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List of acronyms

	3Cs
	Coordination, complementarity and coherence

	AGIR
	Alliance Globale pour l’Initiative Résilience

	AR4D
	Agriculture Research for Development

	CAADP
	Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme

	CFS
	Committee on World Food Security

	CGIAR
	formerly Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research

	CORAF/WECARD
	West and Central African Council for Agricultural Research and Development

	EC
	European Commission

	ECOWAP
	Agricultural Policy of the Economic Community of West African States

	ECOWAS
	Economic Community of West African States

	EIARD
	European Initiative for Agricultural Research for Development

	EU
	European Union

	FAO
	Food and Agriculture Organisation

	ICN2
	Second International Conference on Nutrition

	IFAD
	International Fund for Agricultural Development

	INGO
	International Non-Governmental Organisation

	MS
	Member States

	NEPAD
	New Partnership for Africa’s Development

	NGO
	Non-Governmental Organisation

	OECD/DAC
	Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development / Development Assistance Committee

	PCD
	Policy Coherence for Development

	SHARE
	Supporting the Horn of Africa’s Resilience

	SUN
	Scaling-Up Nutrition

	UN-SCN
	United Nations Standing Committee on Nutrition

	USAID
	United States Agency for International Development

	VGGT
	Voluntary Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and Forests

	WFP
	World Food Programme

	WHA
	World Health Assembly


The European Union (EU) and its Member States adopted an EU-wide policy framework for food security in 2010 (COM(2010) 127). Further EU development policy commitments placing additional emphasis on these priorities have been adopted in the following years. A plan for implementing the food and nutrition security commitments, as requested by the Council, was produced in 2013 (SWD (2013) 104 final) and the Council, in its conclusions on food and nutrition security in external assistance of 28 May 2013, invited the Commission and the Member States to produce a consolidated biennial progress report and to publish the first such report in 2014.

This staff working document (SWD) accompanies the first of these reports, coordinated by the Commission and jointly prepared with data provided by Austria, Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the Commission. The SWD provides additional information and case studies supporting the analysis and findings of the first biennial report on ‘Implementing EU food and nutrition policy commitments’.
1. Additional figures and charts

	 
	Country
	Regional
	Global
	Total

	1: Improve smallholder resilience and rural livelihoods
	62 %
	5 %
	34 %
	100 %

	2: Support effective governance
	63 %
	13 %
	25 %
	100 %

	3: Support regional agriculture and food and nutrition security policies
	7 %
	51 %
	42 %
	100 %

	4: Strengthen social protection mechanisms for food and nutrition security, particularly for vulnerable population groups
	96 %
	0 %
	4 %
	100 %

	5: Enhance nutrition, in particular for mothers, infants and children
	80 %
	3 %
	17 %
	100 %

	6: Enhance coordination between development and humanitarian actors to build resilience and promote sustainable food and nutrition security
	75 %
	1 %
	23 %
	100 %

	Total
	64 %
	7 %
	28 %
	100 %


Table 1: Level of implementation per priority
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Fig. 1: Impact of humanitarian assistance on the share of each priority: percentage of support per priority for each Member State for development interventions (left bar for each Member State) and development plus humanitarian interventions (right bar for each Member State).
The separation of humanitarian programmes from the development ones is based on DAC codes: programmes with ‘Humanitarian aid’ DAC codes (72010- Material relief assistance and services; 72040- Emergency food aid; 72050- Relief coordination; protection and support services; 73010- Reconstruction relief and rehabilitation; 74010- Disaster prevention and preparedness), as well as food assistance from France with DAC code 52010 ‘Food aid/Food security programmes’, have been separated. Humanitarian assistance falls mostly under priority 5: Enhance nutrition, in particular for mothers, infants and children, and priority 6: Enhance coordination between development and humanitarian actors to build resilience and promote sustainable food and nutrition security. For some donors, humanitarian assistance is mostly one or the other (for example, Ireland’s humanitarian assistance is mostly related to priority 5 while it is mostly related to priority 6 for Belgium).
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Number of 

donor Priority 1 Priority 2 Priority 3 Priority 4 Priority 5 Priority 6 Total

Number 

of donor

Donor 

average 

amount Count

Bangladesh EU GER IE NL UK 5 54,995,677 4,389,849 14,420,580 70,589,408 144,395,515 5 28,879,103 117

Ethiopia AUS BEL EU FIN GER IE IT NL UK 9 85,542,149 7,894,331 96,402,714 27,750,583 5,450,306 223,040,085 9 24,782,232 116

Guyana EU 1 19,760,000 716,550 196,681 20,673,231 1 20,673,231 115

Congo, Dem. Rep. BEL EU GER IE UK 5 55,834,650 7,684,637 4,241,009 30,724,396 2,812,500 101,297,192 5 20,259,438 114

Nigeria EU UK 2 7,069,555 23,019,325 30,088,880 2 15,044,440 113

Niger BEL EU FR GER IE IT 6 21,718,257 8,093,193 719,808 420,000 7,305,970 45,053,811 83,311,040 6 13,885,173 112

Afghanistan BEL EU FR GER IE IT NL UK 8 81,155,817 10,136,205 2,150,740 13,133,521 600,000 107,176,283 8 13,397,035 111

Malawi BEL EU GER IE UK 5 48,712,565 3,790,166 2,477,805 5,588,654 60,569,190 5 12,113,838 110

Zimbabwe EU FR GER UK 4 39,882,428 1,338,356 5,164,500 393,264 46,778,549 4 11,694,637 109

Vietnam BEL FIN FR GER IE IT UK 7 70,730,197 1,057,335 71,787,531 7 10,255,362 108

Mali BEL EU FR GER IT NL 6 29,927,684 6,758,011 415,000 3,176,839 11,478,591 51,756,125 6 8,626,021 107

Rwanda BEL EU FR GER IE NL UK 7 30,276,869 28,328,549 931,964 455,000 59,992,381 7 8,570,340 106

Gabon EU FR 2 16,181,131 390,847 16,571,978 2 8,285,989 105

India EU FR GER IE UK 5 26,786,346 11,080,791 810,806 38,677,943 5 7,735,589 104

Tajikistan EU GER UK 3 15,510,417 1,215,179 636,885 5,413,908 22,776,389 3 7,592,130 103

Burkina Faso AUS BEL EU FR GER IT 6 13,452,582 3,699,099 125,639 700,000 18,407,801 4,092,139 40,477,261 6 6,746,210 102

Uganda AUS BEL EU GER IE IT NL UK 8 28,434,910 4,377,982 2,100,200 2,482,230 14,996,600 52,391,921 8 6,548,990 101

Peru BEL EU FIN FR GER 5 13,936,439 237,633 391,960 17,485,000 32,051,032 5 6,410,206 100

South Africa BEL EU FIN FR GER IE IT 7 3,335,855 2,618,029 922,099 34,373,272 1,100,000 42,349,255 7 6,049,894 99

Belize EU 1 5,944,852 5,944,852 1 5,944,852 98

Mozambique AUS BEL EU FIN FR GER IE IT NL UK 10 39,417,051 6,279,249 2,172,801 11,303,212 59,172,313 10 5,917,231 97

Morocco BEL EU FR GER 4 21,507,823 1,693,674 23,201,497 4 5,800,374 96

Kenya EU FIN FR GER IE IT NL UK 8 32,008,424 2,537,422 675,703 8,006,913 1,832,254 361,602 45,422,318 8 5,677,790 95

Benin BEL EU FR GER NL 5 19,055,903 8,079,507 709,382 27,844,792 5 5,568,958 94

Bolivia BEL EU FR GER IT NL 6 18,099,788 6,018,543 454,726 8,034,443 32,607,500 6 5,434,583 93

Mauritania EU FR GER IT 4 12,051,130 438,857 152,627 193,202 2,212,456 6,000,000 21,048,271 4 5,262,068 92

Cameroon BEL EU FR GER IT 5 21,834,089 4,054,576 416,336 26,305,001 5 5,261,000 91

Tanzania AUS BEL EU FIN GER IE IT UK 8 19,643,454 1,944,195 1,049,937 18,572,213 41,209,799 8 5,151,225 90

Ecuador BEL EU GER 3 14,579,366 153,565 130,839 142,101 15,005,871 3 5,001,957 89

Tunisia EU FR GER IT 4 8,855,829 10,828,682 200,000 110,623 19,995,135 4 4,998,784 88

Timor East EU GER IE 3 11,818,474 1,119,131 1,483,002 381,050 14,801,656 3 4,933,885 87

Burundi BEL EU GER IE IT NL 6 19,868,115 6,071,333 1,511,724 1,495,858 28,947,030 6 4,824,505 86

Swaziland EU 1 4,817,581 4,817,581 1 4,817,581 85

China EU FIN GER UK 4 13,708,342 477,738 3,991,913 18,177,993 4 4,544,498 84

Myanmar EU FR GER IT UK 5 1,956,620 105,000 20,096,745 22,158,364 5 4,431,673 83

Sudan EU FIN FR GER IE IT NL 7 18,484,258 1,396,833 3,220,079 530,069 373,806 5,377,868 29,382,913 7 4,197,559 82

Senegal BEL EU FR GER IT NL 6 22,497,274 2,408,779 191,508 25,097,561 6 4,182,927 81

Chad EU FR GER IE 4 11,177,427 4,685,710 520,956 236,646 16,620,739 4 4,155,185 80

Somalia EU GER IE IT NL UK 6 5,910,027 3,016,878 6,745,173 2,890,552 5,980,051 24,542,681 6 4,090,447 79

West Bank & Gaza Strip EU FR IT NL UK 5 8,902,307 5,131,202 4,157,655 1,992,677 20,183,841 5 4,036,768 78

Nepal BEL EU FIN GER UK 5 13,718,699 1,716,495 392,971 3,500,557 19,328,723 5 3,865,745 77

Brazil BEL EU FR GER IT 5 14,357,758 3,711,369 169,409 110,674 18,349,210 5 3,669,842 76

Yemen EU GER UK 3 4,333,739 526,505 5,959,881 10,820,125 3 3,606,708 75

Cuba EU 1 1,657,010 1,925,566 3,582,576 1 3,582,576 74

Ghana BEL EU FR GER IT NL UK 7 21,912,375 2,672,415 173,178 24,757,968 7 3,536,853 73

Fiji EU 1 3,262,351 160,886 3,423,237 1 3,423,237 72

Madagascar BEL EU FR GER IT 5 12,301,030 2,675,833 1,524,997 16,501,861 5 3,300,372 71

Namibia EU GER 2 750,785 5,395,437 179,709 6,325,932 2 3,162,966 70

Zambia EU FIN GER IE UK 5 4,318,004 4,281,243 2,440,635 4,055,536 515,210 15,610,628 5 3,122,126 69

Liberia EU GER IE 3 6,933,901 186,407 1,753,894 8,874,201 3 2,958,067 68

Cote d'Ivoire BEL EU FR GER 4 9,553,039 694,652 1,429,341 11,677,033 4 2,919,258 67

Cambodia BEL EU FIN FR GER IE 6 10,385,117 6,099,545 997,298 17,481,961 6 2,913,660 66

Haiti BEL EU FR GER IE IT 6 14,363,878 151,577 1,879,836 491,342 16,886,633 6 2,814,439 65

Laos AUS BEL EU FR GER IT 6 10,151,458 4,524,798 275,080 103,085 1,159,754 16,214,176 6 2,702,363 64

Georgia EU 1 391,979 2,304,380 2,696,359 1 2,696,359 63

Sierra Leone BEL EU GER IE UK 5 5,294,662 532,196 1,602,958 5,926,445 13,356,261 5 2,671,252 62

Colombia EU FR GER IT NL 5 11,803,682 1,059,124 12,862,806 5 2,572,561 61

Papua New Guinea EU 1 730,795 1,802,155 2,532,950 1 2,532,950 60

Guinea BEL EU FR 3 5,054,035 417,350 560,028 1,453,248 7,484,660 3 2,494,887 59

Pakistan AUS EU FR GER IT NL UK 7 13,095,371 1,389,230 500,000 2,397,857 17,382,458 7 2,483,208 58

Mongolia EU FR GER 3 7,056,155 333,000 7,389,155 3 2,463,052 57

Bhutan EU 1 2,363,785 2,363,785 1 2,363,785 56

Philippines BEL EU FR GER 4 5,257,044 3,029,778 854,640 9,141,461 4 2,285,365 55

Azerbaijan EU GER 2 3,000,000 1,424,779 142,845 4,567,624 2 2,283,812 54

Algeria EU IT 2 569,624 3,581,819 380,600 4,532,043 2 2,266,021 53

Guatemala AUS BEL EU GER IE IT 6 2,785,581 1,318,490 8,736,842 12,840,913 6 2,140,152 52

Eritrea EU 1 352,552 155,789 650,838 943,605 2,102,784 1 2,102,784 51

Lesotho GER IE 2 250,000 3,754,324 4,004,324 2 2,002,162 50

Honduras BEL EU GER IE IT 5 5,688,888 4,055,000 101,468 9,845,356 5 1,969,071 49

Korea, Dem. Rep. EU GER IE 3 3,563,881 450,000 1,126,079 698,297 5,838,258 3 1,946,086 48

Uzbekistan GER 1 1,817,836 1,817,836 1 1,817,836 47

Indonesia BEL EU FIN FR GER NL 6 8,541,623 2,125,896 123,879 10,791,398 6 1,798,566 46

Jamaica EU 1 962,203 778,095 1,740,299 1 1,740,299 45

Jordan EU GER 2 286,330 3,175,064 3,461,394 2 1,730,697 44

Central African Rep. EU FR 2 2,387,121 361,579 702,875 3,451,575 2 1,725,787 43

Thailand EU FR 2 2,800,088 155,752 233,076 3,188,916 2 1,594,458 42

Albania IT 1 474,933 1,083,900 1,558,833 1 1,558,833 41

Kyrgyz Republic EU FIN GER 3 4,255,952 296,252 4,552,204 3 1,517,401 40

Egypt EU GER NL 3 4,135,195 109,262 4,244,456 3 1,414,819 39

Togo BEL EU 2 708,253 148,331 1,930,926 2,787,511 2 1,393,755 38

Dominica EU 1 1,316,422 1,316,422 1 1,316,422 37

Nicaragua AUS BEL EU FIN GER IE IT NL 8 7,071,003 2,388,849 9,459,852 8 1,182,482 36

South Sudan EU FR GER IE IT NL UK 7 4,469,671 195,977 3,588,882 8,254,530 7 1,179,219 35

Dominican Republic FR GER IT 3 3,485,919 3,485,919 3 1,161,973 34

El Salvador BEL EU GER IT 4 313,655 3,908,112 240,273 135,390 4,597,430 4 1,149,358 33

Costa Rica EU FR 2 1,901,000 293,035 2,194,035 2 1,097,018 32

Lebanon EU FR IT 3 2,098,068 1,186,427 3,284,495 3 1,094,832 31

Comoros FR 1 839,300 197,441 1,036,741 1 1,036,741 30

Ukraine EU 1 1,022,571 1,022,571 1 1,022,571 29

Bosnia and Herzegovina IT 1 1,004,514 1,004,514 1 1,004,514 28

Libya IT 1 967,387 967,387 1 967,387 27

Argentina IT 1 786,356 786,356 1 786,356 26

Angola EU FIN IT 3 841,944 199,999 1,296,805 2,338,747 3 779,582 25

Guinea-Bissau BEL EU 2 628,150 151,030 725,349 1,504,530 2 752,265 24

Mauritius EU 1 688,997 688,997 1 688,997 23

Kosovo AUS 1 646,763 646,763 1 646,763 22

Armenia AUS EU 2 368,350 871,000 1,239,350 2 619,675 21

Moldova EU 1 611,200 611,200 1 611,200 20

Syria IT 1 500,000 500,000 1 500,000 19

Mexico EU FR GER 3 1,407,020 1,407,020 3 469,007 18

Paraguay EU IT 2 374,611 543,126 917,737 2 458,869 17

Iraq IT 1 444,959 444,959 1 444,959 16

Vanuatu EU FR 2 667,611 161,218 828,829 2 414,414 15

Congo, Rep. EU FR IT 3 530,603 700,000 1,230,603 3 410,201 14

Belarus EU 1 288,337 288,337 1 288,337 13

Sri Lanka AUS EU GER IT 4 909,863 193,009 1,102,872 4 275,718 12

Suriname EU NL 2 177,022 353,712 530,734 2 265,367 11

Turkmenistan EU 1 261,862 261,862 1 261,862 10

Serbia AUS IT 2 200,000 266,085 466,085 2 233,042 9

Gambia EU 1 178,825 178,825 1 178,825 8

Venezuela EU 1 173,983 173,983 1 173,983 7

Malaysia FR 1 162,000 162,000 1 162,000 6

Sao Tome & Principe FR 1 156,893 156,893 1 156,893 5

Uruguay EU 1 135,532 135,532 1 135,532 4

Cape Verde FR IT 2 113,000 107,646 220,646 2 110,323 3

St.Vincent & Grenadines EU 1 108,311 108,311 1 108,311 2

St. Lucia EU 1 103,890 103,890 1 103,890 1

Total 13 39 101 16 50 67 30 48 23 26 117 1,247,442,917 247,743,334 10,498,591 199,232,514 371,771,282 91,989,695 2,168,678,333 117

UE and Member States' support to partner country Amount per priority for each partner country (€)


Table 2: The EU and Member States’ support to partner countries. The table is sorted by the donor average amount (total amount received for each partner country divided by the number of donors supporting the country).

2. Case studies

2.1: Summary of the European Initiative for Agricultural Research for Development (EIARD) Case Study

	The case study revealed that EIARD has been very effective in terms of building coherence, coordination and complementarity.

Some suggestions emerged on how to further strengthen the 3Cs.

1. On coherence, EIARD should have a system to monitor regularly the effectiveness and impact of its work on policies, networking, advocacy and funding. This would require an open dialogue with EIARD stakeholders and beneficiaries, and a more regular interaction with other coordination mechanisms and policy platforms.

2. On coordination, EIARD should enlarge its constituency to other Member States. The EIARD mandate should be renewed at EU level, to take into consideration the new policy frameworks (on development, on research and innovation, etc.), bearing in mind the post-2015 agenda, and the building-up of a renewed global partnership for development. EIARD should liaise systematically with other coordination mechanisms/platforms.

3. EIARD should promote better complementarity of funding on agricultural knowledge and capacity development throughout interventions at different levels, so that action at the global level does add value to action at the national and local levels.

EIARD is implemented by a European Coordination Group with representatives from Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Denmark, the EC, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom  


This case study has been carried out through document review and semi-structured interviews with EIARD members and stakeholders. It focuses on how EU donors, Norway and Switzerland are working together in the EIARD to facilitate the coordination of European policy and investments for agricultural research for development (ARD).

Context

EIARD is a permanent informal ARD policy coordination platform for EU donors, Switzerland and Norway. It was initiated in 1995 and recognised by the Council and European Parliament in 1997. EIARD has no own financial resources and members’ activities are funded by their own agencies and ministries.

The EIARD Secretariat is hosted and supported by the European Commission. In exchange, the Commission occupies the permanent vice chairmanship of EIARD, presently held by DG DEVCO. The secretariat is managed by a seconded national expert from one of the EIARD member countries to the Commission. Since January 2014, Norway has held the chairmanship of EIARD.  

EIARD’s goal is to ‘reduce poverty, to promote economic growth, food and nutrition security, sustainable management of natural resources in Africa, Latin America and Asia through effective and harmonised European investments and policies in ARD, promotion of international partnerships and support to capacity development’ (EIARD Strategy 2014-2018).

The coordination of European support to CGIAR, a global agriculture research partnership, is at the top of the EIARD agenda and it is the main area of interest for some members. EIARD is also an active member of the European Forum on Agricultural Research for Development (EFARD) which includes multiple stakeholders. A joint strategic working group with the Standing Committee on Agricultural Research (SCAR), whose mandate is agricultural research in Europe, was established to improve coherence between European agricultural research and agricultural research for development.  

Facts and Figures:

Europe is a key funder of the CGIAR. In 2012, EIARD members including the EC provided USD 231 million to the CGIAR Fund (45 % of the total) and USD 321 million to the CGIAR in total (32 % of the total).

European efforts to promote coherence, complementarity and coordination through the EIARD

EIARD is considered a positive mechanism with a number of examples of coherence, coordination and complementarity but it nevertheless faces some challenges to further strengthen the 3Cs.

Strengths:

· The EIARD strategy and policy positions show a strong coherence with the EU Policy Framework for Food Security;
· EIARD members have adopted a coherent common approach on CGIAR, in particular regarding its reform and governance, and consequently Europe has one of the strongest voices in the Fund Council of CGIAR;
· EIARD is considered by its members as very effective in coordination, particularly in relation to CGIAR, including coordination of policy positions at meetings, comments of research proposals and participation in working groups. Coordination within EIARD favours the emergence of joint policies and strategies at the European level;
· EIARD acts as an information and knowledge-sharing platform and to a certain extent fosters greater complementarity of activities. This is evident in CGIAR matters, where division of labour is common practice based on shared views and mutual trust.
Challenges:

Challenges for coherence:
· To keep internal cohesion and solidarity, while broadening the agenda beyond CGIAR;

· To address the intersections with other policy areas (agriculture, trade, research, education, health, and energy) and contribute to the Policy Coherence for Development (PCD) agenda;

· To ensure effective and coherent implementation of the EIARD strategy along the research to development continuum.
Challenges for coordination:

· To include more EU countries (e.g. Eastern European countries) and have more active participation by current members, while keeping the mechanism informal and cohesive;

· To coordinate more effectively with other coordination mechanisms working on food and nutrition security.

Challenges for complementarity:

· To strengthen complementarity and division of labour on the ground with the partner countries, respecting the principles of the Paris agenda and of subsidiarity;

· To strengthen local, national and regional ARD systems and platforms.

Impact of collaboration through EIARD

The main lesson learned through EIARD is that when there is a solid basis of common views among European members, it is not difficult to build consensus and accept differences on specific topics. Effective coordination, coherence and complementarity can be achieved when there are a number of ingredients in the mix, including funding, motivation, clear objectives, flexible mechanisms, informality, and realism.

Collaboration through EIARD has been effective in a number of ways:

· ARD policies of the EU and Member States have been influenced by EIARD, through its activities, thematic studies, and coordinated work.

· EIARD had a prominent role in creating the Joint SCAR /EIARD Strategic Working Group ARCH (European Agricultural Research towards greater impact on global Challenges) in 2013 in order to improve linkages between AR and ARD aiming at identifying and working towards ways to increase the contribution of European Agricultural Research investments to solving global challenges.

· EIARD has facilitated opportunities for enhanced participation of civil society organisations in ARD activities and processes.

· EIARD has influenced the transformation of CGIAR governance and strategy, results based management, and the formulation of the CGIAR Research Programmes in terms of approaches and thematic content: development impact orientation, smallholder focus, partnership engagement, gender orientation, geographical focus, and climate change. EIARD has also contributed to a more substantive alignment of the CGIAR agenda to CAADP.

· EIARD has played an important role in ensuring that the Sub-Saharan Africa- Challenge Programme (SSA-CP) was accepted as a CGIAR programme and is sufficiently funded.
2.2: EU support to the ECOWAP to improve food production and security in the Economic Community of West African States  

	ECOWAP is the agricultural policy adopted by the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS). The European Union (EU) and Member States (MS) provide regional support for ECOWAP implementation.  

Examples of EU support to ECOWAP/CAADP include the following
1. EU support to the ECOWAS Agricultural Regional Information System (ECOAGRIS).

2. EU support to CILSS (Comité permanent Inter-Etats de Lutte contre la Sécheresse dans le Sahel).

3. Capacity development support by France and Spain for the ECOWAS Department of Agriculture and Rural Development (DARD) and the Regional Agency for Agriculture and Food (RAAF).

4. Support from the Netherlands to improve farmers’ access to agro-inputs in West Africa.

5. UK support to strengthen the functioning of regional food markets.

6. Funding from the EU, France and Spain to help establish a regional food reserves system.

7. The CAADP Multi-Donor Trust Fund (MDTF) managed by the World Bank and financed by the EU, France, Ireland, the Netherlands, the UK and the US, which should contribute to ECOWAP monitoring and evaluation efforts.

ECOWAP implementation is supported by the EU, France (AFD), Spain, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom (DfID) and Germany (GIZ).   Support is also provided indirectly through organisations that are active in the region such as FAO, IFAD, the African Development Bank, the World Bank, and other international organisations.


The Agricultural Policy of the Economic Community of West African States is known as ECOWAP. It is implemented through fifteen agricultural investment plans at the national level (NAIP) and one at the regional level (RAIP), signed in 2010. Coordinated action by EU donors has provided support for ECOWAP food and nutrition security initiatives.

Context:

In 2001, the ECOWAS Ministerial Commission on Agriculture and Food adopted a framework of guidelines for the creation of a regional agricultural policy for West Africa. In 2002, the region’s Heads of State gave the ECOWAS Secretariat (now the ECOWAS Commission) a mandate to coordinate and monitor the implementation of the AU’s New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) in the region. The development of the ECOWAP thus coincided with increasing momentum for the Comprehensive Africa Agricultural Development Programme (CAADP), the agricultural component of NEPAD.

ECOWAP was adopted in 2005. The policy’s general objective is to ‘contribute in a sustainable manner to satisfying the food needs of the population, to economic and social development and to poverty reduction in Member States as well as to address inequalities between territories, areas, and countries’ (ECOWAS, 2005).

European efforts to promote coherence, complementarity and coordination for food production and security through the ECOWAP/CAADP

The European Union and some of its Member States provide considerable regional support in the area of agricultural development and food and nutrition security in West Africa, particularly since the 2007 food crisis. The most prominent European actors in recent years are the EU, France, Spain, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and Germany. European official development assistance (ODA) is also indirectly channelled through international organisations active in the region, such as FAO, IFAD, the African Development Bank (AfDB) and the World Bank. Key non-European bilateral development partners include the United States, Switzerland, Canada and Japan.

The EU’s support fits within the scope of one of the six policy priorities of the implementation plan for EU assistance related to food and nutrition security (European Commission, 2013), i.e. ‘supporting regional agriculture and food and nutrition security policies.’ Many of the interventions also cover one or more of the other policy priorities related to areas such as smallholder resilience, governance, social protection mechanisms and nutrition.

Agriculture constitutes a determining component of the economies of West African countries. Representing over 35 % of the regional GDP, the sector is the main source of employment in the region. Yet, production figures remain low and the region faces food security challenges. (ECOWAS 2011)
This collaboration at EU level illustrates the potential strengths and challenges of coherence, coordination and cooperation at a global level:

Strengths:

· The ECOWAP Group is a coordination mechanism for development partners, with regular meetings and participation of the ECOWAS Commission. The ECOWAP Group is recognised as unique on the continent and recently inspired a similar initiative to establish a regional CAADP coordination structure for the COMESA region.

· The success of the ECOWAP Group is partly attributable to the active role of Spain, which has worked in close cooperation with the ECOWAS Commission and has been the chair and de facto secretariat of the Group.
· There are some examples where EU actors have engaged in joint interventions under the auspices of ECOWAP. For example the EU, France and Spain are supporting the regional food reserves system. The EU and France have supported ECOWAS in combating fruit flies. France, Spain and the US have provided coordinated support to the Regional Agency for Agriculture and Food (RAAF).
Challenges:

· Many development partners provide direct support also to regional technical institutions such as CILLS (Permanent Interstates Committee for Drought Control in the Sahel) and CORAF/WECARD (West and Central African Council for Agricultural Research and Development) but overall coordination is lacking. 

· Some development partners, such as the United Kingdom and the Netherlands and, until recently, the European Commission, have not participated in the ECOWAP Group meetings. Non-traditional donors, such as China, have also preferred not to participate in the group. Some representatives to the ECOWAP Group have not had sufficient instruction or lack knowledge about regional ECOWAP matters.
· ECOWAP operates in a complex policy environment with numerous regional and national actors and donors with sometimes overlapping mandates.
· International initiatives, in particular AGIR, should build coordination, complementarity and coherence with ECOWAP and not divert attention away from it.
· The functioning of the ECOWAP Group requires consolidation through chairmanship, secretariat, and monitoring arrangements.
Collaboration through ECOWAP:

ECOWAP is generally acknowledged as a first of its kind on the African continent serving to implement the regional dimension of CAADP. There also seems to be widespread consensus among national stakeholders about the importance of ECOWAP as a framework to guide strategic regional investments tackling cross-border issues. ECOWAP has become a widely accepted reference framework, also because of its potential to complement and add value to CAADP processes at the national level. The fact that the ECOWAS Member States have agreed to dedicate part of ECOWAS’s own resources to the implementation of the Regional Agricultural Investment Plan has been a contributing factor.

ECOWAP has been instrumental in convincing development partners that many West African stakeholders, including civil society organisations, have contributed to the formulation of the ECOWAP/CAADP and express continuous support for its vision and objectives.
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ECOWAS. 2005. Twenty-eighth session of the Authority of Heads of State and Government. Decision A/Dec. 11/01/05 Adopting an Agricultural Policy for the Economic Community of West African States – ECOWAP. Accra. http://www.westafricagateway.org/files/3ECOWAS_EN.pdf
ECOWAS. 2011. Strategic and Operational Plan of the ECOWAS Commission for Governance, Coordination and Monitoring and Evaluation of the Regional Agricultural Policy of ECOWAS – (ECOWAP/CAADP) 2011-2015. Abuja: ECOWAS Commission.

2.3: Summary of the Scaling Up Nutrition through EU Collaboration case study
	The SUN Movement aims to help national leaders to prioritise efforts to address under-nutrition. SUN countries are increasingly putting the right policies in place and 50 of them are working with multi-stakeholder partners to implement programmes with shared nutrition goals and mobilising resources to effectively scale up nutrition.
SUN Movement Secretariat Result Areas:

8. The SUN Movement Lead Group is exercising stewardship over the Movement, keeping the political focus on under-nutrition and increasing investments in direct nutrition interventions and nutrition-sensitive development.

9. Each SUN country is bringing together national stakeholders for implementation of effective actions to scale up nutrition, learning how best to do this from experiences of other SUN countries and accessing appropriate external support for achieving its objectives.

10. Stakeholders from self-governing and mutually accountable SUN Networks are responding to the needs of SUN countries in a timely and effective way and contributing to responsive and aligned assistance to those countries.

The SUN Movement Secretariat was fully funded in 2013 with generous financial support from Canada, the European Union, France, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the Micronutrient Initiative.  Human resource capacity, reporting directly to the SUN Movement Coordinator, has been made available by France and Unilever.  The Secretariat is raising additional resources to cover the estimated budget until 2015.


The Scaling Up Nutrition Movement is based on the principle that all people have a right to food and good nutrition. The 50 countries that have joined the Movement are home to over half of the children in the world who are affected by chronic malnutrition (stunting).

Coordinated action by France, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the European Commission, through the SUN Movement Secretariat, has helped to accelerate political action on nutrition and long-term investment.   

Context

In 2008, The Lancet’s ‘Maternal and Child Undernutrition’ Series and the Copenhagen Consensus made a compelling case for scaling up investment in nutrition using available, affordable and effective solutions. The Scaling Up Nutrition (SUN) Movement was founded in 2010 to respond to this call for action on nutrition and to address fragmented and dysfunctional governance of the international nutrition system(1). SUN unites governments, civil society, the United Nations, donors and businesses in a collective effort to improve nutrition.

The SUN Movement Secretariat was set up in 2012 as a small and flexible coordination team providing overall support to the SUN Movement. The Secretariat supports a network of more than 50 SUN countries, a 27-member SUN Lead Group, four SUN networks (donors, business, civil society, UN) and four Communities of Practice.

The Secretariat has no operational role, but links together countries and networks in the SUN Movement to ensure that support requested to intensify actions and achieve nutrition-related objectives is received in a coordinated and coherent way.

European efforts to promote coherence, complementarity and coordination through the SUN Movement Secretariat

Maternal and child malnutrition is responsible for up to 45 % of preventable child deaths. Good nutrition in the 1000 days from pregnancy to age two is a highly effective investment and can have lifelong consequences for a child’s physical and cognitive development
Within the EU, France, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the European Commission are providing core funding to the SUN Movement Secretariat.  This collaboration at EU level illustrates the potential strengths and challenges of coherence, coordination and cooperation at a global level:

Strengths:

· Joint donor collaboration paves the way for one plan, one budget, one report and one joint donor review of progress. Having one agreed framework leaves the SUN Movement Secretariat with more time for effectively responding to SUN countries’ unique and diverse requirements.

· Predictable multi-annual funding from EU donors provides the Secretariat with a secure resource base for strategic planning and flexibility. 

· Coordinated advocacy efforts by Member States and the EU are strengthening leadership for nutrition globally and increasing investment from both public and private sources, through the Lead Group and Donor Network.

Challenges:
· Collaboration among EU donors to the Secretariat needs to be balanced with coordination with non-EU donors and with the membership of the broader SUN Movement.  

· Although all donors are committed to harmonised reporting and planning, the different administrative requirements of donors have posed a challenge to the SUN Movement Secretariat in the first year. It is hoped to address this over time.

· Routine SUN Movement progress reports do not necessarily capture the results of donor funding to the SUN Movement Secretariat. Capacity to undertake additional reporting in the Secretariat is limited.

· The Movement is constantly evolving and donor expectations of the Secretariat need to be realigned and communicated on a regular basis.

· The coordination of the advocacy efforts among EU donors at country level must be strengthened to emulate the success achieved to date at a global level.

Facts and Figures:

The SUN Movement Secretariat’s budget for the period 2013-2015 is EUR 14.4 million (USD 19.1 million). Three quarters of committed funds are from EU donors, 45 % of which comes from the Commission.

Impact of collaboration through SUN

The SUN Movement Secretariat is exceeding the ambitions set out by the Lead Group in the 2012 Strategy. Countries participating in the SUN Movement are actively accelerating efforts to scale up nutrition and are putting in place systems to demonstrate results.

The SUN Movement Secretariat has been instrumental in helping countries to scale up nutrition. The Movement has grown from 30 countries in September 2012 to 50 countries in April 2014. Urgent requests for help continue to come from almost all SUN countries seeking to strengthen their capacity for further action. Thanks to the flexible and coordinated funding provided by EU donors and others, the Secretariat continues to adapt to this rapidly evolving and increasing body of requests.
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 See comments from Lancet 2008 http://www.thelancet.com/series/maternal-and-child-undernutrition ‘Fragmentation, lack of an evidence base for prioritised action, institutional inertia, and failure to join up with promising developments in parallel sectors are recurrent themes’.

2.4: Summary of a 3Cs Case Study on Ethiopia

Food and Nutrition Security in Ethiopia

	The main strategic coordination body in Ethiopia is the Rural Economic Development and Food Security (RED&FS) sector working group. It is the Government and Donors thematic platform for agriculture, food security and nutrition of the Development Assistance Group. It was established in 2001 to foster information sharing, policy dialogue and harmonised donor support to Ethiopia.
Under the 11th EDF Ethiopia is the first example of the EU not preparing a Country Strategy Paper but declaring that its action is fully aligned with the National Development Strategy.  

The Policy and Investment Framework (PIF) provides the strategic foundation for investments to drive agricultural growth in Ethiopia. It is designed to implement the Comprehensive African Agricultural Development Programme (CAADP) Compact and has four strategic objectives:

1) To achieve a sustainable increase in agricultural productivity and production

2) To accelerate agricultural commercialisation and agro industrial development

3) To reduce degradation and improve productivity of natural resources

4) To achieve universal food security and protect vulnerable households from natural disasters

On the basis of the interviews carried out during the mission, the main EU policy focus in Ethiopia is on smallholder resilience and rural livelihoods (priority 1) and on strengthening social protection mechanisms for food and nutrition security (priority 4).


In order to evaluate the EU’s commitment in implementing its food and nutrition security (F&NS) policy, a five-day mission was fielded in Ethiopia in April 2014. The main purpose of the study, carried out in collaboration with the NGO Confederation Concord, was to analyse the European efforts to enhance coordination, complementarity and coherence (the 3Cs) of EU and its Member States external assistance programmes. The 3Cs were evaluated from the perspective of Ethiopia’s main needs, the national sector strategy, and interventions, as perceived by the main Ethiopian and international partners.

With the support of the EU Delegation to Ethiopia and the Italian Development Cooperation Office in Addis Ababa, meetings were conducted with Ethiopian authorities, Member States, other donors, NGOs, and national and international organisations.

Context

Ethiopia is one of the fastest growing non-oil dependent countries in Africa. World Bank analyses have shown that, in 2012, Ethiopia was the 12th fastest growing economy in the world. Its growth averaged 10.7 % per year from 2004 to 2012, compared with a regional average of 5.4 %. Nevertheless, over one third of Ethiopians live below the country’s poverty line. Out of a total population of around 90 million, between seven and eight million chronically food insecure people are assisted through the national social protection programme while up to two million persons receive aid during humanitarian crises.

Agriculture and food and nutrition security is a priority for Ethiopian development. More than 80 % of the population lives in rural areas and its main source of income is agriculture. The agricultural sector accounts for approximately 45 % of gross domestic product, almost 90 % of exports, and 75 % of employment. The sector is characterised by structurally low productivity, and is dominated by vulnerable small-scale subsistence farming and rain-fed agriculture. Smallholder farmers account for 95 % of production. Livestock are an essential component of local food systems. The Government invests 15 % of its budget in agriculture and Ethiopia is one of the seven African countries fulfilling the Maputo Declaration.

The IFPRI Global Hunger Index for Ethiopia (which combines three weighted indicators: undernourishment, child underweight and child mortality) stood at 25.7 % in 2013. The prevalence of low weight at birth in Ethiopia (20 %) is one of the highest in the world, and accounts for over half of child mortality.

With regard to official development assistance (ODA), OECD data show the importance of the overall European contribution, including that of Norway and Switzerland. The 2011-2012 average was EUR 867 million, which represented half of the bilateral aid and over two thirds of the total ODA to Ethiopia.  

The top European donors are the United Kingdom, EU institutions, and Germany, followed by the Netherlands and Ireland. About 8 % of the assistance is given to agriculture and food security. Major non-European bilateral donors active in Ethiopia include the United States, Canada and Japan.

European efforts to promote coherence, complementarity and coordination in Ethiopia

EU donors promote food security and resilience as priority issues and are key players in assisting Ethiopia to reach the first MDG goal of halving the number of people suffering from hunger by 2015.

In 2013, the European Commission, along with 20 Member States and Norway, endorsed the EU + Joint Cooperation Strategy to ensure a cohesive response to Ethiopia’s development challenges. This process is expected to lead to the development of a framework for joint programming in the country. The EU+ partners have also agreed to establish donor mapping and cooperation databases, and to launch a pilot joint action on nutrition, a priority issue of common interest. A EU+ Road Map for nutrition is being developed and it will offer a practical example of joint analysis and planning, prioritisation, division of responsibilities and coordination.

EU donors are active in the executive and technical committees of the main strategic coordination body, RED&FS. Regular meetings of European Heads of Cooperation and sector coordinators are also held. The coordination in international fora takes place through the joint programming exercise and the RED&FS platform.

Flagship programmes — notably the Productive Safety Net and the Sustainable Land Management Programmes — are excellent instruments for channelling the European contribution to effective policy dialogue and coordination and for reinforcing coherence and complementarity. Harmonised multi-donor interventions allow each donor to concentrate on different components in line with the national policy.

Strengths:

· The EU Delegation and several Member States have played a strong role in joint programming and this can serve as an example for EU interventions elsewhere. The EU+ Joint Cooperation Strategy for Ethiopia 2011-15 is the first ACP joint document.
· Despite a complex working environment, the clear vision, ownership and leadership of Ethiopian partners and the framework provided by the RED&FS help enhance donor coordination and avoid overlapping with non-EU actors.
· Large, national flagship programmes, which are clearly country-led, provide channels for both structured dialogue and financial contributions.
· The EU, supported by Member States, plays a pivotal role in promoting new dimensions of F&NS such as resilience, linking relief to development and incorporating nutrition and social development into agriculture interventions. Particular attention is given to small-scale farmers and pastoralists.
Challenges:
· EU donors could, in order to strengthen internal coordination, work towards a bolder and more effective division of labour (based on each partner’s areas of competence, investments in various sub-sectors, available resources and potential to create added value) and delegation of competences.
· EU donors should apply a more decentralised approach to fund administration and programme implementation. They could also look into more systematic ways of blending aid instruments and financial mechanisms to explore alternative but complementary methods of increasing impact and value for money.
· The progress made under joint programming should be used to ensure higher aid predictability and counteract the negative effect of the present international financial crisis.
· EU donors should focus on producing a few selected EU communications and conclusions while ensuring a deeper and wider discussion on their content and practical implications as well as how to monitor progress on the ground, involving local communities and civil society organisations (CSOs).

Impact of collaboration for Food and Nutrition Security in Ethiopia

It is the right time to promote F&NS in Ethiopia. The concerted efforts by donors coincide with a positive national environment where the main stakeholders and public opinion are supportive and aware of the importance of F&NS. For example, new phases of many national flagship programmes as well new bilateral agricultural programmes will include significant nutrition components with solid monitoring systems. CSOs’ involvement in the process will be instrumental. Other donors, international organisations, NGOs and Ethiopian CSOs, generally speaking, appreciate the fairly high degree of European policy coherence and complementarity. They also appreciate the efforts of the EU, supported by individual Member States, in promoting nutrition as an integral part of food security and in increasingly emphasising the importance of addressing pastoral and livestock issues.

3. Additional charts 
Priority 1: Improve smallholder resilience and rural livelihoods
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Figure 1: Pie chart (left): amount and percentage of support per continent. Graph (right): ten countries receiving the most support (EUR million)
Priority 2: Support effective governance
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Figure 2: Pie chart (left): amount and percentage of support per continent. Graph (right): ten countries receiving the biggest support (EUR million)

Priority 3: Support regional agriculture and food and nutrition security policies
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Figure 3: The pie chart above shows the amount and percentage of support per continent. Since Priority 3 concerned regional policies, very few programmes under this priority were implemented at country level (7 %), and the countries receiving the biggest support were not presented.

Priority 4: Strengthen social protection mechanisms for food and nutrition security, particularly for vulnerable population groups

	[image: image9.png]Worldwide,
Latin America

X unspecified
Neighbourhood MeE9 and Caribbean
me 4% / MéE3
Asia %
M€24__

12%





	[image: image10.png]120

100

80

96







Figure 4: Pie chart (left): amount and percentage of support per continent; Graph (right): ten countries receiving the most support (EUR million)
Priority 5 Enhance nutrition, in particular for mothers, infants and children
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Figure 5: Pie chart (left): amount and percentage of support per continent; Graph (right): ten countries receiving the most support (EUR million)

Priority 6: Enhance coordination between development and humanitarian actors to build resilience and promote sustainable food and nutrition security
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Figure 6: Pie chart (left): amount and percentage of support per continent; Graph (right): ten countries receiving the most support (EUR million)

4. Methodology for national report and programmes spreadsheet database

National Report on implementing EU food and nutrition security policy commitments

Inputs for the EU consolidated report

I) BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT

In 2010, the EU adopted a policy framework for food security built around the four pillars of food security,
 which was endorsed by the Council.

In its Conclusions, the Council re-emphasised and highlighted certain priorities for the EU and its Member States, and underlined

‘[…] the need for coordination within the EU and its Member States regarding different food security and nutrition initiatives, including the operationalisation of this policy framework, and invites the Commission to propose an implementation plan’.

Finalised in March 2013, the implementation plan
 was coordinated by the Commission, in close consultation with experts from the Member States. It defined the operational response with regard to recent policy commitments on food and nutrition security. [It is worth noting that, since 2010, there have been further EU development policy commitments which complement and re-emphasise these priorities, and which have been taken into account in this plan.
]

In May 2013, the Council endorsed this plan

‘The Council supports its objective of defining an EU operational response, over the period from 2014 to 2020, to deliver on the commitments set out in the 2010 EU Food Security Policy, the Nutrition Communication, and other relevant EU policy documents. In this regard the Council emphasises the need to enhance coordination, complementarity and coherence within and between EU and Member States’ external assistance programmes.’
Furthermore,

‘The Council endorses the interventions proposed in the Implementation Plan as well as the proposal that the Commission and Member States issue biennial progress reports on the interventions they are undertaking. The Council also encourages Member States to share lessons learnt from these interventions. The Council invites the Commission to coordinate, in close collaboration with Member States, a consolidated EU biennial progress report and to publish the first such report in 2014.’
The first EU report provides an overview of EU and Member States’ efforts — undertaken in 2012 — to address food and nutrition security across six policy priorities set out in the Implementation Plan. It also provides an assessment of the EU and Member States’ efforts to address food and nutrition security, in accordance with the principles of coherence, complementarity and coordination.  

The nature of the information reported will illustrate how the EU and Member States are delivering on agreed policy priority commitments, providing a quantitative assessment of food and nutrition security interventions based on an analysis of the distribution of the total investments as well as a qualitative assessment of how well we are working together at national, regional and global levels.

The next reports due in 2016, 2018 and 2020 should help demonstrate transparency and incremental progress in delivering commitments over this period, including recommendations for further improvements to be followed up and demonstrated in subsequent reports.

The effect of this plan will be to instigate a process designed to provide reliable, regular information on the interventions of the EU and its Member States, ensure accountability in regard to agreed EU policy commitments and further advance the aid effectiveness agenda in concrete terms.

II) GUIDANCE ON COMPLETING THE NATIONAL REPORT

The national report is to be no more than 10 pages long and should consist of 3 to 4 sections:

Section 1 will provide an overview of your Member State’s expenditure on projects and programmes relevant to food and nutrition security across the six policy priorities;

Section 2 will present an analysis of this expenditure across policy priorities and levels (global, regional and national);

Section 3 will present your assessment of coordination and complementarity; and

Section 4 (optional) will present a maximum of three case studies highlighting any innovative programmes or interventions, best practice or approaches that involve joint work between your Member State and other EU Member States, the European Commission, or other non-EU donors and stakeholders.

Section 1:
Distribution of Investments

This first section provides a summary of the main findings from the disbursements/commitments you have entered in the spreadsheet. The completed spreadsheet will serve as the main supporting Annex to this report. (See guidance below on how to complete the spreadsheet.)

Based on the data you enter in the spreadsheet, and in order to provide a visual overview of the distribution of investments your Member State made in 2012, we have developed a graphics facility. Once you have entered all the data in the spreadsheet, press the refresh button. This will automatically create a chart showing the distribution of disbursements broken down among the six priority areas as well as a chart showing the distribution of disbursements across geographical areas. These graphs will help you outline the basic characteristics of the portfolio’s distribution.   

Section 2: The Analysis of Investment Distribution

This section of the report will provide a qualitative analysis of main findings provided in Section 1. It provides you with an opportunity to explain your Member State’s strategic priorities that direct and guide the volume and value of the investments and their distribution among the six priority areas and their location as defined by the three levels of intervention. This section also provides you with the opportunity to highlight different ways you approach implementation not adequately captured in Section 1 and/or which cut across specific interventions. For example, the significance of your Member State’s support to food insecure countries; your Member State’s work on policy dialogue including, for example: Voluntary Guidelines on Land Tenure; negotiations on Responsible Agriculture Investments; joint programmes and joint programming and other dimensions of aid effectiveness; and adherence to principles such as those relating to fragile states and Linking Relief, Reconstruction and Development (LRRD).

Section 3: Your assessment of coordination and complementarity

Please provide a brief assessment, drawing on particular examples, regarding coordination and complementarity between your Member State and other Member States/the Commission at country, regional or global level, by answering the following three questions:

1. What steps have you taken, individually or jointly, to improve coordination: a) at policy and decision-making level (ie: joint priorities, alignment to the partner’s priorities); b) on the ground (ie: shared/joint implementation/programmes, joint programming, joint actions, consultation and sharing of information); and c) in international fora (ie: preparation of joint positions);

2. What steps have you taken, individually or jointly, to improve complementarity and division of labour within the food and nutrition security sector to avoid any duplication/inefficiencies? Examples could include joint diagnosis of a problem or situation, the establishment of clear responsibilities for lead and coordinating donors, joint decisions on sharing tasks within sectors of cooperation or within countries, examples of joint programming; and  

3. With your responses to 1 and 2 in mind, what are the objectives your Member State has set for itself over the next two years regarding complementarity?   

Section 4: Optional — Select Case Studies/best practices

This is an optional section of the report. It provides your Member State with an opportunity to provide details about a maximum of two or three activities, providing an explanation of the approach used and lessons learnt. This is also an opportunity to showcase successful joint work on improving coordination and complementarity among the EU and its Member States on various food and nutrition security-related initiatives, as was requested in the Council Conclusions on the EU food security policy of 2010. These case studies should — in this report — specifically relate to initiatives focusing on nutrition and/or land in order to address the same specific themes. However, any case studies in other areas which you may wish to report on are also welcome.

III) GUIDANCE ON COMPLETING THE SPREADSHEET

For the purpose of the exercise, please include only programmes/projects:

A.
which have a particular focus on food and nutrition security (FNS) (by being specifically designed to improve FNS, or by having specific FNS objectives or activities) and/or

B.
which clearly fall within one or more of the four pillars of food security — food availability, access to food, utilisation of food, and stability, and/or

C.
which clearly fall within the agreed definition of ‘food and nutrition security’:  ‘Food and nutrition security exists when all people at all times have physical, social and economic access to food, which is consumed in sufficient quantity and quality to meet their dietary needs and food preferences, and is supported by an environment of adequate sanitation, health services and care, allowing for a healthy and active life.’
Core contributions at multilateral level to a range of UN agencies, funds and programmes, such as UNICEF and UNDP should be excluded as it would be difficult to allocate a proportion of this funding to food and nutrition security. You should include only those contributions to these agencies that specifically target food and nutrition security as stated above (points A, B and C). With regard to the Rome-based agencies, please report in the same way as for DAC reporting.

Administrative and overhead costs including salaries and travel-related costs are part of the projects and should be reported on.

Please bear in mind that all data you report on must be official 2012 DAC data, which means the financial disbursements/commitments you reported to the OECD DAC in 2012.  

Filling in the spreadsheet step by step:

Please remember to enter the name of your Member State , the date of completion, the contact person and the reporting system (by disbursement) on the top left of the excel sheet.

1. Column A: List your relevant food and nutrition security projects and programmes in the first column ‘projects or programmes’.

2. Column B: Select the relevant CRS code corresponding to the project entered. If you do not use euros, please enter the equivalent amount in euros using the April 2012 OECD exchange rate available here: http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?QueryId=169#
3. Column C: In case no CRS code is applicable to your project, please explain in a few words what your project entails.

4. Column D: Enter the financial amount disbursed for that activity in 2012.

5. Column E: Enter the financial amount committed for that activity in 2012
 (Optional)

6. Column F: Specify for each project or programme the corresponding policy priority using the scroll down menu. There are six to choose from. (Tip: You will need to print out and read the summary description of all projects or programmes to help you complete the rest of the columns).
7. Column G: Choose the relevant level of intervention: national, regional or global using the scroll down menu.

8. Column H: Choose the relevant region or country using the scroll down menu

9. Column I: This column will be filled in automatically based on your choices in column G and H. This column will serve to create a chart showing the distribution of disbursement across geographical areas.

10. Column J: will enable you to make any additional comments or remarks you may have.

5. Links to the Member States’ project spreadsheet databases

Austria
Belgium
Finland
France
Germany
Ireland
Italy
The Netherlands
The United Kingdom
EU
�	COM(2010) 127, An EU policy framework to assist developing countries in addressing food security challenges, � HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/development/icenter/repository/COMM_PDF_COM_2010_0127_EN.PDF" �http://ec.europa.eu/development/icenter/repository/COMM_PDF_COM_2010_0127_EN.PDF� 


�	Council Conclusions on an EU policy framework to assist developing countries in addressing food security challenges, 10 May 2010, � HYPERLINK "http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/EN/foraff/114357.pdf" �http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/EN/foraff/114357.pdf� 


�	SWD(2013) 104, Boosting food and nutrition security through EU action: implementing our commitments, � HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/sites/devco/files/working-paper-food-nutrition-security-swd2013104-20130327_en_5.pdf" ��http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/sites/devco/files/working-paper-food-nutrition-security-swd2013104-20130327_en_5.pdf�


�	This includes the 2010 food security policy (COM(2010) 127), the 2011 Agenda for Change (COM(2011) 637), the 2012 resilience approach (COM(2012) 586), the 2012 Communication (COM(2012) 446) and Council Conclusions on social protection, and the 2013 nutrition policy (COM(2013) 141).


�	Council Conclusions on Food and Nutrition Security in external assistance, 28 May 2013, � HYPERLINK "http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/EN/foraff/137318.pdf" �http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/EN/foraff/137318.pdf� 


�	‘A firm obligation expressed in writing and backed by the necessary funds, undertaken by an official donor to provide specified assistance to a recipient country or a multilateral organisation’: � HYPERLINK "http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?ID=385" �http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?ID=385�
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