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The Future EU External Action Budget — an overview

The ambitious EC and EEAS proposal for the future EU development and external action budget represents a
breakthrough in the current climate of budgetary austerity and of questioning the value for money and
effectiveness of development assistance.

Indeed they propose to increase the ‘Global Europe’ heading of the budget by 25% at a moment when 8 EU
Member States strongly contest the increase by 5% requested by the EC for the overall budget (total of
1.083 B€ or 1,11% of EU GNI). Three factors could however facilitate MS acceptance of an increased External
Action budget: 1) the ‘Global Europe’ would only represent 6.8% of the overall budget, 2) the new
orientations of EU external actions are in line with MS approaches and support EU interests and EU 2020
strategy and 3) increasing ODA share in the EC budget will help MS meeting their own ODA commitments
without having to disburse more money. Still the difficult question remains: where to find the money in a
constrained and contested overall budget?

Contrary to what happened in other areas such as Justice and Home Affairs where a drastic reduction in the
number of instruments was operated, all existing instruments for external action will be maintained and
only one of them is seriously revised, the Instrument for cooperation with Industrialised Countries (ICl) that
is now replaced by the new Partnership Instrument. A new instrument is also established for the EU-
Greenland partnership aiming to preserve the close links between them and in particular EU fishing rights,
while supporting sustainable development in Greenland society. In 1982, Greenland (as part of Denmark)
withdrew from the EU, and became associated as an Overseas Country and Territory (OCT) through the
Greenland Treaty. This partnership will now be reinforced with a budget of €219 million. The partnership will
include cooperation in the area of raw materials, pursuing EU interest for their significant economic
potential in Greenland and in the whole Arctic region.

The full EC/EEAS proposal for External Action

The complete external actions toolbox of the EU contains 14 different “instruments” as well as a Guarantee
Fund and an Emergency Reserve. At the end of June, the EC proposed a total budget of around €100 B€ (in
constant prices) for the whole toolbox of the future MFF. At the exception of the European Development
Fund (EDF) and the Emergency Reserve that will be maintained outside the budget, all these financial tools
are included in Heading 4 of the EU Budget entitled ‘Global Europe’ (70 B€ in constant prices).

6 of these financial tools for a total of €11.2 Billion are not part of the package of legislative proposals
adopted by the EC on 7 December:

1) Macro-Financial Assistance to third countries (0.6 B€ in future MFF in constant prices) that is
managed by DG Economic and Financial Affairs and is used in exceptional circumstances to grant
macro-financial assistance mainly to countries of the EU neighbourhood and in cooperation with the
IMF. A framework regulation for that instrument was proposed by the EC in July and is already under
co-decision process by the Council and European Parliament.
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2) The EU Guarantee Fund backing lending operations by the EIB in third countries that is also under
the responsibility of DG Economic and Financial Affairs (1.26 B€).

3) Humanitarian Aid ( 6.4 B€), and the Voluntary Humanitarian Aid corps (0.2 B€) for which proposals
will come later including the revision of the Humanitarian Aid regulation that was adopted in 1996
and the Civil Protection Mechanism (0.2 B€) governed by the 2007 Council Decision.

4) The Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)budget (2.5 B€) which is an inter-governmental
policy (escaping ordinary legislation) and that will continue to support security related actions
without military and defence implications. Note that the EU budget cannot be used to finance
military expenditures.

Amongst the 14 instruments, 10 are governed bythe‘or di nar y proeisgpns of tha Treatpwith co-
decision by the European Parliament and the Council and 4 instruments are governed by Council Decisions
only: the European Development fund (EDF), the EU-Greenland partnership, the CFSP and Civil protection.

The decision to maintain the European Development Fund (EDF) - the financial arm of the Cotonou
agreement between the EU and 78 countries of Africa, the Caribbean and the Pacific - outside the EU budget
was taken for 2 pragmatic reasons: this is the last EDF under the current Cotonou Partnership Agreement
and it is highly probable that no consensus in favour of EDF ‘budgetisation” would have been reached by
Member States. Member States will now have to agree on the total amount requested by the EC for the EDF
(34.3 B£€ in current prices, ), and on the way to distribute that financial effort amongst them. The EC
proposes a new contribution key that would be closer to the one applied to the general EU budget than in
the past. Germany (20.5%), France (17.8%), UK (14.3%) and Italy (12.6%) would be the biggest providers to
the EDF.

Full picture of EU external action financial tools based on the June Communication.
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Comparison of the budget allocated to each instrument in_constant prices as mentioned in the June
communication and the present 2007-2013 MFF shows that all instruments will have an increased budget
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except the Guarantee Fund for external lending of the EIB and the Macro-Financial assistance to the
countries of the neighbourhood.

The December package for External Actions

The 8 main instruments of the package that will govern future cooperation with developing countries
represent a budget of 96.03 B€ in current prices and are divided into 5 geographic instruments and 3
thematic instruments (we exclude the partnership with Greenland (219 M€)).

In the following table, budgets are in current prices which explain why they are higher than those provided in the June
communication in constant prices.

Budget 2014-2020 Geographic or thematic scope
European development Fund 34 275 M€ Africa, Caribbean and Pacific
Development Cooperation | 23 295 M€ Asia, Central Asia, Latin America and
Instrument Middle East as well as 2 thematic and a

pan-African programmes

European Neighbourhood | 18 182 M€ Eastern and Southern/Mediterranean
Instrument neighbouring countries

Pre-accession instrument 14110 M€ Southern Balkans, Turkey and Iceland
Partnership Instrument 1131 M€ Global reach but a focus on strategic

partners and emerging economies

Instrument for Stability 2 829 M€ Crisis-response, crisis-preparedness,
conflict-prevention, global and trans-
regional security threats

European Instrument  for | 1578 M€ Human rights protection and promotion,
Democracy & Human Rights democratisation, elections monitoring
Nuclear Safety 631 M€ All third countries, but priority for pre-

accession and neighbouring countries

With the objective of having more consistency in EU Foreign policy and in line with the Lisbon Treaty and the
Agenda for Change, the package for external action is underpinned by broad common objectives:

U Promote shared values (Democracy, Human Rights, Rule of law)

Eradicate poverty and achieve the MDGs

Enhance external projection of internal policies and promote EU interests worldwide
Invest in EU’s Neighbourhood and underpin EU commitment to Enlargement
Improving crisis prevention and strengthening international security

Demonstrate solidarity with people facing man-made or natural disasters

U Promote stronger multilateral co-operation
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and a series of common principles aiming at increasing the efficiency and impact of external spending:

U Greater strategic focus to drive a simplified multiannual programming cycle

Improve the architecture of instruments (overlaps /gaps between instruments)

Increase flexibility (allocations, programming, implementation)

Reduce dispersion of activities and spending (e.g. focus on 3 priorities per country)

Promote aid effectiveness (alignment, division of labour, untying of aid, joint programming and
blending of loans and grants).

ccococ



Note as well that the EC decided to adopt a separate regulation with common rules and procedures for the
implementation of all instruments for external action. It covers issues relating to action programmes,
support measures, financing methods and the eligibility of expenditures and service providers including a
real improvement with regards to taxes that will be eligible in the case no exemption is possible.

In its proposals, the EC also makes reference to the Revision of the (General) Financial Regulation, which has
particularly substantial provisions on external action and that should also help facilitate the participation of
civil society organisations and small businesses in funding programmes, for example by simplifying rules,
reducing the costs of participation and accelerating award procedures.

The Development Cooperation instrument

Political objectives and guidance

The EC proposal to increase by 17% in constant prices the budget of the Development Cooperation
Instrument (DCI), to streamline and simplify its implementation and to increase flexibility are certainly
welcome by most of EC’s implementing partners and NGOs. However, a too simplistic and systematic
decision making and implementation process with regards to the priorities, modalities and channels of EC
aid also bear the risk of missing the main objective of EU development policy, poverty eradication in
developing countries.

Especially in a context of lack of policy guidance on the way to implement the EU Agenda for Change that is
now the basic reference for EU development cooperation.

The new DCl regulation proposed by the EC is shorter than the existing one, implementing rules are placed in
a separate regulation common to all external instruments and policy priorities are summarised in the
annexes. There is no reference in the regulation to any of the sectoral and policy communications or action
plans that were produced by the EC in the last years (such as the Action plan on Gender) and the expected
action plans on the food security communication and on the EU response to situations of conflict and
fragility are still awaited (the latter since the end of 2007).

Moreover, we understand that the EC will only produce two policy communications in 2012, one on the role
of civil society and local authorities and one on social protection. Nothing is foreseen on the way to
implement the two main sectoral priorities of the Agenda for Change, energy and agriculture or on the way
to mainstream climate change in external action. Nor is a communication foreseen on the role of private
sector in development cooperation, an issue that is quite prominent in the Agenda for Change.

In the new DCI regulation, the EC proposes to reduce the number of thematic programmes to 2: one actor
oriented programme for Civil Society and Local Authorities very much in prolongation of the existing NSA-LA
programme and one on Global Public Goods and Challenges that will cover issues of existing thematic
programmes (environment and climate change, sustainable energy, human development, agriculture and
food security and migration and asylum). 37% of the DCI envelope will be allocated to these 2 thematic
programmes (6.3 B£ to global challenges of which 31.8% for environment and climate and 2 B€ to CS-LA) and
to a newly established pan-African envelope worth 1 billion that would support pan-African processes and
activities of the Joint EU-Africa strategy action plan. The rest of the DCI, 14 B€ will be allocated to the
geographic programmes for Latin America, Asia, Central Asia, the Middle East and South Africa without pre-
established distribution.

Country Differentiation

As was announced in the Agenda for Change, country differentiation and the decision to cut aid to 19 Upper
Middle Income Countries and emerging economies are the main novelty of the DCl and also a main source of
concern.
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In particular, the criteria used by the EC to exclude certain countries from ‘poverty reduction oriented’
traditional cooperation (bilateral cooperation) are very simplistic and rely on national GNI alone without
taking into account the reality of poverty, human development and inequalities inside the country.

As of 1st January 2014, bilateral EC aid to Argentina, Brazil, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador,
Kazakhstan, India, Indonesia, Iran, Malaysia, Maldives, Mexico, Panama, Peru, Thailand, Venezuela and
Uruguay will stop. These countries are graduating from aid because they are Upper Middle Income countries
or, in the case of India and Indonesia, share more than 1% of the global GNI. This decision will allow the EC
to save almost 2 b€ (according to current MFF figures) equivalent to 2% of whole External action budget
and 10% of the DCI budget.

In doing so, the EU puts in the same category of ‘countriesthat should be able to care for their own poor

LJ2 LJdzf | ( A 2 Y countkids &ith dndrmdusidRp@rities. In Indonesia, 50.2 % of the population (121.3
millions) lives with less than 2 dollars a day while in in Peru, people living in poverty represent only 14.7%
(4.27 million), however, the inequality index (GINI) is much worse in Peru than in Indonesia. In both cases,
well targeted, external aid could have a catalytic effect on reducing both poverty and inequalities and on the
mobilisation of domestic resources and their fair redistribution in favour of social protection and social
sectors. Such an approach could be put in place through joint phase-out strategies between the EU and the
partner countries centred on the common objective of fighting poverty and inequalities. But the EC now
unilaterally decided that bilateral aid with these countries should be stopped as of 1* January 2014 without
any phase-out strategy or clear indications on the kind of cooperation that will take place after that date.

It is difficult to assess the impact of the cut of bilateral ODA to individual countries as the EU has not used
country-specific impact assessments of its present development cooperation before deciding to cut its
bilateral aid. However, the impact for several countries could be important, considering that the EU has
often focused its bilateral cooperation on encouraging social spending in key sectors such as health and
education, strengthening of governance and social inclusion. The EC has in some countries also supported
sub-national programmes for social development, targeting the areas with most poverty.

It is also interesting to note that South Africa, an Upper Middle Income Country part of the BRICS and the
G20 is not concerned by the cut in bilateral aid and also that, according to EC staff, differentiation will be
less radical in the ACP countries. It illustrates the importance of political factors in such decisions and the
fact that the list of countries upgrading from bilateral aid might well change before a final agreement on the
DClI regulation is reached. Also important is the current review of the EU general system of preferences for
trade (GSP) that is also dominated by the differentiation issue. It means that the UMIC and certain lower
MIC might lose on both sides with less aid and less access to EU markets for their exports. Differentiation
based on GNI seems to be the easy solution but it is not the only criteria used by the EC to exclude main EU
trade competitors; in the common regulation on implementing rules for external instruments (Art.9),
developing countries that are members of the G20 are excluded from tendering procedures! This provision is
in total contradiction with the ‘aid untying’ principle which is an integral part of the aid effectiveness agenda.

The 19 countries will continue to be eligible under regional programmes such as the investment facilities or
trade related cooperation, under the thematic programmes and horizontal instruments and the Partnership
Instrument that was established to their intention. The declared objective of the Partnership Instrument is
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responding in an effective and flexible manner to cooperation objectives arising from the Union's relations
with partner countries and by addressing challenges of global concern. It will have a global reach with a
particular focus on strategic partners and emerging economies. There will be no mandatory classification of
expenditure as official development asarste (ODA), although it should remain possible especially for Aid

for Trade and Trade Related Assistance.

Apart for cooperation in the area of climate change that is one of the top global concernsn EU’s list, it
seems that this instrument will focus on growth, finance and trade and will have little to do with social
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cohesion and human development. Moreover, the focus is clearly on strategic partners and it is not certain
that all 19 countries graduating from bilateral aid will be considered as such.

What will be done with the 2 ‘freed-up’ billion euros is still unclear but according to the EC, they will not be
invested in the thematic programmes of the DCI and the ratio between geographic and thematic budgets
will not change. It seems that the 2 billion will benefit other poor countries of the regions as well as regional
programmes and investment facilities. The latter option is favoured by the EC that is willing to invest more in
the blending of loans and grants as a way to boost economic growth in developing countries.

As a whole, we are seriously concerned, by the fact that without significant improvements in the area of
Policy Coherence for Development, transparency and fairness in the exploitation of raw materials, fair tax
and redistribution systems, corporate social responsibility, social protection and the respect of human rights
by all actors involved, there is little hope that a cooperation model based on economic growth, private
investments and free trade will have any impact on reducing poverty and inequalities in developing
countries.

The blended investments, including support programmes for Small and Medium Enterprises, will most
probably be managed by the EIB and other financial intermediaries while EU delegations’ role will be to
represent the EU and defend its interests in the partner countries. Whether in such circumstances, the 19
delegations will still be interested and have the competences to engage with the partner governments and
other development actors like civil society, the UN, the MS or other donors on social and human
development policies and programmes is uncertain. According to the prominent value for moneyloctrine of
today, maintaining a management and financial team in the 19 delegations to only administer the in-country
aspects of thematic programmes and horizontal instruments, worth a few million euros, might soon become
guestionable.

Regional priorities angrogrammingof aid

Another concern with regard to social and human development, not only for the 19 countries but for all
developing countries, is the fact that basic social services, food security and rural development are not
prominent in the regional priorities proposed in the DCI regulation and that the regulation is silent about
the 20% benchmark for social sectors that was applied so far to the geographic programmes of cooperation.
In Latin America for example, the objective of poverty reduction and improvements in basic services, in
particular health and education, have disappeared from the regional priorities and cooperation with civil
society is not mentioned while economic growth and security appear as a new prominent priorities. It will be
important for the European Parliament and the Council to make sure that the regional and thematic
priorities are better aligned with the objectives of the European Consensus on Development and that they
are broad enough to make sure that a real differentiated approach taking the particularities of each country
into account, can be implemented.

The DCI proposal leaves much more margin for the European Commission “to have flexibility to respond to
fast evolving situations in partner states”, as expressed by the Commissioner for development, Andris
Piebalgs, in a hearing with the Development Committee of the European Parliament on December 8. The
cooperation priorities for each geographic and thematic programme will leave the core of the regulation and
be placed in the annexes together with the lists of countries eligible to the different programmes. All
annexes will be subject to reviews and modifications in the course of the MFF period through ‘delegated
acts’. It means that the EC will have to request the consent of the Council and Parliament before
implementing these changes but that no legislative process will be necessary. This is good news provided the
objectives contained in the regulation, based on the Lisbon Treaty and EU Consensus on Development are
fully respected.

Priorities of the thematic programmes are also key elements of effective development cooperation. The
priorities listed in the annexes are rather poor and much less detailed than in the current regulation which
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again raises the question of political guidance. The EC could at least refer to the sectoral communications
and action plans it has produced in the last years. We consider that civil society participation should be
mainstreamed in all geographic programmes (which is not the case with the current EC proposal) but that, in
addition, it is essential to make sure that the thematic programmes offer a complementary approach so that
the full potential of civil society contribution is enabled. From that point of view it is worrying to see that the
participation of civil society is only mentioned in the priorities for environment and gender in the thematic
programme on Global Challenges and that civil society is not referred to as an implementing partner in the
core of the regulation (neither in the case of geographic and thematic programmes nor the pan-African
programme). Moreover, the outcome of the Structured Dialogue process is not mentioned in the text of the
regulation or its annexes. It gives the impression that the role of civil society risks being confined to the
thematic programme for CS and LA.

The priorities of that actor oriented programme are very similar to existing ones (for the NSA-LA programme)
and the budget of the programme is fixed at 2 B€ which represents an increase of 8% (compared to 17% for
the whole DCI).

The programming process will also be simplified with fewer documents and less control by the legislative
authorities. The EP will have no role in the programming process (considered as an implementing act) while
a Member States advisory committee will be consulted. The country strategy papers (CSP) will be suppressed
in the case a solid national development strategy is in place or a regional EU strategy exists (as it is the case
now for the Sahel region and for the Horn of Africa). Thematic strategies will also disappear and the main
outcomes of the programming will be country, regional and thematic multi-annual indicative programmes.
In the DCI regulation, it is foreseen to consult civil society and other stakeholders in the preparation of
country strategy papers but no consultation is requested for the preparation of country or regional multi-
annual programmes. It would mean that in the case no country strategy paper is needed, there would be no
legal obligation for the EC to consult civil society during the programming. Moreover, no consultation is
foreseen in the case of countries in situation of crisis or fragility. For thematic programmes, on the contrary,
the DCl is clear on the need to consult civil society and member states. In conclusion, in its present form, the
new DCI regulation provides less space for policy analysis and dialogue, consultation of civil society and
European Parliament’s scrutiny than the current regulation. There is clearly a need to amend these
provisions of the DCI regulation to make sure that the programming process is open, transparent and
enriched by the views of civil society in all circumstances.

The EC and the EAS already announced that they intend to launch the country-specific programming with
the selection of 3 sectoral priorities per country in the course of 2012, before the final agreement on the
MFF and the regulations of the instruments. The programming guidelines are already under preparation and
should be published at the end of February. According to an EC source, these guidelines would strengthen
civil society's participation and guarantee that its views are also taken into account. It remains to be seen
how this will be implemented, however. An encouraging signal is the intention of the EC to revise the 2003
guidelines on the consultation of civil society to take account of the outcome of the structured dialogue.

The EU Neighbourhood Instrument

The European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) was first developed in 2004 and covers 16 partners to the East
and South of the EU’s borders, namely Algeria, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Egypt, Georgia, Israel, Jordan,
Lebanon, Libya, the Republic of Moldova, Morocco, the occupied Palestinian territory, Syria, Tunisia and
Ukraine. a new

ENP vision has been developed as outlined in the Joint Communication of the High Representative of the EU
for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy and the European Commission ‘A new response to a changing
Neighbourhood’, adopted on 25 May 2011 and the Council conclusions adopted on 20 June 2011. The new
approach calls notably for greater support to partners committed to building democratic societies and
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undertaking reforms, in line with the “more for more” and "mutual accountability" principles. The budget of
the new European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI) will grow by 44% compared to the 2007-2013 one. It is
the highest increase proposed for an external action instrument (except the particular case of the
Partnership Instrument with the ICl budget multiplied by 5).

The more for more principle is a key aspect of the renewed Neighbourhood Instrument. It provides for a

much higher level of differentiation among partners, ire limith their commitment to the joily agreed
values andbjectives, and notably to the partnership with EU focussed on democracy and shared prosperity.
Financial incentives for the most ambitious reformers are an important aspect of the new approach.

Contrary to what happens for countries of Asia and Latin America, all neighbouring countries will continue

to be eligible for bilateral cooperation but the form and amount of cooperation shall reflect the level of
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the potential impact of Union supporth other words, differentiation here will be based on more political

than economic criteria.

Support will come in various forms, including increased funding for social and economic development, larger
programmes for institution-building, greater market access, increased EIB financing in support of
investments; and greater facilitation of mobility (visa facilitation and migration management). These
preferential commitments will be tailored to the needs of each country and to the regional context (Eastern
or Southern). They will recognise that meaningful reform comes with significant upfront costs. For countries
where reform has not taken place, the EU will reconsider or even reduce funding.

A new main objective of the ENP was to establish a partnership with societies through a dedicated Civil
Society Facility or Initiative, the promotion of the freedom of media and reinforced human rights dialogues.
The idea of a European Endowment for Democracy to help political parties, non-registered NGOs, trade
unions and other social partners is also mentioned. The objective of supporting civil society, human rights
and the rule of law are mentioned in the draft regulation for the ENI but nothing is specified with regard to
the a CS facility or an endowment for democracy. In the regulation it is however foreseen to put in place
regional and multi-country programmes.

The horizontal instruments

Two horizontal instruments are important for developing countries: the European Instrument for
Democracy and Human rights and the Instrument for Stability.

The EC decided to maintain the existing focus of these two instruments while increasing flexibility in their
implementation, especially in situation of crisis and instability. Civil society will continue to be the main
implementing partner in the case of the EIDHR and its participation in the implementation of the stability
instrument is expected to grow.

The future EIDHR will keep a large scope encompassing the existing wide array of activities of advocacy, core
support and field operations, including election observation, supporting all fundamental rights inherent to
democracy together will all other human rights and fundamental freedoms. The response strategy that
builds on working predominantly with and through civil society organizations, aimed at defending the
fundamental freedoms which form the basis for all democratic processes and helping civil society to become
an effective force for political reform and defence of human rights will be fully preserved in the new
Regulation. In this way, it complements the new generation of geographical programmes, which increasingly
mainstream democracy and human rights, though focusing primarily on public institution-building.
Furthermore, the new EIDHR regulation will enhance the EU toolbox to address more efficiently the situation
in difficult countries or in emergency situations where human rights and fundamental freedoms are most at
risk. The budget of the EIDHR will increase by 27% (in constant prices).
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For the Stability Instrument, it was decided to retain the main features and characteristics of the Instrument
while streamlining its provisions to increase its flexibility as it enables the EU to respond more effectively
and rapidly to future international peace and security challenges. The new regulation will particularly allow
for the possibility to extend and re-conduct exceptional assistance measures in response to crises and
protracted conflicts and allow the Commission to rapidly approve initial response measures so as to enhance
the EU’s strategic position in responding to a given crisis. The Instrument has worldwide scope and is not
bound to ODA-eligibility criteria which allows the EU to properly tackle the security and development nexus.

The Instrument for Stability addresses needs that cannot otherwise be tackled under any other instrument
either because of (a) the urgency of the response, (b) the global or trans-regional nature of the problem,
exceeding the scope of a geographic instrument; (c) the exclusion of the supported area from funding under
ODA-bound instruments (e.g., counter-terrorism), or (d) the non-country specific nature of the assistance
(e.g. projects to develop international standards or policies in the field of conflict prevention and peace-
building). Note that the budget of the stability instrument will increase by 20% (in constant prices).

Next steps

The regulations contained in the December package will now undergo the ordinary legislative process with
co-decision of the European Parliament and the Council. The development Committee of the EP will take the
lead on the Development Cooperation Instrument while the Foreign Affairs committee will be responsible
for the Pre-accession and European Neighbourhood Instruments, the EIDHR and the Stability Instrument.

Division of tasks at the Council level is more complex. A ‘friends of presidency’ group has been established
and intends to approach the work through ‘negotiating boxes’ for each policy areas. The legislation cannot
be finalised before there is an agreement on the overall budget and there is little chance that it will be
reached before end of 2012. Legislative acts have to be adopted before the end of 2013 and in anticipation
of a long process, the EC decided to already start the country programming in the second half of 2012.

The proposed council decisions for the EDF and cooperation with Greenland will be discussed by the
Member States and adopted by the Council only. In 2012, the EC will table further proposals on the
implementing rules and programming guidelines for the EDF that should be very much in-line with what is
proposed for the DCI.

The draft legislative acts for Humanitarian aid and for the European Voluntary Corps are also expected in the
course of 2012 and will be adopted by co-decision. The regulations for Humanitarian aid and for the
European Voluntary Corps are also expected in the course of 2012.

On the NGO side, a more thorough analysis of the December package of legislative proposals will be
undertaken by CONCORD MFF task force in the coming weeks and months with the aim of producing
concrete recommendations to the co-legislators on the text and implementation modalities of the different
instruments.

More information at:

On the December package: http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/finance/mff/financial_framework news en.htm
On the MFF in general: http://ec.europa.eu/budget/reform/
CONCORD and APRODEYV papers are available here
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