PCD
Council
Conclusions
2012 PCD
Council
Conclusions
2013 PCD
Council
Conclusions

2015 PCD
Council
Conclusions

“The Council welcomes the increased emphasis on PCD in the European Commission, the
better use of the inter-service consultation mechanism and the strengthening of the development
dimension of the impact assessment tool as important instruments to improve PCD”.

N.a.

“The EU's impact assessments, sustainable impact assessments and evaluations can play an
important role in ensuring ex-ante mainstreaming of PCD and in assessing results. The Council
calls for strengthening the development dimension of these tools in the context of the review of
their respective guidelines”.

“Furthermore, the Commission's Better Regulation Package contains revised Impact
Assessments guidelines and a "Tool Box" for assessing potential impacts of future EU initiatives
on developing countries at an early stage of the preparation of an initiative. The Council
encourages the Commission to share its first experiences of the application of impact
assessments when available and to present concrete proposals on how to advance coherence in
all EU policy areas with a clear goal to contribute to sustainable development.”

Table 4: Mention of 1As in European Parliament resolutions on PCD

2010 EP
resolution

2012 EP
resolution

68. “Welcomes the mechanisms to enhance PCD within the Commission, namely (...) the Impact
Assessment process, (...); asks, however, which criteria DG Development used when deciding to
overturn incoherent policy initiatives (...); calls for the information gathered in the Impact
Assessments to be made available to the European Parliament in a more comprehensible form, and
for the European Parliament, the national parliaments and the parliaments of the developing
countries to be more closely involved in these mechanisms;”

71. “Asks the Commission to start the impact assessments earlier, i.e. before the drafting process
of policy initiatives is already far advanced and to base them on existing or specially conducted
evidence-based studies, and to systematically include social, environmental and human rights
dimensions, since a prospective analysis is most useful and practical given the lack of data and the
complexities of measuring PCD; asks the Commission to include the results of the impact
assessments in the Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI)’s Regional and Country Strategy
Papers, together with suggestions for a follow-up;”

72. “Expresses its concern that, out of 82 [IAs] conducted in 2009 by the Commission, only one
was dedicated to development; stresses the need for a systematic approach to PCD performance
measuring; therefore calls on the Commission to give to its unit for forward-looking studies and
policy coherence in DG DEV a central role in enhancing the consideration of PCD;”

10. “Insists that the questions regarding the economic, environmental and social impacts of policies
inside and outside of the EU laid down in the Impact Assessments Guidelines from 2009 are
answered in the Commission's impact assessments (...); asks the Commission also to complete the
impact assessments in advance of the corresponding policy proposal in order to ensure that civil
society organisations (CSOs) and other relevant stakeholders can participate in the process, thereby
also creating an added value in terms of capacity;”
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11. “Underlines that the Impact Assessment Board of the Commission and the similar institution
to be set up by Parliament need adequate expertise in development policies in order to live up to
their responsibility to verify the quality of impacts assessments in terms of PCD;”

2014 EP 6. “(...) emphasises the need to improve the Commission’s impact assessment system by featuring

resolution PCD explicitly and ensuring that development becomes a fourth central element of the analysis,
alongside the economic, social and environmental impacts;”

2016 EP  10. “Regrets the fact that although impact assessments represent a significant tool for achieving

resolution PCD, assessments of development impacts remain few in number and do not properly address the
potential impact on developing countries; hopes that the Better Regulation Package and its
guidelines will improve this situation by taking development and human rights into account in all
[IAs] and by enhancing transparency; calls on the Commission systematically to consult human
rights organisations at an early stage of the policymaking process and to put in place stronger
safeguards and mechanisms in order to better balance stakeholders’ representativeness; welcomes
the public consultation on the roadmap, which is aimed at determining the outcome and impact of
PCD on developing countries and which opens up opportunities for external stakeholders,
including developing countries and civil society, to give their views and actively participate; further
welcomes the field phase of the roadmap and the case studies, which could contribute effectively
to an accurate evaluation of the impact of PCD; considers it necessary to undertake more systematic
ex-post assessments during EU policy implementation;
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1 INTRODUCTION

The ISC process has been identified as a Commission policy-making mechanism relevant to
enhance PCD together with impact assessments and inter-service groups.®? Inter-Service
Consultations precede, as a rule, the political decision-making process. The Commission’s
Rules of Procedure establish internal coordination and cooperation among Commission
services when preparing and implementing decisions.>® Close cooperation among services is
essential from the moment a proposal is conceived right up to when it is presented to the
Commission. Also, the ISC process reflects the collective responsibility of the services.>

In the assessment of the ISC we consider two distinct aspect of the process:

= The “informal” ISC process which can start at the very early stage of policy formulation and
which consists of informal discussions and consultations among Commission services on the
policy orientation and content, and which can run all along the overall ISC process. This
process does not rely on a clear set of rules, but rather on informal personal contacts of staff
in charge of developing a policy proposal across DGs.

= The “formal” ISC process which can be described as the last stage of the decision-making
process and which consists of structured and recorded discussions across Commission
services, with a clear set of rules.

Both through its informal and formal aspects, the ISC offers an opportunity to ensure that PCD
is taken into consideration from the beginning of the policy-making process, with respect to
those policy proposals considered as PCD relevant. This Commission general coordination
mechanism allows other DGs to express opinion in their area of expertise and check for
coherence and consistency with other policies. As a non-specific PCD mechanism, it allows
DG DEVCO to bring forward development objectives, so these can be considered within non-
development policies likely to affect developing countries, as well as to point out possible
incoherencies/synergies with respect to those objectives. Therefore, the participation of DG
DEVCO in the ISC process has a potential for contributing in the mainstreaming of PCD into
policy making. Since 2014 an Inter-Service consultation can only be launched with the prior
agreement of the responsible Commissioner, the relevant Vice-President(s) and the First Vice-
President in charge of Better Regulation, Interinstitutional Relations, the Rule of Law and
Charter of Fundamental Rights.>

2 QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT
2.1 Detailed description of the activity

Through the ISC process, policy makers become more aware of the complexities of DGs’ areas
of competence. The lead DG for the policy/initiative is responsible for identifying which other
DGs need to be consulted during the policy-making process. The Rules of Procedure establish
in Article 23 the requirement for cooperation and coordination between Commission services:
“1. In order to ensure the effectiveness of Commission action, departments shall work in close
cooperation and in coordinated fashion from the outset in the preparation and implementation
of Commission decisions.

52, COM(2009) 458 final, Policy Coherence for Development - Establishing the policy framework for a whole—of-the-Union
approach, 15.9.2009, p.11. See also Annex 2 in this activity report.

53 Article 23 of Rules of Procedure, Commission Decision amending its Rules of Procedure, 24.02.2010, (2010/138/EU,
Euratom).

54 Revised guide to inter-service consultation, SEC (2009) 780, 10.06.2009.

% The Working Methods of the European Commission 2014-2019, C(2014) 9004 , 11.11.2014.
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2. The department responsible for preparing an initiative shall ensure from the beginning of
the preparatory work that there is effective coordination between all the departments with a
legitimate interest in the initiative by virtue of their powers or responsibilities or the nature of
the subject.

3. Before a document is submitted to the Commission, the department responsible shall, in
accordance with the implementing rules, consult the departments with a legitimate interest in
the draft text in sufficient time.”

Inter-service coordination is vital if the policy objectives set by the Commission are to be
achieved and it reflects its collective responsibility. The formal inter-service consultation is
initiated by the lead service once a proposal (usually for adoption by the Commission) has
reached a sufficiently advanced stage within that service, working previously in liaison with
other DGs (informal part of the ISC process) and once the Impact Assessment has been
approved by the Regulatory Scrutiny Board (before 1A Board). The lead department seeks the
formal opinion of all other Directorates-General and services with a legitimate specific interest
in the proposal. Inter-service meetings or bilateral contacts (informal part of the ISC process)
with the services most closely concerned with the policy proposal precede the formal 1SC
process and it is important they occur at the earliest stages. The aim of the whole process is to
achieve a proper balance between transparency and efficiency. Consultation of certain services
is obligatory depending on the subject: the Legal Service, the SG, DG ADMIN, DG BUDG,
DG COMM and OLAF. The result of the ISC process can lead to: a) agreement, if the service
consulted agrees to the proposal without any comments; b) a favourable opinion, subject to
comments being taken into account, if the department consulted agrees to the proposal subject
to its comments being taken into account by the lead service; and c) a negative opinion. The
ISC process also foresees a Fast-Track procedure when the SG decides that an inter-service
coordination meeting on a given measure counts as a formal inter-service consultation if the
services most directly affected are represented at the meeting.*

The Working Methods of the European Commission 2014-2019 have established well-defined
priority projects under the political steering of the six Vice-Presidents regarding the 10 policy
areas of the Juncker Political Guidelines. Inter-Service Consultations are launched at the
initiative of a Commissioner in agreement with the Vice-President with whom he/she has been
asked to liaise closely in his/her work. For key initiatives of the Commission Work Programme,
Inter-Service groups, chaired by the Secretariat-General, should be established in order to
prepare drafts, including the relevant Impact Assessment. All services with a legitimate interest
in the draft text need to be included in the Inter-Service Consultation. Also, the 2015 Better
Regulation Guidelines establish that the formal inter-service consultation should check how the
RSB’s comments have been integrated and check the quality of the drafting of the proposal.

The available evidence shows that DG DEVCO has not always been involved on ISC process
regarding policy proposals identified as PCD relevant.®’ Stakeholders interviewed have pointed
out to the fact that unless DG DEVCO is invited to participate by the lead service, in some cases
it has been difficult to follow up the moment when policy proposals start an inter-service group
prior to the formal ISC process, and therefore it becomes difficult for DG DEVCO to express
their interest on the policy proposal from an early stage. Also, a stakeholder raised the issue
that even following a formal ISC process represents a task that requires additional human
resources, and if DG DEVCO has not been included from the early stages prior to the ISC
formal process, it becomes difficult to react in the short time frame of the formal ISC process.
The available evidence of ISC records for selected policies, shows that in some cases the early

% Revised guide to inter-service consultation, SEC (2009) 780, 10.06.2009.
57 See activity report on 1A,
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involvement of DG DEVCO in the ISC process has allowed it to contribute and strengthen the
development considerations of certain policies.®® Also, the evidence available shows that
development considerations are not necessarily raised by DG DEVCO but instead by other
services involved in the ISC process.*® For other cases, a balance regarding political priorities
had to be reached and development considerations might not necessarily have been at the
forefront in the current context when security concerns are a priority. Or the position of the lead
service had to prevail in the trade-off and balance of interests regarding respective policy areas.
As for the new working methods of the Commission, available ISC records show the use of a
fast-track ISC procedure, and the clear political steer on certain policy priorities.

2.2 Strengths

Transparency: The ISC process within the Commission allows other DGs to be part from an
early stage of the policy-making process in a structured and formal manner, with a clear set of
rules.

Relevant for promoting PCD from an early stage: The ISC offers an opportunity to point
out potential incoherencies and/or synergies of a policy with respect to diverse policy
objectives. In addition, it reflects the collective responsibility of the different services with
respect to Commission decisions.

Self-standing mechanism: ISC process as part of the policy-making process within the
Commission, constitutes a self-standing mechanism capable of influencing the decision-making
process so as to result with a policy that takes account of development objectives.

2.3 Weaknesses

Not part of an integrated/unified policy-making database system: Even though the formal
ISC process is supported by a well-defined and established database-system (DECIDE, former
CIS-NET), stakeholders have pointed out the difficulty in identifying the moment when an
inter-service group is established for a respective policy proposal listed in the Commission
Work Programme unless their service is invited from the early stages of the informal part of the
process. This difficulty prevents a service from expressing their interest from the early stages
of drafting the proposal or contributing to the IA prior to the ISC formal process. Therefore, if
a policy proposal of the Commission Work Programme has been screened as PCD relevant, in
the absence of an integrated alert system that informs when is the lead service about to initiate
an inter-service group for drafting the proposal or the respective 1A, DG DEVCO has no means
to ensure the respective follow up and consequent participation in an inter-service group
regarding the said proposal.

Up to the lead service to decide participants: Unless DG DEVCO is invited to participate in
the ISC process by the lead service, DG DEVCO cannot express opinion on the policy proposal.
Limited time to provide input: Sometimes, when considered for the ISC, DG DEVCO only
gets notified once the formal process has been launched, and not during the informal part of the
process when the discussions and drafting of policy proposal takes place, leaving the relevant
thematic unit with little time to react during the formal stage of the ISC.

Expertise and availability of human resources: Technical expertise and sufficient human
resources might represent a challenge for DG DEVCO when participating in ISC processes
regarding other policy areas.

%8 For instance, in the cases of the Communications on the GAMM and the EUAP against Wildlife Trafficking.
59 For instance, the review of the EU Blue Card directive.
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Politicised process: ISC is part of a collective policy-making process in which services bring
up their own agenda, and even when they aim to achieve win-win situations, trade-offs have to
be made and the political decision might not be transparent enough when dealing with sensitive
information.

2.4 Opportunities for improvement

To ensure that PCD is taken into consideration from the early stages of the ISC process since
the beginning of informal discussions and coordination stage, this mechanism could be used in
combination with other PCD specific mechanisms such as the CWP screening for PCD
relevance. In absence of an alert system or early warning system informing when exactly a
policy proposal listed in the CWP will start with an inter-service group for drafting the proposal
or the respective 1A, stakeholders involved in the promotion of PCD within each service could
have a more active role in liaising with DG DEVCO to ensure its participation in the ISC
process regarding those policies listed as PCD relevant.®® As the CWP screening for PCD
relevance is shared with the Focal Points of Commission services, these stakeholders are aware
of which policies are potentially relevant for PCD. Therefore, they could keep their respective
services informed of DG DEVCO’s potential interest in contributing to the ISC process for
those policy proposals. On the other hand, those services that consider that their policy
proposals are relevant for PCD or likely to affect developing countries could actively look for
DG DEVCO?’s contribution from an early stage to enhance their non-development policies and
make them development-friendly.

3 CONCLUSIONS

The ISC process is a self-standing mechanism that reflects collective responsibility for policy-
making within the Commission. It offers an opportunity to ensure that PCD is taken into
consideration from an early stage, with respect to those policy proposals considered as PCD
relevant. As a coordination mechanism for policy-making it allows DG DEVCO to bring
forward development objectives so that these can be considered within non-development
policies likely to affect developing countries, as well as to point out possible
incoherencies/synergies with respect to those objectives. Hence to ensure DG DEVCO’s
contribution in the ISC process it is important to combine it with specific PCD mechanisms
such as the CWP screening for PCD relevance and strengthen the collaboration with PCD Focal
Points in Commission services. On the other hand, if DG DEVCO only gets notified once the
formal process has been launched, and is not included from the early stages of informal
discussions regarding the policy proposal, it offers limited time to provide input. Also, technical
expertise and sufficient human resources might represent a challenge for DG DEVCO when
participating in ISC processes regarding other policy areas. Furthermore, the ISC process
remains a politicised process. In the collective policy-making process Commission services
bring up their own agenda, and even when they aim to achieve win-win situations, trade-offs
have to be made.

0 Minutes of meetings of the ISG on PCD show that during the period 2010-2012, PCD Focal Points within the Commission
reported on the stages of policy-making regarding policy proposals identified as PCD relevant following the PCD screening
exercise of the CWP.
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Appendix 1: Summary of additional findings with respect to EQ3

Number of redundancies / synergies within the
activity / with other activities with respect to their
contribution to output achievement

(Indicator 1 3.1.3)

Actual level of human resources (staffing and
expertise) or material resources against
stakeholder’s perception of needs

(Indicator 1 3.2.1 and 3.2.2)

Are processes standardized within the PCD Unit,
DEVCO/NEAR and other DGs, and the EEAS?
(Indicator 1 3.3.3)

Does the activity involve coordination with EU
stakeholders (EUMS, EP, Council, EEAS,
EESC, CSOs)?

(Indicator 1 3.5.1)

Does the activity involve cooperation and
coordination with developing countries?
(Indicator | 3.5.2)

Nature of changes over time of inputs and of the
activity itself

(Indicators 1 3.6.1 and | 3.6.2)

There is synergy with the 1A process as the inter-service
consultation (ISC) mechanism follows afterwards. The 1A
report is submitted to inter-service consultation together
with the accompanying policy initiative.
There is lack of synergy with the CWP screening
undertaken by the PCD team within DG DEVCO. DG
DEVCO is not systematically invited to participate in the
ISC process for all policy proposals identified as being
PCD-relevant in the PCD CWP screening. ISC is a general
process for policy-making within the Commission and no
possibility for redundancies exist with other PCD related
activities.
Only possible to establish with findings of Surveys.
However, some stakeholders interviewed have pointed out
the lack of human resources to follow up all ISC processes
given the high volume of policy proposals in certain areas.
ISC process is fairly standardized within the Commission
as it is a general process for policy-making within the
Commission.
The ISC process is an internal process that only involves the
Commission services (DGs) and the EEAS. The main
stakeholders for the ISC (as a PCD mechanism) are:
1. Line DGs, which launch ISCs on policy proposals that
are likely to affect developing countries;
2. DG DEVCO, when invited to comment for the ISC by
the leading service;
3. Thematic experts of DG DEVCO in charge of
contributing to the comments on the policy proposal;
4. PCD Unit, which initially points out to the relevance
of a PCD approach for policy proposals when
screening the CWP, and by sharing this information
with other DGs contributes eventually to DG DEVCO
being invited to comment and participate in the ISC
process;
5. Other DGs invited to comment on the policy proposal.
N/A.

The ISC process since 2014 requires first political
validation by the responsible Commissioner and Vice-
Presidents before it can be launched.
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Appendix 2: Mentions of the activity in PCD Biennial Reports, PCD
Council Conclusions and EP resolutions on PCD

Table 1: Mention of ISC process in PCD Biennial Reports

2009 PCD Report

2011 PCD Report

2013 PCD Report
2015 PCD Report

In 2008, the Commission took its PCD work further by sharpening, and making better
use of Inter-service consultation (ISC) and Impact assessments (I1A), both of which are
powerful mechanisms to promote PCD.

Every year, the Commission adopts hundreds of new legislative proposals and policy
initiatives, which undergo IA and ISC. In an effort to identify the initiatives which will
affect developing countries, the Commission now regularly establishes an informal PCD
workplan (...) This PCD planning list has been an important step forward. It allows the
Commission to use the ISC and IA in a much more effective and strategic way and to
concentrate its efforts on those initiatives with the biggest impact on developing
countries.

The establishment of the European External Action Service on 1 January 2011 has
provided a good opportunity to ensure greater coherence and consistency of EU external
action and to strengthen PCD. The Commission includes the EEAS in its inter-service
consultation procedures on an equal basis to Commission services.

As part of the Commission’s decision-making procedures, services are consulted on all
policy proposals in order to allow relevant DGs to comment on anything that might
concern their area of expertise and to check for coherence and consistency. This provides
an additional working-level opportunity to screen policy proposals that may have an
impact on development policies and suggest modifications to proposals to improve PCD.
The EEAS is consulted on policy proposals relevant to their area of competence.

No specific mention.

The Commission’s key role in initiating the EU policy process requires comprehensive
internal coordination between services as well as with the European External Action
Service (EEAS). Since PCD encompasses a wide range of policy areas, effective
coordination between the parties involved is essential. The Directorate-General for
International Cooperation and Development (DG DEVCO) coordinates different
networks including coordination within DG DEVCO; Inter-Service groups with other
Commission services and the EEAS;

All Commission initiatives and major programmes are subject to inter-service
consultation. They are checked by central services for regularity and legality as well as
for compliance with the rules so as to ensure the achievement of policy objective in each
sector identified. Furthermore, during the Budget setting process checks and
verifications on policy coherence between different policy areas are examined. The
Programme Statements supporting the annual Draft Budget are one of the ways of
ensuring policy complementarities and coherence.

Table 2: Mention of ISC process in PCD Council Conclusions

2007 PCD Council
Conclusions

2009 PCD Council
Conclusions

2012 PCD Council
Conclusions
2013 PCD Council
Conclusions
2015 PCD Council
Conclusions

PCD requires, in addition to political commitments, a clear approach providing adequate
information on the impact of other policies on developing countries, appropriate fora
for dialogue across policy areas, sufficient expertise and enhanced accountability
and transparency.

The Council welcomes the increased emphasis on PCD in the European Commission,
the better use of the inter-service consultation mechanism and the strengthening of
the development dimension of the impact assessment tool as important instruments to
improve PCD and the regular screening of the Commission Legislative and Work
Programme from a PCD perspective

No specific mention.

No specific mention.

The Council favourably notes the new institutional organisation of the Commission
as a policy coherence instrument in itself.

(..)

The new universal framework for sustainable development calls for more coherence
between different policy areas and EU actors, requiring further coordination,
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dialogue and joint work at all levels within and between EU institution services,
Council formations and working parties.

Table 3: Mention of ISC process in European Parliament resolutions on PCD

2010 EP resolution

2012 EP resolution
2014 EP resolution

Welcomes the mechanisms to enhance PCD within the Commission, namely the inter-
service consultation system, the Impact Assessment process, the Sustainability Impact
Assessment, the Inter-service Quality Support Group and, where appropriate, the
Strategic Environmental Assessment; asks, however, which criteria DG Development
used when deciding to overturn incoherent policy initiatives and asks for greater
transparency as regards the outcome of inter-service consultations (...)

No specific mention.

Proposes that an arbitration system be established, to be operated by the President of the
Commission, to bring about PCD, and that in the event of divergences among the various
policies of the Union, the President of the Commission should fully shoulder his political
responsibility for the overall approach and have the task of deciding among them on the
basis of the commitments accepted by the Union with regard to PCD; takes the view
that, once the problems have been identified, consideration could be given to a reform
of the decision-making procedures within the Commission and in interdepartmental

cooperation;

2016 EP resolution  No specific mention.

Appendix 3: Evidence available on ISC Records for Selected Policies

during Desk Phase

PCD-related
Common Agricultural Policy (reform 2013)
lllegal, Unreported and Unregulated
Fishing Regulation
Common Fisheries Policy reform
Country by Country Reporting
Anti-Money Laundering and Countering
the Financing of Terrorism
Generalised Scheme of Preferences
Trade for All Communication
Responsible sourcing of mineral originating
in conflict affected and high risk areas
Digital Single Market Strategy for Europe
Raw Materials Initiative
EU Action Plan against Wildlife
Trafficking
A policy framework for climate and energy
period 2020-2030
Global Approach to Migration and Mobility
Review of the EU Blue Card directive

Lead Service

ISC records

DG AGRI Not available.
DG MARE Not available.
DG MARE Not available.
DG FISMA Received.
DG JUST Not available.
DG TRADE Not available.
DG TRADE Not available.
DG TRADE / EEAS Not available.
DG CNECT Not available.
DG GROW Received.
DG ENV Received.
DG CLIMA Not available.
DG HOME Received.
DG HOME Received.
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Evaluation of the European Union’s
Policy Coherence for Development

Activity Assessment Tool

Biennial Report

EVALUATION OF THE EUROPEAN UNION'S ANNEX 4.3: BIENNIAL REPORT
POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT PAGE 71



1 INTRODUCTION

The EU Biennial reports on PCD can be described as narrative style reports compiling self-

reported information on policy initiatives of the various DGs on their PCD related work. PCD

Reports have taken place since 2007 on a regular basis (although the 2017 PCD report will not

be released) and involve the contribution of several stakeholders at different levels of

interaction. Already in 2005, in the context of supporting the MDGs, the Council instructed the

European Commission to monitor progress in the EU and all Member States on the EU’s

commitments on PCD and to report it every two years. Biennial reports are the result of the

following mandates in Commission Communication and Council Conclusions:

= COM (2005) 134 final Policy Coherence for Development: Accelerating progress
towards attaining the Millennium Development Goals: “To further enhance EU policy
coherence in the specific context of supporting the MDGs, the Commission will compile a
mid-term EU Policy Coherence for Development Report, between now and the next
international MDG Review, where progress on the coherence commitments proposed in this
Communication will be reviewed.” (p.19).

= Conclusions of the Council and the Representatives of the Governments of the
Member States Meeting within the Council on “Millennium Development Goals: EU
Contribution to the Review of the MDGs at the UN 2005 High Level Event”, 24 May
2005, doc. 9266/05 “The Council invites the Commission to monitor and regularly report
on the implementation of these EU commitments on MDGs, including annual reports on
the follow up of the EU commitments on financing and on the effectiveness of aid, and a
biennial report on Policy Coherence for Development.”

= Conclusions of the 2756th Council meeting (Ministers) on General Affairs and
External Relations - on External assistance in 2005, 17 October 2006: “Invites the
Commission in the 2007 Annual Report to (...) include a more explicit description of
implementation and effects of the Paris Declaration as well as, based on the biennial EU
PCD report, a summary of achievements as regards the policy coherence for development
(PCD) commitments”.

2 QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT
2.1 Detailed description

Every 2 years since 2007, the PCD Team within DG DEVCO spends about one third of its

internal staff resources on the production of the EU PCD Biennial Reports. Reports have been

produced in 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013 and 2015. The production process of the Biennial Report

is composed of the following steps:

= Sending of Questionnaire: As a first step of the report production process, the PCD Team
sends out a structured questionnaire / a request for contribution to other line DGs (and EEAS
since its creation) and to EU Member States. The questionnaire requests stakeholders to
report on their PCD work per PCD Challenge area® in a narrative format covering
organisational commitments (horizontal PCD priorities) and policy commitments (thematic
PCD priorities), with varying degrees of freedom (some years, the questionnaire was very
structured, while other years the contribution was asked in a more flexible format);

= Feedback from DGS/EEAS: DGs are normally given a few months’ time to fill-out the
structured questionnaire and send back their contribution to the PCD Team. Usually the

61 The questionnaires for the 2009 report requested the information based on the 12 policy areas/commitments. Questionnaires
for the 2011, 2013 and 2015 reports are based on the 5 challenge areas.
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information is compiled within each DG by the PCD focal point. The contribution from
each DG is usually sent in a structured and edited way, so that most of the content can be
almost directly integrated into the report;

= Feedback from EU Member States: EU Member States questionnaires follow a similar
structure as those sent to the DGs, but the focus is rather on EU Member States’ initiatives
and institutional framework in favour of PCD. While the rate of responses from EU Member
States is rather high (the vast majority of EU Member States provide the requested answers
to the PCD Team), it should be noted that “half of the Member States consider their
reporting to the EU (for the Biennial PCD report) as a reporting obligation.”%?

= Compilation of feedback from PCD Team: On the basis of the contributions received by
the PCD Team from other DGSs and EU Member States, the PCD Biennial report is
produced: the production process itself consists of structuring and editing the various
contributions received, requesting additional information to the DGs, EU Member States,
etc.

= Informal PCD network of EU Member States: During the meetings of the informal
network of member states, discussions on the content /preparation of the Biennial Report
take place on a regular basis. Hence, at the margin the Informal Network of Member States
supports / assists the EU PCD Team with the production of the report.

= Publication of the report and answers from the Council/EP: Once the draft report is
completed, the report is shared with all Commission services for formal approval as a staff
working document. The report is then shared with other EU institutions: the EP and the
Council, and in return formal answers / comments to the Biennial Report are published
every year by the Council in “PCD Council Conclusions” (see Table 2 in Annex 2) and by
the European Parliament (see Table 3 in Annex 2);

= Civil society: the civil society organisation Concorde publishes its own PCD Biennial
report, although it is not a direct response to the PCD Biennial report

2.2 Strengths

The main strengths of the Biennial Report are the following:

= Level of detail: The well-structured and formalized process through which the Biennial
Report is produced (whereby the PCD focal point of each DG or EU Member States
compiles information/progress of the PCD work of the DG or Member State in a structured
and systematized way) allows the Commission to attain what the Evaluation team considers
to be a high-level of detail and exhaustiveness on PCD initiatives being undertaken by the
various DGs and Member States. During the Evaluation process, the evaluation team was
able to appreciate the usefulness of the report as a source of information for the review of
selected policies, which speaks to the quality of the PCD report.

= Usefulness for awareness-raining and visibility: As a result of the above and given that
the PCD report is produced in a structure and formalized way, the content of the report is
of high quality, presented in a professional and standardized manner. The report can
therefore be used for various applications: it can be used as a basis for awareness-raising
presentations on PCD%, it can also be used as a visibility tool among the international fora®,
or as an online publication to raise-awareness on the EU PCD Approach.

62 2015 PCD Report, Section on Reporting obligations on PCD, page 24

63 The PCD Team has reported that material from the PCD Biennial Report has been used on several occasions in the context
of awareness-raising presentations on the EU’s PCD.

64 1t has come to the attention of the Evaluation Team that the 2015 Biennial Report was distributed as visibility/promotion
material by the Commission in the context of meetings linked to EU’s participation in the negotiations of the SDGs agenda at
the end of 2015.
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Coordination / collaboration of a wide variety of actors: Another strength of the Biennial

Report is the high number of stakeholders that it involves at various levels, hence providing

a useful framework for a structured debate on PCD. Indeed, the main stakeholders of the

PCD Biennial Reports are:

1. The Council, who requested the Commission to monitor and regularly report on the
implementation of these EU commitments on MDGs in 2005;

2. EU Member States, which were involved in providing information for the Biennial
Reports;

3. The Commission services and EEAS, which were the main contributors to the Biennial
Reports.

Furthermore, in its dissemination the Biennial Report is of special attention to the following

main stakeholders:

1. The European Parliament, which throughout the evaluation period has become
increasingly attentive to PCD and is publishing a response to the PCD Biennial Reports
since 2011;

2. Partner countries, who could have an interest in PCD as the process might be relevant

to them;

CSOs active on PCD;

4. Think thanks and research institutes that follow EU PCD work.

w

2.3 Weaknesses

The main weaknesses of the Biennial Report are the following:

Perceived as a reporting obligation: As mentioned above, “half of the Member States
consider their reporting to the EU (for the biennial PCD report) as a reporting obligation.”
The format of the Biennial Report (long and narrative), as well as the important contribution
needed by DGs/EU Member States are two features contributing to this perception among
stakeholders.

Time consuming to produce: Preparation of the biennial report is the single most time-

consuming task of the PCD Team. The PCD Team estimates that the production of the

biennial report consumes about one third of its total human resources;

Limited usefulness for monitoring: These reports mainly constitute a source of

awareness-raising on PCD for the Commission, EEAS, EP, Council, EU Member States

and civil society but it is not useful as a monitoring tool of PCD. This view has been
expressed by several stakeholders:

o The Council expressed this view for the first time in the 2012 PCD Council Conclusions
stating that “The Council looks forward to receiving in 2013 the fourth biennial PCD
Report, which should include an independent assessment of progress, including
qualitative and quantitative consequences and costs of policy incoherence. It encourages
the Commission to build on the PCD Work Programme for 2010-2013 and, with a view
to a more evidence-based approach, to further improve monitoring, implementation and
follow-up. Relevant baselines, indicators and targets should also be developed including
for measuring the impact of PCD in a way which demonstrates clear development
results.”® In the 2013 PCD Council Conclusions, this view is reiterated: “The Council
also believes that further progress is needed on several issues covered in the 2012
Council Conclusions on issues such as measuring PCD and on promoting a more
evidence-based approach, including through the quantification of the costs of

85 Council conclusions on Policy Coherence for Development, 3166™ Foreign Affairs Council meeting, Brussels, 14 May 2012,

Point 10 (page 2)
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incoherencies for selected cases, and underlines that further work is needed to move
towards a more focused, operational and results-oriented approach to PCD®®.”

= The European Parliament raised similar concerns echoing the views of the Council.
In its Resolution dated October 2012, the EP “Welcomes the Commission's third
biennial report on PCD 2011, but agrees with the Council on the need to include an
independent assessment of progress, including qualitative and quantitative
consequences and costs of policy incoherence in future reports; suggests that future
reports should also include a comprehensive overview of PCD-related results of the
country-level dialogues, in order to make the voices of citizens of developing countries
heard”®’. Furthermore, in its explanatory statement accompanying the 2015 resolution,
the EP stated: “The Commission's report in itself is a useful tool for raising awareness
about PCD, but the report would be even more useful if it addressed PCD progress in a
more analytical way.””%

2.4 Opportunities for improvement

As stated in a number of EP Resolutions and PCD Council Conclusions (see Annex 2), the
single most important opportunity for improvement for the Biennial Report is that it evolves
towards a tool that is not only useful for awareness-raising, but also for monitoring of
progress of PCD. However, the evolution of the PCD Biennial Report towards a monitoring /
progress-assessment tool (as opposed to a purely awareness-raising tool) would require that
other PCD mechanisms evolve / materialize first. For instance, the existence of a PCD work-
programme (a list of future policies considered to be PCD relevant) against which progress
could be tracked is a prerequisite for a monitoring report to be produced. Hence, the
improvement of the PCD Biennial report should not been considered in isolation but rather in
conjunction with other PCD mechanisms.

3 CONCLUSIONS

The well-structured and formalized process through which the Biennial Report is produced
allows the Commission to publish a report that contains a high-level of detail and
exhaustiveness on PCD initiatives being undertaken by the various DGs and EU Member States,
since PCD is a shared responsibility. The report can therefore be used for various applications:
it can be used as a basis for awareness-raising presentations on PCD, it can also be used as a
visibility tool among the international fora, or as an online publication to raise-awareness on
the EU’s approach to PCD. Another strength of the Biennial Report is the high number of
stakeholders that it involves at various levels, hence providing a useful framework for a
structured debate on PCD. However, the PCD Biennial is often perceived as a reporting
obligation by stakeholders contributing to its development, and suffers from a major flaw in
terms of its content: it constitutes a source of awareness-raising on PCD for the Commission,
EEAS, EP, Council and civil society but is not useful as a monitoring tool of PCD
commitments. Hence the single most important opportunity for improvement for the Biennial
Report is that it evolves towards a tool that is not only useful for awareness-raising, but

8 Council conclusions on policy coherence for development Foreign Affairs (Development) Council meeting.

Brussels, 12 December 2013, Point 7 (page 2).

67 European Parliament resolution of 25 October 2012 on the EU 2011 Report on Policy.

Coherence for Development (2012/2063(INI)), Point 14.

% European Parliament resolution of 7 June 2016 on the EU 2015 Report on Policy Coherence for Development

(2015/2317(INI)) (http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A8-2016-
0165+0+DOC+XML+VO//EN#title2? ), Section 1.
EVALUATION OF THE EUROPEAN UNION'S ANNEX 4.3: BIENNIAL REPORT

POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT PAGE 75


http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A8-2016-0165+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN#title2
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A8-2016-0165+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN#title2

also for monitoring of progress of PCD commitments. However, the evolution of the PCD
Biennial Report towards a monitoring / progress-assessment tool (as opposed to a purely
awareness-raising tool) would require that other PCD mechanisms evolve / materialize first.
For instance, the existence of a PCD work-programme against which progress could be tracked
is a prerequisite for a monitoring report to be produced.
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Appendix 1: Summary of additional findings with respect to EQ3

Number of redundancies / synergies within the
activity / with other activities with respect to their
contribution to output achievement

(Indicator 1 3.1.3)

Actual level of human resources (staffing and
expertise) or material resources against

stakeholder’s perception of needs
(Indicator 1 3.2.1 and 3.2.2)

Are processes standardised within the PCD Unit,
DEVCO/NEAR and other DGs, and the EEAS?
(Indicator 1 3.3.3)

Does the activity involve coordination with EU
stakeholders (EUMS, EP, Council, EEAS,
EESC, CSOs)?

(Indicator 1 3.5.1)

Does the activity involve cooperation and
coordination with developing countries?
(Indicator 1 3.5.2)

Nature of changes over time of inputs and of the
activity itself

(Indicators 1 3.6.1 and |1 3.6.2)

The Biennial Report is linked to the following activities:

=  The Informal Network of Member States assists to
some extent with the production of the report;

=  Training: material from the Biennial Report can be
useful input as training material;

= EUD Reporting: the report summarized information
contained in the EUD reports.

However, and given its awareness-raising purpose, the
Biennial report doesn’t seem to directly contribute to other
PCD mechanisms (ISC, IA, screening, etc.)
Preparation of the biennial report is the single most time-
consuming task of the PCD Team. The PCD Team
estimates that the production of the Biennial consumes
about two thirds of its total human resources the years the
report is due (since the report is produced every 2 years, this
means about one third of total resources over the evaluation
period).

The well-structured and formalized process through which

the Biennial Report is produced (whereby the PCD focal

point of each DG compiles information of the PCD Work
of the DG in structured and systematized way) allows the

Commission to attain what the Evaluation team considers

to be a high-level of detail and exhaustiveness on PCD

initiatives being undertaken by the various DGs. During the

Evaluation process, the Evaluation Team was able to

appreciate the usefulness of the report as a source of

information for the review of the selected policies, which
speaks to the quality of the PCD report.

Another strength of the Biennial Report is the high number

of stakeholders that it involves at various levels, hence

providing a useful framework for a structured debate on

PCD. Indeed, the main stakeholders of the PCD Biennial

Reports are:

1. The Council, who requested the Commission to
monitor and regularly report on the implementation of
these EU commitments on MDGs in 2005;

2. EUMS, which were involved in the providing
information for the Biennial Reports;

3. The Commission services and EEAS, which were the
main contributors to the Biennial Reports.

Furthermore, in its dissemination the Biennial Report is of

special attention to the following main stakeholders:

1. The European Parliament, which throughout the
evaluation period has become increasingly attentive to
PCD and is publishing a response to the PCD Biennial
Reports since 2011;

2. Partner countries, who could have an interest in PCD
as the process might be relevant to them;

3. CSOs active on PCD;

4. Think thanks and research institutes that follow EU
PCD work.

The production of the Biennial Report does not involve

cooperation with developing countries although the content

of the EUD reporting is summarized in the report.

The structure of the Biennial Report has not evolved in a

significant way during the period.
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Appendix 2: Mentions of the activity in PCD Biennial Reports, PCD
Council Conclusions and EP resolutions on PCD

Table 1: Mention of PCD Biennial Report in PCD Biennial Reports

2009 PCD Report

2011 PCD Report
2013 PCD Report

2015 PCD Report

Introduction, page 3: the present 2009 PCD report provides a basis for assessing PCD
progress in the EU and serves as an information tool to generate debate and to obtain
feedback from EU stakeholders

Section 2.3 on PCD Promotion within the Commission, page 3: The preparation of
the 2007 PCD report was instrumental in raising awareness, enhancing understanding
and increasing ownership of PCD in the Commission and the Member States. Its
publication has been recognised by the Member States as a major achievement.
However, the Netherlands found that drawing operational conclusions from the evidence
provided was difficult and did not encounter sufficiently broad support from Member
States and Commission. Section 2.4 on PCD Promotion at EU level/Role of the
Council/Presidency and the European Parliament, page 19: Other mechanisms to
promote PCD are the present report, joint meetings both of Council working groups and
at the ministerial level, and the informal EU PCD network of the EU Member States

Paragraph 46.5: “After 4 EU PCD reports it is important to move beyond simple self-
reporting on progress and to increase the use of independent assessments and existing
development friendliness ranking and indexes in the biennial PCD report”

4.7. Independent assessments: One of the key criticisms of the 2011 PCD Report
focused on the issue of ‘self-reporting’. In response to the request in the Council
conclusions of 14 May 2012 that ‘the fourth biennial PCD Report, [...] should include
an independent assessment of progress’ as well as to demands in the EP Resolution, this
section cites several examples of independent PCD assessments that could be used to
enrich future reporting.

Reporting obligations on PCD, page 24: Half of the Member States consider their
reporting to the EU (for the biennial PCD report) as a reporting obligation.

Table 2: Mention of PCD Biennial Report in PCD Council Conclusions

2005 PCD Council
Conclusions

2007 PCD Council
Conclusions

2009 PCD Council
Conclusions

2012 PCD Council
Conclusions

The Council invites the Commission to monitor and regularly report on the
implementation of these EU commitments on MDGs, including annual reports on the
follow up of the EU commitments on financing and on the effectiveness of aid, and a
biennial report on Policy Coherence for Development.

The Council welcomes the submission by the Commission of the_first EU biennial
report on the application of PCD, which was prepared in close collaboration with all
Member States. The report provides valuable information on progress made by the EU
in promoting a higher degree of policy coherence and contains a comprehensive list of
outstanding issues for further action. It gathers different pieces of information on PCD
under a single umbrella, establishing links between development and other policy areas
for which information was until now fragmented.

6. The Council welcomes the submission of the second PCD report building upon the
findings and recommendations of the first EU biennial report in 20076. The 2007 and
2009 PCD biennial reports, as well as the 2007 OECD Peer Review of European
Community Aid7 also provide useful recommendations on how to improve the EU
approach to PCD.

The Council welcomes the third biennial EU 2011 PCD report stating progress and
providing useful insight into the EU and its Member States’ efforts to promote PCD. The
Council welcomes the increased engagement and capacity to enhance PCD of some
Member States and calls on the EU and its Member States to further improve their
approach to PCD, building on the findings and suggestions of the report. The Council
especially notes the need for a more evidence-based approach and for improving
coordination mechanisms and implementation within the EU institutions and the
Member States. The Council invites the Commission to make proposals in this regard.

The Council looks forward to receiving in 2013 the fourth biennial PCD Report, which
should include an independent assessment of progress, including qualitative and
guantitative consequences and costs of policy incoherence. It encourages the
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Commission to build on the PCD Work Programme for 2010-20137 and, with a view to
a more evidence-based approach, to further improve monitoring, implementation and
follow-up. Relevant baselines, indicators and targets should also be developed including
for measuring the impact of PCD in a way which demonstrates clear development

results."
2013 PCD Council The Council welcomes the fourth biennial EU PCD report,1 taking stock of progress
Conclusions made and providing information on the efforts of the EU and its Member States to

promote PCD in policy and in practice. The Council also welcomes the increased
political engagement and institutional capacity to enhance PCD in some Member States
and in the European Parliament and highlights the importance of disseminating and
discussing the report within the EU institutions and in the Member States beyond the
development community.

The Council also believes that further progress is needed on several issues covered in
the 2012 Council Conclusions on issues such as measuring PCD and on promoting
a more evidence-based approach, including through the quantification of the costs
of incoherencies for selected cases, and underlines that further work is needed to
move towards a more focused, operational and results-oriented approach to PCD.
Specific attention is required regarding the quality of targets and indicators. The EU's
impact assessments, sustainable impact assessments and evaluations can play an
important role in ensuring ex-ante mainstreaming of PCD and in assessing results. The
Council calls for strengthening the development dimension of these tools in the context
of the review of their respective guidelines.

2015 PCD Council Inthis context, the Council welcomes the fifth biennial PCD report as an important tool

Conclusions for monitoring progress made on PCD since 2013 both at EU level and in the Members
States.

Recognising the pivotal role of EU delegations and Member State embassies, the
Council notes with satisfaction the establishment of regular monitoring and reporting of
PCD issues by delegations and calls on the Commission, the EEAS and the Member
States to further improve ongoing efforts.

In this context, the Council invites the Commission and the EEAS, in close consultation
with other partners, to present concrete proposals on how to better integrate PCD into
the EU approach to implementing the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and
calls for this new approach to be mainstreamed across the EU institutions. Future PCD
reporting should reflect the new approach and lessons learnt of implementation
challenges and of past reporting exercises. The Council looks forward to the next PCD
report.
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Table 3: Other important mentions of PCD Biennial Report

European Parliament
resolution of 18 May
2010 on the EU Palicy
Coherence for
Development and the
‘Official Development
Assistance plus’
concept
(2009/2218(INI))
European  Parliament
resolution of 25
October 2012 onthe EU
2011 Report on Policy
Coherence for
Development
(2012/2063(INI))
European  Parliament
resolution on the EU
2015 Report on Policy
Coherence for
Development
(2015/2317(INI))

European  Parliament
resolution of 7 June
2016 on the EU 2015
Report on  Policy
Coherence for
Development
(2015/2317(INI))

1. Welcomes the increased attention and commitment to PCD by the Commission,
the Council and the Member States, as demonstrated by the biennial reporting;

73. Calls on the Commission to involve the European Parliament in the process of
the Commission’s PCD report, e.g. in terms of the questionnaire, better timing, and
taking account of Parliament’s own initiative reports;

81. Suggests drafting a biennial EP report on PCD; suggests to all its committees that
they draft reports that address their respective development perspectives;

14. Welcomes the Commission's third biennial report on PCD 2011, but agrees with
the Council on the need to include an independent assessment of progress, including
qualitative and quantitative consequences and costs of policy incoherence in future
reports; suggests that future reports should also include a comprehensive overview
of PCD-related results of the country-level dialogues, in order to make the voices of
citizens of developing countries heard,;

Considers that the mechanisms that have been used by some EU delegations to
provide feedback to the Commission’s 2015 PCD Report should be extended to all
EU delegations, and that this should become a yearly exercise; calls on the EU
delegations to ensure that PCD is on the agenda of the respective bilateral meetings
and joint assembly meetings, as well as of the yearly meeting of EU Heads of
Delegations in Brussels;

Explanatory Statement

The Commission's report in itself is a useful tool for raising awareness about
PCD, but the report would be even more useful if it addressed PCD progress in
a more analytical way. Concrete recommendations on how to tackle PCD
challenges should be an integral part of the report. Raising awareness about PCD
should also be the responsibility of EU leaders, as it is a highly political issue.
Therefore, the Rapporteur calls for a European Council meeting on PCD before the
publication of the next Commission's report in 2017. A European Summit on PCD
would serve two main objectives: it would raise awareness of PCD by fostering an
inter-institutional debate within the EU (Commission, EEAS, Council, EP) and at the
national level (all ministries). In preparation for the summit, the Commission and the
EEAS should deliver a paper to the EU heads of state and government with concrete
recommendations on how to operationalise the implementation of PCD. This process
should be inclusive, involving civil society organisations and think tanks. The second
objective of the European Summit on PCD would be to define more clearly the
responsibilities of each EU institution in achieving the PCD commitment. The
Council has also a role to play in strengthening PCD by bringing the issue out of the
development and foreign affairs silos to other formations of the Council.

18. Stresses the need for the EU to invest more resources in evidence-based analysis
of PCD; calls on the Commission to identify incoherencies without delay and
produce an analysis of their cost, as well as to develop adequate monitoring and
progress-tracking mechanisms on PCD; also calls on the Commission to include
in its analysis proposals on how to avoid and deal with incoherencies between
different policies; further stresses the need to improve PCD referencing in
programming documents;

EVALUATION OF THE EUROPEAN UNION'S
POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT

ANNEX 4.3: BIENNIAL REPORT
PAGE 8o



Evaluation of the European Union’s
Policy Coherence for Development

Activity Assessment Tool

PCD Training Activities
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1 INTRODUCTION

PCD training within the Commission and the EEAS has been identified as essential to create
awareness on PCD issues and the EU’s PCD agenda. DG DEVCO is responsible for developing
targeted training courses on PCD since 2010. In 2016 an e-learning tool on PCD was launched.

2 QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT
2.1 Detailed description of the activity

The PCD Team within DG DEVCO is in charge of organising PCD training activities for the
Commission services as well as for the EEAS. The training is scheduled within the training
programme of the Commission and the module covers a 2 to 3 hours course. A total of 11
trainings on PCD have been recorded for the evaluation period. The available evidence shows
that a majority of participants have included DG DEVCO staff.®® Also, specific training
sessions for staff of EU Delegations have been organised in Brussels given the need to
strengthen the role of EU Delegations in the promotion of PCD. The training activities were
aimed at enhancing knowledge on PCD and potentially contributing to awareness-raising. In
2016 an e-learning tool on PCD was launched.’ This tool was developed for the use of DGs,
EU Delegations, EU Member States and the wider public. The EP has called in successive
occasions on the importance of developing training courses on PCD to teach how to incorporate
PCD in different fields of political action and specifically for staff within non-development
Services.

The PCD team has provided training on PCD for the following main stakeholders:
1. Commission Services, for staff of line DGs, EEAS and DG DEVCO;

2. EU Delegations, for the Heads of Delegations;

3. EUMS, for officials of national governments of EUMS.

2.2 Strengths

Structured activity: The training modules and the e-learning tool are part of a structured
process within the Commission. Courses are available within the Commission official training
programme and are scheduled every year, with relevant material, with an expert from the PCD
team in charge of giving the course, and with the possibility to reinforce the knowledge acquired
through an e-learning tool.

In house expertise: The training has been developed and is given by staff within the PCD team
of DG DEVCO which allows to have first-hand knowledge on PCD.

2.3 Weaknesses

Limited outreach: The evidence available shows that the training courses have not been
successful in reaching a great number of participants from other Commission services; the main
attendance has been from DG DEVCO and the EEAS.

69 See Annex 3 in this activity report.
70 It was launched in December 2016 and by March 2017, 35 staff members had passed/were taking the course.
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Feedback on training activities by stakeholders: There is no sufficient evidence at this stage
that could allow the evaluation team to assess if the expertise of the attendees on PCD has
improved after following a training module. The only feedback corresponds to one module for
whicglthe participants considered as overall good but too short to cover the topic for a first
time.

2.4 Opportunities for improvement

There is no feedback as this stage from the Surveys. However, the EP and the Council have
pointed out the need to broaden the base for awareness-raising and reach out to different policy
actors and services.

3 CONCLUSIONS

The importance of developing training courses on PCD has been widely recognized in order to
broaden the expertise on PCD within non-development services, and relevant stakeholders
involved in promoting PCD. The main strength of this activity is that it constitutes part of a
structured process within the Commission as it is part of its official training programme, occurs
at least once a year, and relies on in house expertise. The main weakness identified is its limited
outreach beyond DG DEVCO and EEAS staff.

" Feedback for training module given on 25.10.2012.
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Appendix 1: Summary of additional findings with respect to EQ3

Number of redundancies / synergies within the
activity / with other activities with respect to their
contribution to output achievement

(Indicator 1 3.1.3)

Actual level of human resources (staffing and
expertise) or material resources against
stakeholder’s perception of needs

(Indicator 1 3.2.1 and 3.2.2)

Avre processes standardized within the PCD Unit,
DEVCO/NEAR and other DGs, and the EEAS?
(Indicator 1 3.3.3)

Does the activity involve coordination with EU
stakeholders (EUMS, EP, Council, EEAS,
EESC, CSOs)?

(Indicator 1 3.5.1)

Does the activity involve cooperation and
coordination with developing countries?
(Indicator 1 3.5.2)

Nature of changes over time of inputs and of the
activity itself

(Indicators 1 3.6.1 and | 3.6.2)

Aims to create awareness in a targeted way and could have
synergies with other awareness raising activities. However,
as it is not possible to identify with precision the role or
position of the staff enrolled in training, it becomes difficult
to assess the specific contribution to other outputs.

Only possible to establish with findings of Surveys.

Usually takes place twice a year, happens within the
Commission general training activities, and the material is
fairly standard.

Training activities have mainly been directed to
Commission and EEAS staff, but also EU Member States
officials have participated.

N/A.
Since 2016 there is an e-learning tool on PCD. At the

request of stakeholders, specific training was organised also
for EU Delegations.
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Appendix 2: Mentions of the activity in PCD Biennial Reports, PCD
Council Conclusions and EP resolutions on PCD

Table 1: Mention of Training activities in PCD Biennial Reports

2011 PCD Report

2013 PCD Report

2015 PCD Report

Within the European Commission, the Directorate-General for Development and
Cooperation - Europe Aid provides concrete guidance to other services on how to take
into account development objectives in policy-making (especially in the context of
Impact Assessments) on a case by case basis. It will continue to improve its analytical
capacity and to exchange on good practices and methodologies with Member states and
other stakeholders.

- Moreover, to make the most of the knowledge sharing, it would be useful to develop a
library of PCD narratives and "stories" that can be used for further awareness-raising
and training and that will help provide the right incentive for other actors to get involved.
Training is needed to raise awareness among policy-makers across policy areas of the
existence of, and requirement for, a PCD approach. The Commission launched a first
round of internal PCD training courses in 2012 and has continued to deliver the training
in 2013. The training is aimed at staff in Brussels and from EU Delegations and is open
to Member State officials. The Commission and the EEAS also actively support Member
States’ own PCD training efforts.

Following a PCD reporting exercise concluded during the first half of 2014 and
involving reports from 41 EU delegations covering 62 partner countries, the
Commission took steps to strengthen the monitoring of country-level PCD issues and
the capacity of delegations to contribute to PCD, e.g. via the organisation of targeted
training on PCD and initiating steps for a regular PCD reporting mechanism from EU
delegations.

Delegations capacity and needs on PCD: Most delegations indicated that they have
limited capacity to work specifically on PCD-related issues, mainly due to high
workload and human resources constraints. A majority also saw a need for specific
training on PCD and/or regular updates on EU policies that are relevant for PCD.
Follow-up: As a follow-up to this reporting exercise the Commission took steps to
strengthen the monitoring of country-level PCD issues and the capacity of delegations
to contribute to PCD including: - targeted training sessions on PCD for Heads of
Cooperation, when meeting in Brussels, and to develop a PCD e-learning training course
with a specific module dedicated to the work in delegations;

Table 2: Mention of Training activities in PCD Council Conclusions

2015 PCD Council

Conclusions

The Council invites the Commission to continue developing effective and coordinated
training tools so as to raise awareness across different policy actors and to help facilitate
the sharing of good practices between Member States.

Table 3: Mention of Training activities in European Parliament resolutions on PCD

2010 EP resolution

2012 EP resolution

Asks the Commission to involve the EU Delegations in its PCD work by appointing PCD
focal points responsible for PCD in each Delegation to monitor the impact of EU policy
at partner-country level; asks for inclusion of PCD in staff training; calls on the
Commission to publish annually the results of field consultations to be conducted by EU
delegations; to this end, calls on the Commission to ensure that the EU delegations have
sufficient capacity to broadly consult local governments, parliaments and to guarantee
opportunities for active participation by non-state actors and civil society on the issue of
PCD;

Suggests making PCD a clear priority for the EEAS and the Delegations by further
strengthening the EU's policy dialogue with CSOs, local parliaments and other
stakeholders, by asking them to gather evidence on lack of either inconsistency or
coherence, by improving the PCD references in programming documents and making
them operational, and by developing a training programme, together with DG
DEVCO, for all new EEAS staff to ensure that they are able to understand and
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apply PCD; points out that adequate resources to fulfil this task must be allocated to the

Delegations and the headquarters;

2014 EP resolution ~ Stresses the need to make proper arrangements for teaching about how to
incorporate PCD into the various fields of political action, teaching being the key
element to increase the awareness of European citizens in connection with ‘2015 —
European Year for Development’; asks the Commission and the EEAS to provide
specific training on PCD and development impact to staff in non-development

Services;

Appendix 3: Overview of PCD Training Activities (2010-2016)

Table 4: Overview of PCD Training Activities (2010-2016)

DEVCO DEL
DEVCO HQ
EAC

Member State

ELARG/NEAR

Total of
trainees

02/06/2010 | Training for Finnish officials in Helsinki - No list of participants available.
01/09/2011 | Training for EU Heads of Delegation - No list of participants available. -
27/02/2012 19 12 31
25/10/2012 1(3 1 5
21/03/2013| 1 | 2| 5 5 13
21/11/2013 112 1 3 7
19/03/2014 5 1 1 2 9
Workshop for EU DEL in the framework of the DEVCO Days - No final list of
01/02/2015 L - e -
participants available - Around 10 participants.
09/03/2015 2|4 1 2 9
07/12/2015 113 1 111 511(1]3 18
07/06/2016 7 1 1 6 2 17
Tot_al of 1646321212131 |2f1|1|21|1)|18 1{5|11(1]3]|2 109
trainees
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Evaluation of the European Union’s
Policy Coherence for Development

Activity Assessment Tool

CWP screening for PCD relevance
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1 INTRODUCTION

The screening exercise of the CWP to identify policy proposals that are relevant for PCD is
carried out by the PCD team at DG DEVCO, with the involvement of other Commission
services. This screening exercise is a collaborative process within the PCD inter-service group
with the purpose of identifying at an early stage those Commission initiatives that could
potentially have an impact on developing countries. It aims to concentrate efforts on those
initiatives and at the same time to enhance ownership and increase awareness of PCD issues.

2 QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT
2.1 Detailed description of the activity

The PCD screening exercise, based on the annual Commission Work Programme, intends to
contribute in delivering more development-friendly policies and ensuring that development
objectives are taken into account in other policies. The list of policies resulting from the PCD
screening exercise should allow timely and proactive intervention with respect to inter-service
consultations. This list has also been circulated informally to EU Member States since 2014.
Apart from this annual screening, there is no other overview of PCD relevant policies available
within the Commission.

The screening of the CWP has not always been carried out in a systematic way. The available
evidence on the elaboration of screening lists, and minutes of meetings of the ISG on PCD,
indicate that the participation of the FPs of Commission services in the follow up of the listed
initiatives has not occurred on a regular basis. At the early stages of the period under evaluation
the process appears as more structured and with clear involvement of Commission services.
There was even a specific PCD work programme for the years 2010-2013 but the screening
exercise continued to point out relevant policy proposals each year. The collaborative process
of the screening exercise has been possible due to the PCD inter-service group. Stakeholders
have confirmed that there are no specific guidelines to establish the PCD relevance of policy
proposals and that the exercise is mainly done based on the thematic expertise of the PCD team
members and that of FPs from DG DEVCO thematic units and from other Commission services.
As the CWP screening for PCD relevance is shared with the Focal Points of Commission
services, these stakeholders potentially contribute to create awareness within their respective
services on which policies are relevant for PCD. The PCD inter-service group has been used as
a follow-up mechanism regarding the policies screened for PCD relevance in the CWP
screening.”? However, it should be noted that while there used to be a formal 1SG on PCD, it
has become dormant: there is currently only an informal 1ISG on PCD.

The main stakeholders for the CWP Screening for PCD relevance are:

1) DG DEVCO, in charge of coordinating the screening list and distributing it to the DGs
relevant to the 5 PCD challenge areas;

2) PCD team and FP at thematic units in DG DEVCO;

3) The Commission services, especially the DGs whose policies are likely to affect or
contribute to development cooperation objectives;

4) FP at Commission services, in charge of promoting awareness on PCD within their services;

2 Minutes of meetings of the ISG on PCD show that during the period 2010-2012, PCD Focal Points within the Commission
reported on the stages of policy-making regarding policy proposals identified as PCD relevant following the PCD screening
exercise of the CWP.
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5) EU Member States, for 2015: in 2015 DEVCO shared the results of the CWP Screening
with the EUMS for their information.

2.2 Strengths

Collaborative process at the planning stage of policy proposals: As the CWP screening for
PCD relevance requires the participation of FPs and is shared with the Commission services,
these stakeholders can take an active role and create awareness on the importance that their
respective services take account of development considerations from an early stage of policy-
making for those policies.

Strategic identification: The identification of a group of policies for PCD relevance allows to
concentrate efforts and target IAs and the ISC process in a more strategic way. Commission
services become aware of which policies are potentially relevant for PCD; therefore, they have
a clear indication of DG DEVCQO’s potential interest in contributing to the ISC process for those
policy proposals.

2.3 Weaknesses

Lack of clear guidelines to establish the PCD relevance of policy proposals: In absence of
a clear procedure for all stakeholders involved on how or why policies are identified as PCD
relevant, it becomes difficult to promote ownership on this PCD mechanism.

Relies on ISG on PCD to be effective: Since there is no longer a formal ISG on PCD, the task
to follow up or track policy proposals identified as PCD relevant becomes rather difficult and
DG DEVCO could potentially not be invited to participate in the ISC process and/or the 1A
would miss the possibility of taking into account likely impacts in developing countries.

2.4 Opportunities for improvement

The screening of the CWP for PCD relevance could potentially strengthen the use of the 1ISC
process and of the 1As to promote PCD if it occurred within a formal ISG on PCD. The latter
would allow to follow up the policy proposals identified as PCD relevant and prompt the other
Commission services to take account of development objectives for the identified policies from
the early stages of policy-making.

3 CONCLUSIONS

The PCD screening exercise aims to prompt a timely and proactive intervention with respect to
ISC and IAs regarding those policies identified as PCD relevant. When conducted within a
formal 1SG group for PCD it offers a strategic and collaborative process that follows up on the
actions taken by other Commission services with respect to the identified policies. However,
given that there are no clear guidelines on how the policies are identified as PCD relevant and
that the ISG group is no longer formal, the activity risks of being ineffective and failing to
promote ownership of the PCD screening list and the mechanism itself.
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Appendix 1: Summary of additional findings with respect to EQ3

Number of redundancies / synergies within the
activity / with other activities with respect to their
contribution to output achievement

(Indicator 1 3.1.3)

Actual level of human resources (staffing and
expertise) or material resources against
stakeholder’s perception of needs

(Indicator 1 3.2.1 and 3.2.2)

Are processes standardized within the PCD Unit,
DEVCO/NEAR and other DGs, and the EEAS?

(Indicator 1 3.3.3)

Does the activity involve coordination with EU
stakeholders (EUMS, EP, Council, EEAS,
EESC, CS0s)?

(Indicator 1 3.5.1)

Does the activity involve cooperation and
coordination with developing countries?
(Indicator 1 3.5.2)

Nature of changes over time of inputs and of the
activity itself

(Indicators 1 3.6.1 and | 3.6.2)

There is a lack of synergy between the CWP screening
undertaken by the PCD team within DG DEVCO and the
ISC process. The identification of policy proposals in the
PCD CWP screening should lead to DG DEVCO being
invited to participate in ISC process; however, this does not
happen systematically. Also, there is a lack of synergy with
the ISG on PCD and coordination with FP as these activities
should also lead to DG DEVCO’s participation in ISC
process.

Only possible to establish with findings of Surveys.

PCD CWP screening occurs on a yearly basis and involves
the collaboration of the PCD Team within DG DEVCO and
FP within Commission services. However, the decision-
making process to establish on which basis policy proposals
are PCD relevant is not standardized.

PCD CWP screening involves the PCD Team at DG
DEVCO and FP within Commission services. In one
occasion, the results of the screening exercise have been
communicated to EU Members States.

N/A.

N/A.
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Appendix 2: Mentions of the activity in PCD Biennial Reports, PCD
Council Conclusions and EP resolutions on PCD

Table 1: Mention of CWP screening in PCD Biennial Reports

2009 PCD Report

2011 PCD Report

2013 PCD Report

2015 PCD Report

Every year, the Commission adopts hundreds of new legislative proposals and policy
initiatives, which undergo IA and ISC. In an effort to identify the initiatives which will
affect developing countries, the Commission now regularly establishes an informal PCD
workplan, which lists all those EU policy initiatives and legislative proposals that are
likely to have significant impact on developing countries. In 2008, 26 initiatives were
identified and 37 in 20009.

This PCD planning list has been an important step forward. It allows the Commission to
use the ISC and IA in a much more effective and strategic way and to concentrate its
efforts on those initiatives with the biggest impact on developing countries. In addition,
this exercise of jointly identifying the relevant initiatives with the responsible civil
servants has proved to be a very useful process for enhancing ownership and increasing
awareness of PCD issues. (p.12-13)

In order to guide its own work on PCD and to inspire the work of the other European
institutions and Member States, the European Commission drew up in 2010 a PCD Work
Programme for the period 2010-2013, identifying the priority issues and outlining how
the EU through all its instruments and processes can contribute to development
objectives. The PCD Work Programme was based initially on the Commission Annual
Work Programme, which provides an overview of the strategic initiatives due to be
adopted in the following year(s), identifying the initiatives relevant to the issue of PCD
and setting out several targets and indicators related to the selected initiatives. This
provides a scoreboard for tracking progress towards the identified PCD objectives. The
Work Programme focuses on the five priority issues identified in 2009 by the
Commission and Council on top of the twelve priority policy areas indicated in the 2005
Council Conclusions on PCD. Member States supported the move towards focusing EU
PCD work on a limited number of challenges (covering the relevant areas) in order to
concentrate efforts and resources in the coming years. However, the need for more
concrete baselines and targets within the PCD Work Programme 2010-2013 has been
felt by different Member States (such as Spain for example). A review and an update
would thus be appropriate and useful in order to further increase the Programme’s
objectivity and efficacy. (p.12)

In 2010, the Commission responded to calls for a more pragmatic approach and more
systematic measurement of PCD by publishing a PCD Work Programme. Presented as
a Staff Working Document, the Policy Coherence for Development Work Programme
2010-13 is structured around the five priority areas (trade and finance, climate change,
food security, migration and security). It guides the work of the Commission and the HR
and serves as a reference for Member States’ PCD work. It translates the political
principle of PCD into an operational framework, with specific steps to address, through
concrete policy initiatives, processes and financial means, the priority areas in a
development-friendly manner. The Work Programme does not provide a comprehensive
list of all initiatives that might be relevant for development, but rather focuses on planned
initiatives and processes that stand out for their potential as ‘PCD catalysts’.(p.23-24)
Screening of PCD relevant policy initiatives: DG DEVCO periodically monitors the
Work Programme of the Commission to identify key policy initiatives that can have an
impact on developing countries. A list of PCD-relevant initiatives mainly within the five
key PCD challenges identified is established with the support of other Commission
services within the PCD inter-service group. (p.21)

Table 2: Mention of CWP screening in PCD Council Conclusions

2009 PCD Council
Conclusions

The Council welcomes the increased emphasis on PCD in the European Commission,
the better use of the inter-service consultation mechanism and the strengthening of the
development dimension of the impact assessment tool as important instruments to
improve PCD and the regular screening of the Commission Legislative and Work
Programme from a PCD perspective.
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2012 PCD Council

Conclusions

2013 PCD Council

Conclusions

2015 PCD Council

Conclusions

It encourages the Commission to build on the PCD Work Programme for 2010-2013
and, with a view to a more evidence-based approach, to further improve monitoring,
implementation and follow-up.

The Council reiterates its decision to focus in the immediate future on five PCD
challenges: trade and finance, climate change, food security, migration and security. In
that context, the Council calls on the Commission and the EEAS to develop, in
cooperation with Member States, an overview of forthcoming policy proposals and
initiatives relevant to PCD on the basis of the annual Commission’s work
programmes to be shared with the relevant Council bodies starting in early 2014 and
onwards.

No specific mention.

Table 3: Mention of CWP screening in European Parliament resolutions on PCD

2010 EP resolution

2012 EP resolution

Welcomes the PCD Work Programme 2010- 2013 as a guideline for the EU institutions
and Member States, and acknowledges its role as an early warning system for upcoming
policy initiatives; welcomes also the interlinkages between the different policy fields;
Agrees with the Commission that in the preparation of the next rolling PCD Work
Programme, a wider discussion with the European External Action Service (EEAS) and
Member States and all relevant stakeholders, for example NGOs and CSOs, is needed;
agrees that fewer indicators, together with more precise and better monitoring, can lead
to a more operational framework and easier monitoring

2014 EP resolution
2016 EP resolution

No specific mention.
No specific mention.

Appendix 3: Evidence available regarding ISC Records for Selected

Policies during Desk Phase

PCD-related policy/initiative
Common Agricultural Policy (reform 2013)
Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated Fishing
Regulation
Common Fisheries Policy reform
Country by Country Reporting
Anti-Money Laundering and Countering the
Financing of Terrorism
Generalised Scheme of Preferences
Trade for All Communication
Responsible sourcing of mineral originating in
conflict affected and high risk areas
Digital Single Market Strategy for Europe
Raw Materials Initiative
EU Action Plan against Wildlife Trafficking
A policy framework for climate and energy
period 2020-2030
Global Approach to Migration and Mobility
Review of the EU Blue Card directive

Lead Service

Status ISC records

DG AGRI Not available.
DG MARE Not available.
DG MARE Not available.
DG FISMA Received.
DG JUST Not available.
DG TRADE Not available.
DG TRADE Not available.
DG TRADE / EEAS Not available.
DG CNECT Not available.
DG GROW Received.
DG ENV Received.
DG CLIMA Not available.
DG HOME Received.
DG HOME Received.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Since 2005 and throughout the period of evaluation the EU has clearly recognised the
importance of considering developing countries’ perspective when taking account of the likely
impacts of EU policies on developing countries (see Table 2 — Appendix 2). In the context of
the EU’s commitment towards the achievement of the MDGs, the Council invited the
Commission to further reinforce, amongst others, consultations with developing countries
during policy formulation.” The PCD Biennial Reports indicate a limited use of the consultation
procedure as set under article 12 of the Cotonou Agreement.” However, on different levels and
to varying degrees line DGs and the Commission overall have worked in dialogue with partner
countries regarding PCD relevant thematic areas (i.e. CAP reform 2013, Trade SIAs, GAMM
bilateral and regional policy dialogues). The present assessment focuses exclusively on the
consultation mechanism set out in the Cotonou Agreement to promote the coherence of EU
policies that might affect the interests of the ACP countries.” This consultation procedure was
considered during the first years covered by the evaluation period as a PCD “organisational
mechanism””, but under the revised IL for this evaluation this activity has been placed outside
the operational framework of the EU’s approach to PCD under the cluster knowledge-sharing,
since it does not depend exclusively on the action of the Commission but still could have an
indirect influence in the expected outputs.

2 QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT
2.1 Detailed description of the activity

The EU’s approach to PCD considers that partner country perspectives are an important element
for the promotion of PCD. The Consultation with developing countries has been established
under the legal umbrella of the Cotonou Agreement article 12 with respect to ACP countries.
This legal framework can be used to prevent or stop incoherencies, with respect to development
objectives, of EU policies affecting ACP countries. Article 12 of the revised Cotonou
Agreement recognises that EU’s policies can support the development priorities of ACP States
and that it shall inform the ACP Secretariat of planned proposals which might affect the
interests of the ACP States.

The procedure establishes that the EU must inform ACP countries in advance of the adoption
of those proposals, and that the ACP side, at their own initiative, may request further
information. Consultations are to be held promptly before any final decision is made.
Afterwards, the ACP group can transmit requests for amendment in writing. The only
documented case regarding the use of this mechanism refers to the February 2009 formal
consultation under article 12 of the Cotonou Agreement that took place at the request of the
ACP countries in the context of a meeting of the Joint ACP-EU Subcommittee on Trade

3 Conclusions of the Council and the Representatives of the Governments of the Member States Meeting within the Council-
On Accelerating progress towards attaining the Millennium Development Goals: EU Contribution to the Review of the MDGs
at the UN 2005 High Level Event— Annex | (doc. 9266/05, 24 May 2005).

™ The Cotonou Agreement signed between ACP countries and the EU has as its primary objective poverty reduction and
sustainable development. It is the most comprehensive partnership agreement with developing countries, including 79 countries
from Africa, the Caribbean and the Pacific.

S 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); 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, (signed in Ouagadougou on 22 June 2010).

6 PCD Biennial Report 2007 (CSWP SEC(2007) 1202 p. 25-51) and PCD Biennial Report 2009 (CSWD SEC (2009) 1137
final p.4-23).
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Cooperation. The ACP group expressed concern regarding five EU policy proposals that could
have impacts on their export of certain products to the EU. These proposals dealt with the use
of pesticides, nickels substances, fisheries cold chain requirements, the renewable energy
directive and the FLEGT licensing system. The Commission reassured via an agreement that
ACP countries would be taken into consideration in the preparation and implementation of
those measures.” Two other consultations have reportedly taken place at the initiative of the
EU in July 2009 and February 2010.”™ The EU updated the ACP group on trade negotiations in
Central and South America, and the ACP Chair of the Committee of Ambassadors addressed
their concerns to the Commission’s Director-General of Trade. The response of the
Commission argued how ACP interests had been taken into account during negotiations.

It has been widely accepted that, during the evaluation period, Consultation with developing
countries under the mechanism established under Article 12 of the Cotonou Agreement has
been underused. Also, it is important to note that consultations can take place without
necessarily referring to this legal procedure as there exists an open political dialogue with
developing countries in certain areas such as Agriculture, Trade and Migration.” Moreover,
within the context provided by the 2015 Better Regulation Guidelines other opportunities for
public consultation to stakeholders on EU’s policy-making exists, including and being
extensive to developing countries. Also it is important to note that since 2011, EU Delegations
have been called to play a major role on consultation with developing countries and to
strengthen dialogue with them to better assess the impact of EU policies at country level.* And
that there have been suggestions to improve this mechanism in order to include the involvement
of the EP, and that of a PCD Standing Rapporteur from ACP countries in the context of the
Joint Parliamentary Assembly.®" Therefore, the main stakeholders for the consultation
mechanism here identified are:

1. The Commission;

2. Developing countries’ governments (particularly ACP countries);

3. European Parliament;

4. DGs leading the policy proposal;

5. EEAS.

2.2 Strengths

Legal framework: The Cotonou Agreement provides a specific legal framework for the
Commission and ACP countries to identify and promote the coherence of EU policies which
might affect the interests of ACP countries.

Point out incoherencies at an early stage: This consultation mechanism provides an
additional opportunity to policy-makers to consider potential impacts on developing countries
at an early stage of policy-making taking into account the concerns raised directly by ACP
countries.

72009 PCD Biennial Report, CSWD SEC (2009) 1137, p.17; 2011 PCD Biennial Report, (SEC(2011) 1627 final), p.21.
782013 CONCORD Cotonou Working Group Briefing Paper, Policy Coherence for Development, ACP-EU Joint Parliamentary
Assembly, 25th Session, Brussels 15-19 June.

79 2013 CONCORD Cotonou Working Group Briefing Paper; 2009 PCD Biennial Report, CSWD SEC (2009) 1137, p.22;
2012 EP Resolution on the EU’s PCD Report; CONCORD 2011 Spotlight Report on EU PCD, p. 17.

80 See table 2 in this report.

81 2012 EP Resolution on the EU’s PCD Report.
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Political dialogue and clear steps: Article 12 of the Cotonou Agreement provides in no
uncertain terms the opportunity for political dialogue and coordination on PCD between the EU
and ACP countries and even goes beyond by establishing the formal steps to be followed.

Self-standing mechanism: In its current legal umbrella under the Cotonou Agreement, this
consultation mechanism allows ACP countries to initiate a formal procedure at their own
initiative to question the coherence of EU policy proposals with respect to development
objectives.

Source for knowledge-sharing: The feedback from ACP countries under this consultation
mechanism potentially provides direct information at country level of likely impacts of EU
policies on developing countries, and on potential incoherencies with ACP countries’
development priorities under the Cotonou agreement.

2.3 Weaknesses

Low awareness: on the potential of its use by the EU and the ACP countries, especially as a
self-standing mechanism to promote PCD at the initiative of ACP countries.

Lack of clarity on stakeholders’ involvement: No clear role of EU Delegations on the
promotion and use of this consultation mechanism by developing countries (ACP ones) despite
the request of several Council conclusions and EP resolutions on PCD asking for an active role
of EU Delegations in strengthening dialogue with partner countries on PCD issues.®

Potential overlapping: with other consultation procedures represents a risk for this specific
consultation mechanism of being subsumed under general consultation procedures under 2015
Better Regulation Guidelines, or under other existing political dialogues on specific areas,
undermining the position of ACP countries with respect to possible incoherencies of EU
policies with respect to PCD.

Lack of identification of specific areas of concern for PCD: As development priorities
evolve as well as the specific areas of concern for ACP countries, it might represent a challenge
for Commission services and the EEAS to establish which EU policies might be more relevant
for ACP countries regarding PCD, and regularly communicate them as established in article 12
of the Cotonou Agreement.

2.4 Opportunities for improvement

As mentioned above, the consultation mechanism prescribed by article 12 of the Cotonou
Agreement has been clearly underused despite its aim of promoting an inclusive dialogue with
partner countries on PCD regarding EU policies and its potential of pointing out possible
incoherencies in this regard at early stages of policy making. Creating awareness about this
consultation mechanism among ACP countries and therefore promoting its use, could be
improved by the active involvement of EU Delegations on PCD dialogue with partner countries,
the promotion of PCD issues within the Joint Parliamentary Assembly in the framework
provided by the Cotonou Agreement, and by envisioning the support of the EU for the creation
of the role of a PCD rapporteur within the ACP Secretariat, especially in the context of the new
Agenda on SDGs. Also, another opportunity for improvement could be to strengthen the

82 See Annex 2 in this activity report.
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collaboration on PCD issues through the ACP Secretariat and the respective services of the
Commission and the EEAS. Finally, in order to create awareness among Commission services
regarding the potential of the use of this specific mechanism and to avoid being undermined in
favour of other general consultation mechanisms, the inclusion of a specific provision in the
Better Regulation Guidelines making reference to the existence of this specific mechanisms for
ACP countries, should be considered.

3 CONCLUSIONS

The EU has clearly expressed its commitment to the inclusion of developing countries’
perspectives on PCD regarding EU policies.* This specific mechanism on Consultation with
developing countries under article 12 of the Cotonou Agreement, which involves ACP
countries, has been significantly underused during the evaluation period despite constant calls
from the Council to involve partner countries on PCD dialogue. The legal framework of article
12 of the Cotonou Agreement provides the opportunity to receive first hand feedback at country
level from developing countries themselves at the early stages of EU’s policy-making process;
and therefore, better assess the impact that those EU policies might have in developing
countries. However, the usefulness of this mechanism is limited if ACP countries are not fully
aware of its potential to promote PCD, and if the EU does not regularly inform ACP countries
on EU policies which might affect development objectives as stated in the said article 12.
Nevertheless, there exist opportunities for improvement for this self-standing mechanism
regarding ACP countries; and these are mainly linked to the role of EU Delegations on
promoting PCD dialogue with partner countries, and to the need to strengthen cooperation on
PCD between the EU institutions and the ACP Secretariat and the Joint Parliamentary
Assembly within the framework provided by the Cotonou Agreement.

8 See here Annex 2 on PCD Council Conclusions, EP Resolutions, and EU PCD Biennial Reports.
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Appendix 1: Summary of additional findings with respect to EQ3

Number of redundancies / synergies within the
activity / with other activities with respect to their
contribution to output achievement

(Indicator 1 3.1.3)

Actual level of human resources (staffing and
expertise) or material resources against
stakeholder’s perception of needs

(Indicator 1 3.2.1 and 3.2.2)

Are processes standardized within the PCD Unit,
DEVCO/NEAR and other DGs, and the EEAS?
(Indicator 1 3.3.3)

Does the activity involve coordination with EU
stakeholders (EUMS, EP, Council, EEAS,
EESC, CSOs)?

(Indicator 1 3.5.1)

Does the activity involve cooperation and
coordination with developing countries?
(Indicator 1 3.5.2)

Nature of changes over time of inputs and of the
activity itself

(Indicators 1 3.6.1 and | 3.6.2)

This specific consultation mechanism on PCD issues
regarding ACP countries under article 12 of the Cotonou
Agreement could potentially overlap with general
consultation procedures under 2015 Better Regulation
Guidelines, or under other existing political dialogues on
specific areas. On the other hand, it has been reported that
the only time a consultation procedure under article 12 of
the Cotonou agreement was brought forward, the
Commission reached an agreement in order to take into
account the concerns of ACP countries. As for the general
consultation procedures under Better Regulation Guidelines
there is no evidence of when and how developing countries’
concerns are taken into account regarding specific PCD
issues.

N/A. Only possible to establish with findings of Surveys.

No evidence available on how this specific mechanism has
been standardised within the Commission. The reported
cases on the use of this mechanism identify different
instances on the side of the ACP group: the Joint ACP-EU
Subcommittee on Trade Cooperation and the ACP Chair of
the Committee of Ambassadors. It is not clear if apart from
DG DEVCO, DG Trade and the EEAS (EU Delegations),
other instances might have a central role with respect to
article 12 of the Cotonou Agreement.

The mechanism mainly involves Commission services and
the EEAS. However, participation of the EP has been called
in the context of the Joint Parliamentary Assembly to
include the work of the EP Standing Rapporteur on PCD, as
well as the request to be informed when procedures under
article 12 of the Cotonou agreement take place.

The consultation mechanism on PCD issues under article 12
of the Cotonou Agreement specifically refers to ACP
countries.

The activity has been underused during the evaluation
period and the available evidence does not allow to trace
nature of changes of inputs. Article 12 of the Cotonou
agreement was modified in the 2010 revision of the
agreement. The new version expressly acknowledges that
the ‘coherence’ which the article addresses is coherence for
development and recognises that other EU policies can
support the development priorities of ACP countries in line
with the objectives of the Cotonou Agreement.
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Appendix 2: Mentions of the activity in PCD Biennial Reports, PCD
Council Conclusions and EP resolutions on PCD

Table 1: Mention of Consultation with DCs in PCD Biennial Reports

2009 PCD Report

2011 PCD Report

2013 PCD Report

Partner country perspective: “The Cotonou Agreement, which links the EU to 79
countries in Africa, the Caribbean and the Pacific, is probably the only international
agreement, with a specific PCD article. Article 12 sets up a consultation mechanism to
promote the coherence of Community policies which might affect the interests of the
ACP countries. The Community must inform the ACP countries in due time of its
intentions, whenever possible in advance of the adoption of such decisions.” p.17
While the EU has made great efforts to better assess the impacts of its own initiatives on
developing countries with a view to bringing them into line with development objectives,
the role of developing countries in these processes has been limited. While some
developing countries play an active role, others find it more difficult due to their capacity
constraints. The EU should therefore support these countries in identifying EU policy
and legislative proposals that might affect them, assess the possible impacts and find
ways to address their development concerns. The EU and developing countries could
for instance better use the consultation mechanisms provided for in the impact
assessment guidelines, the Cotonou Agreement and possibly also the AU-EU
Partnership and strengthen them if necessary (p.22)

Public stakeholder consultations: At several stages in the preparation of any policy
proposal by the European Commission, its services gather information as well as the
views and positions of the stakeholders. This can be done through targeted consultations
of various groups of stakeholders, but is also often accompanied by an open public
consultation, accessible to any actor in or outside the EU, individual, institution or
organisation. All ongoing and recently closed consultations on European Commission
initiatives are regularly published and updated. These consultations represent an
additional way of making the voice of developing countries heard during the process of
policy-making and they have been increasingly used by civil society organisations to
raise issues pertaining to PCD and put them on the EU political agenda. One example
is the large number of responses made to the consultation on the future of the Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) post-2013.9 (p.14)

At international level: Both the European Commission and Member States seek to
intensify the dialogue with partner countries on the synergies between EU policies and
development cooperation programmes. Institutional arrangements such as the Joint-
Africa-EU Strategy (JAES) adopted at the Second EU-Africa Summit in Lisbon in
December 2007 are increasingly used to promote PCD by both the EU and partner
countries. The JAES provides an opportunity to bring about synergies between policies
and to avoid negative impacts of policies on developing countries thanks to a regular
dialogue among a range of stakeholders. In addition, the revised Cotonou Agreement
contains a specific article on PCD (Article 12) which sets up a consultation mechanism
to promote the coherence of EU policies which might affect the interests of the ACP
countries. The EU has to inform the ACP countries in advance of the adoption of new
initiatives. On the other hand, ACP countries can request a consultation that has to take
place before any final decision is made. The first formal consultation took place in
February 2009 at a meeting of the Joint ACP-EU Subcommittee on Trade Cooperation.
The ACP Group had requested information on five European Commission initiatives
dealing with the use of pesticides, nickel substances, fisheries cold chain requirements,
the renewable energy directive and the FLEGT licensing system. An agreement was
reached to take into account the concerns of the ACP States in the preparation of those
measures and in their implementation. (p.21)

Fourth, cooperation and consultation with developing countries is instrumental in
informing the policy process. Similarly, NGOs and civil society can play an important
role in relaying bottom-up information on the impact of EU policies on development
objectives. (p.19)

Feedback from partner countries and the role of EU Delegations: Both the Agenda for
Change and the PCD Council conclusions of 14 May 2012 suggest a stronger role for
EU Delegations and for PCD dialogue in partner countries. The lack of feedback and,
often, partner countries’ lack of interest in discussing PCD are constant challenges
both for the EU internally and for promoting coherence in partner countries. Article
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12 of the Cotonou Agreement encourages dialogue on PCD issues with and among
partners, but few countries take advantage of this opportunity for consultation and
policy discussion. This is quite surprising, as many of the priority PCD themes such
as trade, agriculture and security are constantly — but separately — at the heart of
bilateral policy dialogue. There is a need for a more systematic gathering of feedback
from developing countries on priority issues, more country-level studies and information
on ongoing PCD-relevant thematic dialogues with partners and stakeholders. (p.26)
The process of preparation for the CAP after 2013 proposal has been a positive example
in terms of ensuring the right conditions for taking into account development
cooperation objectives and contributions from development stakeholders, and for
addressing PCD issues: (...) In line with the Article 12 of the Cotonou Agreement, ACP
countries were consulted and various meetings at technical and ambassadorial level
were organised with them. (p.109).

No specific mention on Consultation with developing countries.

Sustainability Impact Assessments (SIAs) are a trade-specific policy analysis tool for the
prior assessment of the economic, social and environmental implications of all trade
deals (...) In particular, careful attention has been given to strengthening the
consultation of stakeholders in both the EU and partner countries (p.15-16).

Table 2: Mention of Consultation with DCs in PCD and MDGs Council Conclusions

2005 MDG Council
Conclusions

2007 PCD Council
Conclusions

2009 PCD Council
Conclusions

2012 PCD Council
Conclusions

2013 PCD Council

Conclusions

2015 PCD Council
Conclusions

In accordance with the December 2004 Council Conclusion, the Council invites the
Commission to further reinforce its existing instruments notably its Impact Assessment
tool and consultations with developing countries during policy formulation, and
consider new ones when necessary in support of a strengthened Policy Coherence for
Development.

The Council invites Member States and the Commission to strengthen dialogue with
developing countries, at national, regional and global level, on the effects of EU
policies as well as on the relevance of PCD to developing countries’ own policies; t0
that end, the Commission and Member States should better integrate the PCD approach
into Country and Regional Strategy Papers (CSPs and RSPs).

The Council underlines the importance of establishing a constructive and fruitful
exchange with non-state actors, both in the EU and in developing countries on PCD-
related issues.

The Council welcomes the Commission suggestion to approach PCD in a more targeted,
strategic and partnership-oriented way, including inter alia strengthening EU dialogue
with partner countries on PCD issues (...).

The Council agrees that the PCD work programme should have as objectives to: (...)
facilitate engagement in and inclusion of PCD in dialogue with partner countries
around the selected priority areas.

The Council stresses in particular the need to include the issues of PCD systematically
in the regular dialogue with partner countries to better assess the impact of EU
policies at country level and the interaction with partner countries’ policies. EU
Delegations have a crucial role in this regard.

The Council recalls that the role of EU Delegations is essential in providing feedback
on issues relating to PCD (...). This includes a strengthened dialogue with local
stakeholders regarding the impact of EU policies.

2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (...) To implement this agenda at the national
and global level, all countries will take ownership and will need to consider how
policies in all areas can contribute to sustainable development and act accordingly. In
this context, the Council invites the Commission and the EEAS, in close consultation
with other partners, to present concrete proposals on how to better integrate PCD into
the EU approach to implementing the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and
calls for this new approach to be mainstreamed across the EU institutions.
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Table 3: Mention of Consultation with DCs in European Parliament resolutions on PCD

2010 EP resolution
(on the EU PCD and
the ‘Official
Development
Assistance plus’
concept)

2012 EP resolution
(on the EU 2011
Report on PCD

2014 EP resolution
(on the EU 2013
Report on PCD)

2016 EP resolution
(on the EU 2015
Report on PCD)

Asks for institutional clarification regarding the Commission's Communication on
Policy Coherence (COM(2009)0458) concerning an enhanced partnership and dialogue
with the developing countries on the topic of PCD; asks whether this enhanced
partnership would also include a mechanism for advising developing countries what
they themselves can do to promote PCD and a plan for capacity building at country level
to perform PCD assessments.

20. Recalls the paramount importance of Article 12 of the ACP-EC Partnership
Agreement and the obligation for the Commission to regularly inform the Secretariat
of the ACP Group of planned proposals which might affect the interests of the ACP
States; calls on the Commission to inform Parliament when such procedures are
undertaken;

105. Reiterates that the creation of a Standing Rapporteur for PCD from the ACP
countries in the context of the Joint Parliamentary Assembly would facilitate the
coordination with, and work of, the EP's Standing Rapporteur on PCD and the relevant
department of the Commission and Council, and would help to eliminate obstacles to
PCD within developing countries themselves;

Points out the importance of the role of the European External Action Service in
implementing PCD, in particular the role of the EU Delegations in monitoring,
observing and facilitating consultations and dialogue with stakeholders and partner
countries on EU policy impacts in developing countries; stresses that a wider
discussion with all relevant stakeholders, such as NGOs and civil society organisations
(CSOs), is needed;

hopes that the Better Regulation Package and its guidelines will improve this situation
by taking development and human rights into account in all impact assessments and by
enhancing transparency; (...) welcomes the public consultation on the roadmap, which
opens up opportunities for external stakeholders, including developing countries and
civil society, to give their views and actively participate;
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Appendix 3: Cotonou Agreement Article 12 - Versions

Table 4: Consultation mechanism with DCs — Cotonou Agreement

2000 Cotonou
Agreement article
12 — Coherence of
Community policies
and their impact on
the implementation
of this Agreement

2010 Revised
Cotonou Agreement
Article 12 is
replaced by the
following: “Article
12 Coherence of
Community policies
and their impact on
the implementation
of this agreement”

Without prejudice to Article 96, where the Community intends, in the exercise of its
powers, to take a measure which might affect the interests of the ACP States, as far as
this Agreement’s objectives are concerned, it shall inform in good time the said States
of its intentions. Towards this end, the Commission shall communicate simultaneously
to the Secretariat of the ACP States its proposal for such measures. Where necessary, a
request for information may also take place on the initiative of the ACP States.

At their request, consultations shall be held promptly so that account may be taken of
their concerns as to the impact of those measures before any fina/ decision is made...
(...)

The Parties are committed to addressing policy coherence for development in a targeted,
strategic and partnership-oriented way, including strengthening dialogue on issues of
policy coherence for development. The Union acknowledges that Union policies, other
than development policy, can support the development priorities of ACP States in line
with the objectives of this Agreement. On this basis the Union will enhance the coherence
of those policies with a view to attaining the objectives of this Agreement. Without
prejudice to Article 96, where the Community intends, in the exercise of its powers, to
take a measure which might affect the interests of the ACP States, as far as this
Agreement’s objectives are concerned, it shall inform in good time the ACP Group of its
intentions. To this end, the Commission shall regularly inform the Secretariat of the ACP
Group of planned proposals and communicate simultaneously its proposal for such
measures. Where necessary, a request for information may also take place on the
initiative of the ACP States. At their request, consultations shall be held promptly so that
account may be taken of their concerns as to the impact of those measures before any
final decision is made. After such consultations have taken place, the ACP States and
the ACP Group may, in addition, transmit their concerns in writing to the Community
as soon as possible and submit suggestions for amendments indicating the way their
concerns should be met. If the Community does not accede to the ACP States’
submissions, it shall advise them as soon as possible giving its reasons. The ACP Group
shall also be provided with adequate information on the entry into force of such
decisions, in advance whenever possible.’ ... (...)

EVALUATION OF THE EUROPEAN UNION'S
POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT

ANNEX 4.6: CONSULTATIONS WITH DEVELOPING COUNTRIES
PAGE 102



Evaluation of the European Union’s
Policy Coherence for Development

Activity Assessment Tool

EU Delegations Reporting
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1 INTRODUCTION

Since 2014 EU Delegations (EUD) have been reporting to the Commission on PCD with the
intent to strengthen the monitoring of country-level PCD issues and the capacity of delegations
to contribute to PCD. EUD have the possibility to identify EU policies’ effects on the PCD
challenge areas at the level of the partner countries and to provide feedback. The rationale is
that EUD also could foster PCD dialogue within the third countries among partner country
government, donor agencies, MS representatives and local CSOs.

2 QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT
2.1 Detailed description’

Since 2014, the PCD Team within DG DEVCO compiles yearly reports received from EU

Delegations (EUD) based on specific questionnaires on PCD issues. Follow-up notes to EUD

are produced based on answers received (notes were produced for the 2014 and 2015 exercise

while notes for the 2016 one is currently being produced). This activity is carried out according

to the following steps:

= Sending of structured questions: As a first step, the PCD Team sends out structured
questions to EUD in developing countries. The nature of the questions has slightly evolved
over since 2014: for the first exercise a long list of issues (cross-cutting and thematic)
allowed for a fairly large degree of freedom for EUD respondents, while in the two
following exercises the questions were more structured and focused on 2 key issues (i) one
question focused on the impact of internal EU polices at the country level; (ii) the other
question focused on the formal or informal dialogues of the EUD with the government and
civil society (including private sector) of the country on issues of relevance to PCD.

= Feedback from DGS/EEAS: EUD are normally given a few months’ time to fill-out the
structured questionnaire and send back their contribution to the PCD Team. The number of
responses received was so far: for the first exercise (2014): 41 EUD; for the second exercise
(2015): 50 EUD. It should be noted that as of the second exercise (2015) PCD Reporting
by EUD became part of the External Assistance Management Report (EAMR).

= Compilation of feedback from PCD Team: On the basis of the contributions received by
the PCD Team, a follow-up note to Heads of Delegations is produced: for the first exercise,
the note was produced in October 2014, for the second exercise the note was produced in
August 2016. Hence, the main output of the exercise is an awareness-raising note to
EUD. The content of the note to Heads of Delegations appears to be two-fold:

1) On the one hand, it provides structured information on PCD in order to raise
awareness about the EU PCD Approach This is done inter alia by (i) providing
general information about the PCD commitment, forwarding council decisions or
parliament resolutions on PCD (as part of the 2014 exercise); (ii) presenting the
questionnaire summary findings in order to highlight the specific thematic issues of
interest to developing countries having taken part in the exercise.

2) It also serves to remind EUDs of their responsibilities with regards to PCD issues
and inter alia the need to strengthen dialogue on PCD at country level (highlighted
in the 2014 note) and monitor the impact of PCD in their country (highlighted in the
2015 note).

84 This section is based on a systematic review of the following documents: correspondence between the Commission and
EUDs on PCD issues, answers from EUDs to the questionnaires, notes from the Commission following responses from EUDs.
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2.2 Strengths

The main strengths of the Biennial Report are the following:
= Structured process: The well-structured and formalized process through which the EUD
reporting happens allows the Commission to collect answers in a systematised manner.

During the Evaluation process, the Evaluation Team was able to access all data linked to

this exercise in a structured fashion.

= Coordination / collaboration of a wide variety of actors: Another strength of the EUD

Reporting is that it provides in theory a structured framework and an opportunity for

discussions and awareness-raising on PCD at the country level. The main stakeholders

for the EU delegations reporting are:

o Commission HQs/EEAS, which have the mandate to ensure EU delegations’ reporting
on PCD becomes a regular exercise;

o EU Delegations which are active in developing countries identifying EU policies’
synergies with developing country’s context and the work of donor agencies and other
EUMS, and promoting PCD dialogue at the country level,

o Developing countries’ governments and local stakeholders such as CSOs;

= Donor agencies and EUMS (Embassies);

o PCD Team which coordinates and consolidates the country reports.

We should however note that the extent to which the country level stakeholders are involved

in answering the questions or in PCD Dialogue in general is difficult to ascertain.

2.3 Weaknesses

The main weaknesses of the EUD reporting are the following:

= Time Efficiency: Despite that “structured process” followed by the PCD Team, important
delays are experienced collecting and analysing EUD feedback. For instance, it took more
than a year to collect and process data for the first exercise from the date of official
communication to the Delegations to the date the follow up note with the main findings was
sent back to EUDs)®.

= Absence of PCD focal points in EUDs: EUDs do not necessarily have a PCD focal point,
and as a result the report can be handled by officers working for different services within
the EUDs (sometimes an officer from the EEAS, and sometimes the Commission
representative of DG DEVCO in the Delegation). Since the issues they handle on a daily
basis are different (one deals at the political level, the other at the operational level -
programmes implementation) the quality and nature of the reports can vary given the
perspective of the person who provides the input.

= Quality of the answers: Inter alia as a result of the above, the quality and nature of the
answers provided varies greatly across EUDs, and the content is sometimes very general or
even anecdotal. While the PCD Team has done a good job at trying to synthesize the
answers and draw constructive lessons from the highly heterogeneous contributions
received, there is an intrinsic challenge to the survey exercise;

= Limited usefulness for monitoring: As a result of the above, the EUD Reporting has
limited use in terms of monitoring PCD at the partner country level:
= On the one hand, the format of the reporting and the quality of the answers received is

too general and does not really allow EUD to report on specific issues from year to year.

8 Note for the attention of EU Heads of Delegations The role of EU Delegations in PCD-request for follow up, dated
31.07.2013; Note for the attention of EU Heads of Delegations, The role of EU Delegations in PCD-Main findings of the
reporting exercise and intended follow up, dated 24.10.2014.
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= On the other hand, it is not clear how specific issues / concerns raised by EUDs with
respect to PCD are actually followed-up / taken-up by the PCD Team, other
Commission services and the EEAS.

2.4 Opportunities for improvement

The main opportunity for improvement of the EUD Reporting is linked to the overall issue of
the monitoring of progress for PCD, and more specifically at partner country level. As stated in
a number of EP Resolutions and PCD Council Conclusions, the single most important
opportunity for improvement for the Biennial Report is that it evolves towards a tool that is
not only useful for awareness-raising, but also for monitoring of progress of PCD. The
evolution of the PCD Biennial Report towards a monitoring / progress-assessment tool (as
opposed to a purely awareness-raising tool) would create an opportunity for the EUD Reporting
to become an input to the overall monitoring exercise, as opposed to an awareness raising-
mechanism as it is now.

3 CONCLUSIONS

The well-structured and formalized process through which the EUD Report is produced allows
the Commission to publish a note that contains (i) awareness-raising information to EUDs, and
(i) a reminder of their responsibilities towards PCD (structured dialogue of PCD at the partner
country level, and monitoring of impact of PCD). However, the process is not time efficient.
Also, inter alia given the absence of a PCD focal point at the level of the EUD, the EUD Report
is of limited usefulness for monitoring and it is not clear how specific issues / concerns raised
by EUD are actually followed-up / taken-up by the PCD Team, other Commission services and
the EEAS. Hence an opportunity for improvement of the EUD Reporting is linked to the overall
issue of the monitoring of progress for PCD. The evolution of the PCD Biennial Report towards
a monitoring / progress-assessment tool (as opposed to a purely awareness-raising tool) would
create an opportunity for the EUD Reporting to become an input to the overall monitoring
exercise, as opposed to an awareness raising-mechanism as it is now.
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Appendix 1: Summary of additional findings with respect to EQ3

Number of redundancies / synergies within the
activity / with other activities with respect to their
contribution to output achievement

(Indicator 1 3.1.3)

Actual level of human resources (staffing and
expertise) or material resources against
stakeholder’s perception of needs

(Indicator 1 3.2.1 and 3.2.2)

Are processes standardised within the PCD Unit,
DEVCO/NEAR and other DGs, and the EEAS?
(Indicator 1 3.3.3)

Does the activity involve coordination with EU
stakeholders (EUMS, EP, Council, EEAS,
EESC, CSOs)?

(Indicator 1 3.5.1)

Does the activity involve cooperation and
coordination with developing countries?
(Indicator 1 3.5.2)

Nature of changes over time of inputs and of the
activity itself
(Indicators 1 3.6.1 and |1 3.6.2)

The EUD Reporting is linked to the following activities:
Training: issues raised by EUD can be followed-up by
trainings on PCD issues.
= Biennial Report: The Biennial Report summarizes
information contained in the EUD reports and hence
the EUD Report can be considered as an input to the
Biennial Report.
However, and given its awareness-raising purpose, the
EUD Reporting doesn’t seem to directly contribute to other
PCD mechanisms (ISC, IA, screening, etc.)
The Evaluation Team did not gather reliable data on the
human resources required for the production of the EUD
Report. However, and given the limited number of
questions and responses, it is assumed that the production
of the EUD Report requires limited resources from the PCD
Team.
The well-structured and formalized process through which
the EUD reporting happens allows the Commission to
collect answers in a timely and systematised manner.
During the Evaluation process, the Evaluation Team was
able to access all data linked to this exercise in a timely and
structured fashion.
Another strength of the EUD Reporting is that it provides a
structured framework for discussions and awareness-raising
on PCD at the country level. The main stakeholders for the
EU delegations reporting are:
= Commission HQS/EEAS, which have the mandate to
ensure EU delegations’ reporting on PCD becomes a
regular exercise;
= EU Delegations which are active in developing
countries identifying EU policies’ synergies with
developing country’s context and the work of donor
agencies and other EUMS, and promoting PCD
dialogue at the country level;
=  Developing countries” governments and local
stakeholders such as CSOs;
= Donor agencies and EUMS (Embassies);
=  PCD Unit which coordinates and consolidates the
country reports.
The production of the EUD report provides an opportunity
to involve cooperation with developing countries although
the degree of cooperation of local stakeholders (besides the
EUD) is difficult to assess.
The structure of the EUD report has somewhat during the
period: for the first exercise a long list of issues (cross-
cutting and thematic) allowed for a fairly large degree of
freedom for EUD respondents, while in the two following
exercises the questions were more structured and focused
on 2 key issues (i) one question focused on the impact of
internal EU polices at the country level; (ii) the other
question focused on the formal or informal dialogues of the
EUD with the government and civil society (including
private sector) of the country on issues of relevance to PCD.
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Appendix 2: Mentions of the activity in PCD Biennial Reports, PCD
Council Conclusions and EP resolutions on PCD

Table 1: Mention of EUD Reporting in PCD Biennial Reports

2013 PCD Report

2015 PCD Report

Executive summary: The lack of feedback from partner countries and the need for
more PCD dialogue with them, as highlighted in previous editions of this report, are
currently being addressed by the Commission and the HR, notably through EU
Delegations around the world.

Introduction: The report is organised broadly in two main sections, looking first at
PCD cross-cutting issues and then at thematic issues. The first part highlights
advances in promoting PCD, such as the setting-up of PCD training, the ongoing
work to include development aspects in the Commission’s impact assessments and
the reinforced PCD role of EU Delegations.

Section 4.6 Feedback from partner countries and the role of EU Delegations,
page 26: Both the Agenda for Change and the PCD Council conclusions of 14 May
2012 suggest a stronger role for EU Delegations and for PCD dialogue in partner
countries. The lack of feedback and, often, partner countries’ lack of interest in
discussing PCD are constant challenges both for the EU internally and for
promoting coherence in partner countries. Article 12 of the Cotonou Agreement
encourages dialogue on PCD issues with and among partners, but few countries take
advantage of this opportunity for consultation and policy discussion. This is quite
surprising, as many of the priority PCD themes such as trade, agriculture and
security are constantly — but separately — at the heart of bilateral policy dialogue.
There is a need for a more systematic gathering of feedback from developing
countries on priority issues, more country-level studies and information on ongoing
PCD-relevant thematic dialogues with partners and stakeholders. EU Delegations
need to be better informed about the PCD agenda and work, and authorised to
conduct effective multi-stakeholder dialogues on key PCD issues and inform
headquarters of impacts of EU policy observed at country level.

In response to this need, the Commission and the HR are working to improve
awareness of the PCD approach and provide information and basic PCD training to
staff in EU Delegations, and exploring Delegations’ capacity to improve country-
level dialogues on PCD and gather information on country-level impacts of EU
policies. A joint HR/Commission letter sent to EU Delegations in July 2013
requested initial reports on PCD processes and priority PCD issues at country level
by the end of January 2014. Following this first round of reporting, consideration
will be given to more regular PCD reporting from Delegations, ways of integrating
the results of country-level analysis into biennial reporting, and follow-up in the
form of case/country studies where relevant.

Executive summary: EU delegations play a pivotal role providing feedback on the
impact of EU policies on partner countries and in identifying challenges on policy
coherence. Following a PCD reporting exercise concluded during the first half of
2014 and involving reports from 41 EU delegations covering 62 partner countries,
the Commission took steps to strengthen the monitoring of country-level PCD
issues and the capacity of delegations to contribute to PCD, e.g. via the organisation
of targeted training on PCD and initiating steps for a regular PCD reporting
mechanism from EU delegations.

Section 1 on Promoting Policy Coherence for Development, page 18: In its
conclusions on the 2013 PCD report of December 2013, the Council also called for
more progress on PCD at country level through a reinforced role for EU delegations
and additional progress on monitoring and promoting a more evidence-based
approach. The Council also called for the EU to lead on policy coherence in the
global discussions on the Post-2015 framework.

Section 1 on EU delegations reporting on PCD, page 18: EU delegations play a
pivotal role in identifying challenges for PCD and providing feedback on the
impacts of wider EU policies on our partner countries. In order to reinforce the role
of delegations and to strengthen country-level dialogue on PCD, in July 2013 the
Commission and the EEAS, on behalf of the High Representative, jointly asked
Heads of Delegation to report on a number of PCD issues. Reports from 41 EU
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delegations were received covering 62 partner countries allowing the identification
at country and regional level of common challenges for PCD.
Awareness of the PCD concept: Overall, the reports reveal a good level of
awareness on PCD in EU delegations, but also that PCD issues are seldom discussed
with Member States, the partner governments or civil society at country level, which
may point to a low level of awareness of PCD in general. The same can be said of
other donors.
Delegations capacity and needs on PCD: Most delegations indicated that they have
limited capacity to work specifically on PCD-related issues, mainly due to high
workload and human resources constraints. A majority also saw a need for specific
training on PCD and/or regular updates on EU policies that are relevant for PCD.
Main PCD issues mentioned: PCD challenges most frequently raised were in the
areas of trade and finance, fisheries, food security, and migration. In the area of
trade and finance main issues brought up were market access (Generalised Scheme
of Preferences; Everything But Arms; Rules of Origin), EPA implementation, non-
tariff barriers to trade (in particular EU Sanitary and Phyto-Sanitary requirements),
the impact of the liberalisation of the sugar regime, conditions of service provision
under Free Trade Agreements and illicit financial flows. Regarding fisheries and
food security, the negotiations and implementation of the Fisheries Partnership
Agreements (FPA) and the implementation of the EU Regulation on lllegal,
Unreported and Unregulated (IUU) Fishing, as well as the biofuels/food
security/land use nexus were often mentioned. On migration, in particular, the EU
visa policy and labour market access and remittances policies came up often. A
number of EU delegations reported synergies between different policies in favour
of development, often supported by funds for capacity building (fisheries) and Aid
for Trade.
Follow-up: As a follow-up to this reporting exercise the Commission took steps to
strengthen the monitoring of country-level PCD issues and the capacity of
delegations to contribute to PCD including:
= targeted training sessions on PCD for Heads of Cooperation, when meeting in
Brussels, and to develop a PCD e-learning training course with a specific
module dedicated to the work in delegations;
= setting up a regular reporting mechanism from delegations on PCD and
encouraging delegations to engage in regular discussions on PCD with partner
countries and to strengthen dialogue and follow.

Table 2: Mention of EUDs role/EUD Reporting in PCD Council Conclusions

2012 PCD Council
Conclusions

2013 PCD Council
Conclusions

2015 PCD Council

The Council stresses in particular the need to include the issues of PCD systematically
in the regular dialogue with partner countries to better assess the impact of EU policies
at country level and the interaction with partner countries’ policies. EU Delegations
have a crucial role in this regard.

The Council recalls that the role of EU Delegations is essential in providing feedback
on issues relating to PCD and encourages the Commission and the EEAS to continue
their efforts and report further on PCD processes and initiatives at country level. This
includes a strengthened dialogue with local stakeholders regarding the impact of EU
policies. Designating PCD focal points in EU Delegations could be useful in this
regard.

Recognising the pivotal role of EU delegations and Member State embassies, the

Conclusions Council notes with satisfaction the establishment of regular monitoring and
reporting of PCD issues by delegations and calls on the Commission, the EEAS and
the Member States to further improve ongoing efforts.
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Evaluation of the European Union’s
Policy Coherence for Development

Activity Assessment Tool

Informal EU Member States PCD Network
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1 INTRODUCTION

As part of the joint engagement of the EU and EU Member States to promote PCD, exchanges
between the Commission and EU Member States have taken place through the Informal EU
Member States PCD Network since 2005. This network has been used also as a tool for the
preparation of PCD Biennial Reports and PCD related discussions aimed at promoting learning
on PCD issues within the EU, sharing information and providing feedback as EU development
policy is a shared competence.

It should be noted that in parallel to the EU Member States informal network steered by the

Commission, there exit other networks in which EU Members States also participate on an

individual capacity:

= A PCD Community of Practice organized by ECDPM with only a few Members States
participating;

= Informal Network of National Focal Points for Policy Coherence organized by the
OECD. The OECD also participates in “missions to OECD members and partner countries”
such as the meeting of “EU PCD Focal Points Meeting” coordinated by DG DEVCO (PCD
Team).

Therefore, there are three instances in which EU Member States participate. The focus of this
report is the Informal EU Member States PCD Network organized by the Commission and
steered by the PCD Team at DG DEVCO. Networks organized by the OECD/ECDPM are
considered outside of the scope of the evaluation.

2 QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT
2.1 Detailed description®®

The qualitative assessment of this activity is based on interviews with stakeholders as well as

the systematic review of the agendas and minutes of the following meetings that took place

during the Evaluation period which have been summarized in Annex 1. Interviews with

stakeholders and the review of the documents provide the following information of the activity:

= Agenda: One of the most prominent items of the agenda are discussions around the PCD
Biennial period (presentations of progress on preparations, presentations of the content of
the report) and the PCD Work Programme / screening by thematic area. Other topics
covered were presentations on inter alia: assessing or measuring PCD by the OECD (2010),
Members States (2014) or ECDPM (2015); promoting PCD at the national level; or
exchange of views with Concorde on the future of PCD. Discussions on other thematic
discussions on various technical issues (for instance the New European Consensus and
PCD/PCSD was featured on the agenda of the June 2016 meeting) were also featured in the
agendas.

= Attendance: Detailed attendance was not available for all meetings. Available information
shows that between 11 and 16 Member States attended the meetings, and that between 4
and 9 DGs including DEVCO and EEAS were present at the meetings. OECD, Concorde
and ECDPM were also very often present.

8 This section is based on a systematic review of the agendas and minutes of the meetings that took place during the Evaluation
period which have been summarized in Annex 1 of this report.
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2.2 Strengths

The main strengths of the Informal Member States PCD Focal Points Network are the

following:

= Structured process: The organisation of the meetings seems to be systematized and
structured, and most of the meetings’ agenda and minutes are documented by the PCD
Team.

= Coordination / collaboration with member states: Another strength of the Informal EU
Member States PCD Focal Points Network is that it provides a structured framework for
discussions and awareness-raising on PCD for EUMS.

2.3 Weaknesses

The main weaknesses of the Informal EU Member States PCD Network are the following:

= High turnover of EUMS PCD focal points / variable political commitment:
Stakeholders interviewed mentioned the high rotation of FP in EUMS and how political
commitment varied according to the priorities of the government in turn.

= Partial overlap with the Biennial Report: As mentioned above, the Informal EU Member
States PCD Focal Points Network spends much time discussing issues that are already
covered by the PCD Biennial Report, which could raise a potential issue of redundancy
between the 2 PCD specific mechanisms.

= Resource efficiency: The Evaluation Team did not gather reliable data on the human
resources required for the preparation and organisation of the Informal Member States PCD
Focal Points Network. However, given that (i) some years up to 2 meetings are organised,
(i) the activity is potentially partially overlapping with the Biennial Report, resource-
efficiency for this activity might be an area for further investigation.

= Effectiveness is difficult to assess: the only tangible output of this activity are the minutes
of the meetings which represent insufficient evidence to allow an assessment of the
effectiveness of the activity.

2.4 Opportunities for improvement

Given the inherent difficulty in assessing the effectiveness of this activity, it does not seem
appropriate at this stage to identify opportunities for improvement. The EU Member States
survey undertaken as part of the Evaluation of the EU’s PCD might provide more insight into
this awareness-raising activity.

3 CONCLUSIONS

One of the most prominent item on the agenda of the meetings of the Informal EU Member
States PCD Network are discussions and presentations around the period of preparation of the
PCD Biennial report and the PCD Work Programme / screening by thematic area. The main
strengths of this activity are (i) the structured process by which the meetings are organized by
the PCD Team, and (ii) the fact that these meetings provide a structured framework for
discussions and awareness-raising on PCD for EU Member States. The main weaknesses are:
(i) the high turnover of EU Member States PCD focal points which undermines the level of
technical discussions; (ii) the partial overlap of the activity with the Biennial Report since the
network spends much time discussing issues that are already covered by the PCD Biennial
Report; and (iii) the inherent difficulty in assessing the effectiveness of the activity since the
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only tangible output are the minutes of the meetings (hence, it does not seem appropriate at this
stage to identify opportunities for improvement; and the EU Member States survey undertaken
as part of the Evaluation of the EU’s PCD might provide more information on potential
improvements).
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Appendix 1: Overview of meetings of the Informal EU Member States
Network

EUMS/Countries Other

present

Commission stakeholders

services present

Title of Meeting

Focal Points present

24/04/2 | =  Austria = DG AGRI = ECDPM Meeting of the PCD
009 = Finland = DG ENV Informal Network of
= France = DG INFSO Member States
= Germany = RELEX
= Hungary = DGRTD
= Ireland = DG SANCO
=  The Netherlands = DG TRADE
=  Portugal = DGDEV
= Romania
=  Sweden
= UK
24/02/2 | =  Attachment with | =  Attachment = ECDPM Enhancing coherence
010 participants not with of policies for
provided participants not development
provided Working seminar on
indicators and impact
evaluation
13/09/2 | =  Austria = DG DEV = OECD PCD Network Meeting
010 = Belgium = DG AIDCO = CFSI
= Czech Republic = DG AGRI = Concord
= Denmark = DG CLIMA = ECDPM
= Finland = DG COMP = Evert Vermeer
=  France = DGEMPL Foundation®”
= Germany = DGENV = WWF
= Hungary = DG MARE
= Jreland = DG MARKT
= taly = DGRTD
= Poland = DG SANCO
= Portugal = DG TAXUD
= Sweden = DG TRADE
=  The Netherlands
= UK
28/09/2 [ =  Austria = DGDEVCO = OECD EU PCD informal
011 = Belgium = DG AGRI = Concord expert meeting
= Czech Republic = DGCLIMA = Evert Vermeer
=  Denmark = DG TRADE Foundation
= Germany = DGENV = ECDPM
= |reland = DG MARE
= Lithuania = EEAS
=  The Netherlands
= Poland
=  Portugal
= Sweden
20/09/2 | = Belgium = DGDEVCO = OECD EU PCD informal
012 = Cyprus = DG TRADE = ECDPM expert meeting
= Denmark = DG TAXUD
= Finland = DG HOME
= France = EEAS
= Germany = DGENTR
= Ireland
= Latvia
=  Slovenia
= Spain

87 Later changed into Max van der Stoel Foundation.
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Date EUMS/Countries Commission Other  stakeholders | Title of Meeting
Focal Points present services present present

Sweden

The Netherlands
UK

Swizerland

22/04/2
013

Overview
participants not
provided

DG DEVCO
DG ENER

Concord

PCD Network Meeting

27/01/2
01488

Switzerland
The Netherlands
Finland

DG DEVCO
DG MARE

OECD

PCD Network Meeting

21/10/2
014

Switzerland
Austria
Belgium

Czech Republic
Germany
Denmark
Estonia

Spain

Finland

France
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Latvia

Malta

The Netherlands
Poland

Portugal
Sweden
Slovenia

UK

DG DEVCO
Commission
services

OECD
Concord

Informal Expert Group
of PCD Focal Points

25/02/2
0158

Switzerland
EUMS

DG HOME
DG DEVCO

OECD
ECDPM
CGD

Informal Expert Group
of PCD Focal Points

02/12/2
015%

EUMS
Switzerland

DG DEVCO

OECD

PCD Informal Expert
Group

22/06/2

016%

EUMS
Switzerland

DG DEVCO

OECD

PCD Informal Expert
Group

Source: Minutes of Meetings and Lists of participants - PCD team.

8 No participants list, information was extracted from the minutes of the meeting.
8 No participants list, information was extracted from the minutes of the meeting.

9 1dem.
91 1dem.
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Appendix 2: Summary of additional findings with respect to EQ3

Number of redundancies / synergies within the
activity / with other activities with respect to their
contribution to output achievement

(Indicator 1 3.1.3)

Actual level of human resources (staffing and
expertise) or material resources against
stakeholder’s perception of needs

(Indicator 1 3.2.1 and 3.2.2)

Are processes standardised within the PCD Unit,
DEVCO/NEAR and other DGs, and the EEAS?
(Indicator 1 3.3.3)

Does the activity involve coordination with EU
stakeholders (EUMS, EP, Council, EEAS,
EESC, CSOs)?

(Indicator 1 3.5.1)

Does the activity involve cooperation and
coordination with developing countries?
(Indicator | 3.5.2)

Nature of changes over time of inputs and of the
activity itself

(Indicators 1 3.6.1 and | 3.6.2)

One of the weakness of the Informal Member States PCD
Focal Points Network is its partial overlap with the
Biennial Report: As mentioned above, the Informal
Member States PCD Focal Points Network spends much
time discussing issues that are already covered by the PCD
Biennial Report, which could raise a potential issue of
redundancy between the 2 PCD specific mechanisms.

The Evaluation Team did not gather reliable data on the
human resources required for the preparation and
organisation of the Informal Member States PCD Focal
Points Network. However, given that (i) some years up to 2
meetings are organised, (ii) the activity is potentially
partially overlapping with the Biennial Report, resource-
efficiency for this activity might be an area for further
investigation.

Moreover, Stakeholders interviewed mentioned the high
rotation of FP in EUMS and how political commitment
varied according to the priorities of the government in turn.
The organisation of the meetings seems to be systematized
and structured, and most of the meetings’ agenda and
minutes are documented by the PCD Team.

Detailed attendance was not available for all meetings.
Available information shows that between 11 and 16
Member States attended the meetings, and that between 4
and 9 DGs including DEVCO and EEAS were present at
the meetings. OECD, Concorde and ECDPM were also very
often present.

No

There was no obvious change recorded during the period
for this activity. The changes in participation of DGs /
Member States cannot be analysed with sufficient accuracy
based on data made available to the Evaluation Team.
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Appendix 3: Mentions of the activity in PCD Biennial Reports, PCD
Council Conclusions and EP resolutions on PCD

Table 1: Mention of EU Member States Network in PCD Biennial Reports

2007 PCD Report A series of mechanisms have also been setup to promote PCD at EU level, viz:

— The PCD Network, created on the initiative of the EU Directors-General for
Development, is an informal forum for exchanges of information between Commission
and Member States. It held its first meeting in November 2005, and has met again three
times in 2006 (May, July, November) and so far once in 2007 (May). The attendance
rate has constantly increased, starting from nine Member States in 2005 and going up to
19 in 2007 (p.38).

2009 PCD Report The informal PCD network of EU Member States met on several occasions, to ensure
exchanges between the Member States on PCD issues and to give advice with regard to
preparation of the PCD report (p.16).

2011 PCD Report Coordination of the Informal Member States PCD Network, page 13: An informal
PCD network composed of EU Member States’ PCD contact points meets on average
twice a year on invitation by the European Commission, to discuss PCD experiences and
to give advice with regard to preparation of the different PCD reports. Representatives
from the European Parliament Development Committee (DEVE) are also invited to join
the meeting in the interest of better coordination as are representatives from the OECD
and the civil society. The network of PCD contact points in Member States is also
instrumental in sharing information and providing feedback on important PCD issues,
and plays an important role in the monitoring of EU action on PCD between the EU and
the national level and in coordinating the Member States’ contributions to the biennial
report.

2013 PCD Report The PCD team also organises the PCD networks (internally, at inter-service level and
informally with Member States) (p.38).

2015 PCD Report The Directorate-General for International Cooperation and Development (DG DEVCO)
coordinates different networks including coordination (...) and with Member States in
informal meetings of PCD focal points. (p.13).

Regular exchanges between the Commission and Member States — twice yearly in
informal expert meetings with National PCD Focal Points and ad hoc contacts — aim to
promote learning and ensure coherence throughout the EU. This is particularly relevant
as development policy is a parallel competence between the EU and its Member States.

(p.14)
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ANNEX 5: ANALYSIS OF IMPACT ASSESSMENTS ON POLICIES
MENTIONED IN PCD DOCUMENTS

The evaluation team carried out an assessment of Commission IAs, using as a sample the IAs
of policies identified in the “Mapping of PCD policies and initiatives” included in Annex 3 of
the Inception Report, i.e. all the policies that have been identified as being PCD-relevant by
PCD awareness-raising mechanisms during the evaluation period®. Based on this
methodology, a total of 54 PCD-relevant IAs were identified®, including 41 1As that had been
carried out in the 2009-2016 period®.

Tables 1-3 below present an overview of the findings with respect to indicators 5.1.1 to 5.1.3,
while Table 4 presents the detailed analysis of all 1As. The analysis of results is included in
section 3.5.1 of the report.

Table 1: 1As taking account of impacts in developing countries (related to Indicator 5.1.1
Explicit reference in 1As

of policies’ likely impacts | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | Total | Share

in developing countries

Yes 4 3 2 3 3 1 0 3 19 | 46.3%

Yes, but in limited fashion
or not explicitly enough

No 3 0 0 0 6 1 1 3 14 | 34.1%
Total 7 3 5 3 10 2 2 9 41 100%

0 0 3 0 1 0 1 3 8 19.5%

Table 2: Involvement of DG DEVCO in IAs’ Inter-Service Steering Group (related to Indicator 5.1.2
Involvement of DG

DEVCO in IA Steering | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | Total | Share

Group
Yes 5 1 3 3 4 2 1 3 22 | 53.7%
No 2 2 2 0 6 0 1 6 19 | 46.3%
Total 7 3 5 3 10 2 2 9 41 100%

Table 3: 1As for which the RSB or 1A Board commented on development issues (related to Indicator 5.1.3
Comments from RSB /

1A Board on 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | Total | Share
development issues
Yes 1 0 2 2 2 0 1 1 9 22.0%
No 6 3 3 1 8 2 1 8 32 | 78.0%
Total 7 3 5 3 10 2 2 9 41 | 100%

92 As specified in the Inception Report, the “Mapping of PCD policies and initiatives” gathers all the policies and initiatives
mentioned in PCD CWP screening documents, in the Biennial Reports, or in the PCD Work Programme.

9 The number of 1As is much lower than the number of policies/initiatives identified in the Mapping because the Mapping also
included a high number of non-legislative initiatives or implementing acts, that did not require an 1A. Also, for some policies
that consisted of a package of legislative proposals (e.g. the Digital Single Market Strategy package), we considered the various
1A reports produced for each individual proposal as one single 1A.

9 For some policies mentioned in the Mapping, the corresponding IAs were actually finalised in the period from 2005 to 2008
(this is the case for example for some policies that were mentioned a posteriori in PCD Biennial Reports published during the
evaluation period).
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Table 4: Detailed analysis of 1As mentioned in PCD documents

No.% | Year | Policy initiative PCD Biennial PCD Lead Other DGs/ | I 5.1.1 Explicit reference in IAs of policies’ | I 512| 1 513 RSB/ IA Board | (Potential) missed
Screen- | Reports® | WP® DG EC services | likely impacts in developing countries DEVCO | comments on development | opportunities'®
ing® involved® in 1ISG'® | issues

78 2009 | Communication Yes No N.a. ENV AIDCO, Yes. This Communication supplements another Yes Yes, marginally. The IABoard | No. Based on the analysis of
"Demonstrating Carbon ECFIN, Communication on financing low carbon did not make any specific | the IAs, which clearly took
Capture and Geological ENTR, technologies (in preparation), by covering in comments related to | into account the impact of
Storage (CcCs) in RTD, greater detail carbon capture and storage development issues but noted | the policy on developing
emerging developing RELEX, technologies and focusing on China as a case that the IA "should make clear | countries, the policy does
countries: financing the SEC GEN | study for cooperation with emerging developing to what extent what is proposed | not appear to be a missed
EU-China Near Zero and TREN countries. will be duplicated in co- | opportunity.

Emissions Coal Plant In this context, the impact of the policy on operation with other
project" developing countries can be considered to be developing countries that rely
analysed throughout the report. heavily on coal (e.g. India,
South Africa, Ukraine) and if
so what are the plans and
financial means available for
investment in these countries".
According to the IA, some of
the main comments provided
by other DGs following the
presentation of IA findings
were related to "the decision to
focus in the Communication
and impact assessment on
cooperation with China and to
take forward cooperation on
CCT and CCS with other
emerging and developing
countries".

92 2009 | Communication on Yes No N.a. AGRI SG, SJ, | Yes. The impact on developing countries is Yes No. The I1A Board did not make | No. Based on the analysis of
agricultural product ENV, considered in several sections of the IA report, any specificcomment relatedto | the 1As, which took into
quality policy ENTR, such as Annex B on Geographical Indications development issues. account the impact of the

TRADE, (which mentions that Gls protection for The 1A Board commented on | policy on  developing
MARE, developing countries a dilemma with both the need for the report to clarify | countries, the policy does
REGIO, potential for positive and negative outcomes) and the extent to which the criteria | not appear to be a missed
SANCO, in particular Annex D on certification schemes proposed to ensure coherence | opportunity.
MARKT, (which discusses the impact of private standards / take into consideration the
RTD, certification schemes on farmers and producers in priorities in other EU policy
COMP, developing). In Annex D, the (economic, social fields - but under "other EU
DEV, and environmental) impacts on developing policy fields", the 1A Board
ECFIN, countries are assessed for each proposed option. cited environment, fisheries
TAXUD Under social impacts, the IA report also assesses and animal welfare as examples
for each proposed option its “contribution to EU - not development.
development policy".

% Number of the policy in the “Mapping of PCD policies and initiatives” included in Annex 3 of the Inception Report.
% Mention of the policy in CWP screening for PCD relevance.

" Mention of the policy in PCD Biennial Reports.

% Mention of the policy in the PCD Work Programme 2010-2013.
% |.e. other DGs and Commission services involved in the IA’s Inter-service Steering Group (ISG).
100 1nvolvement of DG DEVCO (or DEV or AIDCO, in the case of policies prepared before the creation of DG DEVCO) in the I1A’s ISG.
101 As part of this exercise, only IA documents (i.e. IA reports and comments from the RSB/IA Board) were analysed, which is why we refer to potential missed opportunities. Determining if the policies were indeed missed opportunities
would require further analysis of the corresponding policies.
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Policy initiative

Biennial

Reports®”

Other DGs/
EC services
involved®

I 5.1.1 Explicit reference in IAs of policies’
likely impacts in developing countries

I 512
DEVCO
in 1ISG!®

I 513 RSB/ IA Board
comments on development
issues

(Potential) missed

opportunitiest®

92 2010 | Proposal for a Regulation Yes No N.a. AGRI SG, SJ, | Yes. 2 IAs were carried out: 1 on "Traditional Yes No. The IA Board did not make | No. Based on the analysis of
of the European ENV, Specialities Guaranteed” (TSG) and 1 on any comment related to | the IAs, which to some
Parliament and of the ENTR, "Geographical Indications" (Gls). development issues. extent took into account the
Council on agricultural TRADE, The first A on TSG does not mention developing impact of the policy on
product quality schemes MARE, countries at all; there are only 2 brief mentions of developing countries (at

REGIO, the economic impacts on international/third least for Gls), the policy
SANCO, countries. does not appear to be a
MARKT, However, the second IA on Gls addresses the missed opportunity.

RTD, impact of the policy on developing countries in

COMP, various sections of the report. In particular, under

DEV, section 6 "Impact of options" for most of the

ECFIN, proposed options a specific sub-section on

TAXUD "developing countries" is included.

118 2009 | Communication on Yes No N.a. TREN JRC, ENV, | No. The IA does not discuss the impact of the Yes No. The IA Board did not make | Yes. Based on the analysis
investing the (now ENTR, policy on developing countries (or even third any comment related to | of the IA, which did not
development of Low ENER), | REGIO, SG, | countries in general). development issues. consider the impact on
Carbon  Technologies ECFIN, | COMP, developing countries, this
(SET-Plan) RTD DEV, policy could possibly be a

INFSO, missed opportunity. It can be
TAXUD, noted that this policy is
RELEX, related to policy No. 78 (see
TRADE, above), which focused on
AGRI China as a case study for
cooperation with emerging
developing countries, and
for which the IA took
account of impacts in
developing countries.
Nevertheless, impacts on
developing countries could
still have been addressed in
the 1A of this new policy.

121 2009 | Financial markets for the Yes No N.a. | MARKT | EMPL, No. The 1A does not discuss the impact of the No No. The IA Board did not make | No. The 1A does not
future Package: ENTR, policy on developing countries (or even third any comment related to | consider the impact on
- Recommendation on TAXUD, countries in general). At the same time, it is not development issues (although | developing countries at all;
remuneration policies in ECFIN and | clear what impact the policy could possibly have the 1A Board recommended to | however, although the
the financial services COMP + | on developing countries. strengthen the analysis of | policy was deemed PCD-
sector SG, Legal "international aspects”, this | relevant as part of the CWP
- Recommendations as Service referred to the interplay | screening, itisnot clear what
regards the regime for the between the policy and other | direct impact these 2
remuneration of directors initiatives outside the EU and | recommendations could
of listed companies implications of the policy for | possibly have on developing

the supply of directors in the | countries: in this context, we

EUV). do not consider the policy to
be a missed opportunity.
(The only aspect that could
perhaps have been discussed
in the 1A is the indirect
positive impact (benefit) of
this policy for developing
countries, i.e. the reduction
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Policy initiative

Biennial

Reports®”

Other DGs/
EC services
involved®

I 5.1.1 Explicit reference in IAs of policies’
likely impacts in developing countries

I 512
DEVCO
in 1ISG!®

I 513 RSB/ IA Board
comments on development
issues

(Potential) missed

opportunitiest®

of the risk of future (global)
financial crises: this would
highlight the  coherence
between this policy and
development objectives.)

122 2009 | Communication on Yes No N.a. | MARKT | ECFIN, SG, | No. The IA does not discuss the impact of the No No. The IA Board did not make | No. The 1A does not
European financial SJ, ENTR, | policy on developing countries (or even third any comment related to | consider the impact on
supervision EMPL, countries in general). development issues. developing countries at all;

COMP, The 1A does include a section on "Coherence" however, although the
SANCO which aims to "examine the extent to which policy was deemed PCD-
options match the overarching objectives of EU relevant as part of the CWP
policy" but does not include references to the screening, it is not clear what
EU's development objectives. impact the policy could
possibly have on developing
countries: in this context, we
do not consider the policy to
be a missed opportunity.
(The only aspect that could
perhaps have been discussed
in the 1A is the indirect
positive impact (benefit) of
this policy for developing
countries, i.e. the reduction
of the risk of future (global)
financial crises: this would
highlight the coherence
between this policy and
development objectives.)

124 2009 | Communication on Yes No N.a. | SANCO | ADMIN, Yes. The geographical scope of the policy Yes No. The 1A Board did not make | No. Based on the analysis of
combating HIV/AIDS in AIDCO, includes the EU but also neighbourhood specific comments related to | the IAs, which to some
the European Union and DEV, EAC, | countries. In the context, the impact of the policy development issues. extent took into account the
neighbouring countries, ECHO, on neighbourhood countries — which include The IA Board only commented | impact of the policy on
2009-2013 EMPL, some developing countries — is discussed in the (on the first draft of the IA | developing countries (de

ELARG, 1A report (although the focus is on the impact on report) that the report should be | facto it took into account the
ENV, EUMS). more explicit about | impact of the policy on
INFSO, SG, | The impact of the policy on countries outside this complementarities with | neighbouring countries,
RELEX, geographical scope is not discussed. However, programmes in other | which include developing
RTD and | the section "External policy dimension" mentions geographical areas such as | countries; also, the report
TRADE several other initiatives financed by the Africa. mentioned related initiatives
Commission to address HIV/AIDS in other in other regions), the policy
regions, including specifically in developing does not appear to be a
countries: it is the only section of the IA report missed opportunity.
which explicitly refers to developing countries.

178 2010 | Directive on the Yes No Yes JLS EMPL, Yes. Under section "Problem definition”, the 1A No No. The 1A Board provided | No. Based on the analysis of
conditions of entry and AGRI, includes a specific sub-section 2.2.4 "Limited consolidated comments on the | the 1A, which took into
residence  of  third- RELEX + | contribution of EU legal migration policies to the legal migration package which | account the impact of the
country nationals for the SG, Legal | development of third countries”, which mentions included 3 related Directiveson | policy = on  developing
purposes of seasonal Service inter alia that "sending countries are typically the conditions of entry and | countries, the policy does

employment

developing countries with high rates of
unemployment and surpluses in labour supplies,

residence  of third-country
nationals: (i) the Directive on
seasonal workers; (i) the

not appear to be a missed
opportunity.
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Policy initiative

Biennial

Reports®”

Other DGs/
EC services
involved®

I 5.1.1 Explicit reference in IAs of policies’
likely impacts in developing countries

which temporary migration towards the EU could
somewhat relieve".

For each proposed policy option, the
“contribution to the development of third
countries”, “impacts on third countries" and
"Impacts on third country seasonal workers
(including impacts on social inclusion and
fundamental rights" are discussed and assessed in
specific lines of the "assessment of policy
options" tables (Section 5 of the IA report).

512
DEVCO
in 1ISG!®

I 513 RSB/ IA Board
comments on development
issues

Directive on intra-corporate
transferees; (iii) the Directive
on trainees. The IA Board did
not make any comment related
to development issues on the 1A
for this specific Directive (the
only comment related to
developing countries concerns
the 1A of the Directive on
trainees).

(Potential) missed

opportunitiest®

179 2010 | Directive on conditions Yes No Yes JLS TRADE, Yes. The only explicit reference to developing No No. The IA Board provided | No. Based on the analysis of
of entry and residence of EMPL, countries in the IA report can be found in the consolidated comments on the | the 1As, which to some
third-country nationals in RELEX + | section on the "Scope of the problem", in which it legal migration package which | extent took into account the
the framework of an SG is stated that "Given that intra-corporate included 3 related Directiveson | impact of the policy on
intra-corporate transfer transferees carry out time-limited assignments the conditions of entry and | developing countries

usually followed by a return to the country where residence of third-country | (although the IA report
their permanent employer is based and that nationals: (i) the Directive on | argues that the impact on
according to available data, they are more likely seasonal workers; (ii) the | developing countries will be
to come from developed countries than from Directive on intra-corporate | limited because ICT source
developing countries, brain drain does not appear transferees; (iii) the Directive | countries are mainly
to be an issue". on trainees. developed and emerging
However, for each proposed policy option the The IA Board did not make any | countries, it is at least
"impacts on third countries" is assessed in a comment related to | discussed in the report), the
specific line of the "Analysis of impacts" tables development issues on the IA | policy does not appear to be
(Section 5 of the IA report). In this context, it is for this specific Directive (the | a missed opportunity.

again stated several times that ICTs' source only comment related to

countries are mainly developed and emerging developing countries

countries, and therefore the risk of brain drain is concerned the IA of the

limited. Directive on trainees).

183 2009 | Regulation on  the Yes Yes Yes ENTR ENV, Yes. Although the IA report does not include a Yes No. The 1A Board did not make | No. Based on the analysis of
European Earth (now BUDG, specific section addressing the impact of the any comment related to | the IAs, which to some
observation programme GROW) | RTD, AGRI, | policy on developing countries (or third countries development issues. extent took into account the
(GMES) and its initial ESTAT, in general), it includes a few considerations on impact of the policy on
operations (2011-2013) JRC, RTD, | possible impacts on developing countries, in developing countries, the

TAXUD, particular Africa (even though it is mostly from policy does not appear to be
DEV, the perspective of the EU, focusing on EU's a missed opportunity.
AIDCO, credibility in its partnership with Africa):

ECHO, - In the section analysing the impact of Option 0

INFSO, (baseline scenario), the 1A notes that if the EU did

TREN, not move forward with operational GMES

RELEX, services before 2014, this would limit its

MARE, credibility within the "GMES and Africa"

REGIO, JLS | partnership because "in the field of Earth

observation, the EU will only be a credible
partner for developing countries if GMES
delivers operational services in addition to
existing research projects".

- In the section analysing the impact of Option 3
(the preferred option, according to the IA), the IA
report notes that "EU financing of operational
services would constitute a political message of
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paramount importance also for the external
relations of the EU, and would reinforce the
credibility of the EU as a partner in the GEOSS
and the strategic EU-Africa partnership".
Furthermore, in the section on the "Consistency
with other EU policies" (section 3.4), the IA
report notes that "GMES should be a tool for
cooperation actions linked to development,
humanitarian aid and emergency situations
worldwide, and more specifically with Africa",
thereby highlighting the coherence between the
policy and the EU development objectives.

198 2011 | Country by Country No Yes Yes | MARKT | SG, SJ, | Yes. Part Il of the IA focuses exclusively on No Yes. The IA Board issued two | No. Based on the analysis of
Reporting - Directive on ECFIN, “financial disclosures on a country-by-country opinions. In its second opinion, | the 1A, which took into
the annual financial ENTR, basis” which is the also the basis for the the IA Board commented that | account the impact of the
statements, consolidated ESTAT, “development” element of the Directive: Chapter the IA report should consider | policy on  developing
financial statements and TAXUD, 9 of the Directive which aims at increasing implications on development | countries, the policy does
related reports of certain EMPL, transparency of the payments made by the (EU) cooperation and "should make | not appear to be a missed
types of undertakings TRADE, mining and logging industries to governments (of a further effort to be more | opportunity.

SANCO resources rich developing countries). Based on specific about the benefits of
independent assessment of the IA by the the initiative (e.g. increased
evaluation team, it appears that the level of detail social responsibility in
and quality of the assessment of the potential developing countries, more
impact of CBCR on developing countries is very stable operational environment
high. In particular, all policy options were for MNCs) and on this basis,
assessed against the policy objective of demonstrate better the
“increased transparency” which was the main effectiveness and efficiency of
interest of resources rich developing countries. the preferred option".

211- | 2011 | Common  Agricultural Yes Yes Yes AGRI The Inter- | Yes, but limited. The potential implications of Yes No. The IA Board did not make | No. Given that the IA

217 Policy towards 2020 Service the CAP reform from a PCD perspective were any comment related to | considered — at least to some
Regulations on: Steering taken into account by the IA that evaluated the development issues. extent — the potential
- establishing rules for Group policy proposals. The IA report includes several impacts of the policy on
direct  payments to involved explicit references to the policy’s likely impacts developing countries, the
farmers under support participants in developing countries and it includes a specific CAP reform does not appear
schemes  within  the from 21 DGs | Annex (Annex 12 “The Common Agricultural to be a “missed
framework  of  the (including Policy and Development”) which explicitly opportunity”.
common agricultural DG mentions PCD and discusses the impact of the
policy DEVCO). CAP reform on world markets, in particular

- establishing a common
organisation  of  the
markets in agricultural
products (Single CMO
Regulation)

- on support for rural
development by the
European  Agricultural
Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD)
- on the financing,
management and
monitoring  of  the

developing countries” markets. Annex 12 states
that ,.the form and the extent in which the CAP
would affect developing countries are not clearly
established (...) Changes on world market prices
would influence the terms of trade of developing
countries, but impacts would differ according to
the trade profile of the country (...) Greater
market orientation will ensure that impacts are
generally minimised and in any case not
exacerbated. However, these impacts should be
assessed on a case by case basis, as the economic,
social, cultural and demographic heterogeneity
among and within developing countries, as well
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common
policy

- determining measures
on fixing certain aids and
refunds related to the
common organisation of
the markets in
agricultural products

agricultural

as the multitude of factors that affect food
security policies and situations in the short-,
medium- and long-term, make generalisations
difficult.”. As for domestic support, “impacts will
vary depending on the commodity, from country
to country and from group to group (e.g.
consumer vs. producer; urban vs. rural).” As for
Export Subsidies, “(...) On the one hand, EU
subsidised products may negatively impact on
local farmers by making their production less
profitable. On the other hand and in the short-
term, it may be favourable to consumers who
benefit from access to lower-priced imports”.
Overall, Annex 12 is not so much an impact
assessment but rather a broad discussion paper: in
this context, we consider that the 1A took account
of impacts in developing countries in a limited
fashion.

220 2011 | Proposal for a Regulation
on the Common
Fisheries Policy
[repealing  Regulation

(EC) N° 2371/2002]

(2012 Reform of the
CFP)

Yes

Yes

Yes

MARE

BUDG,
TRADE,
ELARG, SJ,
JRC,
SANCO,
AGRI, DEV,
ESTAT,
ECFIN,
COMP,
REGIO,
RTD, ENV,
EMPL,
ENTR and
SG

Yes. The 1A explicitly analyses all four policy
options against their economic, social and
environmental impact to third countries, and
considers for each option the external dimension.
The IA mentions a weak link between Fisheries
Partnership Agreements (FPAs) and sustainable
fishing in third countries and lack of governance
in the Regional Fisheries Management
Organizations (RFMOs).

The preferred policy option, which constituted the
base for the new CFP regulation, provides that
agreements on the EU contributions to the third
countries, particularly the sectoral fisheries, are
negotiated based on first, the third country’s need
regarding fisheries policy development and
second, its capacity to absorb the support given its
institutional and macro-economic situation. With
the reform, the EU will take into consideration the
legitimate aspirations of the developing
countries’ capacity on fishing according to the
available fishing opportunities. The instrument is
based on the bilateral agreements and type of
catch on the EEZ of third countries. Promotion of
economic integration of EU operators in the third
countries by promoting the use of port facilities,
landing catches in the country, and employment
of local fishermen is also taken into account.
The 1A also mentions explicitly the economic
impact of the CFP on third countries. It states that
since FPA contribution would be a combination
of earmarked and non-earmarked amounts, it
would be possible to adjust the percentage
earmarked for policy support, taking into account

Yes

Yes. The IA Board can be
considered to have commented
on development issues, as both
opinions of the |A Board
commented that the IA report
"should improve the analysis of
the external aspects of the
Common Fisheries Policy”, in
particular in relation to the
problems in implementing
FPAs with third countries
(which include many
developing  countries). In
particular, the IA Board
commented in its second
opinion that the report should
better assess the expected
impacts of the proposed
changes on, inter alia, the
macroeconomic stability of the
third countries.

No. Based on the analysis of
the 1A, which took into
account the impact of the
policy on  developing
countries, the policy does
not appear to be a missed
opportunity.
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each country’s absorption capacity. Except for
countries that depend largely on FPA revenues,
the budgetary situation could be neutral. Macro-
economic stability would be damaged if the EU
contribution is not kept as ordinary public receipt.

I 512
DEVCO
in 1ISG!®

I 513 RSB/ IA Board
comments on development
issues

(Potential) missed

opportunitiest®

229 2011 | Directive on preventing Yes Yes N.a. JLS RELEX, Yes, but limited. Although the IA report does not Yes No. The 1A Board did not make | No. Based on the analysis of
and combating DEV, include a specific section addressing the impact specific comments related to | the |As, which to some
trafficking in  human AIDCO, of the policy on developing countries or third development issues. extent took into account the
beings, and protecting EMPL, countries in general, one of the operational (The IA Board commented that | impact of the policy on
victims, repealing SANCO + | objectives of the policy is to reduce vulnerability the 1A report should more | developing countries, the
Framework Decision SGand SJ factors in countries of origin. In this context, most explicitly deal with cross- | policy does not appear to be
2002/629/JHA proposed policy options (if one excludes Option cutting issues, in particular pay | a missed opportunity.

1 "Status Quo") include preventive measures in greater attention to the gender
countries of origin and the impact of these dimension of trafficking, but
measures in the countries of origin (which there is no specific reference to
comprise many developing countries) is development/developing
discussed in the IA report. countries)

For example, with regards to Option 4 (the option

recommended by the 1A) the |A report states that

"preventive measures have a specific positive

impact on third countries, as a consequence of

programmes aimed at poverty reduction,

empowerment of women, reduction of

vulnerability of children and targeted groups,

especially the most at risk of poverty, the

unemployed, those at risk as a consequence of

armed conflicts".

It can be noted however that the section on

"Consistency of the objectives with other EU

policies and horizontal objectives” (3.2) does not

explicitly mention development objectives.

231 2011 | Communication - A No Yes N.a. CLIMA | ENER, Yes, but limited. Although the IA report does not No No. The 1A Board did not make | No. Based on the analysis of
Roadmap for moving to a MOVE  + | include a specific section addressing the impact specific comments related to | the IAs, which to some
competitive low carbon other DGs | of the policy on developing countries or third development issues. extent considered the impact

economy in 2050

not specified

countries in general, the IA report includes
several references to developing countries:

- In section 2 "Problem definition" the developing
countries' ETS carbon price differentials, GHG
emissions evolution and projections, as well as
the level of action required from developing
countries, are mentioned,

- In section 5 "Analysing the impact of different
scenarios”, and specifically sub-section 5.1
"Action in a global context", the IA report recalls
the EU stated objective of reducing deforestation
as part of a co-ordinated global action, in
particular within developing countries, and with
repect to emissions of agriculture development
notes that aid policies by the EU will need to
further address this issue in both tropical and
temperate developing countries.

(1A Board comments obviously
refer to global decarbonisation
targets / GHG reduction
objectives given the topic of the
policy, but there is no specific
reference  to  development
aspects or developing
countries)

of the policy on developing
countries (at least in terms of
looking at the policy in a
global context), the policy
does not appear to be a
missed opportunity.
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Furthermore, in the section summarising the
findings of the stakeholder consultation (sub-
section 1.4, the 1A report notes that "In the context
of helping developing countries to cope with the
challenges resulting from climate change, most of
the organised stakeholders prioritise supporting
the countries that generate the most pollution,
while individuals bring forward the need to
support countries most likely to suffer from
climate change".

244 2012 | Proposal for a regulation Yes No N.a. | TAXUD | MARKT, Yes. Although the 1A report does not include a Yes No. The IA Board did not make | No. Based on the analysis of
concerning customs TRADE, specific section addressing the impact of the any comment related to | the IAs, which to some
enforcement of SG, DEV, | policy on developing countries or third countries development issues. extent took into account the
intellectual property LS, AGRI, | in general, it assesses the impact of the policy in impact of the policy on
rights HOME, relation to the specific issue of transit of developing countries (by

COMP, JRC, | medicines across the EU territory towards third analysing  the  specific
SANCO, countries and in particular in terms of access to impact of the policy on
OLAF and | medicines for developing countries. access to medicines for
ENTR In section 2.1. "Policy context", the IA notes that developing countries), the
certain instances of detentions by customs policy does not appear to be
authorities of shipments of generic medicines in a missed opportunity.

transit through the EU, which occurred at the end
of 2008, have given raise to concerns among
certain stakeholders and that it was claimed that
"such measures could hamper legitimate trade in
generic medicines, thus contradicting the EU
commitment to facilitating access to medicines in
the developing world" (this also triggered WTO
disputes against the EU). In section 2.3
"Medicines in transit through the EU territory"”,
the 1A also noted that the several contributions
addressed this issue and "requested a broader re-
examination of the approach of the EU towards
intellectual property and access to medicines in
developing countries and expressed their view
that revisions to the Regulation should ensure that
access to affordable, safe and effective medicines
is prioritized above commercial interests of
pharmaceutical companies to enforce its private
intellectual property rights in these countries.

In this context, in the section on the analysis of
impacts (section 6) a specific sub-section (6.4.1
"Situations in which customs are competent to act
might be affecting the smooth transit of medicines
across the EU territory towards third countries")
assesses the impacts of policy options in this
regard. Regarding the baseline scenario/option
(no action taken), the IA notes that the lack of
clarity concerning certain provisions of the
current Regulation — which led to unjustified
detentions by EU customs of goods in transit that
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are not destined for the EU and the initiation of
dispute settlement proceedings against the EU
before the WTO — would remain, and that "as the
dispute related to transiting generic medicines,
the EU's policy of ensuring access to medicines
for developing countries could be put
unnecessarily into question.” The IA report then
assesses how the 2 other policy options would
help addressing the problem of detentions of
medicines in transit.

245 2013 | Directive amending Yes No N.a. | MARKT | SANCO, Yes. The 1A report has a specific section on the Yes No. The 1A Board did not make | No. Based on the analysis of
Council Directives ENTR, analysis of impacts of the preferred options on any comment related to | the IAs, which to some
78/660/EEC and ESTAT, "third countries and international aspects" (6.2.5), development issues. extent took into account the
83/349/EEC as regards EMPL, but it does not include any specific reference to impact of the policy on
disclosure of TRADE, developing countries or development issues. developing countries, the
nonfinancial and ENV, However, the impact on developing countries is policy does not appear to be
diversity information by DEVCO, discussed in other sections of the report: a missed opportunity.
certain large companies ENER, - In Section 3.3 "Which stakeholders are affected
and groups RTD, JUST, | and how", the IA report noted that if information

HOME, is not available, companies cannot be held fully
EEAS + SG, | accountable for their impact on society and that
LS "this case is made in particular with regard to

some EU companies having operations in
developing countries, where national legal
frameworks may include weak or no legal
obligations to disclose information”. The IA
report added that "although some evidence
suggests that the largest European companies are
more likely to have a human rights policy than
their competitors in other developed countries,
some NGOs have referred to cases of alleged
negative impacts EU companies may have on
human rights and the environment in their
operations in developing countries".

- In relation to the above, the section on the
analysis of social impacts of preferred policy
options (6.2.1) argues that "the proposed policy
would require a significant number of large firms
to develop, often for the first time, policies and
strategies to manage or mitigate negative social
impacts" and that at the same time "firms would
be encouraged to better identify potential risks
relating to human rights, particularly in the case
of those companies operating in third countries
where legal requirements regulating social
impacts are weak or weakly enforced".

Finally, it can be noted that for each proposed
policy option, the "Coherence with other EU
legislation™ is assessed but no reference is made
to development policies/objectives.

EVALUATION OF THE EUROPEAN UNION'S ANNEX 5: ANALYSIS OF 1As
POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT PAGE 127



Policy initiative Biennial Other DGs/ | I 5.1.1 Explicit reference in IAs of policies> | I 512| | 513 RSB/ IA Board | (Potential) missed
Reports®” EC services | likely impacts in developing countries DEVCO | comments on development | opportunitiest®
involved® in ISG' | issues

248 2012 | Generalised Scheme of Yes Yes Yes | TRADE | AGRI, Yes. The GSP regulation, even though it was Yes Yes. The IA Board issued two | No. GSP does not constitute
Preferences (GsP) BUDG, developed under the leadership of DG Trade (and opinions. As mentioned earlier, | a missed opportunity: even
Regulation: ECOFIN, not DG DEVCO) is largely a development policy. the GSP regulation is largely a | though it is always possible

EMPL, The beneficiaries of the GSP scheme are development policy and the | to identify elements/aspects
Regulation on applying a ENTR, developing countries. As such, it is not surprising beneficiaries of the GSP | of the IA that could have
scheme of generalised ENV, that the IA took account of development scheme are all developing | gone further in terms of
tariff preferences MARE, objectives and discussed impacts on developing countries. In this context, most | assessment the impact of the

DEVCO, countries: comments from the IA Board | policy on  developing

RELEX - The IA identifies the following objectives are intrinsically related to | countries (e.g., rules of

(now having a positive impact on beneficiaries: (i) development issues, even if itis | origin are not covered in the

EEAS), Poverty eradication by expanding exports from often implicit. Among other | IA and one could argue that

European beneficiaries; (ii) Sustainable development and things, it can be noted that: for each of the three-tariff

Anti-Fraud good governance through the GSP+ and the - In its first opinion, the IA | preference, the 1A should

Office, linked international standards. Board commented that | have compared complexity

Eurostat and | - The 1A identifies the positive impact of GSP+ to "different distributional | in ROs with utilization of the

SG. the ratification of the 27 international conventions impacts  across industries | preferences), it should also

linked to the programme. and/or EU and beneficiary | be recognized that since the
- However, the IA briefly assesses the impact of countries  [i.e. developing | GSP regulation is essentially
preferential imports, but from the perspective of countries] should also be more | the unilateral granting of
the EU as importer (preferential imports represent extensively analysed when | tariff exemptions to
5% of total EU imports). Economic impact from significant". developing countries, it is
the perspective of the exporting country was not - In its second opinion, the IA | reasonable for the 1A to
carried out for all three-tariff preference (general Board commented that: (i) | focus mostly on the impact
arrangements, GSP+, and EBA). "eligibility criteria are found | of EU countries (under the

problematic because they fail | reasonable assumption that

"to ensure that all the world's | “no harm” can be done to

poorest countries can qualify" | developing countries).

but annex 5 argues that GSP+ | Nevertheless, an assessment

should remain a tool addressing | of the impact on beneficiary

the specific needs of "the | countries, among other

vulnerable" as opposed to those | assessments, would have

of the “poorest" (i.e. the | added value to the IA.

beneficiaries of the separate

EBA regime)", (i) "the

summary impact tables should

be clearer, explaining which

diverse impacts are included

under the "economic” column

and breaking down the country

groupings into more detailed

sets ("EU," "non-GSP," "GSP,"

"GSP+" and "EBA" countries)

so as to more transparently

reflect the different

distributional impacts".

266 2013 | Regulation laying down Yes Yes Yes SANCO | BUDG, No. The IA report does not include a section No No. The IA Board did not make | Yes. Based on the analysis
provisions  for  the AGRI + SG, | addressing the impact of the policy on developing any specific comments related | of the 1A, which does not
management of Legal countries or third countries in general. to development issues. appear to have properly
expenditure relating to Service Developing countries are not mentioned at all. (The IA Board commented that | considered the impact on

the food chain, animal
health and animal

Although section 2.3 ("Who is affected by the
current policy?") lists among the categories of

the 1A should "demonstrate the
need (..) to finance training

developing countries, this
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stakeholders affected by EU  measures
implemented under the food safety policy (i)
"trading partners and competent authorities in
third countries as they have to comply with the
EU's import conditions for live animals, animal
products and products of animal origin, the EU
provisions and pay for export controls and
issuance of phytosanitary certificates, and have to
perform controls prior to export to the EU" as well
as (ii) "consumers outside the EU", the impact of
the new proposed policy options on these
categories of stakeholders is not explicitly
discussed in the report.

The only relevant element in the 1A report is the
discussion on training programmes in third
countries, in particular the Better Training for
Safer Food programme, which covered EUMS
but also targeted third countries. The IA report
argues that the new multi-financial framework
should continue spending limited and targeted EU
feed and food budgets in programmes in third
countries "where a clear case can be made that the
programmes would not be otherwise developed,
and there is a clear benefit for the EU" (§2.5) and
specifically, that BTSF funding should continue
as "for a relatively small amount of spend, BTSF
offers an easy and effective way to disseminate
information on the enforcement of food and feed
safety to all Member States and to third countries™
and "to remove this funding would leave a gap in
training which is highly unlikely to be filled
elsewhere, and risks reducing the knowledge of
enforcement officers over time, ultimately
impacting negatively on the enforcement of food
and feed controls" (85.5 on the analysis of
impacts of "Option 4: Stop all EU Action").
However, the discussion appears to focus on the
impacts on the EU and is not sufficient to consider
that the impacts of the proposed policy on
developing countries were assessed.

512
DEVCO
in 1ISG!®

I 513 RSB/ IA Board
comments on development
issues

activities for third countries.
However, as a response, the
revised version of the report
cited the "need to prevent the
entrance into or the spread
within the EU borders of

diseases and pests from
neighbours countries",
suggesting that the initial

comment was not related to
development issues).

(Potential) missed

opportunitiest®

policy could be a missed
opportunity.

267 2013 | Regulation on Animal

Health

Yes

Yes

Yes

SANCO

SG, SJ,
AGRI,
COMP,
ENTR,
ENV, RTD,
MARKT,
MARE,
OLAF,
TRADE,
RELEX,
ELARG

No. The IA report does not include a section
addressing the impact of the policy on developing
countries or third countries in general.
Developing countries are not mentioned at all.

Although section 2.3 ("Who is affected by the
current policy?") mentions that "trading partners
and competent authorities in third countries are
affected by the EU's import conditions for live
animals, animal products and products of animal
origin", the impact of the new proposed policy

No

No. The IA Board did not make
any comment related to
development issues.

Yes. Based on the analysis
of the IA, which does not
appear to have properly
considered the impact on
developing countries, this
policy could be a missed
opportunity.
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options on these categories of stakeholders is not
explicitly discussed in the report.

It appears that there was potential to discuss the
possible impacts of the policy on developing
countries considering that in the section on the
"Problem definition", the 1A report acknowledges
that "the time spent by the concerned parties
understanding animal health import conditions
represents an administrative burden for business
operators and competent authorities in both MS
and third countries which has the potential to be
reduced through simplification, harmonisation of
the controls, and the introduction of electronic
forms" and that Annex Il "Key Messages from the
evaluation of the Community Animal Health
Policy (CAHP)" mentions that "the evaluation
has highlighted the many linkages inherent in the
policy e.g. between what happens in third
countries, what happens at EU borders and what
actions are taken to secure animal health status
within the EU" and that according to the
evaluation specific actions which could be
considered for the future include "providing
specific support to third countries to assist them
in upgrading their animal health status to meet EU
and international (OIE) requirements".

268 2013 | Regulation on official
controls and other official
activities performed to
ensure the application of

food and feed law, rules

on animal health and
welfare, plant health,
plant reproductive

material, plant protection
products and amending

Regulations (EC) No
999/2001,  1829/2003,
1831/2003, 1/2005,
396/2005, 834/2007,
1099/2009, 1069/2009,
1107/2009, Regulations
(EU) No 1151/2012,
[....]/2013, and
Directives 98/58/EC,
1999/74/EC,
2007/43/EC,
2008/119/EC,
2008/120/EC and
2009/128/EC  (Official

controls Regulation)

Yes

Yes

Yes

SANCO

AGRI,
BUDG,
ENV,
ENTR,
RTD,
TAXUD,
TRADE,
DEVCO,
MARE, LS,
JUST + SG

No. The IA report does not include a section
addressing the impact of the policy on developing
countries or third countries in general.
Developing countries are not mentioned at all.

It can be noted that although section 2.3 "Parties
affected" notes that "businesses (both in the EU
and in third countries exporting to the EU) will
also be affected by changes aimed at improving
the efficiency of the control system as a whole,
and in particular of the import controls", the
impact of the new proposed policy options on
businesses in third countries is not explicitly
discussed in the report.

It appears that there was potential to discuss in the
1A report the possible impacts of the policy on
developing countries considering that for
example Annex XX ("Consultation of the
competent authorities in the MS on the impacts of
the different options regarding the revision of
Directive 96/23/EC — Questionnaire and results of
the consultations) shows that the specific
requirements for third countries were discussed
during the stakeholder consultations.

Yes

No. The 1A Board did not make
any comment related to
development issues.

Yes. Based on the analysis
of the IA, which does not
appear to have properly
considered the impact on
developing countries, this
policy could be a missed
opportunity.
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I 512
DEVCO
in 1ISG!®

I 513 RSB/ IA Board
comments on development
issues

(Potential) missed

opportunitiest®

269 2013 | Regulation on protective Yes Yes Yes | SANCO | AGRI, No. The IA report does not include a section No No. The IA Board did not make | Yes. Based on the analysis
measures against pests of BUDG, addressing the impact of the policy on developing any comment related to | of the IA, which does not
plants ENV, countries or third countries in general. development issues. appear to have properly

ENTR, The only mention of developing countries relates considered the impact on
RTD, to the fact that in the past two decades the developing countries, this
TAXUD, production of various crops has moved from the policy could be a missed
TRADE, LS | EU to developing countries and that "this process opportunity.
and SG will be enhanced if no action is taken" (Annex

Viii, p. 108).

It appears that there was potential to discuss in the

1A report the possible impacts of the policy on

developing countries considering that Annex X

("Summary of the opinions of stakeholders and

Member States") shows that "several stakeholders

stressed the need to better support developing

countries in setting up proper phytosanitary

systems".

270 2013 | Regulation on  the Yes Yes Yes SANCO | AGRI, No. The IA report does not include a section No No. The IA Board did not make | Yes. Based on the analysis
production and making TRADE, addressing the impact of the policy on developing any comment related to | of the IA, which did not
available on the market ENV and SG | countries or third countries in general. development issues. consider at all the impact on
of plant reproductive Developing countries are not mentioned at all. developing countries
material Although the IA report notes in section 2.4 “Who (although the 1A report

is affected, in what way and to what extent?” that acknowledges that changes
(Plant Reproductive “changes to the EU PRM marketing legislation to the EU PRM marketing
Material Law) will have consequences worldwide” (including legislation will have

on agricultural stakeholders and consumers consequences worldwide),

outside the EU, because, as the EU is the world this policy could possibly be

leader in PRM production and export) and that the a missed opportunity.

“EU has an important role to play in global food

security and thus in avoiding food crises”,

impacts on third countries are not properly

assessed. The report does assess the impact of

proposed policy options on trade with third

countries, but it is clearly from perspective of the

EU, i.e. it assesses the impact on the EU.

322 2012 | Directive amending No Yes Yes ENER/ | ENV, Yes. Although the IA report does not include a Yes Yes. The IA Board provided | No. Based on the analysis of
Directive 98/70/EC CLIMA | MOVE, specific section addressing the impact of the two opinions on the IAreport. | the 1As, which to some
relating to the quality of ENTR, policy on developing countries (or third countries In its first opinion on the first | extent took into account the
petrol and diesel fuels ECFIN, in general), the impact on developing countries is draft of the IA report, the IA | impact of the policy on
and amending Directive AGRI, discussed in a few instances: Board — although it did not | developing countries, the
2009/28/EC  on the DEVCO, - Under the analysis of social impacts for option mention explicitly developing | policy does not appear to be
promotion of the use of TRADE and | A (section 5.2.4), the IA report states: countries  or  refer  to | amissed opportunity.
energy from renewable JRC "Development objectives in third countries are development  objectives —

sources

(Impact assessment on
indirect land use change
related to biofuels and
bioliquids)

difficult to assess, as such impacts are dependent
on local factors. However, the current framework,
which is continued under option A allows for a
range of crops typically grown in developing
countries to be supplied to the EU, as they
typically fulfil the sustainability criteria.”

- Under the analysis of social impacts for option
C1 (section 5.4.4), which foresees measures

commented that the
relationship between existing
and proposed EU measures and
global green house gas
emissions should be clearly
explained  (which involves
"identifying the effect of EU
action _on_emission levels in

EVALUATION OF THE EUROPEAN UNION'S
POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT

ANNEX 5: ANALYSIS OF 1As

PAGE 131



Policy initiative

Biennial

Reports®”

Other DGs/

EC services
involved®

I 5.1.1 Explicit reference in IAs of policies’
likely impacts in developing countries

aimed at reducing deforestation in biofuel
producing countries including the reduction of
waste of agricultural products at farm level and
post harvest in particular for developing
countries, the IA states: "Reducing deforestation
may also have positive impacts on the short term
economic and social growth of developing
countries".

Furthermore, Annex VIII (“Interactions between
existing legislation and indirect land use change")
highlights the interaction of the policy with
development policies (section 17.2.5) noting that
"under its development policy, the EU is
committed to increasing expenditure on demand-
led agricultural research, extension and
innovation by 50% by 2015" and that "although
not aimed only at yield increases, development
policy reduces indirect land-use change by
improving agricultural productivity, especially by
stepping up research to improve the productivity
and sustainability of agriculture in developing
countries".

512
DEVCO
in 1ISG!®

I 513 RSB/ IA Board
comments on development
issues

third countries"), and that the
assessment of impacts should
be strengthened significantly,
in particular in relation to, inter
alia, third countries.

(Potential) missed

opportunitiest®

325 2013 | Directive amending Yes Yes Yes CLIMA | SG, Legal | Yes, but limited. Developing countries are only No No. The IA Board did not make | No. Based on the analysis of
Directive ~ 2003/87/EC Service, mentioned in the IA report in the context of the any comment related to | the IAs, which to some
establishing a scheme for EEAS, discussion on possible exemptions from the EU development issues. extent took into account the
greenhouse gas emission ENTR, ETS of routes to and from “developing" impact of the policy on
allowance trading within MOVE, and | countries, as proposed by the ICAO Council. A developing countries (in the
the Community, in view TRADE. Specific Annex (Annex X) presents different context of the discussion on
of the implementation by options to define these exemptions (based in possible exemptions from
2020 of an international particular on different possible definitions for the EU ETS of routes
agreement applying a "developing countries", e.g. all countries, which to/from developing
single global market- are not high-income countries; only LDCs, etc.) countries), the policy does
based measure to and assesses the impact of these options — not appear to be a missed
international aviation however, the focus is clearly on the impact on the opportunity.
emissions environmental effectiveness of the EU ETS rather

than the actual impact on developing countries or
the overall development impact.

346 2013 | Directive of the Yes Yes N.a. | MARKT | HOME, No. The IA report does not include a specific No No. The IA Board did not make | Yes. Based on the very
European Parliament and JUST, SG, | section on the development impact of the policy. any comment related to | limited and not fully explicit
of the Council on the TAXUD, SJ, | The only reference to developing countries in the development issues. analysis of the impact of the
prevention of the use of FPI, and | IA report is made in relation to a specific risk policy in the IA, and in light
the financial system for ENTR resulting from the “Enhanced information of the mention in the 2015

the purpose of money
laundering, including
terrorist financing

Regulation  of  the
European Parliament and
of the Council on
information

requirements for electronic transfers”, which is
described as “low impact”: “One-off costs: Low
impact: Inclusion of beneficiary information is
not expected to result in significant additional
costs as it is already included in most fund
transfers. Concerns have been expressed about
potential initial difficulties in the case of PSPs,
who operate globally and also in developing
countries. In case of slower adaptation in

Biennial Report that the
development dimension of
money laundering could
have been ‘“demonstrated
more clearly” in the Fourth
AMLD and Second Transfer
Regulation which
furthermore points to the
“divergent views on how to
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developing countries, it may be necessary to
suspend business relationships with PSPs in those
countries, leading to potential serious costs”
(linked to this are also ongoing costs, also
described as low impact but with no mention of
developing countries: “Ongoing costs: Low
impact: Increased costs to be expected due to
incomplete information about the beneficiary
(payment will be either rejected or more
information from the payee's institution
requested). However, evidence supplied by
external consultants responsible for reviewing the
FTR suggests that rejection of transfers does not
seem to be common practice of PSPs, as issues
around missing information tend to be resolved in
a different way (e.g. requests for complete
information, dialogue with counterparts, etc.).”.
However, the 1A report does not elaborate further
on this and does not explain what concrete
impacts this could cause in developing countries.
We note that this issue of increased transfer costs
stemming  from  enhanced  information
requirement is of the same nature as the one
mentioned in the 2013 Biennial Report: however,
this risk is considered as low in the 1A and is not
addressed extensively, nor are other development
related risks / issues.

The 1A argues that in terms of impacts on third
countries (the IA does not explicitly mention
developing  countries in  this instance)
"strengthening the EU system should ensure that
the proceeds of corruption, which drain away
wealth and resources from third countries, and the
proceeds from all other predicate offences are less
easily processed through the EU financial
system"”.

Based on the above, we do not consider the IA
report to explicitly mention the policy’s impact in
developing countries.

I 512
DEVCO
in 1ISG!®

I 513 RSB/ IA Board
comments on development
issues

(Potential) missed

opportunitiest®

find the right balance
between transparency
requirements and  the
reduction of administrative
burdens in the financial
service market or data
protection”, the evaluation
team will investigate if the
4th AML package can be
considered as a missed
opportunity for PCD.

361 2013 | EU-China
Agreement:
Recommendation for a
Council Decision
authorising the opening
of negotiations on an
investment  agreement
between the European
Union and the People's
Republic of China

Investment

Yes

Yes

TRADE

AGRI,
BUDG,
CLIMA,
COMP,
DEVCO,
ECFIN,
EDUC,
EMPL,
ENER,
ENTR, ENV,
SANCO,
HOME,

Yes. The economic, environmental, social and
human rights impacts of the policy on China are
assessed in the 1A report.

The IA report also notes that “regulatory changes
to the investment conditions as well as the use of
MFN clauses mean that bilateral market access
concessions may in effect benefit third countries
as well" but concludes that "overall the economic
effects on third countries are small".

Yes

Yes. The IA Board commented
inter alia that the IA report
"should emphasise the
problems under the existing
bilateral  arrangements  to
ensure respect for and effective
implementation of social and
environmental standards, and
upholding standards of
corporate social
responsibility”,  that  "the
discussion on the integration of

No. Based on the analysis of
the 1A, which clearly took
into account the impact of
the policy on China, the
policy does not appear to be
a missed opportunity.
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Reports®” EC services | likely impacts in developing countries DEVCO | comments on development | opportunitiest®
involved® in ISG!® | issues
INFSO (now social and  environmental
CNECT), standards in the negotiations
MARKT, and their role for EU-China
JUST, investment relations should be
MARE, strengthened” and that the 1A
MOVE, RTD, report should “provide more
TAXUD, complete references to
ESTAT + published studies that support
Legal Service, the arguments presented (e.g.
SG and EEAS regarding social standards and
human rights) or present
diverging views".

362 2013 | EU-Myanmar Yes Yes N.a. | TRADE | AGRI, Yes. The economic, environmental, social and Yes Yes. The IA Board commented | No. Based on the analysis of
Investment Agreement: BUDG, human rights impacts of the policy on inter alia that the IA report | the IA, which clearly took
Recommendation for a CLIMA, Myanmar/Burma are assessed in the IA report. "should present in greater detail | into account the impact of
Council Decision COMP, The 1A report also discussed the impacts on other under the baseline scenario the | the policy on Myanmar/
authorising the opening DEVCO, developing countries’ investment in Myanmar/ outlook for (..) compliance | Burma, the policy does not
of negotiations on an ECFIN, Burma (section 6.1.3.1, § Impact on third with  labour standards in | appear to be a missed
agreement between the EDUC, countries), noting that "possible trade and Myanmar/Burma" and that “the | opportunity.

European Union and EMPL, investment diversion effects are likely to be risk of any (unintended)
Myanmar/Burma on ENER, limited to export-oriented production sectors — significant impacts on other
investment protection ENTR, ENV,| such as textiles and garments — where new EU developing countries [such as

SANCO, investors could become competitors to spill-over or demand-

HOME, developing countries’ investors" but also that substitution effects] should be

INFSO (now| "these potential trade diversion effects would assessed."

CNECT), anyway take place as a result of the Everything

MARKT, But Arms (EBA) benefits reinstatement to

JUST, Myanmar/Burma which will attract EU investors,

MARE, interested to manufacture in Myanmar/ Burma to

MOVE, RTD, | then re-export duty-free quota-free to the EU".

TAXUD, The 1A report concludes that "due to the huge

ESTAT + SJ,| investment needs in the country in all sectors of

SGand EEAS| activity, risks of crowding out appear very

limited".

365 2014 | A policy framework for Yes No N.a. SG AGRI, BUDG,| No. The only reference to impacts on developing Yes No. The IA Board did not make | Yes. Based on the analysis
climate and energy in the COMM, countries is in the summary of replies to the any specific comments related | of the 1A, which did not
period from 2020 up to CLIMA, public consultation on the Green Paper (section to development issues. consider at all the impact on
2030 CNECT, 7.5), which mentions that "According to NGOs, developing countries
Communication from the COMP, international credits led to dubious environmental (although section 2.5 "Who
Commission to the ECFIN, EAC,| impacts in developing countries”, without is affected" acknowledges
European Parliament, the EMPL, providing any additional detail. that there is a third country
Council, the European ELARG, Considering that the IA report is only "quoting" dimension, and  some
Economic and Social ENTR, ENV,| NGOs in this instance and that this point is not stakeholders mentioned
Committee and the DEVCO, discussed at all in the report (e.g. in the section on possible impacts on
Committee  of  the SANCO, the analysis of impacts which includes a sub- developing countries), this
Regions HOME, section on the "Use of international credits"), it is policy appears to be a

ECHO, not sufficient to consider that the IA report missed opportunity.
MARKT, JRC,| explicitly mentions impacts on developing

JUST, MARE,| countries.

MOVE, In general, the A report is focused on the impacts

REGIO, RTD,| on EU Member States and does not consider
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I 512
DEVCO

I 513 RSB/ IA Board
comments on development

(Potential) missed

opportunitiest®

involved® in ISG!® | issues
TAXUD, impacts on third countries, although section 2.5

TRADE, "Who is affected" acknowledges that there is a

BEPA, SJ and| third country dimension.

EEAS

371 2014 | Regulation on organic No Yes N.a. AGRI [SANCO, Yes. For each proposed policy option, the impact Yes No. The 1A Board did not make | No. Based on the analysis of

production and labelling ENTR, ENV,| analysis includes a sub-section on "international any specific comments related | the 1As, which took into
of organic  products, DEVCO, impacts" which for several options - namely to development issues. account the impact of the
amending Regulation ESTAT, Options 2.A, 3 and 3.B - explicitly addresses It can be noted however thatthe | policy on  developing
(EU) No XXX/XXX of TAXUD, RTD,| impacts on developing countries. IA Board commented that the | countries, the policy does
the European Parliament JRC, MARE,| The discussion on the impacts of Option 3 on 1A report "should make greater | not appear to be a missed
and of the Council TRADE, developing countries is in particular detailed, and effort to indicate which (...) | opportunity.
[Official controls CLIMA + SG,| refers to a specific Annex (Annex 12), which third countries are likely to be
Regulation] and repealing Legal Service | includes a more in-depth analysis of the possible most affected (such as (...)
Council Regulation (EC) impacts of the implementation of the compliant disadvantaged areas, or least
No 834/2007 regime for developing countries. developed countries)".

420 2015 | Digital Single Market| Yes Yes N.a. | CNECT | 7 different | No. None of the 7 IA reports mention possible No No. None of the opinions | Yes. Based on the analysis

(DSM) Package%? 1As were | impacts of the policy on developing countries or issued by the RSB as part of the | of the IAs, which did not
carried out | development objectives. Developing countries 7 1As included comments on | consider at all the possible
and the | are not mentioned at all. development issues. impacts on  developing
composition | Most of the IA reports state that none of the countries or possible
of the Inter- | proposed policy options would have any impact synergies with EU's
Service on third countries. In cases where the IA report development policy (in spite
Steering acknowledges that the proposed policy might of the fact that: the DSM
Group varied | affect third countries / third country traders (e.g. strategy was included in the
for each IA. | the Regulation on addressing geo-blocking and priority list of the 2015 PCD
DEVCO was | other forms of discrimination based on place of CWP screening; some of the
not involved | residence or establishment or nationality within proposed policies do appear
in any of the | the Single Market), the report only states that to have possible impacts on
ISGs. impacts are likely to be small and does not third countries; and the
address these possible impacts in further detail. Communication on the DSM
Some of the A reports include specific sections Strategy (COM(2015) 192
on "Coherence with other [EU] policies", but the final) stated that a completed
EU's development policy is not considered in this DSM can "contribute to
context. delivering the post-2015
development agenda™), this
policy could possibly be a

missed opportunity.

421 2015 | Regulation setting up a Yes Yes N.a. | TRADE | SG, SJ,| Yes, but limited. The IA does not include a Yes Yes. The first IA Board opinion | No. Given that the IA
Union system for supply DEVCO, specific section on the likely impacts of the policy required a more detailed | considered — at least to some
chain due diligence self- EMPL, in developing countries nor explicitly refers to analysis on various aspects, | extent — the potential
certification of ENTR, ENV, impacts on developing countries, but does notably the situation and | impacts of the policy on
responsible importers of EEAS, mention in Section 5 “Analysis of impact impacts on the countries: the IA | developing countries, the
tin, tantalum and Eurostat, (including on SMEs” some potential impacts of Board commented inter alia | policy does not appear to be
tungsten, their ores, and DIGIT, selected options on conflict-affected that the report "should provide | a “missed opportunity”.
gold  originating in MARKT, regions/countries (which in practice, as clarified a more focused and a clearer

102 Regulation on ensuring the cross-border portability of online content services in the internal market; Directive on copyright in the Digital Single Market; Regulation laying down rules on the exercise of copyright and related rights applicable
to certain online transmissions of broadcasting organisations and retransmissions of television and radio programmes; Directive establishing the European Electronic Communications Code (Recast); Regulation establishing the Body of
European Regulators for Electronic Communications; - Regulation amending Regulation (EU) No 531/2012 as regards rules for wholesale roaming markets; Regulation on addressing geo-blocking and other forms of discrimination based on
customers' nationality, place of residence or place of establishment within the internal market and amending Regulation (EC) No 2006/2004 and Directive 2009/22/EC; Regulation on the use of the 470-790 MHz frequency band in the Union;
Regulation concerning the respect for private life and the protection of personal data in electronic communications and repealing Directive 2002/58/EC (Regulation on Privacy and Electronic Communications).
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in other sections of the IA report, largely consist
of developing countries).
However, the analysis of the specific impacts in

I 512
DEVCO
in 1ISG!®

I 513 RSB/ IA Board
comments on development
issues

presentation of the main
problems to be addressed, in
particular the extent to which

(Potential) missed

opportunitiest®

However, the policy appears
to have been only marginally
influenced by PCD. The

Instruments | the DRC or in the Great Lakes region is almost EU companies are implicated | initial regulation was taking
inexistent, and the details of the analysis are not in the financing of armed | more into account the
fully explained in the IA. The IA details expected groups (...)" and "should more | lessons learnt from the Dodd
general impacts for each possible option, but this fully assess the impacts on | Frank Act implementation,
remains quite vague and insufficiently grounded. business/ SMEs, and on the | but got changed into a

conflict regions, for example, | mandatory approach
the risk that legitimate mining | tackling largest companies
and export of minerals may be | to implement the OECD
unintentionally affected". The | guidance, instead of a
second Board opinion repeated | support to DRC export. The
similar recommendations, | level of the regulation,
noting that "the report should | tackling downstream level in
better assess the impact that | Europe, isalso quite far from
these measures may have onthe | the actual issues that the
relevant  conflict  regions, | policy tries to solve.
including on local

communities”.

422 2016 | Regulation on binding Yes Yes Yes CLIMA | SG, Legal | No. The IA report does not include a section No No. The IA Board did not make | Yes. Based on the analysis
annual greenhouse gas Service (SJ), | addressing the impact of the policy on developing any specific comments related | of the 1A, which did not
emission reductions by AGRI, countries or third countries in general. to development issues. consider at all the impact on
Member States from COMP, Developing countries are not mentioned at all in developing countries (even
2021 to 2030 for a ECFIN, the report. The report only analyses the impacts if it is not clear what impact
resilient Energy Union ENER, of the policy on the EU and EUMS. the policy could have on
and to meet ENV, developing countries — or
commitments under the GROW, third countries in general —
Paris Agreement and JRC, because it is essentially an
amending Regulation No MOVE, internal policy, the issue
525/2013 of the REGIO, could at least be addressed),
European Parliament and RTD, this policy could possibly be
the Council on a TAXUD, a missed opportunity.
mechanism for TRADE
monitoring and reporting
greenhouse gas
emissions and  other
information relevant to
climate change

423 2016 | Regulation on the Yes Yes N.a. CLIMA | SG, SJ, | No. The IA report does not include a section No No. The IA Board did not make | Yes. Based on the analysis
inclusion of greenhouse AGRI, JRC, | addressing the impact of the policy on developing any specific comments related | of the 1A, which did not
gas  emissions  and COMP, countries or third countries in general. to development issues. consider at all the impact on
removals from land use, ECFIN, Developing countries are not mentioned at all in developing countries (even
land use change and ENER, the report. The report only analyses the impacts if it is not clear what impact
forestry into the 2030 ENV, of the policy on the EU and EUMS. the policy could have on
climate and  energy GROW, developing countries — or
framework and MOVE, third countries in general —
amending Regulation No REGIO, because it is essentially an
525/2013 of the RTD, internal policy, the issue
European Parliament and TAXUD, could at least be addressed),
the Council on a TRADE
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I 512
DEVCO
in 1ISG!®

I 513 RSB/ IA Board
comments on development
issues

(Potential) missed

opportunitiest®

this policy could possibly be
a missed opportunity.

425 2016 | Renewable Energy Yes Yes Yes ENER SG, SJ, | Yes, but limited. The 1A report includes only one No No. The IA Board did not make | No. Based on the analysis of
Package: new Renewable BUDG, explicit reference to developing countries in any specific comments related | the 1As, which to some
Energy Directive and AGRI, Section 7 "Comparing the options", which states to development issues. extent took into account the
bioenergy sustainability CLIMA, the following regarding the Baseline scenario impact of the policy on
policy for 2030 CNECT, (Option 1): "Other environmental impacts related developing countries

COMP, to biodiversity, and soil and water quality can be (although the analysis is
Directive of the ECFIN, partly addressed through policies promoting very limited), the policy
European Parliament and EMPL, sustainable forest management in the EU and does not appear to be a
of the Council on the ENV, beyond. These include EU policy on biodiversity missed opportunity.
promotion of the use of FISMA, (and particularly the Birds and Habitats
energy from renewable GROW, Directives), as well as Member States’ policies on
sources (recast) JRC, JUST, | sustainable forest management. EU action
MOVE, towards developing countries, including the
REGIO, FLEGT action plan, has a potential to encourage
RTD, sustainable forest management in developing
TAXUD countries."
In addition, the detailed assessment of impacts
(section 5.3.1.2) includes a specific sub-section
on "Impacts in third countries", which notes that
"impact of third countries depends on how the
policy options would [influence] biofuels/
feedstock international trade flows" and states the
following: "Under option 2B (full phase out),
these imports of crop-based biofuels are expected
to be discontinued, with resulting negative
impacts in the short term on trading partners in
Latin America (Argentina, Brazil) and Asia
(Indonesia, Malaysia). On the other hand, a more
gradual reduction of crop-based biofuels would
allow the agricultural producers in third countries
to adjust to the new market reality."”
Other possible impacts of the policy on third
countries are mentioned in various other sections
of the report, without explicitly referring to
developing countries.

429 2016 | Directive of the Yes N.a. N.a. FISMA | ECFIN, Yes. Section 2.4 of the 1A report explicitly No No. The 1A Board did not make | No. Based on the analysis of
European Parliament and TAXUD, mentions developing countries among “affected any specific comments related | the 1As, which took into
of the Council amending SG, SJ, | stakeholders"”, stating the following: "Third to development issues. account the impact of the
Directive 2013/34/EU as COMP, countries (except tax havens) are affected in a (The IA Board did comment | policy on  developing
regards disclosure of JUST, similar way to Member States. According to the that “the report should better | countries, the policy does
income tax information TRADE, IMF, tax base spill-overs are particularly marked frame the tax transparency | not appear to be a missed
by certain undertakings GROW, DG | when it comes to developing countries". issue  into  the  wider | opportunity.
and branches Digital The IA report includes a specific section on international  context”,  but

Economy "impacts on third countries” (section 5.5) which specified that "it should

mentions that "a transparency initiative in the EU

elaborate on the views of third
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likely impacts in developing countries

addressing the operations of MNEs is bound to
have ramifications beyond the EU" and goes on
to discuss the specific case of developing
countries. In this context, the report notes that
"developing countries tend to derive a greater
proportion of their revenue from corporate tax
than developed countries (in extreme cases, up to
90%)"and therefore "“the sums lost from corporate
tax avoidance are proportionately larger for
developing countries (relative to their overall
revenues) than in developed countries", and also
that "developing countries are generally reported
as being less effective than developed countries in
recovering their fair share of taxes" and "weak
administrative capacities to manage complex tax
regimes and to deal with profit-shifting by MNEs
can lead to huge revenue losses".

The 1A report draws several conclusions on the
impact of the policy on developing countries
including, inter alia, that "for developing
countries, access to further information on
corporate income tax by MNEs operating on their
territory could assist tax authorities in these
countries address their tax gap" and argues that
"public disclosure of country-by-country
reporting could reinforce the EU’s commitment
to assisting developing countries raise additional
tax revenues for development purposes — an aim
outlined in the UN Financing for Development
Conference in July 2015".

512
DEVCO
in 1ISG!®

I 513 RSB/ IA Board
comments on development
issues

countries, in_particular non-
developing countries".)

(Potential) missed

opportunitiest®

Review of Directive
2009/50/EC of 25 May
2009 on the conditions of
entry and residence of
third-country  nationals
for the purposes of highly
qualified employment

437 2016

(“EU Blue
Directive)

Card”

Yes

Yes

Yes

HOME

DEVCO,
EAC, EEAS,
EPSC,
JUST,
NEAR,
RTD,
CNECT,
GROW,
ECFIN,
EMPL,
EPSC, SG,
SJ, JRC,
RTD,
SANTE and
TRADE

Yes. The 1A report of the policy proposal for the
new EU Blue Card Directive includes references
to the social and economic impacts of the policy
in developing countries. The Annexes of the 1A
develop the topics of brain drain regarding health
care workers, ethical recruitment from
developing countries, as well as develops the
topic on circular migration (annex 8); remittances
(annex 14); and asylum seekers (annex 16).

For each of the proposed legislative policy
options, the 1A report includes: a sub-section on
"Impacts on third countries”, which briefly
mentions impacts on developing countries (e.g.
for the legislative option on which the preferred
option is based: "Facilitated access to long-term
residence status combined with circular mobility
rights would bring benefits for developing
countries from ‘brain gain’ and increased
remittance payments™), as well as sub-section on
"Impacts on third country national HSW".

Yes

No. There is no explicit
mention in the RSB opinions to
development issues relative to
developing countries regarding
migration or highly skilled
professionals such as brain
drain.

No. Based on the analysis of
the 1As, which took into
account the impact of the
policy on  developing
countries, the policy does
not appear to be a missed
opportunity.
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Policy initiative

Biennial

Reports®”

Other DGs/

EC services
involved®

I 5.1.1 Explicit reference in IAs of policies’
likely impacts in developing countries

Both categories of impacts are taken into account
in the comparison of the policy options packages
(section 7).

I 512
DEVCO
in 1ISG!®

I 513 RSB/ IA Board
comments on development
issues

(Potential) missed

opportunitiest®

440 2016 | Regulation laying down
rules on the making
available on the market
of CE marked fertilising

products and amending

Regulations (EC) No
1069/2009 and (EC) No
1107/2009

Yes

GROW

ENV,

SANTE,

AGRI,

TRADE, SG

and
Service

Legal

Yes, but limited. Two |As were undertaken: one
overall IA ("main 1A report") and one separate 1A
on the specific case of cadmium in phosphate
fertilisers (“separate 1A report”).

The main 1A report does not include a section
addressing the impact of the policy on developing
countries or third countries in general. The only
explicit references to developing countries are
found in Annex I, which discusses i.a. the
"increasing demand for inorganic fertilisers to
feed the world" and notes that "consumption of
inorganic fertilisers has moved from industrial
countries to developing countries” and that the
FAOQ has "recently predicted an increase of 69%
in fertiliser demand in developing countries to
meet the expected 60% increase in food
production by 2050". Annex | also notes
developing countries' investment in (inorganic)
nitrogen fertiliser production, which is driven by
a "strong desire to optimise the use of local
resources and to reduce their reliance on imports".
However, there are no mentions of the actual
impacts of the policy on developing countries.
While the separate |A report does not include a
section addressing the impact of the policy on
developing countries (or third countries in
general) either, it does include a relevant
discussion on the impacts of one policy option
(Option 4) on specific developing countries. For
example, the report states that "in the absence of
decadmiation at industrial scale and at reasonable
costs, the consequences of a reduction of the EU
limit will be very negative for a broad range of
phosphates producing countries in Northern
Africa, who effectively will not be able to export
to the EU anymore" and notes the following:
"countries such as Morocco and Tunisia are
covered by the European Neighbourhood Policy
(ENP) (...) without proven feasibility of
decadmiation, both could see their exports of
phosphates to the EU being severely limited,
which are today significant sources of revenues.
This would be contrary to the ENP objectives".
The report also notes that “implementation of
stringent limits for cadmium in phosphate
fertilisers would constitute a clear signal from the
EU to phosphates producing countries to invest in
decadmiation technologies" but that "third

No

No. The IA Board did not make
any comment related to
development issues.

No. Based on the analysis of
the 1As, which to some
extent took into account the
impact of the policy on
developing countries
(although the analysis is
limited), the policy does not
appear to be a missed
opportunity.
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Policy initiative

Biennial

Reports®”

Other DGs/
EC services
involved®

I 5.1.1 Explicit reference in IAs of policies’
likely impacts in developing countries

countries mining phosphates with high cadmium
content would face some structural disadvantage
due to the costs associated with decadmiation™.
Although the report is focused on the impact on
the EU and EUMS, one can consider that the
impacts on developing countries have therefore
been taken into account at least to some extent.

512
DEVCO
in 1ISG!®

I 513 RSB/ IA Board
comments on development
issues

(Potential) missed

opportunitiest®

445 2016 | Decision on the Yes N.a. N.a. RTD AGRI, Yes. According to the PRIMA Proposal and its Yes Yes. In its first opinion, the IA | No. Based on the analysis of
participation  of  the BUDG, Addendum, the PRIMA Joint Programme Board commented that the | the IA, which took into
Union in the Partnership CLIMA, involves 11 EUMS as well as 8 third countries report should “explain how this | account the impact of the
for Research and CNECT, from the Mediterranean area. In this context, the initiative can be one important | policy on  developing
Innovation in the DEVCO, likely economic, environmental and social element, among others, | countries (namely those
Mediterranean Area EEAS, impacts of the policy on these third countries - contributing to addressing | involved in the PRIMA Joint
(PRIMA) jointly ECHO, many of which developing countries - are major societal issues, and | Programme), the policy does
undertaken by several ENV, discussed and analysed throughout the report. clarify how and to what extent | not appear to be a missed
Member States GROW, The 1A report notes that “international resolving  the  problem(s) | opportunity.

HOME, cooperation in R&I is a key aspect of the EU's tackled by this initiative
JRC, global commitments and has an important role to contributes to  addressing
MARE, play in the EU partnership with developing broader challenges such as food
NEAR, countries, which are often disproportionately and water security or economic
REGIO, affected by global challenges". In addition, the 1A development in the
RTD, report highlights the coherence of the policy with Mediterranean region".
SANTE, SG | EU external development policy, stating that "the
and SJ PRIMA Joint Programme also fits clearly into the

EU's efforts to achieve the post-2015

Development Agenda and the Sustainable

Development Goals (SDGs), and, more

specifically, SDG #2 “End hunger, achieve food

security and improved nutrition and promote

sustainable agriculture” and SDG #6 "Ensure

availability and sustainable management of water

and sanitation for all".

446 2016 | Council Directive on a Yes N.a. N.a. | TAXUD | CNECT, No. The IA report does not include a section No No. The IA Board did not make | Yes. Based on the analysis
Common Consolidated COMP, addressing the impact of the policy on developing any comment related to | of the IA, which did not
Corporate Tax Base ECFIN, countries or third countries in general. development issues. consider at all the impact on
(CCCTB) ENV, Developing countries are not mentioned at all in developing countries (even

FISMA, the report. if it is not clear whether the
GROW, Although it is implied in the 1A report that the policy could have an impact
JUST, RTD, | policy would impact third countries / third- on developing countries, it
TRADE, country companies with branches located in the could still be addressed,
JRC, SGand | EU, the impacts on third countries are not given that it is
SJ discussed in the report. acknowledged  that the

policy would impact on third
countries or at least their
companies), this policy
could possibly be a missed
opportunity.
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Policy initiative

448 2016 | Regulation setting up a
Union regime for the
control  of  exports,
transfer, brokering,
technical assistance and
transit of dual-use items

(recast)

Yes

Biennial

Reports®”

N.a.

Other DGs/
EC services
involved®
ENER,
TAXUD,
JRC,
GROW,
SANTE,
HOME,
RTD,
CNECT,
DEVCO,
COMP,
DIGIT,
EMPL,
ESTAT,
Legal
Service, SG,
EEAS

I 5.1.1 Explicit reference in IAs of policies’
likely impacts in developing countries

Yes, but not explicit enough. The IA report does
not include a section addressing the impact of the
policy on developing countries (or third countries
in general) and developing countries are not
mentioned at all in the report.

However, the 1A report discusses several
potential impacts of the policy on third countries,
which would be particularly relevant for
developing countries. Section 1.4, which lists
affected stakeholders, indeed notes that “third
countries may also have an interest in the
initiative, as it will affect bilateral trade and/or
security (for ex. the export of dual-use items for
military applications in one country may cause
concerns in another country)”, that “"exports of
dual-use items may also affect fundamental
rights, in particular those of people in third
countries, such as the right to life and the
prohibition of torture and inhuman and degrading
treatment, the right to security, to health and to
academic freedom" and that “cyber-surveillance
technology creates new risks to specific human
rights , and civil society in third countries — and
in particular human rights activists and dissidents
- may also benefit from enhanced controls".

In the comparison of policy options (chapter 6),
the 1A report notes that option 4 (which combined
with option 3 is the "preferred option™ according
to the report) "would have a significant positive
impact on (...) human rights: it appears as an
indispensable condition to prevent human rights
violations resulting from the export of EU items
in third countries”.

Finally, Annex 3 ("Who is affected by the policy
and how?") details several impacts of specific
actions of recommended options 3 and 4 on third
countries.

I 512

DEVCO

in 1ISG'®
Yes

I 513 RSB/ IA Board
comments on development
issues

No. The 1A Board did not make
any comment related to
development issues.

(Potential) missed

opportunitiest®

No. Based on the analysis of
the IA, which took into
account and  discussed
several impacts on third
countries that would be
particularly relevant in the
case of developing countries
(although the IA report
never explicitly refers to
developing countries), the
policy does not appear to
qualify exactly as a “missed
opportunity”. It  seems
however that the policy
would have benefitted from
being more influenced by
the PCD approach so that
impacts on  developing
countries are more clearly
identified.

EVALUATION OF THE EUROPEAN UNION'S
POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT

ANNEX 5: ANALYSIS OF I1As
PAGE 141




ANNEX 6: MAIN EU POLICIES ON PCD

Table 1: Evolving Union/Community policies with respect to PCD
Policy Reference Assessment

Overarching policy documents TEU, TFEU, PCD specific Communications, Development Consensus

Treaty of Maastricht
Article 130v

Treaty of Maastricht
on European Union
(signed on 7 February

Aurticle 130v

The Community shall take account of the objectives referred to in Article
130u in the policies that it implements which are likely to affect
developing countries.

The coherence obligation
for all EU policies
(Community policies at
that time) so they take
account of development
objectives was  first

Treaty on European

Union and the
Treaty on the
Functioning of the
European Union.
Treaty of Lisbon,
(signed on
13 December 2007,

entered into force on 1
December 2009,
2016/C 202/1)

in paragraphs 1 and 2 in the development and implementation of the
different areas of the Union's external action covered by this Title and by
Part Five of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, and of
the external aspects of its other policies.

The Union shall ensure consistency between the different areas of its
external action and between these and its other policies. The Council and
the Commission, assisted by the High Representative of the Union for
Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, shall ensure that consistency and shall
cooperate to that effect.

1992, entered into introduced in 1992.
force on 1 November

1993)

TEU article 21 (3) Article 21 This is the general and
Consolidated legally binding
versions  of  the | 3. The Union shall respect the principles and pursue the objectives set out | obligation on coherence

of the areas of the EU’s
external action
(including development
cooperation), and
between EU external
policies with other EU
internal policies.

TFEU article 208 (1)
Consolidated
versions  of  the
Treaty on European

Atrticle 208

1. Union policy in the field of development cooperation shall be conducted
within the framework of the principles and objectives of the Union's

The EU legal and
binding obligation of
policy coherence for

development (PCD) was

“Without coordination of development cooperation policy and
programmes within the Union that support and interplay with other
external actions, a crucial opportunity for policy coherence towards
developing countries, and for strengthening the external identity of the

Union in the world, is lost” 104

“The EU should take initiatives to jointly develop key inputs for the multi-
annual programming process, such as analysis of the political situation,

Union and the | external action. The Union's development cooperation policy and that of | reinforced in the Treaty
Treaty on the | the Member States complement and reinforce each other. of Lisbon. It has kept the
Functioning of the same wording than the
European Union. | Union development cooperation policy shall have as its primary objective | original 1992 text with
Treaty of Lisbon, | the reduction and, in the long term, the eradication of poverty. The Union | the three main elements:
(signed on | shall take account of the objectives of development cooperation in the | All policies that the EU
13 December 2007, | policies that it implements which are likely to affect developing countries. | implements, likely to
entered into force on 1 affect developing
December 2009, | 2. The Union and the Member States shall comply with the commitments | countries, shall take
2016/C 202/1) and take account of the objectives they have approved in the context of the | account of development
United Nations and other competent international organisations. cooperation objectives.
COM(2004)150 final | “The importance of coordination of aid policies for better policy | Following the Monterrey
Translating the | coherence, and for the emerging European identity in the External Action | Consensus, the EU
Monterrey Consensus | of the Union, has also often been emphasized. The coordination process | acknowledged the
into  practice:  the | should be pragmatic, should take place in the partner country as far as | importance ~ of  the
contribution by the | possible and should focus on systematic information sharing in order to | coordination and
European Union | identify opportunities for complementarity between Community and | coherence of its
(05.03.2004) bilateral aid”%® development policy to

reinforce its external
action identity. While
focusing on the

complementarity of the
EU and the Member
States as donors to
further  the MDGs
commitments. It also

recognized the role of

103 COM(2004)150 final, p.9.
104 COM(2004)150 final, p.12.
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Policy

Reference
macroeconomic and social context, the partner country’s policy agenda,
the coherence of all EU policies affecting the partner country, the
donor matrix and performance indicators. These elements should, once

Assessment

“the coherence of all EU

policies affecting the
partner country” as part

adopted, be used as key inputs for the respective bilateral programming | of its  development
processes for the Member States and for Community aid. The process | efforts.
should take place in the field, be undertaken under the leadership of the
partner country wherever possible and be open for participation by other
donors that share the EU’s policy perspective.”%
COM(2004) 383 final | “As a precondition to achieve these objectives EU policy coherence shall | The EU further
The Social Dimension | be strengthened. Continued attention will be given to the need to ensure | reaffirmed its

of Globalization - the
EU's policy
contribution on
extending the benefits
to all

that domestic and external EU policies are conducive to the agreed
international commitments and do not undermine the objectives of
EC development cooperation. The implications of other EU policies
(e.g. trade, agricultural and fisheries policy, migration policy, policies
on environment, food safety regulations, research, information and

commitment to focus its
international

development assistance
on helping developing
countries to achieve the

18.5.2004 communication technologies; EU security strategy, fight against | MDGs based on EU’s
drugs, money laundering, human trafficking, international terrorism) | policy coherence and
on developing countries will be continuously assessed.” 1% committed to assess the
“The EU should also aim to speak more consistently with one voice in the | implications of other EU
whole range of UN fora and other international organizations dealing with | policies (domestic and
social and economic issues in order to ensure policy coherence”.1% external) on developing

countries.
“The leverage of the EU to promote a model of development which fully
integrates the social dimension would be considerably increased by a
unified presence in the institutions of multilateral economic governance.
This means speaking with one voice, pursuing a common position through
qualified majority voting and voting as a group”.1%®

COM(2005) 134 final | The Commission acknowledged that better development cooperation, | The EU’s  targeted

Policy Coherence for | more finance and improved aid delivery was not in itself sufficient to | approach to PCD

Development: enable developing countries reaching the MDGs by 2015. reflected the need to

Accelerating progress respond to the EU’s

towards attaining the | The Commission re-stated that the effective improvement in the coherence | international

Millennium of developed countries’ policies could contribute to achieve the MDGs. | commitment and

Development  Goals | Therefore, it proposed that as a way to improve such progress, the EU | engagement  in  the

(12.04.2005) could consider the challenge of how non-aid policies can assist developing | achievement  of  the

countries in attaining the MDGs:

“Within the broad context of EU policy making coherence is a
multidimensional commitment which needs to take place within the
overall framework of the EU sustainable development strategy. Non-
development policies should respect development policy objectives and
development cooperation should, where possible, also contribute to
reaching the objectives of other EU policies. In general — and including in
the context of the forthcoming development policy review - this broad
definition applies. However, within the specific framework of this
Communication a more targeted approach is adopted. When exploring
ways to accelerate progress towards achieving MDGs the EU is committed
to look beyond the frontiers of development cooperation, and consider the
challenge of how non-aid policies can assist developing countries in
attaining the MDGs.

The impact of EU non-aid policies on developing countries should not be
underestimated, and neither should their potential to make a positive
contribution to the development process in these countries. ..”0

MDGs, and in face of the
recognition that
development cooperation
per se was not sufficient
to reach such
commitment.

Following the EU’s full

commitment  expressed
in 2004 to the
achievement of the

MDGs, the Commission
decided that to accelerate
the progress it needed to
build on a PCD
approach. The impact of
EU non-aid policies was
regarded as a potential

The Commission identified priority areas for which attaining synergies | positive  contribution,
with development policy objectives were considered relevant and had a | and by identifying
direct relationship with one or more MDGs, and invited the Council, the | specific areas EU

105 COM(2004)150 final, p.15.
106 COM(2004) 383 final, p.14.
107 COM(2004) 383 final, p.20.
108 COM(2004) 383 final, p.21.
109 COM(2005) 134 final, p.3-4.
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Policy

Reference

EP and the EESC to accept the commitments as a joint engagement of the

EU and its Member States to effectively deliver in those areas for the
timeframe 2005-2015.1%0

The EU Commitments on Policy Coherence for Development were later
confirmed by the Council with respect to 12 policy areas (see Council
Conclusions below).

The Communication also highlighted the use of the Impact assessment tool
in a more systematic way “with the aim to ensuring that policy coherence
for development becomes the business not just of development policy
makers but also of policy makers in non-development policy areas”.

Assessment

policies could be steered

to create synergies with
development policy
objectives.

The systematic use of the
Impact assessment tool
was envisioned for all
policy-makers to ensure
a PCD approach. Also
important was the use of
a mid-term report to

Council and the
Representatives of the
Governments of the
Member States
Meeting within the
Council- On
Accelerating progress
towards attaining the
Millennium
Development  Goals:
EU Contribution to
the Review of the
MDGs at the UN 2005
High Level Event-
Annex | (doc.
9266/05, May
2005)

24

developing countries in achieving them and building on the existing Treaty
obligation for PCD. The EU (Community at the time) agreed to promote
and enhance Policy Coherence for Development in the context of the
Global Partnership for Development under MDG 8. The Council
established specific commitments in 12 policy areas, inviting the
Commission and the Member States to pursue its work on Policy
Coherence for Development on the basis of these commitments.

EU’s Commitments on Policy Coherence for Development!*?

i. Trade: The EU is strongly committed to ensuring a development-
friendly and sustainable outcome of the Doha Development Agenda and
EU-ACP Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs). The EU will further
improve its Generalised System of Preferences, with a view to effectively
enhancing developing countries’ exports to the EU. The EU will continue
to work towards integrating trade into development strategies and will
assist developing countries in carrying out domestic reforms where
necessary.

ii. Environment: The EU will lead global efforts to curb unsustainable
consumption and production patterns. The EU will assist developing
countries in implementing the Multilateral Environmental Agreements
(MEAs), and will work to ensure that the capacities of developing
countries are taken into account during MEA negotiations. The EU will
continue to promote pro-poor environment-related initiatives and policies,
and will strengthen the integration of environmental and climate change
concerns into its own polices.

iii. Climate Change: The EU recognizes that one of the greatest
environmental and development challenges in the twenty-first century is
that of mitigation and adapting to climate change, and that lasting progress
in achieving the MDG’s will be enhanced by the success of the
international community in implementing the Kyoto Protocol and
reinvigorating the international negotiations to ensure a post 2012
arrangement in the context of the UN climate change process. In this
context, the EU reconfirms its commitment to the Kyoto Protocol and its
determination to develop a medium and long-term EU-strategy to combat
climate change, consistent with meeting the 2 degree objective as outlined
in the European Council’s conclusions of the 23rd of March 2005.

iv. Security: The EU will treat security and development as
complementary agendas, with the common aim of creating a secure
environment and of breaking the vicious circle of poverty, war,
environmental degradation and failing economic, social and political
structures. The EU will enhance its policies in support of good and
effective governance and the prevention of state fragility and conflict,

Finally, it proposed to monitor progress on the EU coherence | monitor progress of the
commitments in the context of the MDGs through the elaboration of amid- | EU  commitments on
term EU Policy Coherence for Development report.t*! PCD.

Conclusions of the | In 2005 in the context of the MDGs the EU committed itself to assist | The EU’s  targeted

approach to PCD as a
joint engagement of the
EU and the Member
States ensured PCD’s
relevance to the EU’s
international
commitment undertaken
under the Global
Partnership for
Development in the
context of the MDGs.
The EU commitments on
PCD responded to the
policy priorities
supported by the EU and
identified as areas in
which EU policies could
contribute to achieve
MDGs.

110 COM(2005) 134 final, p.4.
111 COM(2005) 134 final, p.19.
112 Annex | - doc. 9266/05, 24 May 2005.
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Policy

Reference

including by strengthening its response to difficult partnerships/failing

states. The EU will strengthen the control of its arms exports, inter alia,
with the aim of avoiding that EU-manufactured weaponry be used against
civilian populations or aggravate existing tensions or conflicts in
developing countries. The EU will promote cooperation in fighting
corruption, organized crime and terrorism.

v. Agriculture: The EU will continue its efforts to minimise the level of
trade distortion related to its support measures to the agricultural sector,
and to facilitate developing countries’ agricultural development.

vi. Fisheries: The EU will continue to pay particular attention to the
development objectives of the countries with which the Community will
engage into bilateral fisheries agreements. Within the context of the new
EU policy on fisheries partnership agreements with third countries which
is being implemented since 2003, the EU will continue to encourage the
conclusion of fisheries agreements in order to contribute towards rational
and sustainable exploitation of the surplus of coastal States’ marine
resources to the mutual benefit of both parties.

vii. Social dimension of globalisation, employment and decent work:
The EU will contribute to strengthening the Social Dimension of
Globalisation with a view to ensure maximum benefits for all, both men
and women. The EU will promote employment and decent work for all as
a global goal.

viii. Migration: The EU will promote the synergies between migration
and development, to make migration a positive factor for development.
ix. Research and innovation: The EU will promote the integration of
development objectives, where appropriate, into its RTD and innovation
policies, and will continue to assist developing countries in enhancing their
domestic capacities in this area. The EU supports global, regional and
national efforts in research for development to address the special needs
of the poor in the areas of health, including prevention and treatment of
HIV/AIDS, agriculture, natural resource and environmental management,
energy, in particular renewable energy and energy efficiency, and climate.
x. Information society: The EU will address the digital divide by
exploiting the potential of Information and Communication Technologies
as a development tool and as a significant resource for attaining the MDGs.
xi. Transport: The EU will address the special needs of both land-locked
and coastal developing countries by promoting the inter-modality issues
for achieving network interconnectivity as well as security and safety
issues.

xii. Energy: The EU is strongly committed to contribute to the special
needs of developing countries by promoting access to sustainable energy
sources and by supporting establishing interconnection of energy
infrastructures and networks.

Assessment

The

Consensus
Development,
statement by the
Council and the
representatives of the
governments of the
Member States
meeting  within  the
Council, the European

European
on
Joint

Parliament and the
Commission on
European Union
Development Policy:
‘The European
Consensus’  (2006/C
46/01)

The Consensus includes several provisions focusing on PCD and confirms
the EU and its member states commitment to promote the PCD approach
to support development objectives in the context of the MDGs.

PART I: The EU Vision of Development

Common objectives

5. The primary and overarching objective of EU development cooperation
is the eradication of poverty in the context of sustainable development,
including pursuit of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs).

7. We reaffirm our commitment to promoting policy coherence for
development, based upon ensuring that the EU shall take account of the
objectives of development cooperation in all policies that it implements
which are likely to affect developing countries, and that these policies
support development objectives.

9. We reaffirm our commitment to promoting policy coherence for
development, based upon ensuring that the EU shall take account of the
objectives of development cooperation in all policies that it implements
which are likely to affect developing countries, and that these policies
support development objectives.

The 2006
Consensus
Development re-
affirmed the EU’s
commitment towards a
PCD targeted approach
so non- development
policies could contribute
to the achievement of
MDGs. In addition to
highlighting priority
areas of action for PCD,
it clarified that the
commitment that EU
policies likely to affect
developing countries
shall take account of
development cooperation
objectives, also included
ensuring that these EU

European
on
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Reference
Policy coherence for development (PCD)
35. The EU is fully committed to taking action to advance Policy
Coherence for Development in a number of areas. It is important that non-
development policies assist developing countries' efforts in achieving the
MDGs. The EU shall take account of the objectives of development
cooperation in all policies that it implements which are likely to affect
developing countries. To make this commitment a reality, the EU will
strengthen policy coherence for development procedures, instruments and
mechanisms at all levels, and secure adequate resources and share best
practice to further these aims. This constitutes a substantial additional EU
contribution to the achievement
of the MDGs.

Furthermore, paragraphs 36 to 38 confirmed that the EU commitments on
PCD were among others: a pro-poor completion of the Doha Development
Round and EU-ACP Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs), reduction
of trade distorting measures supporting the agricultural sector,
development objectives of the countries with which the Community has or
will agree fisheries agreements, security and development, social
dimension of globalisation, promoting employment and decent work for
all, migration as a positive factor for development, curbing unsustainable
consumption and production patterns,  Multilateral Environmental
Agreements and promotion of pro-poor environment-related initiatives,
and climate change.

PART I11: The European Community Development Policy

“This second part of the European Consensus on Development sets out the
renewed European Community Development Policy, which implements
the European vision on development... clarifies the Community's role and
added value and how the objectives, principles, values, policy coherence
for development and commitments defined in this common vision will be
made operational at Community level (...). It shall be taken into account
in other Community policies that affect developing countries, to ensure
policy coherence for development.”

44. The Community will also promote policy coherence for development,
based upon ensuring that the Community shall take account of
development cooperation objectives in the policies that it implements
which are likely to affect developing countries. ..

47. On behalf of the Community, the Commission will aim to provide
added value through the following roles: (...)

49. ... with the support of Member States, ensuring policy coherence for
development in Community Actions, in particular where Community
policies have significant impacts on developing countries, such as trade,
agriculture, fisheries and migration policies, and promoting this principle
more widely. Drawing on its own experiences, and exclusive competence
in trade, the Community has a comparative advantage in providing support
to partner countries to integrate trade into national development strategies
and to support regional cooperation whenever possible.

3.2 Areas for Community Action:

Trade and regional integration; environment and the sustainable
management of natural resources (including sustainable forest
management and adaptation to Climate Change); Infrastructure,
Communications and transport (Including ICT to bridge the digital divide);
Water and energy; Rural development, territorial planning, agriculture and
food security; Governance, democracy, human rights and support for
economic and institutional reforms; Conflict prevention and fragile states;
Human development; Social cohesion and employment (including
promotion of ILO standards).

Assessment
policies supported
development objectives.
Therefore, the Consensus
reached by the EU and its
member states confirmed
a PCD approach from a
focus on the “process” of
coherence towards an
“output” of coherence.

Moreover, the Consensus
makes explicit reference
to PCD in several of its
provisions and
acknowledges that PCD
contributes to the added
value of EU
(Community) action on
development

cooperation.

Finally, the Consensus
mentioned the
mechanisms with which
PCD would be promoted
within  the EU: a
Working Programme, a

reinforced impact
assessment  tool and
consultations with
developing countries
during policy
formulation and

implementation. It also
envisioned the creation
of new tools necessary to
support PCD.
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3.5 Policy coherence for development (PCD)

109. The Commission and Member States will prepare a rolling Work
Programme on the implementation of the May 2005 Council conclusions
on PCD. This Work Programme will propose priorities for action; define
roles and responsibilities of Council, Member States and Commission and
set out sequencing and timetables, with the aim of ensuring that non-aid
policies can assist developing countries in achieving the MDGs. The
Commission will reinforce its existing instruments, notably its impact
assessment tool and consultations with developing countries during policy
formulation and implementation, and considering new ones where
necessary in support of a strengthened PCD.

110. Notwithstanding making progress on other PCD commitments,
urgent attention will be given to commitments and actions on migration

(crr)-

Assessment

COM(2009) 458 final
Policy Coherence for
Development -
Establishing the
policy framework for
a whole—of- the-
Union approach
(15.9.2009)

In the context of the financial crisis and globalization, and the recognition
that ODA such be complemented by other means to improve the
developing world, the Commission proposed a more strategic and
systematic approach to PCD: a “whole—of— the-Union approach to PCD”
in order to harness the development potential of EU policies.

“it is now time for the EU to take a more strategic, systematic and
partnership oriented approach to PCD. The EU should obviously continue
to take account of development objectives in all the policies that might
affect developing countries by making use of all the instruments that were
established or strengthened to promote PCD. However, the political focus
should be on a few key priorities”. 113

“the EU should work on PCD as part of the 'whole of the Union approach
by establishing a policy framework to better harness other policies and
non-ODA financial flows to development objectives (...) Three key
lessons need to be learned from past experiences and to be taken into
account in adjusting PCD to the changing political reality...focus on a few
PCD priorities and to pro-actively take account of development objectives
in formulating its selected initiatives... do more to mobilise non-ODA
resources and to better harness the potential of these public and private
financial flows for development... the EU should strengthen its dialogue
with developing countries on PCD issues”. 14

To guide the selection of priority areas the Commission established that:

“...in so far as PCD is about minimizing the negative impact of EU policy
decisions and legislative initiatives on developing countries and about
enhancing their tie-ins with development objectives. The priority issues
should obviously be important to developing countries, and be relevant for
the attainment of the MDGs. At the same time, these initiatives should
offer sufficient concrete opportunities to make them more development
friendly and contribute to a development prone policy or legislative
framework. Finally, priority issues should be linked to a long-term-agenda.
This is important because experience shows that enhancing the coherence
of policies with development objectives needs a considerable investment
of time and effort starting with the identification of possible impacts on
developing countries, coordinating EU efforts and creating the necessary

political momentum”. %5

The Communication also reaffirmed that to promote PCD the use of the
existing instruments by the Member States and the Commission was
necessary: including inter-service consultations, impact assessments and

In the context of the
financial crisis and the
recognition that ODA
such be complemented
by other means, but also
given the context of
globalization, the
Commission proposed a
whole—of-the-Union

approach to PCD in order
to harness EU policies to
development objectives.

The approach to PCD
aimed to be targeted and
strategic,  with  the
political focus on a few
key priorities, not only
aiming at minimising the
negative impact of EU
policy on developing
countries but also aiming
at enhancing their inks

with development
objectives. This
approach  called on

strengthening the use of
existing instruments to
enhance PCD, such as
inter-service

consultations, impact
assessments and inter-
service groups that could
generate sufficient
knowledge and identify
policy options. Also, the
approach called for more

participation of
developing countries on
PCD issues through

consultation procedures.

113 COM(2009) 458 final, p.7.
114 COM(2009) 458 final, p.7-8.
115 COM(2009) 458 final, p.8.
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inter-service groups, to generate the necessary knowledge and identify

policy options.

Another important aspect to be consider as strategic PCD approach was
the consultation with developing countries: “Developing countries are
becoming increasingly interested in broader EU policies, as evidenced by
the recent request to hold formal consultations on PCD issues, as provided
for in Article 12 of the Cotonou Agreement (...) The revised Commission
guidelines for Impact Assessment underline the importance of ensuring
that stakeholders in developing countries are informed about forthcoming
initiatives which are of relevance for them and of involving them actively
in the consultation process. (...) The EU will build on this interest and
consult developing countries on PCD priority issues to assess what impacts
EU policies might have on their capacity to achieve the MDGs”.116

Five priority areas were confirmed later by the Council (see below).

Assessment

2009 Council
Conclusions on Policy
Coherence for
Development (PCD) -

2974th External
Relations Council
meeting

(17 November 2009)

The Council agreed that a more focused, operational and results-oriented
approach to PCD would effectively advance this commitment within the
EU:

“8. The Council welcomes the Commission suggestion to approach PCD
in a more targeted, strategic and partnership-oriented way, including inter

alia strengthening EU dialogue with partner countries on PCD issues (...)
117

The Council agreed that establishing the policy framework for a whole-of-
the-Union approach could contribute to further harnessing the synergies of
relevant policies and instruments contributing to development objectives,
and proposed the areas on which a EU PCD work programme for 2010-
2013 could be established:

9. The Council welcomes the initial selection of five priority issues where
the EU will take account of development objectives in a more pro-active
way as part of a more focused and evolving approach to PCD. It underlines
that over the years priority issues may evolve.
11. The Council agrees that the PCD work programme should outline the
respective roles of the EU Institutions and the Member States, and should
focus on the following five priority issues:

. Trade and finance

1. Addressing climate change

1. Ensuring global food security

V. Making migration work for development

V. Strengthening the links and synergies between security

and development in the context of

The Council agreed that the PCD work programme should have as
objectives to: outline how the EU would address the five priority issues,
create a political momentum from all relevant policy areas with an impact
on the five priority issues, establish a clear set of objectives, targets and
gender disaggregated indicators to measure progress in the selected
priority areas and facilitate engagement in and inclusion of PCD in
dialogue with partner countries around the selected priority areas.

The EU’s PCD whole-of-
the-Union approach was
confirmed by the Council
as a policy framework to
include five priority
areas and issues aimed at
creating synergies of EU
policies contributing to
development objectives.
It was envisioned to
engage other policy areas
and establish specific
targets within a
timeframe so progress
could be measured.

COM 2010 (159) A
twelve-point EU
action plan in support
of the Millennium
Development  Goals
21.4.2010

The action plan outlined medium-term actions that the EU would
undertake to support to the achievement of MDGs by the 2015 target. It
contained specific actions prioritizing MDGs, Aid Effectiveness,
Financing for Development, Aid for Trade, and Policy Coherence for
Development. The action plan confirmed the EU’s commitment to be “a
driving force for global development by showing how its promises are
kept. The EU has every interest to ensure that a strong political and

The EU’s PCD whole-of-
the-Union approach was
operationalized in 2010
as part of the EU action

plan to support the
achievement of the
MDGs. PCD was

116 COM (2009) 458 final,

p.7,11.

117 2974th External Relations Council meeting, 17 November 2009.
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SWD SEC(2010)421
Policy Coherence for

Development  Work
Programme 2010-
2013

Reference

financial focus on the MDGs is maintained in the policies of donors and

partner countries alike. The entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty marks a
new era in EU Development policy, with the EU and its Member States set
to coordinate their policies more closely.”8

The Policy Coherence for Development Work Programme 2010-2013 was
established as one of the main elements of the action plan with the
objective to be used as a tool proactively and at the early stages of EU
decision-making to guide on the broad range of decisions that could affect
developing countries beyond development assistance. It set targets and
indicators of progress to implement the EU commitments on PCD across
a whole range of policies impacting five global challenges: trade and
finance, climate change, food security, migration, and security.°

The Communication renewed the commitment of the EU to support MDGs
“by making other policies beyond aid more supportive of development
objectives” and recognized that since 2007 “the EU has put in place ex
ante and ex post mechanisms to this end, including impact assessments
which look into the external impact of policy proposals.”?°

A separate SWD established the details of the PCD Work Programme:

“... (PCD) work programme translates this political principle into an
operational framework involving concrete steps to enhance the coherence
of EU policies with development objectives (...) outlines how the EU will
address, through relevant policies, processes and financial means, five
global challenges in a development-friendly manner: trade and finance,
climate change, global food security, migration and security. (...) does not
provide a comprehensive list of all the initiatives that might be relevant for
development but rather focuses on those initiatives and processes planned
that stand out for their catalytic potential to promote PCD. (...) The
Commission, for its part, will focus its PCD work on the initiatives
identified in the work programme. Through inter-service consultations and
impact assessments (including trade sustainability assessments) it will
ensure that development objectives are taken into account and reconciled
with other EU objectives.”*?*

Assessment

considered as a main

element to materialize
the EU’s commitment
regarding the MDGs.
PCD’s implementation
through concrete steps at
the early stages of EU
decision-making,

specifically 1A and ISC
process, was regarded as
essential to enhance the
coherence of other EU
policies and their own
objectives  with EU
development objectives.

COM (2011) 637 final
Increasing the impact
of EU Development
Policy: an Agenda for
Change (13.10.2011)

The Agenda for Change aimed at focusing and concentrating on new
global challenges in the context of global shocks, political instability, and
social unrest in North Africa and the Middle East. The EU committed to
continue evaluating the impact of EU policies on development objectives,
to strengthen its country-level dialogue on PCD, and to continue
promoting PCD in global fora.

“There will be no weakening of the EU’s overarching objective of poverty
elimination in the context of sustainable development, as set out in the
European Consensus on Development” (...) The EU is at the forefront of
the Policy Coherence for Development (PCD) agenda and will continue to
evaluate the impact of its policies on development objectives.”??

The Agenda for Change also highlighted the importance of the security-
development nexus to create a more coherent approach to peace, state-
building and poverty reduction, and the underlying causes of conflict in
developing countries. It also highlighted the importance of the migration-
development nexus.?

Once again, PCD was
considered relevant to
enable  the  support
towards the efforts of
developing countries in
the reduction of poverty
and in face of new global
challenges. In the
context of global shocks,
and political and social
conflict in some regions,
the importance of the
security-development
nexus was highlighted as
well as that of the
migration-development
nexus.

118 COM 2010 (159), p.4
119 COM 2010 (159), p.8
120 COM 2010 (159), p.8

121 SWD SEC(2010) 421, p.4

122 COM (2011) 637 final,
123 COM (2011) 637 final,
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The Agenda also identified the need for differentiated partnerships

establishing as priority countries those in Sub-Saharan Africa, EU
Neighbourhood and Fragile States.*?*

Assessment

COM(2013) 92 final

In the context of the MDG target year of 2015 and a future framework post

As part of the elements

A decent life for all: | 2015, this policy establishes the basis for a discussion for an overarching | for —an  overarching
Ending poverty and | framework after reaching the MDGs. The Communication acknowledges | framework to follow
giving the world a | that poverty eradication and sustainable development represent a major | after the achievement of
sustainable future | and interlinked global challenge, and that a review of MDGs and the work | the MDGs, the EU
(27.2.2013) on elaborating SDGs would need to be brought together in one overarching | considered that PCD

framework. 125 should be given due

place to implement the

The policy considered that such framework should draw from the | framework, as it played a

experience of the MDGs and the work stemming from Rio+20 conference | major role in poverty

on Sustainable Development, and respond to a context of major shifts in | reduction and achieving

the global economic and political balance, increased global trade, | sustainable development.

ecosystem degradation, climate change and depletion of natural resources,

technological change, economic and financial crises, increased

consumption and price volatility of food and energy consumption,

population changes and migration, violence and armed conflict and natural

and man-made disasters, and increased inequalities.'?®

As part of the elements to implement a post 2015 framework, the policy

states as essential country ownership and accountability, but recognises

that some countries will continue to need support and that:

“...beyond aid, Policy Coherence for Development plays a major role in

eliminating poverty and achieving sustainable development. Strong

consideration of the role of these policies should therefore be given due

place in the future framework (...) To be achievable, the overarching

framework should be accompanied by an effort to ensure that all resources

are mobilised and harnessed effectively, alongside a commitment by all

countries to pursue a comprehensive approach to these resources and

coherent and appropriate policies.”*?
Council Conclusions | In these conclusions, the Council further developed the EU’s position on | The EU reaffirmed that

on A New Global
Partnership for
Poverty  Eradication
and Sustainable
Development  after
2015 (26 May 2015,
doc. 9241/15)

COM(2015) 44 final
A Global Partnership
for Poverty
Eradication and
Sustainable
Development
2015 (5.2.2015)

after

a post 2015 agenda on sustainable development, called for a shared
responsibility to address global challenges through an integrated approach
taking into consideration the economic, social and environmental
dimensions of sustainable development and poverty eradication in a
balanced manner.

The Council called for policy coherence at all levels and reaffirmed the
EU’s commitment to PCD:

“The EU and its Member States are committed to Policy Coherence for
Development as a key contribution to the collective effort towards
achieving broader policy coherence for sustainable development.” And
recognised that all developed, upper-middle-income countries and
emerging economies have a responsibility to assess “the impact that their
policies have in poorer countries”.

The Communication on which the Council Conclusions are based, set out
the European Commission's views on the overarching principles and main
components for the post-2015 development agenda. As examples on which
the EU could draw for experience on implementing policies that reflect
key principles of the agenda it mentions Europe 2020 Strategy, Policy
Coherence for Development, and the 7th Environment Action Programme.
128 1t also established that the success of such an agenda required “policy

PCD should be a means
of implementation of a
post-2015 development
agenda, involving policy
coherence at all levels
requiring that countries
at all levels  of
development  assessed
the impact their policies
have in poorer countries.

The Communication
established that the EU’s
approach to PCD meant
both addressing possible

negative impacts of
domestic  policies on
third  countries  and
fostering synergies

across economic, social
and environmental

policy areas.

124 COM (2011) 637 final,

125 COM(2013) 92, p.7.
126 COM(2013) 92, p.3.
127 COM(2013) 92, p.14.

p.9.

128 COM(2015) 44 final, p.4.
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coherence at all levels to ensure that government policies support poverty

reduction and sustainable development”.*?®

In the Communication PCD is considered as a means of implementation
of the framework, given the increasingly interlinked world. It specifically
referred to the need for all countries to “systematically to take into account
the impact, both positive and negative, that their policies can have on other
countries. To this end, all developed, upper-middle income countries and
emerging economies should commit to set up systems to assess the impact
of adopting new policies on poorer countries.” And further stated that the
EU’s PCD legal commitment meant “both addressing possible negative
impacts of domestic policies on third countries and fostering synergies
across economic, social and environmental policy areas.”*%

Assessment

The New European
Consensus on
Development: Our
World, our Dignity,
our Future, as adopted
by the Council at its
3540th meeting held
on 19 May 2017
(doc9459/17)

2016 COM (2016)
740 final Proposal for

a new European
Consensus on
Development: Our

World, our Dignity,
our Future
(22.11.2016)

The new European consensus for development has been adopted in 2017
as the EU's response to the UN 2030 agenda for sustainable development.
The EU and its Members States have agreed on the main principles that
will guide the common approach to cooperation with developing countries
for the next 15 years and on the strategy for reaching the SDGs.

1. THE EU’s RESPONSE TO THE 2030 AGENDA

6. The purpose of this Consensus is to provide the framework for a
common approach to development policy that will be applied by the EU
institutions and the Member States while fully respecting each other’s
distinct roles and competences. It will guide the action of EU institutions
and Member States in their cooperation with all developing countries.
Actions by the EU and its Member States will be mutually reinforcing and
coordinated to ensure complementarity and impact.

7. The EU and its Member States must respond to current global challenges
and opportunities in the light of the 2030 Agenda. They will implement
the 2030 Agenda across all internal and external policies in a
comprehensive and strategic approach, integrating in a balanced and
coherent manner the three dimensions of sustainable development, and
addressing the inter-linkages between the different SDGs as well as the
broader impacts of their domestic actions at international and global level.
Implementation will be closely coordinated with that of the Paris
Agreement on Climate Change and other international commitments,
including the New Urban Agenda.

9. The EU Global Strategy sets out a vision for the EU’s engagement in
the world, through a range of policies. It highlights the important role of
the 2030 Agenda, which has the potential to trigger the necessary
transformation in support of EU values and the objectives of EU external
action. The SDGs will be a cross-cutting dimension of all the work to
implement the EU Global Strategy. This Consensus will contribute to the
achievements of the priorities of EU external action, including through
support to resilience at all levels. In doing so, the EU and its Member States
will foster a dynamic and multidimensional approach to resilience, to deal
with vulnerability to multiple inter-related risks.

10. This Consensus is the cornerstone of the EU’s development policy,
which is part of the overall EU response to the 2030 agenda. The primary
objective of EU development policy, as laid down in Article 208 of the
Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, is the reduction and, in
the long-term, the eradication of poverty. The EU and its Member States
will apply the principle of policy coherence for development (PCD), and
will take into account the objectives of development cooperation in all
external and internal policies that they implement and that are likely to
affect developing countries. PCD is a fundamental part of the EU’s

The new Consensus
reflects a paradigm shift
in development
cooperation  following
the adoption of the 2030
Agenda on SDG. It
acknowledges the global
challenges as complex
and interconnected, and
the universality of the
SDGs. The EU affirms
with the new consensus
its commitment to lead
the implementation of
the SDGs, based on
common objectives, self-
reliance, mutual interest
and shared responsibility
across countries at all
stages of development.

The new Consensus re-
affirms the EU’s
commitment to PCD and
states its fundamental
role as part of the EU’s
contribution to achieving
the SDGs and to the
broader objective of
Policy Coherence for
Sustainable
Development (PCSD).

The Consensus states
that the EU and its
Member  States  will
apply the principle of
PCD taking into account
the objectives of
development cooperation
in all external and
internal policies likely to
affect developing
countries.  Efforts on
PCD will be applied

across all policies and all

129 COM(2015) 44 final, p.3.

130 COM(2015) 44, p.6.
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Reference
contribution to achieving the SDGs.

4. STRENGTHENING APPROACHES TO IMPROVE EU IMPACT
4.2. Policy Coherence for Development to achieve the SDGs

108. Sustainable development is at the heart of the EU project and firmly
anchored in the Treaties, including for its external action. The EU and its
Member States are committed to ensuring development that meets the
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs. Ensuring policy coherence for
sustainable development as embedded in the 2030 Agenda requires taking
into account the impact of all policies on sustainable development at all
levels —nationally, within the EU, in other countries and at global level.

109. The EU and its Member States reaffirm their commitment to Policy
Coherence for Development (PCD), which requires taking into account the
objectives of development cooperation in policies, which are likely to
affect developing countries. This is a crucial element of the strategy to
achieve the SDGs and an important contribution to the broader objective
of Policy Coherence for Sustainable Development (PCSD). The 2030
Agenda provides a new impetus for the EU and its Member States for
formulating and implementing mutually reinforcing policies.

110. The Consensus will guide efforts in applying PCD across all policies
and all areas covered by the 2030 Agenda, seeking synergies, including
notably on trade, finance, environment and climate change, food security,
migration and security. Particular attention will be given to combatting
illicit financial flows and tax avoidance, and to promoting trade and
responsible investment.

111. Delivering on the new universal framework for sustainable
development in the field of development cooperation is a shared
responsibility of all stakeholders. Sustainable development requires a
holistic and cross-sector policy approach and is ultimately an issue of
governance, which needs to be pursued in partnership with all stakeholders
and on all levels. The EU and its Member States will, therefore, promote
whole-of-government approaches and ensure the political oversight and
coordination efforts at all levels for SDG implementation. In order to better
support policy formulation and decision-making they will ensure the
evidence base of policy impacts on developing countries by consultations,
stakeholder engagement and ex-ante impact assessments and ex-post
evaluations of major policy initiatives. Ongoing EU action towards
sustainable global supply chains, such as in the timber and garment sectors,
illustrate the added value of pursuing a coherent approach. Policy
initiatives should, wherever relevant, indicate how they contribute to
sustainable development in developing countries. This is also instrumental
for improving the EU and its Member States' monitoring and reporting on
PCD.

112. Given the universality of the 2030 Agenda, the EU and its Member
States will also encourage other countries to assess the impact of their own
policies on the achievement of the SDGs, including in developing
countries. The EU and its Member States will moreover strengthen their
dialogue with partner countries on policy coherence and support partner
countries in their own efforts to put in place enabling frameworks for
policy coherence for sustainable development. They will take the lead in
promoting policy coherence at international fora such as the UN and the
G20, as part of their overall support of the 2030 Agenda in their external
action.

Assessment

areas covered by the

2030 Agenda, seeking
synergies, notably on
trade, finance,
environment and climate
change, food security,
migration and security.

It further establishes that
policy coherence for
sustainable development
(PCSD) requires taking
into account the impact
of all policies on
sustainable development
at all levels —nationally,
within the EU, in other
countries and at global
level. And that the EU
and its Member States
will  support  partner
countries to establish
their own frameworks for
policy coherence for
sustainable development.
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Table 2: Reference to PCD in Council Conclusions

Council Conclusion

PCD Specific

Reference

16238/1/04 Presidency
Conclusions  of  the
European Council (16/17
December 2004, doc.
16238/1/04 dated 1
February 2005, p.21):

“65 The European Council called, in the framework of achieving the MDGs, for further
strengthening of policy coherence for development by making wider and more systematic use of
existing mechanisms for consultation and impact assessment and procedures to screen all
relevant policies for their impact on developing countries.”

9266/05 Conclusions of
the Council and the
Representatives of the
Governments of the
Member States Meeting
within the Council- On

Accelerating  progress
towards attaining the
Millennium

Development Goals: EU
Contribution to  the
Review of the MDGs at
the UN 2005 High Level
Event (24 May 2005)

“18. The EU recognises the importance of non-development policies for assisting developing
countries in achieving the MDGs. Building on the existing Treaty obligation for the Community, the
EU shall take account of the objectives of development cooperation in all policies that it implements
which are likely to affect developing countries. The EU will make a specific effort to promote and
enhance Policy Coherence for Development in the context of the Global Partnership for
Development under MDG 8 and in support of the partner countries’ own policies and in compliance
with international obligations.”

“19. The EU is committed to the implementation of the objectives contained in the Commission's
Communication on Policy Coherence for Development dealing with the areas of Trade,
Environment, Security, Agriculture, Fisheries, Social dimension of globalisation, employment and
decent work, Migration, Research and innovation, Information society, Transport and Energy, as
well as Climate Change as listed in the Annex to these Council Conclusions. The Council invites the
Commission and the Member States to pursue its work on Policy Coherence for Development on
the basis of the commitments contained in the Annex to these Conclusions. The EU confirms its
engagement to effectively deliver on these commitments against the background of the given MDG
framework between now and 2015.”

“20. The Council will assess existing internal procedures, mechanisms and instruments to strengthen
the effective integration of development concerns in its decision making procedures on non-
development policies. In accordance with the December 2004 Council Conclusion, the Council
invites the Commission to further reinforce its existing instruments notably its Impact Assessment
tool and consultations with developing countries during policy formulation, and consider new ones
when necessary in support of a strengthened Policy Coherence for Development. The Council calls
on EU Member States and the Commission to strengthen policy coherence for development
procedures, instruments and mechanism and secure adequate resources in their respective
administrations, looking at the best practices developed by some Member States.”

“33. The Council invites the Commission to monitor and regularly report on the implementation of
these EU commitments on MDGs, including (...) and a biennial report on Policy Coherence for
Development.”

2005 Conclusions of the
Council and the
Representatives of the
Governments of the
Member States Meeting
within the Council on
accelerating progress
towards attaining the
MDGs: EU contribution
to the review of the
MDGs at the UN 2005
High Level Event - 24
May 2005

The EU recognises the importance of non-development policies for assisting developing countries
in achieving the MDGs. Building on the existing Treaty obligation for the Community, the EU shall
take account of the objectives of development cooperation in all policies that it implements which
are likely to affect developing countries. The EU will make a specific effort to promote and enhance
Policy Coherence for Development in the context of the Global Partnership for Development under
MDG 8 and in support of the partner countries’ own policies and in compliance with international
obligations.

The EU is committed to the implementation of the objectives contained in the Commission's
Communication on Policy Coherence for Development dealing with the areas of Trade,
Environment, Security, Agriculture, Fisheries, Social dimension of globalisation, employment and
decent work, Migration, Research and innovation, Information society, Transport and Energy, as
well as Climate Change as listed in the Annex to these Council Conclusions

The Council will assess existing internal procedures, mechanisms and instruments to strengthen
the effective integration of development concerns in its decision making procedures on non-
development policies.

The Council calls on EU Member States and the Commission to strengthen policy coherence for
development procedures, instruments and mechanism and secure adequate resources in their
respective administrations, looking at the best practices developed by some Member States.
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The Council invites the Commission to monitor and regularly report on the implementation of these
EU commitments on MDGs, including annual reports on the follow up of the EU commitments on
financing and on the effectiveness of aid, and a biennial report on Policy Coherence for
Development.

In accordance with the December 2004 Council Conclusion, the Council invites the
Commission to further reinforce its existing instruments notably its Impact Assessment tool
and consultations with developing countries during policy formulation, and consider new ones
when necessary in support of a strengthened Policy Coherence for Development.

2007 Conclusions of the
Council and the
Representatives of the
Governments of the
Member States meeting
within the Council on
Policy Coherence for
Development (PCD) - 20
November 2007

The Council recalls the EU commitment to strengthening Policy Coherence for Development (PCD),
as expressed in the 2005 EU Joint Development Policy Statement ‘The European Consensus on
Development’, as well as the EU overall objective of improving the coherence, efficiency and
visibility of the Union’s external policies. The Council emphasises that EU policies other than
development can make a substantial contribution in assisting developing countries’ efforts in their
poverty reduction strategies and in achieving the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)

The Council notes with satisfaction that a number of organisational PCD mechanisms have been put
in place at Council, Member State and Commission levels, but acknowledges the Report’s finding
on the need to pursue efforts to ensure that EU’s commitments continue to be met. The Council
invites all parties to develop and improve such mechanisms and use them in a more systematic
manner, when necessary PCD requires, in addition to political commitments, a clear approach
providing adequate information on the impact of other policies on developing countries,
appropriate fora for dialogue across policy areas, sufficient expertise and enhanced
accountability and transparency.

At Commission level, while a number of PCD mechanisms are already in place, the Council
encourages the Commission to use PCD instruments in a systematic way and continue its efforts to
ensure that development concerns are taken into account in the preparation and implementation of
policies; in particular asks the Commission to improve and better use the Impact Assessment process
to evaluate the impact of EU policies on developing countries.

The revised Impact Assessments guidelines should give more attention to the external impacts on
developing countries.

The Council underlines the role it has assigned to the Committee of Permanent Representatives
(COREPER) in its Rules of Procedure, in particular Article 19 (1), in ensuring the consistency of the
Union's policies and actions. In this context, COREPER should continue to be the main forum
for ensuring PCD, while efforts to enhance policy coherence should start at national level and
furthered at Council Working Parties Within the Council, noting that PCD is not yet systematically
pursued at the different stages of the decision making process, the Council invites future
Presidencies, with the support of the General Secretariat of the Council (GSC) and the
Commission, with due respect to their respective competences, to continue their efforts to ensure
that development concerns are taken into account across the relevant policies. Experience has shown
that the screening of Council agendas and joint meetings of different Council bodies are often
useful procedures to be encouraged.

The Council recalls its invitation to each Presidency to carry out an update of the PCD rolling
Work Programme, in light of the EU and the international agenda, to serve as a check list for PCD.
This work should be done with the assistance of the GSC and the Commission and in accordance
with these Conclusions as well as the Council Conclusions of October 2006.

2009 Council
Conclusions on Policy
Coherence for
Development (PCD) - 18
November 2009

Council welcomes the initial selection of five priority issues where the EU will take account of
development objectives in a more pro-active way as part of a more focused and evolving approach
to PCD. It underlines that over the years priority issues may evolve.

The Council welcomes the Commission suggestion to approach PCD in a more targeted, strategic
and partnership-oriented way, including inter alia strengthening EU dialogue with partner countries
on PCD issues, which is presented in its Communication ‘Policy Coherence for Development -
Establishing the policy framework for a whole-of-the-Union approach’8. The Council recognises
that this work could contribute to further harnessing the synergies of relevant policies and
instruments contributing to development objectives, including by contributing to OECD/DAC9
discussions on the concept of a “whole of the country” approach.

The Council welcomes the increased emphasis on PCD in the European Commission, the better use
of the inter-service consultation mechanism and the strengthening of the development dimension
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of the impact assessment tool as important instruments to improve PCD and the regular screening
of the Commission Legislative and Work Programme from a PCD perspective

Council conclusions on
Policy Coherence for
Development, 14 May
2012

EU efforts on Policy Coherence for Development (PCD) aim to enhance the coherence of EU
policies with development objectives, in particular poverty eradication, as well as the impact of our
external assistance. Further progress towards the Millennium Development Goals and the general
need for increased development effectiveness call for enhanced efforts by all stakeholders and for
development-friendly policies in a broad range of areas beyond aid. Finally, PCD is essential for the
credibility of the EU as a global actor, and hence, a strong EU leadership on PCD issues at high
levels of all parts of the EU and in Member States is important.

The Council reiterates that COREPER will continue to be the main forum for ensuring policy
coherence for development, as already expressed in its Conclusions of 2006.

The Council stresses in particular the need to include the issues of PCD systematically in the
regular dialogue with partner countries to better assess the impact of EU policies at country level
and the interaction with partner countries’ policies. EU Delegations have a crucial role in this
regard.

The Council notes that close cooperation between the European External Action Service and
the European Commission is necessary to ensure greater consistency of EU external action and
PCD.

Council conclusions on
Policy Coherence for
Development,

12 December 2013

In 2013, the Council noted that PCD needed to be anchored within debates on global challenges and
the post-2015 framework, “with a view to mainstreaming PCD in policy formulation and
development processes beyond 2015”.

The Council reiterates its decision to focus in the immediate future on five PCD challenges: trade
and finance, climate change, food security, migration and security. In that context, the Council calls
on the Commission and the EEAS to develop, in cooperation with Member States, an overview of
forthcoming policy proposals and initiatives relevant to PCD on the basis of the annual
Commission’s work programmes to be shared with the relevant Council bodies starting in early 2014
and onwards.

The EU's impact assessments, sustainable impact assessments and evaluations can play an
important role in ensuring ex-ante mainstreaming of PCD and in assessing results. The Council calls
for strengthening the

development dimension of these tools in the context of the review of their respective guidelines.
the Council encourages the Commission and the EEAS to further develop the PCD knowledge base,
through increased research efforts on PCD, including through

continued work with the OECD on relevant methodologies and indicators, and through

thematic PCD case or country studies as well as independent evaluations and assessments

The Council recalls that the role of EU Delegations is essential in providing feedback on issues
relating to PCD and encourages the Commission and the EEAS to continue their efforts and report
further on PCD processes and initiatives at country level. This includes a strengthened dialogue with
local stakeholders regarding the impact of EU policies.

Designating PCD focal points in EU Delegations could be useful in this regard.

The Council notes that, in the context of EU external action, close cooperation between the
EEAS, the European Commission and EU Member States is necessary to strengthen PCD.

Council conclusions on
Policy Coherence for
Development  (PCD):
2015 EU Report, as
adopted by the Council
at its 3420th meeting, 26
October 2015

The Council favourably notes the new institutional organisation of the Commission as a policy
coherence instrument in itself. Furthermore, the Commission's Better Regulation Package contains
revised Impact Assessments guidelines and a **Tool Box™" for assessing potential impacts of future
EU initiatives on developing countries at an early stage of the preparation of an initiative. The
Council encourages the Commission to share its first experiences of the application of impact
assessments when available and to present concrete proposals on how to advance coherence in all
EU policy areas with a clear goal to contribute to sustainable development.

The Council invites the Commission to continue developing effective and coordinated training tools
S0 as to raise awareness across different policy actors and to help facilitate the sharing of good
practices between Member States

In this context, the Council invites the Commission and the EEAS, in close consultation with other
partners, to present concrete proposals on how to better integrate PCD into the EU approach to
implementing the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and calls for this new approach to be
mainstreamed across the EU institutions. Future PCD reporting should reflect the new approach and
lessons learnt of implementation challenges and of past reporting exercises. The Council looks

forward to the next PCD report.
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Recognising the pivotal role of EU delegations and Member State embassies, the Council notes with
satisfaction the establishment of regular monitoring and reporting of PCD issues by delegations
and calls on the Commission, the EEAS and the Member States to further improve ongoing efforts.

It also looks forward to the results of the first independent and comprehensive evaluation of
PCD at EU level which will be crucial for providing further guidance in this regard.

Challenge area: Trade and Finance

Council Conclusions on
Supporting  developing
countries in coping with
the crisis of 18 May

2009, 2943 External
relations Council
meeting.

The Council conclusions promoted a position for the UN High-level Conference on World Financial
and Economic Crisis and its Impact on Development countries based on PCD to ensure that measures
to tackle the economic and financial crisis took full account of their impact on developing countries.
“The Council recalls the importance of Policy Coherence for Development (PCD) and calls on all
donors and international organizations to ensure that the measures to tackle the economic and
financial crisis take full account of their impact on developing countries, especially the poorest and
most vulnerable.”

Council conclusions on
the EU and Responsible
Global Value Chains, as
adopted by the Council
at its 3462nd meeting
held on 12 May 2016

The Council fully supports the Leaders' Declaration at the 2015 G7 Summit, recognising the joint
responsibility of governments and business to foster responsible supply chains, and jointly advance
the understanding of due diligence. The Council also supports the G20 Leaders' acknowledgment of
the importance of fostering safer and healthier workplaces including within sustainable global supply
chains (2015 Antalya Summit). The Council recalls that the EU and its Member States will further
promote a transparent, cooperative and fair international tax environment in line with the principles
of good governance. Financial transparency should be enhanced, this could include related
exchanges in this respect between relevant authorities.

The Council underlines the key role of the 2030 Agenda on Sustainable Development, including the
Addis Ababa Action Agenda, and recalls its conclusions of 26 May 20152, particularly
highlighting the need for the promotion of policy coherence, enabling policy frameworks and
mobilisation of the private sector. The Council also recalls the Agenda for Change3, which focuses
EU trade and development policy on Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and countries most in need,
including in the form of trade preferences or Aid for Trade.

The Council encourages the Commission and the Member States to continue the work on Policy
Coherence for Development as provided by Article 208 TFEU in internal and external policies.
Synergies between development cooperation, environmental policy and trade tools must be
sought, notably to unpack their full combined potential and contribute to the implementation
of, and progress on, TSD chapters and other provisions relevant to sustainable development, so as
to maximise the development impact. This includes capacity building, political dialogue and the
participation of civil society, social partners, and other stakeholders. The Council looks forward to
the upcoming review of the Joint EU Aid for Trade Strategy to enhance synergies in the area of trade
and development, notably with a view to achieving the related Sustainable Development Goals.

The Council supports efforts undertaken in promoting responsible supply chains through
initiatives such as an EU Garment Initiative and through initiatives in the agricultural sector such
as the Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade Action Plan (FLEGT), Amsterdam
Declarations on deforestation and on sustainable palm oil supply, as well as in other sectors. The
Council strongly encourages the Commission and Member States to share best practices, including
the promotion of new and innovative approaches, and to scale up such initiatives and expedite their
delivery. The development of a Public-Private Partnership on Responsible Mineral Sourcing and
other initiatives concerning the responsible sourcing of minerals in conflict-affected and high-risk
areas, are useful tools in this regard

Council Conclusions of
21 December 2010 on
trade policy, welcoming
the Communication on

“Trade, Growth and
World Affairs: Trade
Policy”.

In 2010 the Council Conclusions on EU’s trade policy, growth and world affairs, the EU committed
for a successful and balanced conclusion of the Doha Development Round, to strongly support
development objectives, by intensifying efforts within the framework of PCD, and committed to the
reform of the GSP.

Challenge area: Food Security

Council conclusions on
Food and Nutrition
Security in  external
assistance, 28 May 2013

The Council recalls EU policies on food security, humanitarian food assistance, resilience, social
protection, policy coherence for development, and other relevant EU policies, and its invitation in
May 2010 to the Commission to develop a Communication on nutrition and a food security
implementation plan.
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The Council recalls the target set out in the first Millennium Development Goal (MDG) of halving
the proportion of people suffering from hunger. The Council also recognises the critical importance
of nutrition for the achievement of all MDGs, particularly those on child and maternal health. While
welcoming the reduction in the global rates of undernourishment between 1990 and 2012, progress
in tackling hunger is slow and the MDG hunger target is off-track. The Council emphasises the need
to reach and indeed surpass the MDG hunger target, and the need to ensure that hunger, and food
and nutrition security, are well reflected in the elaboration of the post-2015 agenda.

The Council stresses that good governance for food and nutrition security at all levels is essential,
and that coherence between policies should be pursued in cases of negative effects on food and
nutrition security. The Council emphasises in particular the governance and security of land tenure
and use rights. The Council welcomes the adoption by the Committee on World Food Security last
year of Voluntary Guidelines on Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and Forests
in the Context of National Food Security, and encourages countries to implement them.

Council conclusions on
food and nutrition
security, 20 June 2016

Recognise rural transformation as a critical process to create decent jobs, raise income and economic
growth, and achieve food security and nutrition objectives in the long-term, especially for women
and youth. This also has significant linkages with addressing economic inequality, migration and
urbanisation. More work is needed to create the conditions for sustainable investment, in
infrastructure and development in rural areas. Climate change, in particular, must be taken into
account and sustainable strategies be developed to counter it. Furthermore, transboundary health
threats such as anti-microbial resistance, is a factor to be followed closely.

Ensure continued investment in research and innovation, including digitalisation, and increase action
to enhance the impact of this investment. The Council encourages the EU and its Member States to
work together to accelerate farmers' access to innovation and strengthen partnerships between
European and partner research institutions for long term effectiveness.

Further improve EU and Member States coordination and coordination with other donors in tackling
food and nutrition security challenges as well as agricultural development. In this respect, the
Council encourages further work on Policy Coherence for Development (PCD) and Joint
Programming5. The Council calls on EU Member States to pursue concrete initiatives or actions —
including joint work on analysis, policy dialogue, monitoring and evaluation, and on improving
results frameworks — in at least five partner countries over the next reporting period.

Challenge area: Climate

Change and Environment

Conclusions 118th
Environment  Council
meeting: Rio+20
towards achieving

sustainable development
by greening the economy
and improving
governance, 31 October
2011

“CONFIRMING that Rio+20 should focus on strengthening the coherence and enhancing the
linkages between the environmental, economic and social dimensions of sustainable development
and contribute to the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) by 2015”

Council conclusions on
climate change of 11
October 2016.

Following the Paris Agreement, 13! the Council Conclusions on climate change stressed the need to
scale up resources in developing countries, in particular LCDs and Small Island Developing States
(SIDS), and recognized the need to account for synergies between climate objectives and the SDGs.

Council of the European
Union of 24 June 2014:
Conclusions on the EU
Climate Diplomacy COP
21.

Also, the Council has previously underlined that as part of the EUGS the EU would address the
potentially destabilising effects of climate change, including on migration, food security, reliable
access to resources, water and energy, spread of epidemic diseases, and social and economic
instability.

Challenge area: Migration

Council Conclusions of

19 July 2013
“Conclusions of the
Council and of the
Representatives of
Governments of the

Member States meeting

Regarding international migration, in 2013 the Council adopted conclusions in view of the UN High-
level Dialogue on International Migration and Development, and welcomed the Commission’s
communication “Maximising the Development Impact of Migration” which is based on a PCD
approach.

Well managed migration and mobility is a prerequisite for maximising the benefits and minimising

the challenges of migration, is harnessing a positive impact on progress towards sustainable

131 21st Conference of Parties (COP) to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC).
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within the Council on the
2013 UN High-Level
Dialogue on Migration
and Development and on
broadening the
development-migration
nexus

economic, social and environmental development of both low- and middle-income countries of
origin and destination;

Migration and mobility have contributed to the achievement of many of the Millennium
Development Goals; progress towards sustainable development would sensibly benefit from a
greater attention to migration in national planning and well-managed migration;

Importance of ensuring respect for and protection of the human rights of all migrants to achieve
sustainable development in all its dimensions; and that the impact of respecting human rights goes
far beyond the individual migrant, as it also benefits both the home society and the society in which
migrants live and work.

In line with existing commitments under the Policy Coherence for Development agenda and the
Global Approach to Migration and Mobility, the EU remains committed to maximising the impact
of migration to the EU for the development of countries of origin by continuing work on current
priority areas including remittances, brain drain and circular migration;

Council conclusions on
migration in EU
development
cooperation,
December 2014

12

The Council recalls the significance of migration as one of the five priority areas under the EU’s
commitments on Policy Coherence for Development. The Council reaffirms that, in order to enhance
the development potential of migration, policy coherence should be pursued within a wide range of
internal and external policy areas, including policies in partner countries. In particular, there is a
need for a more systematic incorporation of the development dimension in migration policies. The
Council also recalls that enhanced coherence and coordination is required between the external
dimension of migration policy and the development and external affairs agendas in order to better
address the challenges and opportunities presented by migration.

The Council recalls the significant contribution that development cooperation can provide to
responding to political and economic instability and addressing human rights’ violations, fragility,
conflict, environment vulnerability, unemployment and extreme poverty, which can be root causes
of irregular migration and forced displacement.

The Council calls upon the Commission, in close cooperation with the EEAS, to provide guidance
on how to incorporate and strengthen the migration dimension in both policy dialogue and
programming. It underlines the need for continued efforts to strengthen the evidence base by
improving migration related data collection and analysis, including on the impact of migration on
development, and to reinforce the capacity to use acquired knowledge in policy formulation and
implementation extreme poverty, which can be root causes of irregular migration and forced
displacement.

2016 Council
Conclusions on the EU’s
approach  to  forced
displacement and
development

The 2016 Council Conclusions on the EU’s approach to forced displacement and development,
making reference to broadening the scope of the migration-development nexus, recognised that,
comprehensive and coherent approaches are needed to address the root causes through long-term
development support but also that the EU will work with host government to implement plans and
policies for the inclusion of forced displaced people, and that UN General Assembly High-Level
Meeting on Refugees and Migrants of September 2016 represented “an opportunity for political,
developmental and humanitarian actors to commit to a more coherent and holistic global approach
to forced displacement, as part of the broader migration agenda.”

Challenge area: Security

Council conclusions of
12 May 2014 on the EU's
comprehensive approach

The Council conclusions on the EU's comprehensive approach focused on regional strategies
implemented in the Horn of Africa, the Sahel region and the Gulf of Guinea, framing the EU’s
engagements across many policy areas, and suggested taking forward commitments on PCD to
enable smooth transitioning of CSDP missions and operations and handing responsibility to the
countries.

Council conclusions on
implementing the EU
Global Strategy in the
area of Security and
Defence of 14 November
2016

The Council has expressed that the SDGs will be a crosscutting dimension of the EU Global Strategy
on foreign and security policy (EUGS), but it is yet to see how the EU’s approach to PCD will align
with new priorities at the centre of the external action.

Council conclusions on
the Global Strategy on
the European Union's
Foreign and Security
Policy 17 October 2016.

“The EU will continue to develop the external dimension of European security policy and to add to
the policy coherence between the internal and external security of the Union.(...) To this aim the EU
will also take further steps to increase collaboration with partner countries on capacity building in
support of security and development.(...) The EU will work to strengthen its response to
international terrorism through multilateral cooperation, political dialogue and concrete support to
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third countries. The necessary coherence between internal and external policy will be ensured in the
course of this work.”

“The implementation of the 2030Agenda for Sustainable Development offers an opportunity to
strengthen the security-development nexus. The Sustainable Development Goals represent an
opportunity to catalyse coherence between the internal and external dimensions of EU policies.”

“The EU will work with third partners to implement the Partnership Framework approach with a
view to improved migration management, reduced flows of irregular migration and increased
returns. Our approach aims at addressing the root causes of irregular migration and forced
displacement, by building strong partnerships with countries of origin, transit and host third
countries, making full use of existing policies, processes and programmes.”

“The work on implementing the EU Global Strategy will provide the framework for the EU's external
relations, including CFSP for years to come. Implementing the Strategy across the range of policy
fields will enable the European Union to confront challenges and crises in a more effective and
joined up way. Work started in 2016 on follow up initiatives aimed to make the EU's external action
more credible, responsive and joined-up, notably in the fields of resilience building and an integrated
approach to conflict and crisis, Security and Defence, as well as strengthening the link between
internal and external policies, with attention to migration and counterterrorism, which will continue
throughout 2017 and beyond.”
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Table 3: Alignment of EU

policies and priorities with PCD

Policy Key features related to PCD
Challenge area: Trade and Finance

COM(2015) 497 final
Trade for All - Towards a
more responsible trade
and investment policy,
14.10.2015

The Communication makes an explicit reference to the need for PCD by pointing out to the fact
that trade and investment initiatives should contribute to sustainable growth and job creation, and
minimize any negative impact on LDCs.

“In line with the principle of policy coherence for development, the EU needs to make sure that its
trade and investment initiatives contribute to sustainable growth and job creation and minimize any
negative impact on LDCs and other countries most in need. This is particularly relevant with regard
to TTIP, given that the EU and the US are the world’s two most important markets for developing
countries’ goods and services.” (p.16)

And lists a series of commitment in this regard:

“The Commission will: undertake a mid-term review of the GSP by 2018, notably learning from
the main achievements under the GSP+ scheme. The review would also provide an opportunity to
take stock of lessons learnt on preferences for goods and consider similar preferences in services
for LDCs to the EBA scheme, in line with the recent waiver for LDCs on services agreed at the
WTO; review, together with EU Member States, the 2007 joint EU ‘Aid for trade’ strategy (26) to
enhance the capacity of developing countries to make use of the opportunities offered by trade
agreements, in line with the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development; propose, in the context of
TTIP and other negotiations on regulatory issues, options that reinforce broader international
regulatory cooperation and have positive spillovers in third countries, in particular in developing
countries; undertake an in-depth analysis of the possible effects of new FTAs on LDCs in
sustainability impact assessments, with a view to designing flanking measures when necessary; and
continue supporting a meaningful LDC package in the context of the conclusion of the Doha round
and push in the G20, the WTO and other multilateral fora for close monitoring of the effect of third
countries’ protectionist measures on LDCs and how to remove them”. (p.16).

The Communication also recognizes the “coherence across policy areas” and the need of the EU to
“speaks with one voice and ensures that all EU Member States, people and companies are treated
equally.” (p.26).

COM(2012) 22 final
Trade, growth
development
Tailoring  trade  and
investment  policy for
those countries most in
need, 27.1.2012

CSWD {SEC(2012) 87
final}

Trade as a driver
development

and

of

Communication proposes concrete ways to enhance synergies between trade and development
policies.

Effective trade policy is critical in boosting growth and jobs in Europe and abroad and in projecting
EU values and interests in the world. It can also be a powerful engine for development, in line with
the EU principle of Policy Coherence for Development3. Effective development policy is essential
in helping create better conditions for trade and investment in developing countries, as well as to
ensure equitable distribution of their benefits for poverty eradication. The "Agenda for Change"4
Communication promises greater support to enhance the business environment, to promote
regional integration and to help harness the opportunities that world markets offer, as a driver for
inclusive growth and sustainable development. The EU is guided in all its external action by the
core values underlying its own existence, including the respect and promotion of human rights (p.3)

The EU must focus its efforts on the poorest and most vulnerable countries and make sure those
efforts are tailored to their needs and constraints, while ensuring coherence and complementarity
between trade, development and other policies. 4.1.1. The Commission has proposed a reform of
the GSP scheme to make sure corresponding preferences benefit those countries most in need More
focused preferences (p.9)

EU blending mechanisms can be used to leverage domestic and foreign investment in developing
countries (...).
Greater coherence is also needed with trade and investment agreements. (p.12)

Trade as a driver of development: Links to the Commission's Policy Coherence for Development
Work Programme 2010-2013 contains a section on IPR, include the following three targets.

Challenge area: Food Security

COM(2010) 672 final The
CAP  towards  2020:
Meeting the food, natural
resources and territorial

In setting out the future of the CAP reform, the 2010 Communication CAP towards 2020: Meeting
the food, natural resources and territorial challenges of the future, EU agriculture policy expressly
recognised its alignment with EU’s international trade and PCD commitments, and also called for
strengthening rural development policy and other EU policies.
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Policy Key features related to PCD

challenges of the future
18.11.2010

“The primary role of agriculture is to supply food. Given that demand worldwide will continue
rising in the future, the EU should be able to contribute to world food demand. Therefore, it is
essential that EU agriculture maintains its production capacity and improves it while respecting EU
commitments in international trade and Policy Coherence for Development”

“For the sake of efficiency, it will be essential to strengthen the coherence between rural
development policy and other EU policies, while also simplifying and cutting red tape where
possible. To this end, a common strategic framework for EU funds may be envisaged”

COM(2009)163 final:
Commission Green Paper
on the Reform of the
Common Fisheries Policy;
Brussels, 22.4.2009,
Section 5.8, page 22

The 2009 Commission Green Paper on the Reform of the CFP, the external dimension of the EU’s
fisheries policy, included an explicit recognition that the principal objective for activities under the
external dimension of the CFP should be to extend the principles of sustainable and responsible
fisheries internationally, within the aims of the good governance of the sea and on the sustainable
development of coastal regions. The Green Paper further emphasised the coherence of the CFP
with other EU policies highlighting that EU development and environment policies had a particular
role in the CFP’s external component.

Challenge area: Climate Change and Environment

SWD(2013) 138 final,

Climate change,
environmental

degradation, and
migration  16.4.2013
Accompanying the

Communication An EU
Strategy on adaptation to
climate change

This Staff Working Paper aims to provide an overview of the research and data currently available
on the inter-linkages between migration, environmental degradation and climate change. It also
provides an overview of the many initiatives of relevance for the topic which are already being
taken by the EU in various policy fields, and analyses on-going debates on policy responses at EU
and international level. The paper is produced as a response to a request made by the European
Council to the Commission in the Stockholm Programme for 'an analysis of the effects of climate
change on international migration, including its potential effects on immigration to the European
Union.

However, given the strong evidence that most migration which is primarily driven by
environmental change is likely to occur within the Global South, much of the analysis of the paper
and many of its recommendations are of specific relevance for EU policies with an external focus,
including on development, foreign policy and humanitarian aid.

While the SWD addresses the interlinkages between migration, environment degradation and
climate change, it limits the relationships to development and humanitarian aid policies. And only
refers to the need to strengthen policy coherence at the EU level in a parallel way given that
“recommendations are of specific relevance for EU policies with an external focus, including on
development, foreign policy and humanitarian aid.”

Challenge area: Migration

The Stockholm
Programme — An open and
secure Europe serving and
protecting citizens,
document 17024/09,
2.12.2009: published in
the Official Journal of the
European Union (2010/C
115/01).

In the 2009 Stockholm Programme the European Council recognised “the need for increased policy
coherence at European level in order to promote the positive development effects of migration
within the scope of the EU’s activities in the external dimension and to align international migration
more closely to the achievement of the MDGs”.

The European Council also recognised “the need to find practical solutions which increase
coherence between migration policies and other policy areas such as foreign and development
policy and policies for trade, employment, health and education at the European level”.

COM(2011) 248 final,
Communication on
Migration, 4.5.2011

The communication makes reference to specific actions to be taken in order to improve an update
the EU’s migration policy framework. Some references to “coherence” are made:

“More coherence is needed between visa policy and other EU policies, such as trade and research
policies.”

“The EU needs to strengthen its external migration policies. There is a need for partnerships with
third countries that address the issues related to migration and mobility in a way that makes
cooperation mutually beneficial. In developing such a policy, migration issues should be integrated
into the overall EU's external relations to promote EU's interest and needs. Special attention should
be given to the relationship between migration and climate change. Consistency between internal
and external policies is essential to produce sound results as is coherence and complementarity
between Union and Member States' actions.”

COM(2011) 743 final,
The Global Approach to
Migration and Mobility,
Annex Conclusions of the
CSWP on Migration and
Development, 18.11.2011

A explicit reference to PCD is made in the Annex Conclusions of the CSWP on Migration and
Development:

“Development objectives are being taken into account more and more in the EU and partner
countries’ migration policies. At the same time, the migration dimension is increasingly being taken
into account within development strategies. The EU will continue to promote the Policy Coherence
for Development agenda, with a view to identifying and addressing possible inconsistencies in the
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Policy Key features related to PCD

legislation and policies of the EU and its Member States and to reinforcing capacity and
mechanisms in non-EU countries in this domain.”

COM(2013) 292 final,

Maximising the
Development Impact of
Migration.  The EU

contribution for the UN
High-level Dialogue and
next steps towards
broadening the
development-migration
nexus, 21.5.2013

This communication reaffirms the compromise of the Commission in promoting PCD regarding its
external migration policy and the development-migration nexus. The Communication states the
following:

“Effective policy coherence is of key importance for effective integration of migration into
development policies and should be pursued at and between all relevant levels, including national
frameworks such as the PRSPs, but also at regional, local and multilateral levels. The EU itself can
provide a good example of how regional cooperation can promote Policy Coherence for
Development (PCD) on migration. The obligation for PCD is embedded in the EU Treaty and a
number of operational tools have been developed to implement this, including bi-annual reporting”.
“under the GAMM and the Agenda for Change, the Commission will promote migration
governance and effective policy coherence at all levels, to harness the potential of migration and
mobility as development enablers”.

COM(2015) 240 final, A
European Agenda on
Migration, 13.5.2015

The Agenda makes no explicit mention of PCD but affirms a commitment towards a coherent
approach in line with the GAMM, though in the context of new challenges to be addressed by EU
migration policy due to the severe migratory crisis. The Agenda proposes 4 pillars for a “coherent
and comprehensive approach to reap the benefits and address the challenges deriving from
migration”.

COM(2016) 385 final
Communication on
establishing a  new
Partnership ~ Framework
with third countries under
the European Agenda on
Migration 7.6.2016

Building on the GAMM and the Agenda on Migration, this recent communication makes explicit
references on how coherence for development with respect to migration policy should be shaped,
and reverts the directionality of the ‘migration-development nexus’ by referring on how
development policy can help the EU agenda on migration policy.

There is an explicit reference on PCD but from the perspective of EU migration policy:

“Increasing coherence between migration and development policy is important to ensure that
development assistance helps partner countries manage migration more effectively, and also
incentivizes them to effectively cooperate on readmission of irregular migrants. Positive and
negative incentives should be integrated in the EU's development policy, rewarding those countries
that fulfil their international obligation to readmit their own nationals, and those that cooperate in
managing the flows of irregular migrants from third countries, as well as those taking action to
adequately host persons fleeing conflict and persecution. Equally, there must be consequences for
those who do not cooperate on readmission and return. The same should be true of trade policy,
notably where the EU gives preferential treatment to its partners: migration cooperation should be
a consideration in the forthcoming evaluation of trade preferences under "GSP+".

Even though considered potentially effective, and building on their positive impact on migration,
neighbourhood, development and trade are not the only policies that are relevant to support the
compacts. No policy areas should be exempted from this approach26. All EU policies including
education, research, climate change, energy, environment, agriculture, should in principle be part
of a package, bringing maximum leverage to the discussion”

Challenge area: Security

A Global Strategy for the
European Union’s Foreign
And  Security  Policy
“Shared Vision, Common
Action: A Stronger
Europe”, presented at the
EU summit on 28 June
2016

The Strategy set the common vision regarding the EU external policy.

The following statements establish the interlinkages of security and other areas:

The European Union will promote peace and guarantee the security of its citizens and territory.
Internal and external security are ever more intertwined: our security at home depends on peace
beyond our borders.

The EU will engage in a practical and principled way in peacebuilding, and foster human security
through an integrated approach. Implementing the ‘comprehensive approach to conflicts and crises’
through a coherent use of all policies at the EU’s disposal is essential. But the meaning and scope
of the ‘comprehensive approach’ will be expanded.

We must become more joined up across our external policies, between Member States and EU
institutions, and between the internal and external dimensions of our policies. This is particularly
relevant to the implementation of the Sustainable Development Goals, migration, and security,
notably counter-terrorism. We must also systematically mainstream human rights and gender issues

across policy sectors and institutions”
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Table 4: Alignment of the EU’s approach to PCD with international commitments

Reference
Communications (on MDGs, SDGs)

COM(2005) 134 final

Policy =~ Coherence  for
Development: Accelerating
progress towards attaining

the Millennium
Development Goals
(12.04.2005)

The Commission acknowledged that better development cooperation, more finance and
improved aid delivery was not in itself sufficient to enable developing countries reaching the
MDGs by 2015.

The Commission re-stated that the effective improvement in the coherence of developed
countries’ policies could contribute to achieve the MDGs. Therefore, it proposed that as a way
to improve such progress, the EU could consider the challenge of how non-aid policies can assist
developing countries in attaining the MDGs:

“Within the broad context of EU policy making coherence is a multidimensional commitment
which needs to take place within the overall framework of the EU sustainable development
strategy. Non-development policies should respect development policy objectives and
development cooperation should, where possible, also contribute to reaching the objectives of
other EU policies. In general — and including in the context of the forthcoming development
policy review - this broad definition applies. However, within the specific framework of this
Communication a more targeted approach is adopted. When exploring ways to accelerate
progress towards achieving MDGs the EU is committed to look beyond the frontiers of
development cooperation, and consider the challenge of how non-aid policies can assist
developing countries in attaining the MDGs.

The impact of EU non-aid policies on developing countries should not be underestimated, and
neither should their potential to make a positive contribution to the development process in these
countries...”

The Commission identified priority areas for which attaining synergies with development policy
objectives were considered relevant and had a direct relationship with one or more MDGs, and
invited the Council, the EP and the EESC to accept the commitments as a joint engagement of
the EU and its Member States to effectively deliver in those areas for the timeframe 2005-2015.

COM(2013) 92 final A
decent life for all: Ending
poverty and giving the world
a sustainable
future(27.2.2013)

The EU’s approach to PCD was fully aligned with the priorities established in the EU’s common
position envisioned for the discussion on the SDGs framework - this common position
established that PCD should play a major role in the new SDG framework given that the EU
was already committed to greater coherence, mainstreaming and integration of sustainable
development in EU policies at large.

In the context of the achievement of the MDGs and the establishment of a post 2015 framework,
the Communication proposed a common EU approach for the EU’s engagement in the
discussion regarding the SDGs (UN Open Working Group on SDGs) and the challenges of
eradicating poverty and ensuring sustainability. It recognised the need to address these
challenges together by all countries, and proposed several principles for an overarching
framework for post-2015 considering its three dimensions: economic, social, environmental.
The Communication proposed that the new post-2015 framework should cover basic human
development, drivers for sustainable and inclusive growth and development, structural
transformation of the economy needed for the creation of productive capacities and employment,
transition to an inclusive green economy capable of addressing climate challenges, and the
sustainable management of natural resources. Also, it proposed that the framework should
address justice, equality and equity, as well as the empowerment of women and gender equality.
This Communication expressly mentioned that “Beyond aid, Policy Coherence for Development
plays a major role in eliminating poverty and achieving sustainable development. Strong
consideration of the role of these policies should therefore be given due place in the future
framework.”

It also acknowledged that “The EU will continue to pursue the sustainable development,
including by implementingRio+20 commitments through a range of overarching policies, in
particular through its overarching strategy for smart, inclusive and sustainable growth - Europe
2020. This covers, inter alia, resource efficiency, low carbon economy, research and innovation,
employment, social inclusion and youth. The implementation and regular review of the Europe
2020 Strategy, which builds on the integrative approach initiated by the EU Strategy for
Sustainable Development, should contribute to greater coherence, mainstreaming and integration
of the three dimensions of sustainable development in EU policies at large. Sustainable
development objectives will be made operational through a range of key policies under
preparation, including the reform of the Common Agricultural and the Common Fisheries
Policies...”
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Policy

COM(2014) 335 final, A
decent Life for all: from
vision to collective action,
2.6.2014

Reference

The Communication explicitly mentions PCD.

“The EU remains committed to ensuring increased Policy Coherence for Development (PCD),
taking account of development objectives in those policies which are likely to affect developing
countries. (...) As another example for PCD, a new global partnership should foster strengthened
dialogue and cooperation among states and other relevant stakeholders to create an enabling
environment for enhancing the benefits of international migration for human development
through action in areas such as reducing the costs of migration and remittance transfers or
combating discrimination of migrants. The EU will continue efforts to partner with developing
countries to maximise the development impact of migration in the context of the Global
Approach to Migration and Mobility.”

COM(2015) 44 final A
Global  Partnership  for
Poverty Eradication and

Sustainable  Development
after 2015 (5.2.2015)

The EU reaffirmed that PCD should be a means of implementation of a post-2015 development
agenda, involving policy coherence at all levels requiring that countries at all levels of
development assessed the impact their policies have in poorer countries.

The Communication established that the EU’s approach to PCD meant both addressing possible
negative impacts of domestic policies on third countries and fostering synergies across economic,
social and environmental policy areas.

The Communication, set out the European Commission's views on the overarching principles
and main components for the post-2015 development agenda. As examples on which the EU
could draw for experience on implementing policies that reflect key principles of the agenda it
mentions Europe 2020 Strategy, Policy Coherence for Development, and the 7th Environment
Action Programme. (p.4). It also established that the success of such an agenda required “policy
coherence at all levels to ensure that government policies support poverty reduction and
sustainable development”.

In the Communication PCD is considered as a means of implementation of the framework, given
the increasingly interlinked world. It specifically referred to the need for all countries to
“systematically to take into account the impact, both positive and negative, that their policies can
have on other countries. To this end, all developed, upper-middle income countries and emerging
economies should commit to set up systems to assess the impact of adopting new policies on
poorer countries.” And further stated that the EU’s PCD legal commitment meant “both
addressing possible negative impacts of domestic policies on third countries and fostering
synergies across economic, social and environmental policy areas.”

Council Conclusions (MDGs,

SDGs)

Conclusions of the Council
and the Representatives of
the Governments of the
Member States Meeting
within the Council, 24 May
2005, doc. 9266/05

Conclusions of the Council and the Representatives of the Governments of the Member States
Meeting within the Council adopted a position on the EU Contribution to the Review of the
MDGs for the UN 2005 High Level Event, in which they reaffirmed that the Union was firmly
resolved to play a major role within the United Nations in general, and committed the EU
Member States and the Commission to strengthen PCD to support developing countries achieving
the MDGs.

Council Conclusions on the
Overarching Post 2015
Agenda, 25 June 2013

The EU and its Member States reaffirm their commitment to the Millennium Declaration and the
outcome document of the 2010 Summit on the MDGs and stress that they remain committed to
doing their utmost to help achieve the MDGs by 2015, including through the implementation of
the Agenda for Change. The EU and its Member States also call on all partners to redouble their
efforts to support the achievement of the MDGs

The United Nations Special Event to follow up on efforts made towards achieving the MDGs’
(New York, September 2013), which should strengthen the impetus for the achievement of the
MDGs and provide further guidance for the elaboration of an overarching post-2015 framework.

The Council further emphasised that Policy coherence at all levels and, in particular, Policy
Coherence for Development, need to be enhanced across all sectors, including in their
measurability, to better achieve poverty eradication and sustainable development

Council Conclusions of 14
June 2010, on “The MDGs
for the UN High Level
Plenary Meeting in New
York and beyond -
Supporting the achievement
of the MDGs by 2015”.

The Council acknowledged that more work was needed in order to achieve the MDGs specifically
with regard to Sub-Saharan Africa and LDC countries with special attention to countries in
situation of conflict and fragility.

EVALUATION OF THE EUROPEAN UNION'S
POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT

ANNEX 6: MAIN EU POLICIES ON PCD
PAGE 164



Policy |
Council Conclusions on A
New Global Partnership for
Poverty Eradication and
Sustainable  Development
after 2015 (26 May 2015,
doc. 9241/15)

In these conclusions, the Council further developed the EU’s position on a post 2015 agenda on

Reference

sustainable development, called for a shared responsibility to address global challenges through
an integrated approach taking into consideration the economic, social and environmental
dimensions of sustainable development and poverty eradication in a balanced manner.

The Council called for policy coherence at all levels and reaffirmed the EU’s commitment to
PCD:

“The EU and its Member States are committed to Policy Coherence for Development as a key
contribution to the collective effort towards achieving broader policy coherence for sustainable
development.” And recognised that all developed, upper-middle-income countries and emerging
economies have a responsibility to assess “the impact that their policies have in poorer countries”.

The Conclusions also related this position to other events: Third International Financing for
Development Conference in July in Addis Ababa (the "Addis Ababa Conference, as well as the
21st Conference of the Parties to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change.

EVALUATION OF THE EUROPEAN UNION'S ANNEX 6: MAIN EU POLICIES ON PCD
POLICY COHERENCE FOR DEVELOPMENT PAGE 165



ANNEX 7: MAIN UN RESOLUTIONS AND DOCUMENTS

Table 1: Alignment of EU’s PCD approach with international commitments

UN Resolutions Key features related to PCD
Development priorities

Resolution  A/RES/55/2
adopted by the General
Assembly, United Nations
Millennium Declaration,
18 September 2000.

Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs)

Adopted in 2000, the MDGs established the shared
responsibility of developed and developing countries towards
the achievement of reduction of poverty by establishing a series
of goals and later specific targets. The following provisions
related to this effect are:

“We recognize that, in addition to our separate responsibilities
to our individual societies, we have a collective responsibility to
uphold the principles of human dignity, equality and equity at
the global level. As leaders, we have a duty therefore to all the
world’s people, especially the most vulnerable and, in particular,
the children of the world, to whom the future belongs.”

“Shared responsibility. Responsibility for managing worldwide
economic and social development, as well as threats to
international peace and security, must be shared among the
nations of the world and should be exercised multilaterally. As
the most universal and most representative organization in the
world, the United Nations must play the central role”

Assessment
Then MDGs  declaration
committed developed and

developing countries to a new
global partnership to reduce
extreme poverty and setting out
a series of time-bound targets -
with a deadline of 2015.

The global partnership
recognized in MDG 8 served as
the basis for the EU’s action on
supporting the efforts of
developing  countries  to
achieve the MDGs. These
efforts were not limited to
ODA but with the Doha
declaration it became explicit
that the commitment also
involved policy coherence for
development and formulating

for Development, final text
of agreements and
commitments adopted at
the International
Conference on Financing
for Development
Monterrey, Mexico, 18-22
March 2002,  United
Nations 2003

“3. Mobilizing and increasing the effective use of financial
resources and achieving the national and international economic
conditions needed to fulfil internationally agreed development
goals, including those contained in the Millennium Declaration,
to eliminate poverty, improve social conditions and raise living
standards, and protect our environment, will be our first step to
ensuring that the twenty-first century becomes the century of
development for all.

4. Achieving the internationally agreed development goals,
including those contained in the Millennium Declaration,
demands a new partnership between developed and developing
countries. We commit ourselves to sound policies, good
governance at all levels and the rule of law. We also commit
ourselves to mobilizing domestic resources, attracting
international flows, promoting international trade as an engine
for development, increasing international financial and technical
cooperation for development, sustainable debt financing and
external debt relief, and enhancing the coherence and
consistency of the international monetary, financial and trading
systems.

5.The terrorist attacks on 11 September 2001 exacerbated the
global economic slowdown, further reducing growth rates. It has
now become all the more urgent to enhance collaboration among
all stakeholders to promote sustained economic growth and to
address the long-term challenges of financing for development.
Our resolve to act together is stronger than ever.

8. In the increasingly globalizing interdependent world
economy, a holistic approach to the interconnected national,
international and systemic challenges of financing for

policies  consistent  with
The principle behind what came to be known as Goal 8: Develop | poverty reduction and
a Global Partnership for Development, was “To develop strong | sustainable growth and
partnerships with the private sector and with civil society | development.
organizations in pursuit of development and poverty
eradication.”
Monterrey Consensus of | Some of the main commitments leading to a call on international | The 2002 Monterrey
the International | coordination and coherence of the Monterrey Consensus are | Consensus called for a
Conference on Financing | identified here: coherent and  coordinated

approach to fulfil international

agreed development goals
including MDGs. The
Consensus focused on
mobilizing  financing  for

development, but also called
for coherent action given
economic globalization and
inter-dependency. In addition,
it called for coherence at the
operational and international
levels to meet the MDGs of
sustained economic growth,
poverty  eradication  and
sustainable development.

The Consensus was updated in
2008 (Doha) and 2015 (Addis
Ababa).
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UN Resolutions Key features related to PCD

development - sustainable, gender-sensitive, people-centred
development - in all parts of the globe is essential. Such an
approach must open up opportunities for all and help to ensure
that resources are created and used effectively and that strong,
accountable institutions are established at all levels. To that end,
collective and coherent action is needed in each interrelated area
of our agenda, involving all stakeholders in active partnership.
10. In our common pursuit of growth, poverty eradication and
sustainable development, a critical challenge is to ensure the
necessary internal conditions for mobilizing domestic savings,
both public and private, sustaining adequate levels of productive
investment and increasing human capacity. A crucial task is to
enhance the efficacy, coherence and consistency of
macroeconomic policies. An enabling domestic environment is
vital for mobilizing domestic resources, increasing productivity,
reducing capital flight, encouraging the private sector, and
attracting and making effective use of international investment
and assistance. Efforts to create such an environment should be
supported by the international community.

52. (...) With the same purpose, efforts should be strengthened
at the national level to enhance coordination among all relevant
ministries and institutions. Similarly, we should encourage
policy and programme coordination of international institutions
and coherence at the operational and international levels to meet
the Millennium Declaration development goals of sustained
economic growth, poverty eradication and sustainable
development.”

Assessment

Doha  Declaration  of
financing for
development, final text of
agreements and
commitments adopted at

the Follow-up
International Conference
on Financing for

Development to Review
the Implementation of the
Monterrey Consensus
Doha, Qatar, 29 November
- 2 December 2008, United
Nations 2009.

The follow up to the Monterrey consensus reaffirmed its holistic
approach, the need to mobilize financial resources for
development and the effective use for the global partnership for
sustainable development, including the support of the
achievement of the MDGs. It also recognised the context created
by the systemic impact of the financial crisis, terrorism threats,
economic globalization and interdependence.

The commitment of international coherence and coordination
for development was explicitly broadened to include coherence
of the policies of developed countries:

“70. We encourage better coordination and enhanced coherence
among relevant ministries in all countries to assist in the
formulation and effective implementation of policies at all
levels. We also encourage international financial and
development institutions to continue to enhance policy
coherence for development, taking into account diversified
needs and changing circumstances. In order to complement
national development efforts, we call on all countries whose
policies have an impact on developing countries to increase
their efforts to formulate policies consistent with the
objectives of sustained growth, poverty eradication and
sustainable development of developing countries.”

The EU’s approach to PCD
during the first part of the
period of evaluation has been
framed within the EU’s
commitment to the MDGs. The
Doha declaration called for
international  financial and
development institutions to
commit to policy coherence for
development; and explicitly
called developed countries to
increase efforts for coherence
of their policies with poverty
eradication, sustained growth
and development when these
policies had an impact on
developing countries.

2015 Addis Ababa Action
Agenda of the Third
International Conference
on Financing for
Development (Addis
Ababa Action Agenda)
The final text of the
outcome document
adopted at the Third
International Conference
on Financing for
Development (Addis
Ababa, Ethiopia, 13-16

The commitments leading to the coherence of policies in the
three dimensions of sustainable development in a global
partnership and explicitly stating the need to assess the impact
of policies on sustainable development are related to the
following provisions:

“5. Solutions can be found, including through strengthening
public policies, regulatory frameworks and finance at all levels,
unlocking the transformative potential of people and the private
sector, and incentivizing changes in financing as well as
consumption and production patterns to support sustainable
development. We recognize that appropriate incentives,
strengthening national and international policy environments
and regulatory frameworks and their coherence, harnessing

In addition to reaffirm the
commitments of the Monterrey
Consensus, this action agenda
committed to pursue policy
coherence and an enabling
environment for sustainable
development at all levels and
by all actors in the global
partnership  for sustainable
development. It recognised the

need to enhance policy
coherence across all three
dimensions of sustainable
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UN Resolutions Key features related to PCD Assessment

July 2015) and endorsed
by the General Assembly
in its resolution 69/313 of
27 July 2015

the potential of science, technology and innovation, closing
technology gaps and scaling up capacity-building at all levels
are essential for the shift towards sustainable development
and poverty eradication.

9. (...) At the same time, national development efforts need to
be supported by an enabling international economic
environment, including coherent and mutually supporting world
trade, monetary and financial systems, and strengthened and
enhanced global economic governance. Processes to develop
and facilitate the availability of appropriate knowledge and
technologies globally, as well as capacity-building, are also
critical. We commit to pursuing policy coherence and an
enabling environment for sustainable development at all levels
and by all actors, and to reinvigorating the global partnership for
sustainable development.

103. Monterrey emphasized the importance of continuing to
improve global economic governance and to strengthen the
United Nations leadership role in promoting development.
Monterrey also emphasized the importance of the coherence and
consistency of the international financial and monetary and
trading systems in support of development. Since Monterrey
we have become increasingly aware of the need to take
account of economic, social and environmental challenges,
including the loss of biodiversity, natural disasters and
climate change, and to enhance policy coherence across all
three dimensions of sustainable development. We will take
measures to improve and enhance global economic governance
and to arrive at a stronger, more coherent and more inclusive and
representative international architecture for sustainable
development, while respecting the mandates of respective
organizations. We recognize the importance of policy
coherence for sustainable development and we call upon
countries to assess the impact of their policies on sustainable
development.

113. Building on the vision of the Monterrey Consensus, we
resolve to strengthen the coherence and consistency of
multilateral financial, investment, trade, and development
policy and environment institutions and platforms, and increase
cooperation between major international institutions, while
respecting mandates and governance structures. We commit to
taking better advantage of relevant United Nations forums for
promoting universal and holistic coherence and international
commitments to sustainable development.”

development and the need to
“take account of economic,
social and  environmental
challenges, including the loss
of biodiversity, natural
disasters and climate change”.
It finally acknowledged the
importance of policy
coherence for  sustainable
development. This Action plan

called “upon countries to
assess the impact of their
policies on sustainable

development”.

Resolution ~ A/RES/70/1
adopted by the General
Assembly on 25
September 2015-
Transforming our world:
the 2030 Agenda for
Sustainable Development
(2015)

The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development follows on from
and seeks to build on the MDG and sets out 17 Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) and 169 targets for all countries to
achieve by 2030.

Policy Coherence for Development (PCD) is recognized under
goal 17, systemic issues.

The 17 SDGs are:

Goal 1. End poverty in all its forms everywhere

Goal 2. End hunger, achieve food security and improved
nutrition and promote sustainable agriculture

Goal 3. Ensure healthy lives and promote well-being for all at
all ages

Goal 4. Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and
promote lifelong learning opportunities for all

Goal 5. Achieve gender equality and empower all women and
girls

Goal 6. Ensure availability and sustainable management of
water and sanitation for all

The adoption of the 2030
Agenda  on Sustainable
Development has called for
“policy coherence for
sustainable development”
under Goal 17. Following the
adoption of the 2030 Agenda
on SDG, the new European
Development Consensus re-
affirms the EU’s commitment
to PCD and states its
fundamental role as part of the
EU’s contribution to achieving
the SDGs and to the broader
objective of Policy Coherence
for Sustainable Development
(PCSD).
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Goal 7 Ensure access to affordable, reliable, sustainable and
modern energy for all

Goal 8. Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic
growth, full and productive employment and decent work for all
Goal 9. Build resilient infrastructure, promote inclusive and
sustainable industrialization and foster innovation

Goal 10. Reduce inequality within and among countries

Goal 11. Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe,
resilient and sustainable

Goal 12. Ensure sustainable consumption and production
patterns

Goal 13. Take urgent action to combat climate change and its
impacts (acknowledging that the UN Framework Convention on
Climate Change is the primary international, intergovernmental
forum for negotiating the global response to climate change).
Goal 14. Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and
marine resources for sustainable development

Goal 15. Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of
terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, combat
desertification, and halt and reverse land degradation and halt
biodiversity loss

Goal 16. Promote peaceful and inclusive societies for
sustainable development, provide access to justice for all and
build effective, accountable and inclusive institutions at all
levels

Goal 17. Strengthen the means of implementation and revitalize
the Global Partnership for Sustainable Development.

Assessment

Challenge area: Trade and

Finance

United Nations High-level
Conference on World
Financial and Economic
Crisis and its Impact on
Development — 1-3 June
2009

Outcome of United
Nations Conference on the
World  Financial and
Economic Crisis and its
Impact on Development

In the aftermath of the financial crisis, the international
community called for joint efforts to ensure developing
countries coped with the situation:

“4. Developing countries are now bearing the brunt of this crisis,
for which they are least responsible. The ongoing food and fuel
crises have only compounded the effect of the financial and
economic collapse, and exacerbated the burdens and sorrows of
the developing world. Nonetheless, the destiny of developed
and developing countries in an interdependent world and a
globalised economy is inextricably linked. Therefore, short-
term stabilization measures must protect the poor, and long-
term measures must ensure sustainable financial flows while
simultaneously reducing the likelihood of future crises.

6. This Conference represents the beginning of an ongoing and
concerted engagement of the entire global community with the
pillars of our financial architecture. We stand at the crossroads
of growth and development; and at the threshold of a new era of
global fiscal responsibility and people-centred progress. The
bedrock ethics and values of our common humanity must
also inform our global financial interactions, and cannot be
sacrificed on the altar of reckless speculation or onerous
conditionality. Our continued pursuit of profit and economic
growth must be leavened by our collective responsibilities in
the satisfaction of human needs, the realization of human
rights and the achievement of human security.

26. Globalization and free trade have been important drivers,
among other factors, for economic growth and prosperity, and
the global recovery from this financial and economic crisis, and
our future global resilience, require a speedy conclusion of the
WTO Doha Round and provision of much needed trade
finance. The crisis has also emphasized the importance of
achieving the true development outcome of the Doha Round.
We therefore reiterate our commitment to an early

The Conference recognized the
interdependence of  the
developed and developing
countries and the effects of the
crisis on the latter. The
international community called
for actions in diverse areas but
mainly linking for instance
commitments to the Doha
Round, the elimination of
agricultural export subsidies, to
the support to developing
countries. The Council
conclusions on the related topic
of the Conference promoted a
position based on PCD to
ensure that measures to tackle
the economic and financial
crisis took full account of their
impact on developing countries
(Council  Conclusions  on
Supporting developing
countries in coping with the
crisis of 18 May 2009, 2943
External relations Council
meeting).
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conclusion to the Doha Round that places the needs of the
developing countries at the centre, to implement duty-free
and quota free-access to least developed countries, to the
principle of special and differential treatment for developing
countries, to the elimination of agricultural export subsidies,
as agreed in the Hong Kong Ministerial Declaration, and other
trade distorting agricultural subsidies, and to meeting our
existing aid for trade pledges. We agree to explore the possibility
to bring forward the implementation of already agreed measures
to support the most vulnerable developing countries. We
undertake to resist protectionist tendencies and rectify any
protectionist measures already taken. In this context, we
reiterate the importance of monitoring and reporting on new
barriers to trade and investments. We should also resist unfair
treatment of migrant labourers and the imposition of undue
restrictions on labour migration.”

Assessment

Challenge area: Food Security

Resolution A/RES/64/159
64/159. The right to food
adopted by the General
Assembly on 18 December
2009

Recognizing that the complex character of the global food crisis,
in which the right to adequate food is threatened to be violated
on a massive scale, is a combination of several major factors,
such as the global financial and economic crisis, environmental
degradation, desertification and the impacts of global climate
change, as well as natural disasters and the lack in many
countries of the appropriate technology, investment and
capacity-building necessary to confront its impact, particularly
in developing countries, least developed countries and small
island developing States

1. Reaffirms that hunger constitutes an outrage and a violation
of human dignity and therefore requires the adoption of urgent
measures at the national, regional and international levels for its
elimination;

2. Also reaffirms the right of everyone to have access to safe,
sufficient and nutritious food, consistent with the right to
adequate food and the fundamental right of everyone to be free
from hunger, so as to be able to fully develop and maintain his
or her physical and mental capacities;

18. Stresses the need to make efforts to mobilize and optimize
the allocation and utilization of technical and financial resources
from all sources, including external debt relief for developing
countries, and to reinforce national actions to implement
sustainable food security policies;

20. Stresses that all States should make all efforts to ensure
that their international policies of a political and economic
nature, including international trade agreements, do not
have a negative impact on the right to food in other
countries;

In addressing the food crisis,
the UNGA recognized the
interrelated factors stemming
from different areas and called
for countries to make efforts to
ensure their policies do not
have a negative impact in the
right to food of other countries.

Challenge area: Climate Change and Environment

21st Conference of the
Parties to the UN
Framework Convention on
Climate Change in from 30
November to 13 December
2015 in Paris

UNFCCC -
FCCC/CP/2015/10/Add.1-
Conference of the Parties
Decision 1/CP.21 -
Adoption of the Paris
Agreement

Paris  Agreement
December 2015

12

The Paris Agreement (UNFCCC - FCCC/CP/2015/10/Add.1-
Conference of the Parties Decision 1/CP.21) establishes under
articles 9 and 10 that developed country Parties shall provide
financial resources and mobilise climate finance to assist
developing country Parties with respect to both mitigation and
adaptation, and promote cooperative action in technology
development and transfer in order to improve resilience to
climate change and to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

Article 2.2. This Agreement will be implemented to reflect
equity and the principle of common but differentiated
responsibilities and respective capabilities, in the light of
different national circumstances.”

The international commitments
(the EU has completed
ratification of the Paris
Agreement) regarding the
developed countries
responsibilities towards
developing ones on mitigation
and adaptation point
out/suggest to the need for
PCD approach.
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Acrticle 9 1. Developed country Parties shall provide financial
resources to assist developing country Parties with respect to
both mitigation and adaptation in continuation of their existing
obligations under the Convention. 2. Other Parties are
encouraged to provide or continue to provide such support
voluntarily. 3. As part of a global effort, developed country
Parties should continue to take the lead in mobilizing climate
finance from a wide variety of sources, instruments and
channels, noting the significant role of public funds, through a
variety of actions, including supporting country-driven
strategies, and taking into account the needs and priorities of
developing country Parties. Such mobilization of climate
finance should represent a progression beyond previous efforts.
Article 10 1. Parties share a long-term vision on the importance
of fully realizing technology development and transfer in order
to improve resilience to climate change and to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions. 2. Parties, noting the importance of
technology for the implementation of mitigation and adaptation
actions under this Agreement and recognizing existing
technology deployment and dissemination efforts, shall
strengthen cooperative action on technology development and
transfer.

Developed country Parties shall provide transparent and
consistent information on support for developing country Parties
provided and mobilized through public interventions biennially

Assessment

UN General Assembly
Resolution  69/314 on
Tackling Illicit Trafficking
in Wildlife, adopted by the
General Assembly on 30
July 2015

“Emphasizing that the protection of wildlife must be part of a
comprehensive approach to achieving poverty eradication, food
security, sustainable development, including the conservation
and sustainable use of biological diversity, economic growth,
social well-being and sustainable livelihoods,

3.Urges Member States to take decisive steps at the national
level to prevent, combat and eradicate the illegal trade in
wildlife, on both the supply and demand sides, including by
strengthening the legislation necessary for the prevention,
investigation and prosecution of such illegal trade as well as
strengthening enforcement and criminal justice responses, in
accordance with national legislation and international law,
acknowledging that the International Consortium on Combating
Wildlife Crime can provide valuable technical assistance in this
regard;”

Already in 2012, the UN Conference on Sustainable
Development Rio+20 recognised that addressing the economic,
social and environmental impacts of illicit trafficking in wildlife
required action on both the supply and demand sides.

In 2015 the UN General
Assembly adopted Resolution
69/314 on tackling illicit
trafficking in wildlife,
recognising that it contributes
to damage to ecosystems and
rural livelihoods, including
those based on ecotourism;
undermines good governance
and the rule of law and in some
cases;  threatens  national
stability and requires enhanced
regional  cooperation  and
coordination in response. It
also emphasized that wildlife
protection required a
comprehensive approach to
achieving poverty eradication,
food security, sustainable
development, including the
conservation and sustainable
use of biological diversity,
economic growth, social well-

A/RES/66/288 The future
we want, adopted by the
General Assembly on 27
July 2012

promotion of an economically, socially and environmentally
sustainable future for our planet and for present and future
generations. 2. Poverty eradication is the greatest global
challenge facing the world today and an indispensable
requirement for sustainable development. In this regard, we are
committed to freeing humanity from poverty and hunger as a
matter of urgency.

being and sustainable
livelihoods.
UN Conference on | “1. We, the Heads of State and Government and high-level | Rio+20 confirmed the
Sustainable Development | representatives, having met at Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, from 20 to | engagement of the
Rio+20 -  Outcome | 22 June 2012, with the full participation of civil society, renew | international community on an
document Resolution | our commitment to sustainable development and to ensuring the | integrated approach to

sustainable development in its
three dimensions.

The EU’s position for this
conference was an approach
focused on strengthening the
coherence and enhancing the
linkages between the

environmental, economic and
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3. We therefore acknowledge the need to further mainstream
sustainable development at all levels, integrating economic,
social and environmental aspects and recognizing their
interlinkages, so as to achieve sustainable development in all
its dimensions. 4. We recognize that poverty eradication,
changing unsustainable and promoting sustainable patterns of
consumption and production and protecting and managing the
natural resource base of economic and social development are
the overarching objectives of and essential requirements for
sustainable development. We also reaffirm the need to achieve
sustainable development by promoting sustained, inclusive and
equitable economic growth, creating greater opportunities for
all, reducing inequalities, raising basic standards of living,
fostering equitable social development and inclusion, and
promoting the integrated and sustainable management of natural
resources and ecosystems that supports, inter alia, economic,
social and human development while facilitating ecosystem
conservation, regeneration and restoration and resilience in the
face of new and emerging challenges. 5. We reaffirm our
commitment to make every effort to accelerate the achievement
of the internationally agreed development goals, including the
Millennium Development Goals by 2015. 6. We recognize that
people are at the centre of sustainable development and, in this
regard, we strive for a world that is just, equitable and inclusive,
and we commit to work together to promote sustained and
inclusive economic growth, social development and
environmental protection and thereby to benefit all.

13. We recognize that opportunities for people to influence their
lives and future, participate in decision-making and voice their
concerns are fundamental for sustainable development. We
underscore that sustainable development requires concrete and
urgent action. It can only be achieved with a broad alliance of
people, governments, civil society and the private sector, all
working together to secure the future we want for present and
future generations.

40. We call for holistic and integrated approaches to
sustainable development that will guide humanity to live in
harmony with nature and lead to efforts to restore the health and
integrity of the Earth’s ecosystem.

C. Environmental pillar in the context of sustainable
development

87. We reaffirm the need to strengthen international
environmental governance within the context of the institutional
framework for sustainable development in order to promote a
balanced integration of the economic, social and environmental
dimensions of sustainable development, as well as coordination
within the United Nations system.

89. We recognize the significant contributions to
sustainable  development made by the multilateral
environmental agreements. (...) We encourage parties to
multilateral environmental agreements to consider further”

The Conference also adopted ground-breaking guidelines on
green economy policies

social dimensions of
sustainable development, and
on contributing the
achievement of the MDGs by
2015 (Conclusions  118th
Environment Council meeting:
Rio+20 towards achieving
sustainable development by
greening the economy and

Challenge area: Migration

UN Declaration of the

High-level Dialogue on
International ~ Migration
and Development,

Resolution 68/4 adopted
by the General Assembly
on 3 October 2013

1. Recognize that international migration is a multidimensional
reality of major relevance for the development of countries of
origin, transit and destination, and in this regard, recognize that
international migration is a cross-cutting phenomenon that
should be addressed in a coherent, comprehensive and balanced
manner, integrating development with due regard for social,
economic and environmental dimensions and respecting human
rights;

improving governance, 31
October 2011).
The UNGA  declaration

recognized the interlinkages of
international migration and
development, and called for a
coherent, comprehensive
approach to integrate social,
economic, environmental, and
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2. Acknowledge the important contribution made by migrants
and migration to development in countries of origin, transit and
destination, as well as the complex interrelationship between
migration and development;

3. Decide to work towards an effective and inclusive agenda on
international migration that integrates development and respects
human rights by improving the performance of existing
institutions and frameworks, as well as partnering more
effectively with all stakeholders involved in international
migration and development at the regional and global levels;
31. Call upon all relevant bodies, agencies, funds and
programmes of the United Nations system, other relevant
intergovernmental, regional and sub-regional organizations,
including the International Organization for Migration and other
Global Migration Group members, and the Special
Representative of the Secretary-General on International
Migration and Development, within their respective mandates,
to strengthen their collaboration and cooperation to better and
fully address the issue of international migration and
development, in order to adopt a coherent, comprehensive and
coordinated approach, and to consider migration issues in their
contributions to the preparatory process that will establish the
post-2015 development agenda;

human rights dimensions in
addressing migration.

Resolution
2014A/RES/69/229  on
International ~ migration

and development adopted
by the General Assembly
on 19 December 2014

Recognizes that international migration is a multidimensional
reality of major relevance for the development of countries
of origin, transit and destination, and in this regard,
recognizes that international migration is a cross-cutting
phenomenon that should be addressed in a coherent,
comprehensive and balanced manner, integrating
development with due regard for social, economic and
environmental dimensions and respecting human rights;

3. Also recognizes the need to strengthen synergies between
international migration and development at all levels,
including the global, regional, national and local levels, as
appropriate;

4. Acknowledges the complexity of migratory flows and that
international migration movements also occur within the same
geographical regions, and in this context, calls for a better
understanding of migration patterns across and within regions,
regardless of the level of development;

5. Reaffirms the need to promote and protect effectively the
human rights and fundamental freedoms of all migrants,
regardless of th