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2 i FOREWORD

This work is published on the responsibility of the Secre@eperal of the OECD. The opinions
expressed and arguments employed hereimotioecessarily reflect the official views of the organisation
or the governments of its member countries.

This document and any map included herein are without prejudice to the status of or sovereignty over

any territory, to the delimitation of internatial frontiers and boundaries and to the name of any
territory, city or area.
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The Peer Review Process

The DAC conducts periodic reviews of the individual development co-operation efforts of DAC members. The
policies and programmes of each member are critically examined approximately once every four or five years.
Five member s ar e examined annual |-gperatio IDieectoi@tE @Dddes
analytical support and is responsible for developing and maintaining the conceptual framework within which
the Peer Reviews are undertaken.

The Peer Review is prepared by a team, consisting of representatives of the Secretariat working with officials

from two DAC members wh o ar e designated as ilexamin
memorandum setting out the main developments in its policies and programmes. Then the Secretariat and the

examiners visit the capital to interview officials, parliamentarians, as well as civil society and NGO

representatives of the donor country to obtain a first-hand insight into current issues surrounding the

development co-operation efforts of the member concerned. Field visits assess how members are

implementing the major DAC policies, principles and concerns, and review operations in recipient countries,

particularly with regard to poverty reduction, sustainability, gender equality and other aspects of participatory

development, and local aid co-ordination.

TheSecretariat then prepares a dr af t-oper&ignavhith istha basishfar
the DAC review meeting at the OECD. At this meeting senior officials from the member under review respond
to questions formulated by the Secretariat in association with the examiners.

This review contains the Main Findings and Recommendations of the Development Assistance Committee
and the report of the Secretariat. It was prepared with examiners from Austria and Switzerland for the Peer
Review of Finland on 26 September 2012.

In order to achieve its aims the OECD has set up a number of specialised committees. One of tt
the Development Assistance Committeewhose members have agreed to secure an expansion
aggregate volume of resources maaeailable to developing countries and to improve thei
effectiveness. To this end, members periodically review together both the amount and the natt
their contributions to aid programmes, bilateral and multilateral, and consult each other on all ¢
relevant aspects of their development assistance policies.

The members of the Development Assistance Committee are Australia, Austria, Belgium, Car
Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Korea, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, Bw Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom,
United States and the European Union.
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Finlandd aid at a glance*
FINLAND Gross Bilatera! ODA, 2009-10 averags, unless otherwizs shown
Change ByIncome Group (USD m) is
Net ODA 2009 2010 2011 2010/11 Clockwise from toe
Current (UsD m) 1290 1333 1409 57% BLOCs
Constant (2010 USD m) 1232 1333 1275 43% | °9°
In Eura {million} 926 1006 1013 0.7% BOther Low-Income
ODASGHMI 0.564% 0.55% 0.52% Lower Middlel
Bilateral share 61%  63%  61% ALowerifigdie-inzome
P. F'rEIImlnary data. mlUpperMiddle-Income
Top Ten Recipients of Gross ODA
{USD million) oUnallocated
1 Tanzania 52 29 - 73
2 Mozambique 45
3 Afghanistan 27 By Region (USD m) |
4 Vlet_nam 26 BSub-Saharan Africa
5 Ethiopia 25
6 Zambia 23 B South & Central Lsia
T Kenya 22 )
O Cther Asiaand
8 Nepal 21 Oceania
9 Sudan 17 mMiddle Eastand North
10 Nicaragua 16 Affica
Mema: Share of gross hilateral ODA DIE’?:?DJ;Q;HCE and
Top & recipients 21% OEurope
Top 10 recipients 34% U e
Top 20 recipients 44% OUnspecifie
D‘I’a'h 1E:% 2[1:% E-E:% 4E:% 5[;% S[;% ?[;% S[;% BC:% 1DIIII%
BEducation, Health & Population B Other Social Infrastructure B Economiclnfrastucture
BProduction Bhultisector OProgramme Assistance
BECebt Relief B Humanitarian Aid OUnspecified

Finland- implementation of 2007 peer review recommendation

o

Partially implemented:

9 recommendations

Not implemented:

2 recommendations
(11%)

DAC PEER REVIEW OF INLAND i © OECD 2012



TABLE OF CONTENTS 5

Table of contents

LIST ACRONYMS....cceiiieeeeiiiiiitt et terete et e e e e e e e s e st eae e e s amensaeeeeaeeaaaasssssseseeesamanseeeeeeeeesannnssssnnneeeans 9
The DACO6S main finding.s..and..r.e.comme.nd.at.i.dhs
Chapter 1 StrategiC OMENTALIONS. ........uviiiiieeiiiiiiiiiirrei e e e e e s renr e e e e e e e s s anbb e ennseees 25
Consistent priorities and engaged rmgmvernment stakeholders...........ccccoeeeiiiiiiccciieiieeeeeeeeee, 26
Development capperation: an integral part of foreign PoliCY..........cooviiiiiiiiieesiiiiiieeee e 26
A new development policy that builds on Finnish krlogwv but needs more focus.................. 27
Strengthening public awareness, communication and global education, focusing on.result32
FULUIE CONSIAEIALIONS. .....cc i it e et e e e e e e e e e e e s aaneer s s e e e e eeeaeeneaeeas 33
Chapter 2 Development beyond @id...............eeiviiiiiiiiccc e 35
Strong political commitment but mixed performance ofomtination mechanisms and
MONITONNG AN ANAIYSIS...eeiiiiiieiiiiiiie e ereer e e e e e e e e e e bbb e e e emer e e e e e e e e e aannnes 36
Making wholeof-government approaches more StrategiC.........cccceeeeeeiiiiccceeieeiieeeieeeeeeeeeeeeean 42
FULUIE CONSIAEIALIONS. ... ...uviiiiiiiieeeiiiiieees sttt e e e e s enes s re e e e e e e e e s nmnnsssnnnnnneneeeeee e VD
Chapter 3 Aid volumes, channels and alloCations................eeviiiiiiiiccceiiiie e 45
Impressive ODA growth comes to @ Standstill.............cueiiiiiieeeiiiie e 46
Finlandés central i s eaperdhand.g.e.t....f.or...dev.el.opgMment co
= T] = =T = L= o 47
CSOs: a need fotrengthening complementarities and streamlining procedures.................. 49
Multilateral aid: maintain a focus on core contributions and link atlons more
(o (o FSY =T NV (o o<1 g (0] 0 0=V g (o7 =T USSR 50
Strong and renewed SUPPOIt t0 CFOBHING ISSUES .......uuuuiriiiiieeiiiieeeeseiibree e e e e e e e eneesanees 52
Aid to support private sector development and trade.............ccuvviiieemiiiieieieee e 52
INOTFODA TIOWS. ...ttt ettt e e e e et eeret et e e e e e e e e s ns bbb e e e e emmseeeeeeeeeaeaannnnseeeeeeans 54
FULUIE CONSIAEIALIONS. ....ccci i e e et e e e e e e e e aaessanner e s e e e s e anaaeneaenas 54
Chapter 4 Organisation and ManNagemMENL..........ccuieiiiiiiieeriirrereeaeeeeeeeeseeeeaeeeeeeeeeeeeseeenneennnennne 57
An integrated structure managing most of ODA that needs clear and systematic approacti&
The ongoing challenge of managing development staff...............cco e 60
Matching decentralisation with implementation needs in the field............cccccoovinniieeenn. 63
Managing effective and restitgsed programming............ccoooeeiiiiiiccecieiiiive e 64
Management for results: a high priority for flaure.............ccoovviiiiice e, 67
An efficient and independent evaluation unit which makes the best of a limited number.of 67aff
FULUIE CONSIAEIALIONS. ....ccc i i e e e et e e e e e e e e aeesaanner s e e eeaeaeaaenaaeeas 69
Chapter 5 Aid effectiveness and reSUILS............oveiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 71
Continuedstrong commitment to making aid more effective..........ccccccveiivicccee i 72
Progress against targets but more can be achieved.................o e 73
Strengthening country ownership through capacity building and strategy papels............... 74
Becoming more predictable and tranSParent.........cccooo oo 74
Aligningwi t h par tner c.au.nt.r.y.0.s..p.r.i.or.i.t.i.es.....75
Dealing with an increasing share of tied.ald.........cccoooi i 76
Harmonisatiorand diviSion OflabOUL............coiiiiiii e 177
FUtUre CONSIAEIAtiONS.........cceiiiei e smmmr e e e e reeeeeeeesesanssenenssseeeseeneaeeeaeees d O

DAC PEER REVIEW OF NLANDi© OECD 2012



6 TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter 6 Humanitarian asSIStANCE.............cccoviiiiiiiiiiieeeie et seeeeees e 81
Good progress against the 2007 recommendations.............oooiiiieeeiiiiiiieiiic e 82
An increasingly strategic focus, and improving support to recovery and risk reductian....... 82

A solid record in partnerghj but clearer funding criteria and faster decisions are needed....85
Finlandbés systems appear fsiaffing €hallenggs.u.r.p.o..s.687

Finland should focus its monitoring and learning on itS own results.............cccccovveeceeeeiiiees 87
LU = o0 0150 =T = (o] g SR 388
BIBLIOGRAPHY .ottt ettt et e ettt et e e e e e s s smmne e e s s e bbb nneeaeeeeeeennd 91
Annex A Progress since the 2008 DAC peer review recommendatians.............cceeeeveeeeeeneennn. 97
Annex B OECD/DAC Standard Suite of TabIes. ... 105
ANNEX C Field VISit 10 NEPAL ........cuiiiiiiiiiiee e iiiieeee sttt e e e e e e nnes st e e e e e e e e e s e nnnnnne 113
Tables
Table 1.1 List of goals, principles, objectives and priority areas as described in
the 2012 developmeNnt POLICY......cevviiiiiiiiieeiieree e eeee s 28

Table2.1. Finl andds progress in buildinapPl2p.a.l.i3&
Table31l. Finl anddés gender equality and e20M...15D
Table4.l. MFAOGs st af.f...Cal. .00l i .S e 61
Table B.1. Total financial fIOWS...........couiiiiiiiiieeie e enens 105
Table B.2. ODA DY Main CAtEQOIIES.......cciiiiiiiiiieii e eeeee e e s 106
Table B.3. Bilateral ODA allocable by region and inCOmUP............ccevvvieeeiiiiiiiennniiiiee 107
Table B.4. Main recipients of bilateral ODA................ooiiiii e e 108
Table B5. Bilateral ODA by Major PUIPOSES. ....ccoiieeiieeiiee e e e emeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeer e rernene e e e e e eas 109
Table B.6. Comparative aid PerformanCe.........coouiiiiiiiiiieeeiiie e eeeer e 110
Table C.1. Basic facts about NEPAL............uuuuuuiiiiiiiimieececee e 114
Figures

Figure 3.1. Trends in Finnish aid volume and as a percentage of national income,

20072010 ..t e et eamne e e e e ans 46
Figure 3.2. ODA administered by the MFA and by other state departments.................... 47
Figure 3.3. Recipients of Finnish bilateral aid in 201Q............cooovmiiiiiieeii e 48
Figure 3.4. Finland's core and netore contributions to multilateral organisations............. 51
Figure 3.5. Finland's aid for trade disbursements, 2Q06............ccccccevvveviiieeeeeeieiieeeeeeeeenn. 53
Figure 4.1. MFA departments with a role in development............cccccveeiiiccce i, 58
Figure5.1. Fi nl and&6s p ssttiiedargeiaoftheeDE@Dysarvey monitoring

the Paris Declaration, 208 10........ccvuiiieeiieee e eeeee et e e s e e ereneeaeesaans 73
Figure A.1  EU implementation of 2007 peer review recommendatians.............c......oecee 103
Figure B.1  Net ODA from DAC countrieS iN 2010 ......uuuuuuuumimniiiniiee e e eeeee e e e eee e 111
Figure C.1. Official Development Assistance in Nepal................ooo oo iiireecies 115
Figure C.2. Sector allocation of ODA INADS10.........eviviiiiiiiiieiiieenreee e ieeeas 115
Figure C.3. Finland's aid modalities in Nepal, 2010..............uuuuuiimmiccneeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 118

DAC PEER REVIEW OF MLANDi© OECD 2012

but t



TABLE OF CONTENTSi 7

Boxes

Box 0. 1. Finlandds support for .i.nt.er.natld o
Box 0. 2. Use of district sys.t.ems..i.n..Ne.2hl
Box 2. 1. uppsriforintarmatiodaspoliey coherence for development..................... 38
Box 4.1. The case ManagemeNt SYSTEITL........ccceuiriiiiuirrmiiiiiieee e e e e e s snnreesrrrer e e e e e e e e e 60
Box 4.2. Finland's evaluation unit: reaching out and making the most of limited

FESOUICES. ... e e e e s e e ettt ettt ettt eee et et e et e e s ameaa s e e e aaeeaaaeaaaeaaeeeeeeaaasssesbebbbbnbnbebnnne 68
Box 5.1. Linking principles to practice: lessons from regional workshops on aid

Loy =T o 1A= =P 72
Box 5. 2. Use of district sys.t.ems..i.n. . Negal
Box 6.1. Finland's humanitarian aSSISTANCE. ........uuiiiiiiiiieeer ittt rre e 82
Box 6.2. Key elemas of Finland's approach to disaster risk reductian....................cccceee 84

DAC PEER REVIEW OF NLANDi© OECD 2012

0s

wa i






ACRONYMSi 9

LIST OF ACRONYMS

ADB Asian Development Bank (also AsDB)
AfDB African Development Bank
AFLRA  Association of Finnish Local and Regioralthorities

CAP United Nations Consolidated Appeals
CERF Central Emergency Response Fund

CPA Comprehensive Peace Agreement, Nepal
CRS Creditor Reporting System

DAC Development Assistance Committee
DCI European Union Development ©@@eration hstrument

ECHO  European Community Humanitarian Office

EDF European Union Development Fund

ETS European Union Emissions Trading Scheme

EU European Union

GNI Gross national income

GHD Principles and Good Practice of Humanitarian Donorship

IASC Inter-Agency Standing Committee

IATI International Aid Transparency Initiative

IDA International Development Association

IDB Inter-American Development Bank

IDPG International Development Partners Group
IFAD International Fund for Agricultural Development
IFls International financial institutions

KEHYS Finnish NGDO Platform to the EU

LCF Local ceoperation funds
LDCs Least developed countries

MCDA  Guidelineson the Use of Military and Civil Defence AssatsSupport
United Nations Humanitarian Activities in Complex Emergencies

MDG Millennium Development Goal
MFA Ministry for Foreign Affairs
MIC European Monitoring and Informati@entre

MOPAN Multilateral Organisation Performance Assessment Network
NGO Non-governmental organisation

NPTF Nepal Peace Trust Fund

NSLGCP North South Local Government €xperation Programme

ODA Official development assistance
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OECD  Organisatiorfor Economic Ceoperation and Development

PCD Policy coherence fatevelopment
PFM Public financing management systems
RBM Resultshasednanagement

SWAp Systermwide approach

UN United Nations

UNAIDS Joint United Nations Programnoa HIV/AIDS

UNDP United Nations Development Programme

UNFPA  United Nations Population Fund

UNHCR UN Refugee Agency

UNICEF Uni ted Nations® Childrends Fund
UNISDR United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction

WASH  Water, sanitationand hygiengprogramme

WB World Bank

WFP World Food Programme

WHO World Health Organization

WP-EFF Working Party on Aid Effectiveness (OECD)
WPF World Population Foundation

Signs used:

EUR Euros
USD United States dollars

) Secretariat estimata whole or part

Nil
0.0 Negligible
. Not available
é Not available separately but included in total

n.a. Not applicable

Notes on data used:

The data wused in this report are based on
(CRS), unless indicated otherwise. Slight discrepancies in totals are due to rounding. For
comparisons over time, the peer review used 2009 constant US dollars. For data
conceriing only one yearthe peer review used current d8llars for the corresponding
year.

Annual average exchange rate (EUR per USD)

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
0.7305 0.6933 0.7181 0.7550 0.7192
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TheDACO S fmdingsnandrecommendations

Overview

Finland adopted a new development policy in 2012 following elections in 2011.
This policybuilds on Finnish expertise and emphasises a human rights based approach to
devel opment . The str engt-bperationfinclklé itslstalied 6 s dev e
long-term priorities, its openneds dialogue, and its good @peration and division of
labourwith other donors. Finland is also a strong international advocate of human rights,
the environment, policy coherence for development and aid effectivdhesseen as a
constructive partner within the developmentoperation and humanitarian commiigst
and in its partner countries.

Finland has increased its ODA substantially since the last peer review in 2008,
both in volume and as a percentage of gross national indorg@10 Finland exceeded
its EU intermediate target afllocating 0.51%of its GNI to ODA by reaching 0.55%
ODA/GNL.I n 2011 Fi nl dnerdaées nominally abdtoadgate WSD 1.41
billion (0.52% of its gross national incomédc cor di ng t o Finl andds budg
ODA growth will stall in 2013 and 2014 and fall in 20THe government plans to look
for innovative sources of financing to help Finland meet its ODA tafge)15

Since the last peer review, Finland has made efforts to improve the
implementation of its policies by designing policy guidance for several areas,
mainstreaming aid effectiveness principles across its developmenpecation and
starting to incorporatea resultsbased approactthroughout the whole development
programme. The new development policy emphasises the need to focus Finnish
development coperation and to prioritise development actions. The Finnish way of
working i which is flexible and pragmatit has proven useful so far, but it may be
reaching its |limits for managing ,whici ecti vely
has become sizeabl&inland now needs clear and harmonised guidance on priorities,
processes and implementation to ensure itistasge is more focused and effective.
ensure a consistent approach to coherence issues across the adminiStrddiod,also
needs to set strategic objectivasd strengthen its capacity for analysis,maeke its
policies coherent with developmenta®. In additionthe Ministry for Foreign Affairs
needgo address challenges in managileyelopment staff

DAC PEER REVIEW OF NLANDi© OECD 2012
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Overall framework for development ccoperation

Setting clear priorities and objectives for a focused development programme

Key findings: Finan d 6s new devel opment pol i cyernbu
priorities, making the most of existing expertise, and provides some continuity to
Finland6s devel opment action. However,

development policy contain a very broad list of goals, principles, objectives, priority
areas and potential activities. Having so many possible areas of action without
identifying priorities for implementation with clear objectives and expected results
risks creating a dispersed development programme, thus undermining the
achievement of Finlandds strategic goal

Recommendation To focus Fi nl aopeafafion whkre it edn chaven the
greatest impact, and ensure its full implementation, Finland should:

Focus, specify and operationalise its development policy through guidance on
bilateral, multilateral and civil society co-operation. Make full use of related
operational tools to identify clear objectives with expected results and verifiable
indicators in its co-operation with partners.

Finland adopted a new development policy in 2012 with priority areas that show
continuity with the 2007 development polickhis @ntinuity in the main areas of Finnish
development c@perationbuilds onexisting expertisandmakesFi nl andés devel opm
programmesnore predictable for partners. New areas of focus inlévelopment policy
including theemphasison human rights need to be consistently re
development c@peration programme

The broad nature of the four main prioréiyeas, and tlie many possiblesub
sectorsas described in the development policy, can result in a wide set of unfocused
projects, l eading to confusion and d, spersed
and eventually to missing its strategic goahile such a broad approach allows for
flexibility, it makes it difficult to ensure that Finland has an impact across so many areas
of work.

To ensure that Fpolicy is follg nplemdneed anld bgs e n t
greatest possible impact for devalog countries Finland needs to define the specific
priority areas of focus where it has the most strengths and can achieve the best results
and ensure that its development-ameration remains focused on those prioritiks
should also translate thevadopmentpolicy into a set of clear and operational objectives,
including the results to be expected and verifiable indicaRiree the last peer review
Finland has developed policy guidance for several policy issues, but this has fallen short
of providng staff with specific objectives and priority areas of focus to guide
implementation. Finland needs to have clear criteria for (re)directing funds to ensure
strategic and focused development-op®ration in the context of partner country
development sttagies and in its allocations to multilateral organisations. This will mean
ensuring that existing policy guidance is focusediaigate and specific.

DAC PEERREVIEW OF FINLANDi © OECD 2012
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Promoting development beyond aid

Ensuring that policies across the administration support development

Key findings: Finland is an active international advocate of policy coherence for
development (PCD). However, it lacks an overarching strategic vision with clearly
identified objectives, as well as consistent information and decision-making flows
across the administration, for making relevant policies supportive of development.
Without government-wide objectives and clear co-ordination mechanisms, Finland
cannot guarantee that relevant ministries systematically and consistently consider
and address possible conflicts and synergies between non-aid policies and
development goals.

Recommendation: To ensure that relevant policies support, or at least do not
undermine, development goals in developing countries, Finland should:

9 Identify strategic objectives for promoting synergies, and avoiding conflicts,
between existing and new relevant policies and development goals, and ensure
that these are systematically considered and addressed by all relevant
ministries. This requires determining responsibilities across the entire
administration and enhancing existing co-ordination mechanisms to identify the
most effective working processes for clear information and decision-making
flows.

Finland is a committed international supporter of policy coherence for
developmentand promotes coherence in the European Union and in multilateral bodies
like the OECD and the United Nations (Box 0.1). It also has a-awgiinised cross
government mechanism to -codinate national positions within the EU. However,
Finland has yet to idify objectives for having and advocating policies that support, or
at least do not stand in the way of, development goals in developing countries. Setting
governmerwide objectives for coherent policies would commit relevant ministries to
systematicallyscreen existing and new policies for their positive or negative interaction
with development goals in developing countries.

Currently coherence issues are considered either in the Ettdiration
mechanism, which is not specifically geared towards ramgihe coherence of national
policies with development, and in ad hoc working groups that meet to discuss specific
issues. However, these two mechanisms do not enable Finland to routinely address
synergies and conflicts between domestic and EU policiegdavelopment goals. To do
this, Finland needs to determine responsibilities and design a clear information flow and
decision making process across the administration.

DAC PEER REVIEW OF NLANDi© OECD 2012
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Box 0.1 . Finlandbs support for interns

Finland is an active advocate for policy coherence for development in international for
especially the OECD. Bet ween 2007 and ?
Policy Coherence for Development Unit, reporting directly to the Secretary &ener

Finland also participates actively in OECD discussions on coherence issues. For ex
since joining the Joint Tax and Development Programme of the Fiscal Affairs Committee
Development Assistance Committee, the subject of taxation and develohawmneceived
broader attention in Finland. In 2011 the MFA contracted a study on the various internal
activities on tax matters and surveyed its partner country embassies to identify key issu
means to support partner countries in tax mattpesticularly through promoting state
building and civil society at the country level. In 2012 Finland will also host an internati
debate on policy coherence and the taxation of multinational enterprises.

Another sign of commitment is that Finland wik the first DAC member to conduct a pilo
study- in the area of food securityto test the use of the OEQPblicy Framework for Policy
Coherence for Developmettt assess the impact of DAC member policy on partner countr
This will allow Finland touse an existing tool and a concrete example, to create awarene
how policies in Finland can have an impact on development (OECD, 2012).

Finland has also been a source of expertise and very supportive of DAC work on aid for
In 2008 Finland desiged an aid for trade action plan (MFA, 2008), which will be updat
after a 2011 evaluation (MFA, 2011b). Finland is very active in the area of aid for trade
the action plan has helped raise awareness about this issue amongst Finnish developme

Source Based on MFA, 2012a and interviews conducted for the peer review.

Strengthening analysis and monitoring

Key findings: Finland does not have a system for monitoring, or the capacity for
analysing, the impact of policies on development. This poses a challenge for

identifying incoherent policies and examples of how domestic and EU policies can
interact positivelywithd evel opi ng count ri es @ndisawmissed p 1
opportunity for gathering information that could be useful for better informed policy-
making, improved reporting and raising awareness.

Recommendation: To help design policies that are coherent with developing
countriesd devel opment objectives, Finl e

9  Strengthen monitoring and analysis of results and impact of Finnish and EU
policies on developing countries, by commissioning studies or drawing on
available analysis from external sources, and on feedback from its embassies.

Finland lacksthe capacity to asseshd impact of domestic and EU policies on
developmentand usethe subsequenhformation for better informed poliesnaking. It
can, howevercommission studiesr draw on existing analysis by the European Union,
NGOs, think tanks and other donoes wellas useeedback from its embassies. It can
also conduct joint impact assessments with other partners, and encourage or commission
academic studies. Gathering information on specific examples and results would also
enhance awarenesgross the administratip asthe conceptof policy coherence for
developmenis still unevenly understood.

While Finland communicates and reports regularly on policy coherence for
development to Parliament and the public, the focus is mostly on describing how Finland

DAC PEERREVIEW OF FINLANDi © OECD 2012
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co-ordinates angarticipatesin international discussions on areas that are relevant for
development, and not on how Finland has created synergies or addressed conflicts
between relevanhonaid policies and development objectives. This is partly because
Finland does not have an overarching vision with measurable objectives that can be
monitored, and there is no process for monitoring coherence issues or gathering concrete
data.The Finnish governmerglans to submit a specific report ard effectivenessnd

policy coherence for development to Parliament in 2014; it would be gdbis ieport

could lay out where there have been conflicts between domestic policies and development
objectives in the past, and what needs to be done in the future tdteamid

Aid volume and allocation

Developing a credible plan for achieving ODA targets

Key findings: Finnish official development assistance (ODA) has grown

significantly since the last peer review and Finland remains committed to meeting

its target of allocating 0.7% of its GNI as ODA by 2015.Ho we v e r , unl i k
GDP which is expected to grow, budget projections show that ODA will stall in
2013-2014 before falling in 2015. As the currently budgeted aid levels will not allow
Finland to meet its 0.7% ODA/GNI target by 2015, Finland plans to tap into

alternative sources of revenue to bridge the gap, but this plan remains vague and
provides no predictability on future aid increases. Finland risks not being able to

fulfil its commitments on ODA levels;thiscanhur t Fi nl andds r ep!
undermine the support it has given in recent years to its partner countries.

Recommendation: To meet its international commitment of allocating 0.7% of its
GNI as ODA by 2015 and to provide predictability on the evolution of ODA to both
its partner countries and its own development co-operation system, Finland should:

 Building on its earlier success in growing ODA, develop a credible and strategic
path for increasing ODA levels and meeting its international commitment of
allocating 0.7% of its GNI as ODA by 2015, and prioritise development co-
operation in its national budgetary decisions.

Between 2006 and 2011 Finland increased its ODA by 3%%e DAC
congratulates Finland f@ontinuing to increasis aid and surpassinigs intermediate EU
target of 0.51% ODAJ/GNI in the 20Mfudget even though its economy was in recession
Finland remainscommited to reacling its international target of 0.7% ODA/GNly
2015, but current ODAprojections show that Finnish aid will be far below the level
needed to achieve this targé&ithough the aid budget will be affected marginally by
cutbacks inpublic spending decided by thHeinnish governmen{USD 1.23 billion
between 20136), aidwill be sustained at the 2012 nominal level in 2013 and 2014, and
then decrease by EUR 4 million in 20TXespite uncertainties on the economic prospects
of the eurozone and their impact on Finlandds
Finnish GDP will growannually by 2% between 201%. Therefore, it would be positive
if ODA were to follow this trend. This would also help ensure that results achieved by
past ODA increases are not jeopardized by future cuts.

To bridge the estimated financing gap to redud 0.7% ODA/GNI target by
2015, Finland plans to tap into alternative sources of reyeémciading revenues from
auction of the EU Emission Trading Scheme emission allowances. Expected revenues
from emission allowance auctions cannot yet be quantifiedhas Finland decided the
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share of such revenues that it will allocate as ODA. As predictability on future ODA
increases is essential to use resources effectiviatyh for Finland and its development
partners- Finland should provide details on this pland develop a credible path for how

it will meet its 0.7% ODA/GNI target by 2015.

Keeping the development aaperation programme focused

Key findings: Fi nl andds devel opment as sterns pagnerc €
countries, which received significantly larger contributions since the last peer
review, and on a few priority areas in each long-term partner country. However, at
the same ti me, Finlandés aid portfolio
allocated part of the increased aid budget through small contributions to a larger
number of countries, sub-sectors and projects, including stand-alone projects
whose contribution t o F i n |-operadidh sobjeoctives lisa |
sometimes unclear.

Recommendation: To maximise the impact of its development programme,
Finland should:

 Continue to concentrate ODA on its long-term partner countries and on those
least developed countries and priority areas where Finland can have a clear
impact, while avoiding engaging in too many sub-sectors and stand-alone
projects with an unclear development impact.

Finlandb6s ai d naatchconsmatmensota iss loegteamspartnegr
countries, which, along withf ghani st an and Sudan, receive 5
bilateral aid allocable by country and 7@¥the funds that the MFA manages directly for
country, regioal and thematic development -operation. Bilateral disbursements to
LDCs and Africa have increased. At the same time, while the growing aid bhaget
seena scaling up of assistance to leiegm partner countries, Finlarthsalso allocated
ODA to an increased number abnpriority countries, often through small, staaldne
projects. Finland ismiow committed to concentratingiore on its main partner countries,
LDCs and Africa. In doing this, Finland should focus its programme where it can best
support parowmdevelopmenuobjectivese s 6

In longterm partner countries i n | disbdrgementare generally in line with
its stated priorities and with its commitment to work in no more than three sectors.
However, there is scope féiinlandto limit the number of susectorsand activities in
each countryyas t hey often e xc enedtation laed menitdirggs sy 0 s i
capacity.Forexamplejn Nepal, Finlancdconcentrates on a limited number of sectbts,
the natural resources sectdpneincludes four susectors ¢.g water, land, forest and
environmentlanda large number of activitiest is welcome that Finland plans to limit
standalone projects in nepriorityc ount ri es when their contributi
development co@peration objectives is unclear.

DAC PEERREVIEW OF FINLANDi © OECD 2012



THE DAC6S MAIN FINDINGS AND1RECOMMENDA

Working more strategically with civil society organisations

Key findings: Finland considers civil society to be an important partner in development co-
operation and plans to increase funding to and through civil society organisations (CSOs).
Despite having a variety of funding mechanisms for CSOs, over half of funding goes to a
large number of small projects through annual calls for proposals. Administering these
numerous projects entails a heavy administrative burden and undermines the Ministry for
Foreign Affairsé capacity for moni t dhrough givilt |
society. This can be a challenge to having targeted and good quality programmes that
achieve intended development results.

Recommendation: To ensure that its support to and through civil society focuses on quality
programmes, Finland should:

I Develop a strategic approach to working with civil society organisations that focuses on
programmatic financing, thus minimising the administrative burden on the MFA and
enhancing Finlandés capacity to focus on
Such an approach shoul d ensur e -opgration bbjectiees
in partner countries.

Finnish aid allocations to and through CSOs have increased alongside ODA
growth in the past years, and in its new development policy Firpéants to further
increase itsupport to CSOs. In 201Bisr e pr esent ed 12% of -Finlandés
operation budgetdministered by the MFACore contributions makép only a small part
of that supportand around half of nenore contributions are latated through calls for
proposals This means that the MFA mugtocess and monitor a large number of small
projects |l eaving little time for staff to focus
through CSOsTo be more efficientFinland shouldake a more strategi@approach to
working with CSOgo ensure that SO interventions complement and supplenteloping
countri es 6 oljeetives IThip menitncl udes assessing i f
mechanisms allow it to reach the intended partners and galsnd could also consider
raising core funding and increase the number of partnership agreements with CSOs,
instead of funding many small projects.

Organisation and management

Ensuring consistent i mplementation of Finland

Key findings: Fi nl andés d e-eperhtiorp prograrhme ¢ias grown in size and
ambition since the last peer review. While working methods at the ministry are pragmatic and
conducive to in-house dialogue and co-operation, the current set-up often relies on personal
initiative and interpretation of policy guidance. This cannot guarantee a consistent and
harmonised approach to implementing the development co-operation programme. The
introduction of a new case management system can help create a more systematic, unified,
and reliable approach to managing development co-operation.

Recommendation: To remain fit for purpose and to ensure that the development
programme is consistently and effectively implemented, the Ministry for Foreign Affairs
should:

I Provide harmonised up-to-date tools, guidelines and training for the entire development
staff (at headquarters and in the field). In doing so, Finland should preserve the flexibility
in its working methods.
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The Ministry for Foreign Affairs (MFA) manages most Bfi nl and 6 s ODA.
Embassies and seven different departments in the MFA have a stake in implementing the
development programme, either by providing overalidance orby implementing
programmesEnsuring a harmonised and consistent implementation of thatigsoof
the development policy across the MFA is essential. The Development Policy Steering
Group provides guidance on policy issues and the Quality Assurance Board screens all
development project and programme proposals. However, the guidance gade by
the Development Policy Steering Group is sometimes not specific and operational enough
for staff to use when designing new programmes, and the Quality Assurance Board only
looks at programmes at a fairly advanced stage of the designing processd Bhdald
consider how these two formal bodies could provide more effective guidance for
implementing the development policy.

Although decisiommaking processes are clear, policy guidelines on how to
implement the development policy are not evenly undedsor used by all staff. Staff
rely on a weHlestablished flexible working culture in which personal initiative and ideas
fill some of the gaps in guidance for implementation. This approach works well, but there
is a risk that some priorities may be deeked or implemented inconsistently. The
Department for Development Polidy which is in charge of guidance, methodology,
regulations, instructions and planniings well placed to lead a review of formal and
informal working methods and to ensure thatahistry staff have the necessary tools to
implement the common policy in all their activities, including appropriate training. The
new case management system, set up to unify the whole programming process, is a step
towards a more consistent implemdiuta of the development policy. It will, however,
only be successful if staff is well trained to use it, if the right policy and political
guidance is developed, and if it provides staff with clear objectives and priorities to help
them know what and howe pprogramme.

Decentralising development egperation

Key findings: Finland has designed a framework document guiding the division of
labour between headquarters and Finnish embassies. This framework allows for
delegating authority to an embassy, but this is done on a case-by-case basis
following agreement between each embassy and the country desk in the Ministry
for Foreign Affairs. This approach does not provide Finland with a strategic vision of
its objectives in the field, of the role Finland wishes to play in its partner countries
and how embassies can better implement Finnish development co-operation, all of
which could strengthen Finland® presence and impact in partner countries.

Recommendation: To ensure that the division of labour between headquarters and
the field gives embassies the necessary authority to implement the Finnish
development programme, and to enhance its presence in the field, Finland should:

1 Decentralise further, based on clear criteria and objectives, and on an analysis
of how delegation of authority 7 including financial authority i can empower
embassies to best implement the new development policy and strengthen
Finlandés impact in the field.

The current decentralisation framework does ebwsit the overall objectives for
Finlanddéds del egation of authority to its emb
includes country desks at headquarters and embassies) to decide on how they will divide
labour among headquarters and the embassyadvemtage of this system is that it takes
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into account the available resources and capacity in embassies to take on additional tasks.

The disadvantages are that the objectives and purpose of decentralisation are not clear and
delegation is based on indivdl decisions rather than on an analysis of what increased
authority to embassies can bring to Finlandds

The National Audit Office has recommended the MFA to increase delegation of
authority to embassies. Finland should follow tmecommendation as additional
authority, combined with the required staff and budget, could help it become a stronger
and more effective partner for implementation, policy dialogue and aligned approaches
such as joint programmes in its lotegm partner cantries. The MFA should reflect on
its rationale for delegating programming, implementation and financial authority to
embassies, and define how decentralisation can help implement the development policy
effectively, based on specific implementation needthe field and taking into account
the resources embassies need to perform new tasks.

Retaining a stable cadre of skilled development staff

Key findings: The Ministry for Foreign Affairs faces challenges in managing its
development staff. Development positions reserved for diplomats are not easily
filled, and non-diplomats currently have few prospects to progress professionally.
This contributes to high staff turnover in development positions, making it difficult to
build development skills, retain skilled staff and build a knowledge management
system. It also undermines institutional memory, and the quality and continuity of
the Finnish development co-operation.

Recommendation: To retain and strengthen a stable cadre of skilled development

staff, the Ministry for Foreign Affairs should:

I Take steps to ensure that maximum use is made of diplomatic staff with
development experience when deploying staff both at headquarters and to the
field. The MFA should also give attention to professional opportunities for
special career and locally employed staff.

1  Develop training plans for all staff and ensure plans are implemented.

The MFA has a complex staff structure with different statuses and career
opportunities. Nordiplomatics af f f r om t h eatedos/ puerenilyddviewc ar eer 0
opportunities for career advancement or rotatiod thus either leave at the end of their
contract, taking their expertise with them, or request long and repeated leaves of absence
to work for otter organisations. Diplomatistaff seem to rotate frequently from one
department to another or to the field, often with the result that positions reserved for
diplomats stay vacant for a period of time. This turnasen affect the quality of the
implemenation of the development programm€onsequently, the Ministry should
consider how it can encouragglomats totake updevelopment position®A working
group on the dAspeci al careero category has r
career prospectsto thesestaff, includingthe possibility of rotating to embassies in
developing countries, and back to headquart€l® MFA reports that ihas started
implementing most of those recommendations.

A specific training programme @vailableto all staff dealing with development.
However, therarefew incentives for staff to seek training and training is not given high
priority. Training can help create a common knowledge base and provide useful tools for
staff to improve the quality of delopment programmes. To use training possibilities to
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their full potential and increase the quality of development progranihee$)FA should
createincentivesfor attendingneedsbased training. It is also important that training is
equallyaccessible tall staff categories at headquarters and in embassies

Improving the impact of development ceoperation

Building on past progress to make aid more predictable and strengthen local capacity

Key findings: Finland has made progress against all but one of the Paris
Declaration indicators (the exception being untied aid), especially in its long-term
partner countries. Finland has internal tools in place which can help it make quick
progress towards more effective development co-operation in two areas: (i) making

its aid more predictable, thus helping development partners plan their use of aid
more effectively; and (ii) better promoting country ownership and aligning aid flows
wi t h nati onal priorities i n devel opi ng¢
strategy papers. Using existing tools to their full potential can help Finland make its
aid more effective in its partner countries.

Recommendations: To continue to make its aid more effective, Finland should:

I Make multi-annual commitments whenever possible and share information on
these and on medium-term financial planning with partner countries and
multilateral partners.

f Use the new country strategy papers
priorities by funding or implementing directly activities that are part of the partner
country development strategy.

Finlandbés commitment to maklengstandingai d mor e
The O E C D20%1 Survey on Monitoring the Paris Declaratgrows that Finland has
made progress against hiit one otthe Paris Declaration indicators (the excepbeing
untied aid see 5.3.and that thebest results were recorded iils longterm partner
countries

Among Finlandds commitments to make aid m
potential for quik progress:

T Finlanddéds aid could be more predictable by
programming tools. These include foure ar devel opment budget fr a
aut horitieso which ayedr commifinents) amdhtte itlgito ma k e mu
carry over budget appropriations. While Finland uses these tools to plan its activities in
the mediumterm, relevant information on muliear commitmentss not shared
systematically with partner countries and other development partners. For example, the
current country assistance plans contain indicative mea#r budgets but these Finnish
documents araot alwaysshared with partner countries. Also, maitédral partners only
receive information onannual financial commitments, despite the fact that Finland
makes multiannual plans for its allocations to multilateral organisations. Thus there is
scope for better communi c apartneratoplamnbeitdr! ow Fi nl

i Finland has supported partner country ownership in several ways. It places a strong
emphasis on democratic ownership and supports the equal right of all people to
influence and participate in national development processes. @Fihias also made
significant investments to strengthen institutional capacity in its partner countries,
especially of local governments, including by channelling funding through distviet
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country systems. Since 2008, pedrediurtarmd 6 s coun
(four-year) country assistance plans for ldagn partner countries which were flexible

enough to respond to the needs expressed by the partner government while also taking

into account opportunities identified by embassies to collabaritiieother donors and

fill assistance gaps. As Finland has now decided to develop new country strategy papers

for its longterm partners it should ensure that these country papers support partner

country ownership byi) funding or implementing activitiethat are part of the partner

country development strateggnd (ii)being fully transparent on projected funding to

precise areas of work

Box 0.2. Use ofdistrict systems inN e p awatérsnd sanitation sector

Finland i s an i mp o wdtea and sapitatiory gector, itonwhidk etphg
contributed for about 20 years. Finland currently supports three main projects in this s
One of these is the Rural Water Supply and Sanitation Support Programme in Western
(RWSSRWN), a bilateral deelopment ceoperation programme with the government (¢
Nepal implemented in nine districts. The programme strengthens the capacity of
governments through training and advice
In the districts, the Dtsict Development Committees execute the RWS®R program in
association with Village Development Committees, user groups and other déstelctWVASH
stakeholders.

Finland contributes t 0-2065bUdget 6f EWRh14.6 million,dut
important contributions are also made by
Village Development Committees (3%) and District Development Committees (1
demonstrating ownership of the programme.

The RWSSPWN is not the only programme thatnfand funds by channeling resources 1
district government. Presently another WASH programme adopts the same approach,
total of 19 districts being reached by the two programmes. To date some 1 million Nef
have got drinking water and sanitatifimanced this way.

Source Rural Water Supply and Sanitation Support Programme in Western. Nepal

Working more closely with the private sector without increasing tied aid

Key findings: Working with the private sector is one of the priorities of Fi n | axemd 0
development policy. Finland already has a series of tools and mechanisms to engage
with the private sector. Two of these instruments, a concessional credit scheme and
Finnfund, are among the main sources of
in 2008 to 15% in 2010. Finland now plans to find new ways to contribute to an
enabling environment for the private sector in developing countries. Should new
instruments increase tied aid or be mainly supply-driven, they would undermine the
development imp a ¢ t of Finland6s support to t
countries.

Recommendation: To promote the private sector in developing countries while
accelerating its efforts to untie aid, Finland should:

Review existing instruments and look for new demand-driven, locally owned and
untied instruments to contribute to an enabling environment for the private sector
in developing countries.

I Take the steps necessary to reverse the decline in the share of Finnish aid that is
untied (93% in 2008; 85% in 2010).
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concessional credit scheme, as Finland sees this as a useful na@hage the transition
from governmento-government cepperation to a more tragwiented kind of partnership.

Finland has long supported private sector development in developing cautdries
new development policyeiterate this support, identiing private sector development as
meango achieve the objective of an inclusive green econthratypromotes employmeint
partner countries. Finland supsttie private sector through several instrumentduding
its concessional credit scheme.idis an export credit which Finland usesnparily to
engage with China and other countries that it does not reach with other instruments of its
development caperation. Vietnam is the only logrm partner countrgdrawing onthe

The concessional credit schemeoige ofthe main sourceo f Finlandos
which while being small compared to other DAC membleais,increased since the last peer

review.

share of

Following recommendations from the previous peer review and a recent evaluation,
Finlandreports that it has startgrhasing out its concessional credit schemethatlitis

exploring new instruments to engageh the private sector. As does spFinland should
findwaysofcont ri buting to an enabl i npgvate sectar
through demandriven programmes that keep aid untied. Finland can look to examples of
other donorsvho prioritise working with the private sector for development while keeping

aid untiedto the maximum extent possible.

Towards better humanitarian donorship

Developing a more focused and realistic humanitarian vision

Key findings: Finland is a much-appreciated member of the humanitarian
community, both as a solid funding partner and as an advocate for improved results

from the wider humanitari an system. H

guidelines are broad, lacking clearly-defined objectives, funding criteria or expected
results. While this makes the humanitarian programme very flexible, this flexibility
comes at a price: funding intentions are not predictable for partners, there is no
solid basis from which to link to development programmes, there is a risk that the
portfolio is not focused on areas where Finland has clear added value and good

practices, and the consolidated results

system are not measurable T hindering learning and accountability. Finland is
currently updating the guidelines.

Recommendation: To provide a clear strategic vision, demonstrate application of
funding principles and provide the basis for stronger engagement with development
colleagues and partners, Finland should:

f Finalise, disseminate and implement the new humanitarian assistance
guidelines, focusing on a limited number of objectives in areas where Finland
can make a solid impact, outlining clear and principled funding criteria, and
setting out expected, and measurable, results.

Finland is appreciated as a solid and reliable humanitarian pariner moving

ronment

towards multiannual core contributions for key agencies and backing up its funding with
solid advocacy work, including on UN agency boards.

opportunity togroundits overall humanitarian objectivésFi nl and 6 s
to identify clear complementaritamongdifferent instruments. Measurable indicators

Finland is currently updatingts humanitarian framework; this is a useful

good pract.i

will accompany the updated guidedsy and these should form the basis for more
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effective monitoring and learning in the future. Finland plans to develop funding
guidelines to accompany its updated humanitarian guidelines, and this will be an
important step towards improving the transpayesnad impact of its funding allocations.

Finland is to be commended for its ambitious new commitments in disaster risk
reduction programming but it is too early to see results in the field. A more systematic
approach to mainstreaming risk reductioridevelopment programmes will probably be
needed as Finland starts to implement its hew commitments. Challenges also remain in
providing systematic funding to recovery situations; in the meantime, Finland has taken
the pragmatic approach of providing flek funding to partners operating in posisis
contexts.

Slow disbursement is hindering effectiveness in emergency response

Key findings: Fi nl andds sl ow di sbursement, es
emergencies, remains a concern.

Recommendation: To ensure that the humanitarian system is fit for purpose,
Finland should:

f Raise the level of delegated authority for rapid response funding decisions,
based on clear criteria;

9 Resolve constraints related to the slow disbursement of emergency funds.

Finland does not have any rapid response mechanisms of its own, and partners are
critical of slow disbursement in emergency situatiohis.funding decisions over EUR
200. 000 mu st be mad e by the Mi nister, whi ch
emergenas.Finland does, however, contribute to the Central Emergency Response Fund
(CERF), the UNO6s gl obal emergency pooled fund
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Chapter 1

Strategic orientations

Finland considers development-gperation to be an integral part of its foreign policy. Tt
chapter | o0k s deadlopment pdlicg, radopted inn261& with strong political a
public buyi n . The policy builds on Finlandds
emphasis on human rights. This first chapter outlines how the strategic and general guidanc
by the new policy needs to be translated into clear areas of focus and accompanied by me:
objectives. Finland can build on the fact that parliament and civil society are active and pt
forces for Finnish development-operation to be more paotive in increasing public awarenes
global education and sustaining public support for development.
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Consistent priorities and engaged nofgovernment stakeholders

Finnish development eoperation celebrated its 50th anniversary in 2011.
Developme nt assi stance is considered by the Finni
and as a means to advance their own national and international interests (MFA, 2012a).
Finlandds c¢ommi t meperation iorefldceed ie theocpnsigemttincrease
of official development assistance (ODA) levelger time.

Finland has remained constant in its main development policy priorities, in the choice
of sectors and themes that it supports, in its commitment toward development assistance
and in its focus on thpoorest countries. Ownership, transparency, global security and a
willingness to work with other partners have
development cmperation prioritiesas has addressingnvironmentelated issues. In
addition, Finlandfames its development efforts in the context of lergn international
commitments like the Millennium Development Goals and European Union policies.

Overall Finland has made good progress towards implementing the recommendations
made in the last peerview (OECD, 2007 and listed in Annex A). Finland has fully
implemented eight 0£9 recommendations and partially carried out nine more; only two
remain to be taken up. Following the recommendations on strategic orientations, Finland
has remained consistem its development coperation priorities; is working with
partners such as the EU and the Nordic+ group; has developed policy guidance and
framework documents on several afedwth geographical and sectgrahd engaged in
new areas of work, such aswlopment and security. Finland has also made progress in
communicating with the public on development issues.

The government sets the priorities for foreign policy and development in its overall
work programme (PROG, 2011) and adopts the developmewperation policy.
Besides the government, other stakeholders in Finland are interested and actively engaged
in development issues andé countryo6s dIeaviavent decidesdonthpol i cy
budget appropriations, approves the annual budget for develbmuoeperation and
regularly holds hearings with the Minister for International Development on subjects of
interest. The Development Policy Committee is an advisory body with-sea$sral
representation, including from parliament, rgovernment organagions (NGOSs), trade
unions, academia and the private sectbis Committeemonitors and comments on the
government 6s devel opment activities, maki ng
such as organising debates on developmertiperation.Civil socigy is also widely
consulted on development issues. There is a constructive and open dialogue between the
government and these stakeholders and their views are generally taken into account by
the Ministryfor Foreign Affairs in policy design and implemeibait

Development ceoperation: an integral part of foreign policy

Developmentcwo per ati on is an integrahbndpart of F
seen as contributing tachieve global foreign policy goals such as peace, security,
equality, eradicatio of poverty, democracgnd good governancelhe contribution of
development is also essential for achieving Finnish foreign policy objectives such as
international stability, sustainable development and human rights, and by addressing the
link between redcing poverty and issues such as global migration, environmental
degradation, unemployment and competition for natural resourakpossible causes of
instability and which can affect human rights.
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The Finnish Ministry for Foreign Affairs (MFA) hashree policy pillars foreign
policy, tradeanddevelopmentThese arenutually reinforcing housingthem in the same
ministry therefore allows for close synergies and pragmatic ways of working. The
integration of developmentithin Finnish foreign policy islso facilitated by the fact that
the MFA manages thentiredevelopment c@peration budget, corresponding to 74% of
Finnish ODAeligible funds $eeChapters 3 and 4Jhe development pillar is at the same
level as the other two pillars and dkpartmentswithin the MFA are considered to be
equal This can help ensure that Finlapdoducs sound development programmes in
their own rightthat are not undermined by other foreign policy or trade issdasing
one ministry dealing with foreign polic trade and development calsobe positive for
achieving coherent policies

A new development policy that builds on Finnish knowhow but needs more
focus

In its overallprogrammet he Fi nni sh Government states t
and the achievem¢é of the UN millennium development goals (MDGSs), placing an
emphasi s on partner countriesd6 needs and owl
devel opment governmeaty programieéh emphasises the rule of law,

democracy, human rights and sustaindh devel opment . It menti ons
prioritieso: education, decent wor k, reduci n
status of women and children. In these acti vi
in the educational sector, health oprotion, communications and environmental
technology, and good governanceo.

Finland adopted a new development policy in 20EA, 2012b) lased on the
priorities set bythe government programme. This policy was approved by all six political
partiesin the government followingvide consultations witlparliament, civil society and
the Development Policy Committedt therefore reflects a national consensuson
development c@perationandhas strong political and civil society biry, with the main
stakehol@rs feeing that their concernbave beeraken into accounSuch aninclusive
approach to policy making helps build ownerslsfsengthen accountability amhsures
support forthe development policy and its implementation.

Being clear about priority sectors

The prioritiesof Fi nl andos new ddiguel b2 are not policy
dramatically different from those defined in the 2007 development policy (MFA, 2007)
They are mainlyareas where Finlantas specific expertise, which allow$inland to
build onits pastexperienceandto maintaincontinuity inits development coperation It
also facilitateslong-term planning and provides predictability for its development
partners There is one addition, however, e newdevelopment policyplaces strong
new emphasison human rights stating thata humanrights based approadghouldbe
mainstreamed throughout the programme.

The 2012 development policy listeumerousgoals, principles, objectives and
priorities, al of which are quite broaqTable 1.1.),makingit difficult to understand
which arethe priority areas of focus anahich specific objectives Finland wants to
achieve. Thdour main priority areas are (i)Ja democratic and accountable society that
promotes human rights; (ii) aimclusive green economy that promotes employment;
(iii) sustainable managemerdf natural resources, environmental protection; and
(iv) human development. However, the development policy lists numerossible
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activities and subsectors under the e f our Mhike ia cstrategic and lroad
description of principles andpriorities allows for a certain flexibility in country
programming,it risks engendering a wide set of unfocused projects across many sub
sectors, failing to ragce fragmentation and posing a challengehfvng the necessary
expertise. If not clarified, the priorities listed in the development paamid result in
confusion and dispersiamhen implementinghe development programnieor example,
while in its longterm partner countrieBinland complies with its EU commitment to be
present in no more thahree sectors per countrthe peer review team founduring its

visit to Nepal (Annex C)thatone priority areafi n at ur al , hasdranelated m® s 0
activities in the sutsectors of water, land, forestry and environmental administration
The Finnish Enbassy in Nepal has already started to focus its activities and this was
welcomed by the peer review team.

Table 1.1 List of goals, principles, objectives and priority areas as described in the 2012
development policy

Foreign and security | International stability, security, peace, justice, rule of law, sustainable
policy goals that can | development, democracy, human rights
be supported by
development co-
operation

Reduction of extreme poverty and achieving the Millennium
Overarching Development Goals

development goals | Strengthening the position of the poor, reduction of inequality,

reduction of poverty in absolute terms

Human rights-based approach (to be mainstreamed into all activities)
1. Democratic ownership and accountability
Working principles . Effectiveness and impact

and methods . Openness

. Policy coherence for development

a b~ W N

. Focus on the least developed countries

[y

) . Gender equality
Cross-cutting

o 2. Reduction of inequality
objectives
3. Climate sustainability
1. A democratic and accountable society that promotes human rights
Priority areas 2. An inclusive green economy that promotes employment

of Fi nl and{ 3.Sustainable management of natural resources, and environmental
development policy protection

4. Human development

Source Based on MFA (2012bYhe Finnish Development Policy PrograMFA, Helsinki

The MFA should also define measurable objectives to help design the right
programmes responding to the needs and priorities of partner countraesd track
progress. Apossible way to address this would be to build on the exisiitign Plan for
| mpl ementi ng Fi nl an(¥MBAs20I2e),whithsetsnoatrine geReval i c y
first steps for implementing the main priorities of the new development prograhimise
Action Plancould be more specific in translating the development policy into operational

DAC PEERREVIEW OF FINLANDi © OECD 2012



CHAPTERL. STRATEGIC ORIENTATIONS 29

priorities and objectives, with expected results and verifiable indicators, providing
guidance on priority areas of focus and means to implement the development policy
throughout its durationAlso, areview ofall current policy guidelines wouldelp ensure

that they are adapted and releviamthe new development policgnd that they set out
clear objectives and prioritieer implementation Finland could also considerhather

new tools might be needed, for example to translate the new overarching priority on
human rights into realitfChapter 4)

Commitment tancrease the focus of Finnish developmenrbperation

Both the overall gvernment programme and the new depeient policy
recognisehatF i n | aidhdbecome somewhat fragmented. Finland plaasldoess
this by (i) increasing the average size and duration of prgjectd (ii) reducingthe
overall numberof projects both in multilateral and in bilaterab-operation (Chapter 3).
This commitment provides a mandate for Finland to fotaslévelopment programme,
keeping in mind relevance and effectiveness. However, Finnish policy docushoemnts
list the priorities and criterido use for redirectindundsto ensure a more strategic,
focused and programmatic developmenbperation. Finland will need to make political
decisionsaboutwhereand how it can achieve the greatest development impsecially
given its stable or decreasinfinancial and humamesources available in th@oming
years.

Crosscutting issues

In previousyears Finland focused on mainstreaming cagsing issues intas
programmes and made efforts to impreteff capacitythrough issuingnstructions on
Integration of Crossutting Themes in all Development Cooperat{t-A, 2009),plus
setting up a team of sectoral advisopeparing guidelines on development and
environmentand on environment and gendemd m&ing training modules avaible to
staff. However, Finland recognises that it has been a challarige pasto identify clear
objectives for crossutting issues, that mainstreaming alone is not enough, and that
although crossutting issues have been well integrated into policiias notecessarily
been the case in implementation (bilateral, multilateral and NG®s).evaluation
conducted in 20090 revealedthat the crossutting issues have not always been
understood and implemented systematicdFA, 2011c) Staff also onfirmed this
during the peer review teambds vVvisit.

The three crossutting issues in the new development policy (gender equality,
climate sustainability and reduction of inequglitvere selected to respond to human
rights related issues and internationammitmentssuch agshe MDGs. Finland expects
attention to crossutting issues to enhance the quality of its programmes by focusing on
human rights and best practices in good governance. However, the new development
policy does not giveclearenoughguidance on objectives, which can hamper translating
these priorities into programmes. Finland shadbketreforeproduce clear policguidance
on what it wants to achieve through eamlbsscutting issueand help integrate these
objectives into its developmeptogrammes

Setting criteria to focus the development programme on a limited number of developing
countries

Until 2011 Finland had eighflongterm partner countriés Ethiopia, Kenya,
MozambiqueNepal, NicaragualanzaniaViethnam andZambia.The 2012development
policy states thatio increase its impadtinland should concentrate its aid even maye
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reducing the number @artner countriedzinlandwill reduce the number of its lofigrm
partner countries to sevdary gradually phasing out dflicaragw, focus on African and
Asian least developed countries (LE)C progressively end its aid to uppaiddle-
income countries, and talinto account the special needs of fragile states. Regional co
operation is also mentioned as a relevant chatmeliscourge stanehlone country
specific projects (MFA, 2012b).

The peer review team welcomes Finlandds comr
countries Finland should clarify how this will affect its seven lelegm partners, and
have clear criteria fochoosng, remaining or phasing out of a partner countfgr
example, he new development policy states that Nicaragua will be supporaéaly
through nongovernmental ceperationand that ceoperation with Vietnam (now a
lower-middle-income country) willalso graduallyshiftt o A ncepve rcaot i on. modal i t i
While the approaches to Vietham and Nicaragua are compagahtiuélwithdrawal of
governmertto-government aicind shift to different forms of eoperation), it is unclear
why Vietnam is still qualifieca s a -t felr am go whild Nicaragagais not and how
the new forms ofco per ati on wi | | increase @Atk concentr
same time, countries like Afghanistan and Sutlamhere Finland has important long
term cooperationi are notformallyc at egor i steed masp afrlitonnegr countri es

Fragile states

Finland is planning to increases funding to fragile states. It plans tprepare a
national strategy that will focus on a limited set of sectors and coyrasgesell as on
political dialogue and influence, especially in international forumslrafting thefragile
statesstrategy, Finland plans to dramm the New Deal for Engaging in Fragile States
adoptedat theFourth High Level Forum on Aid EffectivenessBusan(HLF4, 2011a)
and will continue to rely on OECD/DAC and EU policy guidgnbeth steps are
welcomed by the review teanfinland will continue itdongterm co-operation with
partners such as Afghanistan, the Palestinian Territories and Sudan, but it also wants to be
able to respond to new needs.d in thei Ar ab s pr i nTgavoid dispensing i e s ) .
Finlandbés efforts hée mew strategy cowddutine thepreferted i e s , t
approaches forintervering in fragile countries (for example through multilateral
organisations or with other donors) as well as criteria for entry and exit into new fragile
countries.

Policies for multilateral aid, NGOs and the private sector need clear objectives and
focus

Multilateral aid

Finland designed a global multilateral policyn 2008 (MFA, 2008b),
complemented by agensypeci fi ¢ policy papers dascribing
strategy to guide the daily workith each agencyFinland stresses that one of the aims of
multilateral ceoperation is to support the implementatio o f Finlanddés devel
programmeas well agofulfil Fi nl andds share of ¢ Fidand | common
is arecognged and active player in multilateral boaafsUN agencies and international
development financing institutiongither as a dect member or as the member of a
Nordic constituency which forms an important reference group for Finland in
multilateral ceoperatior® In the United Nations Finland suppottse One UNreform
processand the achievement of the Millennium Developn@aals Finland also stresses
the importance of supporting country priorities through the Poverty Reduction Strategy
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Papers frameworkand of coherence and complementarity between its bilateral and
multilateral ceoperation at country level. Finland supgottiese objectivels its direct
contacts with UN agenciemd through theigoverning bodies

The new development policy confimisi nl anddés commit ment t o wi
United Nationsand stressetheU N &ra@e in advancing human rights and hunsagurity,
t wo of Fi nl an@éA 20p2b)i Fonland fplgns ta walais a more geal
oriented and strategic manner with multilateral organisations, focusing on a limited
number of priorities for policy dialogue. Finlaislalso conducting strateg analysis of
its multilateral ceoperation to decide which organisations are the most effective and
rel evant for i mpl ementing Fiwillhelp dlend devel opm
especially as the new development policy commits to an increasedpecation with
multilateral organisationsn deciding on its main multilateral partners, Finland shoeld
clear aboutwhich national objectives it wishes to pursue through multilateral co
operation, and which objectives it wishes to support among thenocalwadopted
priorities of multilateral organisations, in line with DAC good pracfi¢€ECD, 2011a).
As the MFA plans to review and update existing policy documents according to the new
development policytheseshould focus on a limited number of cleariorities and
objectives to be pursued through multilaterabperation.

Civil society

NGOs are activadevelopmentpartners in Finland; the MFA has constructive
relations with NGOs and consults them regularly. Since the last peer review the MFA
guidelinesfor its work with civil societyhave been updated aretallt hat fAci vi | soci
actors are an essential and integral element of Finnish developrrent eor a(MREAp n 0
2010) The review team found it veryositive that Finland designed #eguidelines in
broadconsultation with civil society organisations (not only NG also entities such
as trade unions and academighe mainstatedo bj ect i ve eoperatohwithandés <co
and through civil societis to create an enabling environment to strieegtcivil society
in its partner countries, with the aim to eradicate poverty and create the preconditions for
democracy and good governance. This is in line with DAC good pradter partnering
with civil society(OECD, 2012). Finland values that cigibciety works athe grassroots
level in partner countries, but also thiati n | a n cidilssocietyw nwhile remaining
independent can be a&complementaryartner for development idevelopingcountries.
At the national level, the 2010 guidelirfes civil societystress that it is important that as
many Finnish actors as possible take part or have contact with developrograration
as this helps raise public awaess and support for developmearid contributes to
transparencyn Finnish aid.

The rew development policy stresses the importance of working with civil society
organisations (CSOs) in Finland and in partner counamelsplans to increases support
to them. It also placesa new emphasis on aid effectivenetsiman rightsand
immigrationissues when working with civil society. In addition, the development policy
encourage CSOs to seek partnerships with the private and public sextdrto support
the objectives of the Finnish development programiamdand should ensure that these
new priorities can be implemented in the framework of the exi&0i@ guidelines for
working with civil society.
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Private sector

The 2007 development polidisted economic growth as one of the three pillars
of sustainale developmentFi nl andés trade and devel opment 8
aspects: trade policy and regulations, trade and investamehaid for trade. In 2008
Finland designed an action plan on aid for trade (MFA, 20Q8gich has contributed to
raising avareness about this issue among Finnish development staff (see also Chapter 3).
This plan willbe updatedbased on the results ah evaluatiorcompleted i2011 (MFA,
2011a).

The new development poliaynderlinegheincreasing contribution of therivate
sector to developmenin recentyears at the global level Finnish companies are
interested, willing and eager to participate in development efferis.n | averdréhsg
objective is to create an enabling environmenttl@private sector in partnerountries
and to encouraga partnership withh andamongi the private sector that will support
developmenbbijectives Finland also has a series of tools and programmes for working
with the private sectolt is planning to review and adapt thesnd toincrea the capital
base of the maitool i Finnfund(seeChapter 5).

However, Finland lacks a global strategy defining its objectives for working with
and through the private sectdr.more structured dialogue and a detailed global strategy
and actiorplan with clear goals for working with the private sector would be usEfiid.
is especially important considering thah e o f the new policy6s pri
Al ncl usi ve that ganmotesemployprantRigure 1.2)i a goal to whichthe
private sectorhas much to offerln a positive first stepFinlandhasrecently set um
forum for political dialogue with Finnish companied/hen defining a global policy and
reviewing existing tools, Finland should put a strong emphasis on assessing the
devebpment impact of working with the private sector and ensuring that this contributes
to achieving development results in development countries.

Strengthening public awareness, communication and global education
focusing onresults

One of the key princigls of Finnish development@wp er ati on i s fiopenn
(Figure 1.2. All policy documents and evaluations are publicly available on the Internet
or upon request. Botparliament and the Development Policy Committee follow the
go v e r n me ndoselyandvarer cknsulted and kept informeddoyernment. Finland
is to be commended for this open approddithe same timesome officialdbelievethat
Finlandcould improve itculture of debatetheyregretthat transparency does ralvays
result in publicdiscussion. Alsoas pointed out bythe National Audit Office the
information on development coperation provided by the government is rather
descriptive and focuses little on results (Chapter 4). There is room for engaging more
with the public, includig by working with civil society organisationgarliament and the
Development Policy Committee.

Public interest in, and support for, development remains. tigR012,80% of
Finns surveyed werein favour of increasing the development budget or at least
maintaining it at the same lev@FA, 2012a).Such highsupportshould not be taken for
granted and should be sustained throagtive and consistent efforits communication,
global education and public awareness. Since the last peer review Finlandad@s m
progressin this regard;it has developed communication guidelines MFA staff,
publishesa regularlyupdatedstrategic action plan for public awareness, enery year
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runs an awarenessaising programme calledevelopment Policy for Finnish Opinion
Leaders and DecisieMakers(MFA, 2007). Finland should keep upese effortsbut
shouldfocusmore oncommunicatinghe results achieved by dee@ment ceoperation
and engaginghe Finnish public in a debate. It is also welcome that the cupreaiic
awarenessction plan for the MFA plans to engatlie whole ministry in strengthening
awarenessaising efforts.Strong support for development-operation by the public and
engaged stakeholderanhelp advocate for increased ODA budgets.

Finland published a national strategy for global education in 2007 (ME, 2007).
This strategy waslesignedby the Ministry of Education, who has the lead in global
education activities in Finlanih closecollaboraion with the MFA. The strategy streske
that global educatioshould be taughin schoolsand alsobe incorporated intoother
relevant policyareaslike research, culture or youtlGlobal educationis now taught
extensively in Finnish schools (MFA, 2012&he new development policy stresses th
need to support global education as a means to create global responsibility. MFA plans to
strengthen activities in this field by enhancing collaboration with the Ministry of
Education, and by supporting Finnish NGOs who play a crucial role and have much
experience in development education. One possible way to improve global education
would be to use part of the planned increase of funding for NGOs for this purpose. Both
the MFA and NGOs <can be good providers of
educatbn with examplesrom the field.

Future considerations

1 The new development policy lists a large number of broad priorities. Finland should
define priority areas of focus angrovide a set of operational objectiveer its
development programnthat can b monitored anevaluatedto increase impact and
avoid dispersing and spreading its aid too thinly

1 Finland needs to ensure thatipy guidance for multilateral aid, NGOs and the private
sectoris alignedwith the new development policy and dendear objectives and
prioritiesfor working with thesgartners

1 The MFA should continue its efforts impublic awarenesmising activities
communicationand global educationfocusing on results and workingn close
collaboration with civil society andther concernedtakeholdersThis will help sustain
public interest and suppfor development coperation
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Notes

1 i.e. Development and security, environmeattosscutting objectives, agriculturand
food security, water, forestry, health, aid for trade, concessional credit schemes,
multilateral ceoperation, civil society, humanitarian assistance, Africa, Wider
Europe, Western Balkans.

Information presented to the peer review team byrtheishEmbassy.

Thiswasconfirmed by interviews witlr i n | enaindnéulsilateral partners.

Oneofthemer gi ng good practice |l essons on fAGood
d o n o r sticulate, puliaise and regularly revisit [your] specific natiocede for
multilater al cont r i butassess muitilaterah pedarnmece as kst

against collective international, as well as
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Chapter2

Development beyond aid

Finland is a strong advocate of policy coherence for development, especially in international
like the European Union, the OECD and the United Nations. di@pter looks at how Finland ce
do more to secure developmédriendly policies domestically, for example by having a natio
strategy and policy guidance with clear and harmonised priorities, objectives and measurable
This chapter also makeseth case f or r evi e wdrdingtionFreandniamsdwhis
are flexible and efficient but not systematic and cannot guarantee a routine approach to en:
national policies are compatible with development in developing countries. Monitorihgapacity
for analysing the impact of policies in developing countries should also be improved, which
help make reporting more focused on specific examples and results. -U¥igaeernment
approaches are also scrutinised.
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Strong political commitment but mixed performance on ceordination
mechanisms and monitoring and analysis

Aid alone cannot ensure development. Alongside official development assistance,
other financial flows and thdomestic and other foreigwolicies of donor countries have
a significant impact on developirguntries In recognition of this fact, OECD memker
have committed to ensure that theamesticpolicies support, or at least do not hinder,
partner c 0 u nt rini otherdvords,ethey Wilb gunsupalidy coherence for
development(PCD). The OECD Ministerial Declaration on Policy Coherence for
Development adopted in June 200&8onfirmed this commitmenfOECD, 2008). To
achieve policy coherence for development, DAC members negaii{igal commitment
and policy statements that translate commaitt into plans of action; (ipolicy co
ordinaticn mechanisms that can resolve conflicts or inconsistencies between policies and
maximise gnergies for development; and (iystems for monitoring, analysing and
reporting on devel op me n(OECD,8@aac OECD, @00 donor s o
These are #building blocksof policy coherence for developmerfitinland has made
some progress towards establishing these building blocks since the last peer review

(Table 2.1).
Table2.1.Fi nl andds progress in building-2plalicy cohere
Building T
block Situation in 2008 Progress made by 2012
A: Finland demonstrated political | Political commitment remains stron
Political commitment to policy coherence fq especially at the international leve
commitment | development, reflected in  the | Guidelineshave been designed feome
with clear development policy approved K priority policy areaswith strong links to
policy government. Awarenessof policy | developmeh However, they failtheir
statements | coherence for development w{ purposeas theyare more about how th
uneven across the administratiand | MFA should take these areas in
the two main challenges were to ¢ account in developmentatherthan on
all ministries involvedin a systematiq whethernational policies in those are
way, in making national policie| are in synergy or in conflict wit
coherent with development objectivg development. Finland has yet to des
an overall national strategy identifyg
national priority areasthat have ar
impact on developmenEfforts to raise
awareness have been ongoing.
B: Finland relied mainly on twq Finland continues to rely on theame
Policy mechanisms: various inform¢ mechanisms it had in 2008, with
co-ordinatio | thematic working groups worked d special focus on the EU ewdination
n different political areas and their link mechanism. The informal themat
mechanisms| to development, and the Etd | working groups continue to work in
that can ordination system was used as { pragmatic way that ensures flexibili
resolve main i and only formali body to| and reactivity but theyare not guided
conflicts or | discus coherenceamong national by a strategic national vision An
inconsistenci| policies, but without a specific| informal interministerial network was
es between | emphasis on development. No sing created in 2008but so far it has bee
policies and | mechanism had anandate to look more a forum forawarenessaising and
maximise specifically at how national policieg exchange of information than fq
synergies support, or do not wundermin¢ analysis or decision making in
development objectives. coherence issues. Finland still lackg
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Building

block Situation in 2008 Progress made by 2012
unified approach and a clear and
systematic cerdination seup and
process with clarified mandates.

C: Annual reporting toparliament had Finland reports omolicy coherence fo

Monitoring, | started in 2006. Finland was advis| developmentthrough various channe
analysisand| py  the  Development  Polic| but repoting does not focusn concrete

reporting Committee to conduct impact analy§ examples and results. Finland does
systems of its national policiesin its main| have a monitoring system for polig
partner countries. coherence for developmentHowever,

the planned specific report ormid
effectiveness an®CD to parliament in
2014 could be an opportunity to star
building a monitoring system. Capaci
for analysisof the impact of policies o
development remains weak.

Building block A: From strong political commitment to a national strategy with clear
priorities
Finland continue to showpolitical commitment teensuring that all policies support
development efforts. This reflected in its constant advocacy for coherent policies in
international forums like the European Union, the United Nationstlzm@®ECD Box
2.1;MFA, 2012a). Since 2004 Finland has put pploherence for development up front
in its policy documentdn the 2007 development policy (MFA, 2008nsuring coherent
policieswasone of thebasic guiding principef or Fi nl and 6 spedt®y el op ment
This is reiteratedin the newgovernmentprogramme (PROG, 2011) and development
policy (MFA, 2012b).
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Box 2.1 Fi n| asuppodt for international policy coherence for development

Finland is an active advocate for policy coherence for development in international for
especially the OECD.8t ween 2007 and 2010 Finland
Policy Coherence for Development Unit, reporting directly to the Secretary General.

Finland also participates actively in OECD discussions on coherence issues. For ex
since joining the Jat Tax and Development Programme of the Fiscal Affairs Commit
and Development Assistance Committee the subject of taxation and developmer
received broader attention in Finland. In 2011 the MFA contracted a study on the vg
international actities on tax matters and surveyed its partner country embassies to id¢
key issues and means to support partner countries in tax matters, particularly th
promoting statébuilding and civil society at the country level. In 2012 Finland will alsd h
an international debate on policy coherence and the taxation of multinational enterprise

Another sign of commitment is that Finland will be the first DAC member to conduct a |
study - in the area of food securityto test the use of the OECPolicy Framework for
Policy Coherence for Developmeiot assess the impact of DAC member policy on partr
countries. This will allow Finland to use an existing tool and a concrete example to cr|
awareness on how policies in Finland can have an impaa\aiopment (OECD, 2012).

Finland has also been a source of expertise and very supportive of DAC work on a
trade. In 2008 Finland designed an aid for trade action plan (MFA, 2008), which wi
updated after a 2011 evaluation (MFA, 2011b). Finlandeiry active in the area of aid fo
trade and the action plan has helped raise awareness about this issue amongst
development staff.

Source Based on MFA, 2012a and interviews conducted for the peer review

Both parliament and the Development Policy Committee have a mandate to
promote developmenfriendly policies follow thegover nment 6s acti vities
recommendations. Thegould be useful partners in keepiegncerns for coherendegh
on the political ageral and raising awareness and understandfrtbis issuen Finland.

The last peer review recommended that Finland impribssecoherence of
domestic polies with development objectives (OECD, 200#)an effort to do this, the
MFA has designed, in conlsation with relevant line ministries, a series of guidelines for
the three focus areas definadthe 2007 development policyade and development
(MFA, 2008), rural areas and development (MFA, 2010), and environment and
development (MFA, 2008. The MFA hasalso prepared guidelines @®curity and
development (MFA200%). However, although they have been designed together with
the relevantine ministries, theeguidelines are MFA documents that focus more on how
the MFA should take into account othmlicies in its development programmeather
than onhow line ministriescan avoid theirown policies underminingdevelopment. In
that sense thyeare not really aboyiolicy coherence for development

The previouspeer reviewalsorecommended that Finlarghouldcontinue to rely
on its national EU cerdination mechanism to address policy coherence iskloggever,
it also underlined and this was backed uyy recommendations from the Development
Policy Committee’ that the EU ceprdination mechanismas such does not sufficiently
focus on coherence falevelopmeninationalcoherence issues and how to promote them
at the EU levelFinlands memor andum to the DAGowpeer revi
recognges thisand that Finland plans wirengthen the EU eordination mechanism on
coherence matteMFA, 2012a) In its new development policiinland identifies five
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priority areas some of which are also EU prioritteswhere policies could become more
supportive of developmenFinlandcould desigrup-to-date guidance for each area that
would identify responsibilities, objectives and tools, including for monitoring and
analysis. Relevant ministries should digen responsibility for addressing these priority
areas Currently Finland addesses upcomingolicy coherencéssues in a flexiblevay,
caseby-case or sectdny-sector Having a national strategy with clear objectivesuld
help ensure amore systematic and unified national approachsteen allrelevant
policies fortheir coherece with developmenbased on clear common objectives for the
whole government and administration. Thotarity woul d al so reinforce
advocacy role at the international levahd its dialogue onpolicy coherencewith its
partner countries.

Theneed for greater understanding of policy coherence for development

At the political level, policy coherence for developmeéstunderstood and
considered a priorityHowever, the peer review team found that the concept is still
unevenly understood imparts of the administrationSometimesit is mistaken for
cohesiveness, eardination or exchange of information on development activities. Some
parts of the administration believe that they are expected to aligrdtima&sticpolicies
with the Finnish deelopmentpolicy, whereast is about ensuring that national policies
supporti or at least do not undermiiiedevelopment irdevelopingcountries. A political
impetus is needefr all parts of the administraticio feel equally concerned hijie need
to ensure that national policies are coherent with development

Since the last peer reviewhe MFA who has the mandate to promagpelicy
coherence for developmertitas madeefforts to raise awareness throughout the Finnish
public administration and the gemal publicby organisng seminars and training for4n
house staff and for other ministrié@dFA, 2012a)Fi nl andds parti ci pati on
pilot exercise in the area of food security shouldlgmod tooto build understanding of
the concept opolicy coherence for developmelny way of a concrete exampl@ox 2.1.
and note 1) The MFA alsomakesthe publicaware ofthe need forcoherentnational
policiesthatsupport or do not undermie, developmenefforts. The MFA is in charge of
the chapter omolicy coherence for developmeint the annual reports on development
co-operation for the public and f@arliament. Howeverthese chapters focumsostly on
describing advocacy and ceordination efforts they could increase wareness and
understanding byanalsing policy areas that are incoherent with development, by
describingspecific examples and resultsuch ascases where the administration has
reformed policies that were underminingdevelopment, or specific examples of
programmeghat have created successful synergié® Finnish government is planning
to prepare a specific report aid effectiveness anblCD for parliament in 2014 a sign
of political commitment(also see paragraph 44). The repsitbuld bean analytical,
accountability tool looking at progress and areas that require more work. It camaééso
awareness among parliamentarians, civil society and the public.

Civil society is an important partnéor the MFA in raising public and political
awarenessof the needfor coherence among all nationally supported policies and
development The MFA works on coherence issuewith certain civil society
organgations, such asKEHYS, the Finnish NGOplatform to theEU. KEHYS has
produced publicationso-ordinated working gregpsand organisedraining, conferences
and seminars together with the MFA afal civil society organisationsseparately.
Despite these good efforténterest in coherence issuesnainsuneveni if not still weak
i amongacademia and many NGOs.
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Building block B: Ceordination mechanisms work well but need clear mandates

The 2007 peer review and the OECD Council Recommendatiompotioy
coherence for development (OECD, 2006)h underline the importance of-oedination
mechanisms and bodies with clealandat es and respoduustobilities.
tackle policy coherence for development relies mainly on three kinds of mechafy)sms:
the official EU ceordination mechanisn{ji) ad hocsectoral or thematic inteninisterial
working groups; andiii) aninter-ministerial network created in 2008. Howevas, we
discuss belowyhile these mechanismare pragmatic antdave produced good results,
they cannot guarantee a routine appro&ziensure that national policies are compatible
with developmentAlso, the2007 peer reviewalledfor a centralisednechanism with a
mandate for a systematic approach to coherence@mel ofthese mechanisnwrrently
plays that role

Finland should review its existing institutional -sgt and see how it can be
strengthened while maintaining the involvement of staff in flexible working groups. A
possible overarching mechanism could help avoid the riskveflooking important
issues or opportunities, and of not having a systematic anddimifitional approach.
Finland should build on existing mechanisms to design an institutionap detr policy
coherence for developmentith clear priorities andworking methods, a@vering all
relevant ministries and areashis setup should be systematiscanning all relevant
policies to uncover possible inconsistencies or opportunities for synergy), clear on
responsibilities and mandatesich asvho decides, who gives advice, who recommends,
how do different levels (political, high officials, workingogips) link up with each other
and how does information flow between thehmis will raise awareness levels in the
whole administration, hold all relevant ministries accountable for the coherence of their
policies with development objectives and incredme gotential for mutually supportive
policies or for avoiding conflicting policies.

The national Elcoordination is agood but insufficient, starting point for a
national approach

The Finnish EU ceprdination mechanisns the mainsetup for governmentto
tackle policy coherence issuds includes all ministriescovers most areas of Finnish
policy, and involvesregular interministerial meetings at all levels of the administration
(up to the Prime Minister)ts goal is tgprepare the Finnish positioasthe EU It works
well andis a good starting point for considering the impact on development of national
policy decisions.Finland plans to increaste development focusf this mechanism.
This also follows a recommendation tyeé P ar | i a mAffaits Cemmiteethat i g n
Finland use its national EU awdination mechanism more effectivelp address
coherence of national policies with developm@#hcC, 2011)

Working groupsare pragmatic and flexible but are not a sufficient instrument

The MFA corvenes inteiministerial working groups on specific subjects that can
be relevant to development, like security or environmemtceordinate positions and
exchange informatiarSome working groups meet regularly, bah also be convened on
an ad hoc basiwhen a new issue arises. This pragmatic and flexible approach has
enabled different Finnish ministries to work together and design common guidelines in
areas where coherence is needed and to spot and deal with new issues as they appear.
However Finland eécognges thatsuchinformal andad hocco-operation systems are not
sufficientfori nf |l uenci ng Finlandds national policies
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development, or for ensuring a systematic scanning and monitoring of such policies
across the administration (MFA, 2012a). Trode of individual initiatives and working
groupsthat discuss coherence of policies colbddstrengthenedby defining a procedure

for taking their suggestionto a higher more centralised level. Such a systdma
approach would ensure that gtbupswork towards the same objectivesdthat efforts

are sustainable.

The interministerial networkcan be centrator addressing policy coherence
issues

The 2007 peer reviewchoeda recommendation from the Development Policy
Committeethata steering bodyas needed to look into all issues of coherence between
national policies and developmg@ECD, 200). In 2008, Finland established an inter
ministerial networkwhich brings togher different ministries at regular intervalfts
main purpose so far has been to build Hmbémisterial awarenessf policy coherence
focusing onEU policies.It is not mandated to play a steering rélewever, in the wake
of the new development poli, Finland plans to strengthéhis networkand giveit a
more actiororiented role In recentmeetings the network has discussed how the three
building-blocks recommended by the OEQDable 2.1)can be implemented (MFA,
2011a). The networkhasstared meeting twicea year(instead of only once) at a political
level (Secretary of State/Under Secretary of Sta#jenits membershipthis network
has the potential t o bec o mepoley coherance farl pi ece
developmensetup. To realiseits potentia] it will needa clear mandate.

Building block C: Strengthening monitoring and analysis

Strengthening capacity for analysis

With the exception of the system for determining the Finnish positions on
European issues, Finland does hate a formal monitoring system to assess the impact
of its policies on development, noting, of course, that not all policies are relevant. Finland
recognises that it does not currently have the capacity to conduct analyses or assess the
impact of nationaland EU policies on development objectives in its partner countries
(MFA, 2012a). As Finland often defends national positions through the EU rather than
having specific national policies for its partner countries, screening of EU proposals and
encouraginghe EU to conduct assessments of the impact of its policies Fi nl andd s
partner countries is important. Partnering with other donors to do impact assessasents
Finland has done in the paistis also a good option. While the MFA might not have
sufficiert resources or capacity for extensive analytical work, Ministry resources could be
well used by drawing on the expertise of civil society, research institutes, the
Development Policy Committee and other donors. In the field, there is only limited use of
embassy resources to monitor the impact of relevant FiramshEUpolicies on partner
count r i es 6 Indudingeexpectedresnlts olicy coherence issues in country
strategiesvould be a helpful stegrinland needs to increase its capacity forl\dical
work on coherence to be able to make a better case for policy coherence for development,
to design better policies and bring the concept to a more specific level for the wider
public to understand.

Focusing on results and monitoring

The 2007 peerreview recommended usinthe g o v e r n anaualtrépart to
parliament as a means to monitpolicy coherence for developmeand to measure
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results in achieving coherenc€his has been a challenge for Finland. Finland reports
regularlyand transparentlgn coherencéssuesusingseveral tools However, t does not

have the capacityp measure and report on specific policy achievements and their impact.
Strategic guidance including the definition of objectives and measurable resuleuld
create the &sis foranalysingmeasuring and reporting on resuwdtsd impacts of national
policies on developmeim the future.

By being more analyticalFinland also can enhance its reportingnd give
concrete examples of how decisions and prograntraes contributed to more coherent
policies or have averted conflicting situatioAsalytical input byFinnish embassies in
partner countries should be actively sought and taken into account, which alsold
avoid focugng reporting solely on what is hagening in Finland or in international
forums.

The Finnish governemenis planning to submit a special report a@id
effectiveness an@®CD to parliament in 2014 The reportwill be a good step towards
more analytical reporting if it catay out where and ky there have been conflicts
between domestic policies and development objectives in the padtreflect on what
needs to be done or changed during the current legislative period to ensure that domestic
policies are developmeiffiiendly. When preparinghe report, Finland should also draw
on input from the Development Policy Committee, embassies and civil society to get a
picture of the impact of Finnigholiciesin its partner countries.

Monitoring how national policies affect developmestiould notbe limited to
annual reportingit shouldbe an ongoing effort. The peer review team could not find
evidence of an organised mechanism or process to monitor progress on coherence that
would continually collect specific information and data from programnuesother
activities. The preparation of the 2014 repag well as the biennial report to the EU on
coherence could be good incentives and provide a relevant basis for setting up a
monitoringmechanism, also drawing on ngovernment expertise (see n@dragraph).
The Development PolicCommi t t eeds report on the- state of
operation(DPC, 2011) couldlso be a usefultool T hi s C mandaietin add@idns
to promoting coherence, is to monitor and evaluategthe e r n me eldproest cal e v
operationandkey decisions in the various sectors of policy that influence the situation in
developing countries

Making whole-of-government approaches more strategic

Whole-of-government approacheasvolve several ministries or public enés
working together to implement a specific common development objective or programme.
It is notthe same apolicy coherence for developmemthich consistof ensuring that
ot her nati onal policies support, or at | eas
development efforts.

In Finland74% of total ODAis managed by the MFAsee Chapter 3). This
means ifs fairly uncomplicated to create-lhmouse wholef-govenment synergieandto
discuss with other line ministries and public organisations. Line ministries inform the
MFA of their ODA-eligible activities, which are reflected in the annual report. This
straightforward approach is an asset for the MFA and for Bm d 6 s dewvel opment
operation. An example of successful whofegovernment approaches is the inter
institutional development eoperationthrough the twinning opublic sector institutions
from Finland and frompartner countes an interesting capacitpuilding tool. The
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agreements are worked out in Helsinki, and then the embassies deal directly with the
stakeholders in the partner countries.

The 2009 guidelines on development and security promote the concept of
fcomprehensi ve secwemitt yp (MFA, rc290a).H-inladde vag | o p m
successfully brought together development, security and defence staff for its programme
in Afghanistan, which is described in a white papegpadiament (AFG, 2011). However
this document is a description of the sitoa in Afghanistan and of activities undertaken
by different stakeholderst is nota wholeof-government strategy for Afghanistan with a
clear description of common development objectives and of haehigvethem in line
with the Afghanistan Nationdbevelopment StrategyA crossministerial workinggroup
and lowetlevel coordination mechanismaere put in place to manage the Afghanistan
programme. The country teamnef other partner countries, for example Nepal, have
followed that example and haveéaged workingtogetherin an extended formato
approach fragilesituationsfrom a wholeof-governmentperspective going beyond the
MFA.

Finlandbés planned new strategy on fragile
experience and define a streamliredl strategic approach to whalegovernment and
inter-ministerial ceoperation for fragile state&inlandshould define political objectives
and working processder programme desigandimplementation to achieve thefhis
new strategy shouldpply tothe whole Finnish gvernment

Future considerations

1 Finland should ontinue its internationaladvocacyefforts for policy coherence for
development, and share its experience from the pilot caseodnsecurity with other
donors

1 Finland needs, as a matter of priority, governnweidie strategic guidance on policy
coherence for development, setting out strategic @gogsrnment goals that will allow
a unified national effort towards developméniendly policies

1 Finland could revew its existing cebrdination mechanisms for policy coherence to
ensure that mandates are clear so that each department or part of the administration
takes responsibility for analysing their own policies for coherence with development,
and that informatiorand decisiormaking flows allow for a systematic and consistent
scanning of national policies for coherence.

1 Finland should tsengthenits capacity for monitoring andnalysisof the impact ofthe
Finnish and Elpolicies onF i n | aantredc®untriesOne way to do this is through
establishing more systematic processes for feedback from embassies and other
government departmentand encouraging andising analysis by NGOs, universities,
think tanks, the EU as well as otldwnors
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Notes

1 The Policy Framework for PCD aims at providing poliogkers - ministries,
legislatures and offices of government leaders, and development agenuiis
guidance for promoting and assessing developifnemdly policies. The Framework
consists of questions for poligyakers that aim at enabling them to screen policies,
laws and regulations that could support, or might undermine, development in
developing countries. It offers good practiceshow to promote policy coherence for
development through institutional mechanisms, and guidance on how to do an
assessment in three poliayeas, namely agriculture, fisheries, and environnTérd.
Frameworkoés goal is to foster increased poli
the concept of policy coherence for development and enhance the involvement of
different ministries in the assement process.

2. The 5 policy areas where Finland plans to improve coherence with development are:
food security, trade, tax, migration and security. The 12 priority afehge European
Union for policy coherence for development arade, environmdnclimate change,
security, agriculture, fisheries, social dimension of globalisation, employment and
decent work, migration, research and innovation, information society, transport and
energy.

3. Thegover nment 6s annual r e pa report dnalevelopreentp ar | i a me |
co-operation, the bannual EU PCD report, and speciiiarliamenary hearings of the
Minister for International Development and MFA officials.

4, In its 2011 report (DPC, 2011) , the Developn
is important to comprehensively evaluate the work that has already been done on
policy coherence for devel opmento.

5. The country teams consist of the staff in Helsinki in charge of a partner country and

their counterpart in the Finnish Embassy in thaintgu
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Chapter 3

Aid volumes, channels and allocations

Since the last peer review, Finland has continued to increase ODA levels and surpassed its
giving 0.51% of its gross national income (GNI) as ODA in 2010. This chapter examines
Finland has allocated this larger aid budget across countrieseatats, and renewed support
crosscutting issues and private sector development. This chapter also explores how, in the cc
an aid budget freeze planned for 218 4 andbf a decrease planned for 2015, Finland can impr
the predictability offuture ODA increases to meet its aid targets by 2015 and enhance the im|
its allocations, especially those to and through civil society organisations and the multilateral ¢
which Finland plans to increase as a share of total aid.
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Impressive ODA growth comes to a standstill

Finlandbés official devel opment assistanc
since the last peer review, both in volume and as a percentage of gross iatimmal
(GNI). The aid budget grew most in 2008 and 2009, at 10% and 13% respectively (Figure
3.1, Panel A), and increased by 35% between 2006 and 2011, to reach USD 1.41 billion
in 2011. With a ratio of 0.55% ODA/GNI in 2010, Finland surpassed its intkabee
target of 0.51% set for that year and remains committed to reaching the 0.7% ODA/GNI
target in 2015. The peer review team commends Finland for having reached its 2010 aid
target, which reflects the broad political support given to developmeopeation.

While Finlandbs economy has not yet recove
now also exposed to the risks relating to the euro zone turmoil, OECD projections are that
Finlandbés GDP is expected to grow at around

(OECD, 2012). It would be positive if ODA could follow this trend. However, in 2012
the government decided to increase budget savings, including through government
spending cuts by EUR.23billion between 2013 and 201&nlike other areas of the
budget,aid will only be affected marginally by these cuts but they will, nevertheless,
make it a challenge for Finland to reach its 0.7% target by Zfidy. a slight increase in
2012, Finlandés aid budget wil/ bedahd ozen at
decrease by EUR 4 million in 2015, compared to the level of 20a#ent projections
provided by the MFA show that development assistance will total approximately
USD 1.57billion in 2015, much less than the estimated USD 2.03 billion needed to reach
the 0.7% ODAJ/GNI target by that date (Figure 3.1, Panel B). It is fitapbthat Finland
achieves its international commitments and ttied results achieved by past ODA
increases are not jeopardized by future cuts.

Figure 3.1. Trends in Finnish aid volume and as a percentage of national income, 260011
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inreal terms O -
|1 065%
e 1750 |
10% LI+ 0.60%
1500 -
8% 5
= 1250 | n B - 0.55%
5% 3
49%5% o a
4% @ 1000 - L 0.50%
750 -
0% - 0.45%
500 -
2007 2008 2009 10 2011 e
~ 0.40%
250 - ’
L o+H H E BN B B B N 0.35%
200720082009201020112012201320142015
8% )
I ODA volume ProjectedODA volume
HReal annual GDP growtl™ Real annual ODA growtl {227'ODA volume gap to reach 0.7
ODA/GNI Projected ODA/GNI

Source: Based on OECD/DAC and World Bank statistics.

The Finnish authorities recognise that achieving 0.7% ODA/GNI by 2015 will be
challenging. In its developamt policy Finland reaffirms its international commitment and
indicates that it will explore ways to increase ODA by bridging the estimated financing
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gap through alternative sources of revenue, like the EU Emission Trading Scheme (ETS)
emission allowancesauction (MFA, 2012a). However, Finland is yet to quantify the
expected revenues from this auction and decide what share would be transferred to
development coperation Finland also makes cledinat possible revenues from this
sourcewill only be availal® towards the end of the current legislative period (MFA,
2012b). To provide clarity and predictability as to how it will achieve its aid target,
Finland should develop a credible and strategic pathway for increasing ODA until 2015.

Fi n | aentlabsedbudget for development ceoperation

The Finnish development amperation budget is more centralised than most DAC
me mber s 6, a s Har RrotegmAdfdirs is rivkpangibge tfor ganagirig% of
all ODA - eligible funds (see Chapters 1 and 4)The® fundsinclude Fi nl and o s
contribution to the European Development Fund (EDF), contributions to multilateral
organisations, NGOs, humanitarian aid and country and regiecific development eo
operation. (Figure 3.2).

The remaining 26% of funds thatqual y as ODA i nclude Finl

to the EUOs -Dpenaton logirument (DCIC which is managed by the
Ministry of Finance, and other flows such as refugee costs and the Finnish development
finance d¢ionfupdaaansam equities.

Figure 3.2. ODA administered by the MFA and by other state departments

ODA flows administered by the MFA, 201 ODA flows noradministered by the MFA, 2010
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The ODA flows administered by the MFA in 2Qiéalled USD 985.30 The ODAlows non-administeredby the MFA in 201 @otalled USD
million, equal to 74% of theotal 347.15million, equal to26% of thetotal

Source: Based on data from the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland.

Bilateral aid

Of F i r201adifidiad development assistance in 2010, 63% was bilateral aid
(Annex B, Table B.2). While theatio between bilateral and multilateral OD#as not
changeddramatically, the emphasis on bilateral aid in the 2007 Development Co
operation Blicy did translate into larger allocations to the bilateral programme. In real
terms, bilateral ODA increased at an average annual rate of 13% between 2008 and 2010,
while multilateral ODA increased only by
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country and region specific developmentauoeration, which includes embassy managed
funds, and support to NGOs (Figure 3.2)

Finland plans to increase the concentration of its developmeoparation by
focusing on longerm partner countries and leaswdloped countries in Africa and Asia.
Finland also intends to reduce the number of small and-trant bilateral activities,
especially those whoseont ri buti on t o Fi nl ajopb@atoon over al |
objectives are uncledny not extending themnze they come to an end (MFA, 2012b).
This is a welcome move towards reducing the fragmentation of Finland's aid portfolio
(see figure 3.3hich happened in tandem with the growing developmerdpavation
budget.

Figure 3.3. Recipients of Finnish bilakeral aid in 2010

Source: Based on data from the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland.
Increased resources to lortgrm partner countries

Finlandbés top t isreightlongterm pacrempdowntries,splusa r e
Afghanistan and Sudan. Finland has supported these two countries for a long time
without them being officially classified as lotgrm partner countries (see Chapter 1).
Between 2006 and 2010, Finland scaled aggistance significantly in its losigrm
partner countries, more than doubling allocations to Ethiopia, Kenya, Nepal and Zambia.
The longt er m partners plus Afghanistan and Sudar
bilateral aid allocable by country and 70%lwé funds that the MFA manages directly for
country, region and thematic developmentoperationl Thi s shows t hat Finla
allocations closely follow its stated commitment to these countries. Finland is encouraged
to continue this good work withsitlongterm partners. However, as governmgnt
government capperation represents a variable share (30% to 70%) of Finnish bilateral
aid to its longterm partners, Finland could reflect on whether all its bilateral channels
adequately support the developmh efforts in those countries. Finland could also
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consider if it needs to allocate more resources to its embassies to facilitate the
management of the increased ODA in the field (see Chapter 4 and Annex C).

A strong focus on LDCs and Africa

Finland hasa good trackecord offocusing on least developed and <tdharan
African countries. In line with its 2004 Government Resolytiinland has increased aid
to least developed countries and-Sdharan African countries since the last peaevev
Aid to LDCs increased by 856 in volumebetween 2006 and 2010, teach USD 283
million in 2010Q It also increased asshare of gross bilater@DA, rising to60% in 2010
from 51%in 2006 (Annex B, Table B.3). Bilateral allocations to sBhharan Africa
increasedrom 45% of disbursements in 2006 to 49% in 20b@). In addition, six of
Finlandbés top ten ai d-termgarthepdontiidssre lacatddinf i ve of
subSaharan Africa. Finland reaffirmed its pledge to focus on least developed coumtries
its 2012 development policMFA, 2012b).As Finland continues to focus on LDCs, it
should monitor its allocations closely so that aid remains concentrated ifietomg
partner countries and other LDCs where it can have the most impact. For exaliple,
75% of 2010 disbursements to LDCs went to five Harmgn partner countried plus
Afghanistan and Sudathe remaining 25% (USD 71 million) wapread oveB3 other
LDCs.

Reducing activitylevel fragmentation within sector prioritisation

Within its bilateral aid, Finland has increasingly concentrated on social
infrastructure and services, providing large shares ofcaglipportgovernment and civil
society, water and sanitation, and education (Annex B, Table IB.partner countries,
Finl anddés disbursements are generallits in |ine
commitment to focus aid ino more tharthree sectors. According to DAC data, more
thantwet hi rds of Finlandds sector ainhmasttcoabl e ai d
its partner countries, notably in Ethiopia, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua and Zambia.
However, efficiencies could be gained by reducing the number ofexttbrs and
ensuring that the number of activities within each of the priority sectorshewtbe
embassyo6s c ap adaridevglopnent impaxtin(Chiapeér. Fot dxamplejn
Nepal Finland concentrates oa large number of activities which may exceed the
embassybés capaciupy for effective follow

CSOs: a need for strengthening complepntarities and streamlining
procedures

Finland believes that civil society organisations have an important role to play in
Finnish development eoperation and that their work complements what is accomplished
through bilateral programmes with developawuntry governments. In line with this, aid
all ocations through the CSO channel have incr
Aid funds to and through CSOs amounted to USD 119.6 million in 2010, equivalent to
12% of the Finnish development-operationbudget administered by the MFA (MFA,
2012a) Finland plans, in its 2012 development policy, to increase development assistance
for CSOs furtherAs it implements this plan, Finland should engage in partnerships with
CSOs that enable it to achieve its tlewelopment objectives.

The MFA funds CSOs through a range of mechanisms: core funding, calls for
proposals, framework partnership agreements, and funding for local CSOs administered
at the embassy level (local-operation funds or LCFs). Core fundingresents only a
smal | part of Fi nl a rJ8H3amilliandfor &innists QSOe) @mdt to CSO
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USD 10 million (for international CSOs) in 2010. The bulk of funding to CSOs is made
of non- core contributions: half of which is assistance for projesatified through the
annual calls for proposals and the other half supports programmes established with
partner NGOs through framework partnership agreements. Framework partnership
agreements, which Finland has established with 11 Finnish NGOs, are @taimpool

for spelling out the goals and principles that the Ministry for Foreign Affairs and CSOs
aim to support through their joint developmentogeration efforts. These mutinnual
agreements also make aid to partner CSOs and to final benefioi@negpredictable and

are easier to administer by the Ministry. However, as funding through framework
agreements represents less than half of total support to CSOs, the MFA continues to
administer a large number of small projects which is burdensome.né&irdhould
consider ways to engage more strategically with CSOs with a view to reducing the
administrative burden and focusing on the development value of ODA allocation through
CSOs.

According to itsGuidelines for Civil Society in Development PoligyFA, 2010)
Finland plans to work with a diverse set of civil society actors, including foundations,
research institutes, media, trade union movements, business actors, arwntksnk
However, it seems that this has yet to be achieved, as the main re@piéevelopment
assistance are traditional development NGOs and the range of organisations receiving
funding has not varied significantly since the guidelines were adopted. Finland needs to
ensure that its different funding mechanisms allow it to reachirttéaded diversity of
actors. It should also ensure that NGO financing in partner countries funds interventions
t hat are compl ement ary t-operationdobjectivgsoyg fot i ve of
example, filling gaps and tackling issues that cannaduressed through governmental
channels. The peer review team field visit to Nepal (Annex C) suggested that NGO
projects funded through the Local Cooperation Fund (LCF) are well tailored to the
countryds situation and of tnementtogavenpnere ment ar y
projects and programmes. However, this is less the case for NGO projects approved in
Helsinki as part of larger multountry interventions. A stronger involvement of
embassies in NGO programme discussions in Helsinki and a clearérrefabassies in
relation to these NGOs could help Finland strengthen complementarities and improve
effectiveness of the NGO channel (Chapter 4).

Finland should also ensure that its reporting to the DAC on CSO funding
correctly reflects its actual suppdo this channel. There is a significant discrepancy
between the contributions that Finland reports through the OECD Creditor Reporting
System, which are correct, and what it reports for the DAC tables (shown in Annex B,
TableB.1).

Multilateral aid: ma intain a focus on core contributions and link allocations
more closely to performance

Fi nl auwtidatersl OBA hasincreased since the last peer review, on average
by3%ayearbetween2006and2610n 2010, Finland©os cor e C
multilateral organisations amounted to USD 494 million. An additional USD 250 million
was provided as necore contributions. A large portion of core contributions is allocated
to the European Union (40%), followed by the United Nations (29%igrnational
Developrnent Association (15%), regional development banks (7%), the Global
Environment~acility (4%),andthe remaining 4% allocated to other multilaterals. Finland
focuses its cordJN contributions on six UN agencies and fundénited Nations
Population FundUNFPA), United Nations Development Programrfi¢gNDP), United
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Nati onsd Ch (UNIGEFe JoidtsUniteduNatibns Programme on HIV/AIDS

(UNAIDS), World Food Programm@NVFP) andWorld Health OrganizationWyHO). For

two of these(UNFPA and UNICEF) Finland is among thig top ten largest core
contributorsAmong the international devel opment fina
partners are: World Bank/IDA, African Development Bank (AfDB), Asian Development

Bank (ADB), InterAmerican Development Bank (IDB)InterAmerican Investment

Corporation, and Nordic Development Fund.

Finland maintains a multilateral allocation policy of focusing on core budget
contributions with 66% of its multilateral aid given as core contributions in 2010
Despite this, nowore contributions to multilaterals mainly cofinancing and thematic
fundsi are considerable and on the rise (Figur.3he volume allocated as noore
contributions represents an increasing share of its gross disbursements: from 26% in 2007
to 34% in D10. Finland tends to be more fragmented in itscane contributions, which
it provided to over 80 organisatiois 201Q It is important that Finland ensures that its
noncore support to multilaterals is supportive of its overall development objeativges
country.

Figure 3.4. Finland's core and noncore contributions to multilateral organisations

Finland's core and ncgore
contributions to its main UN
partners (2010)
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600 r 45%
UNDP

t 40%

2007 2008 2009 2010
s Non-core I Core

500
UNICEF

35%

IS
o
o

UNFPA
30%

250 WFP

2010 USD million
N w
o o
o o

20% WHO

[
o
o

15%  UNAIDS

10% 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

USD million

Core % in gross OD. Non- core % in gross OD, B Core M Norn-core

Source: Based on data from the Ministry for Fore#ffairs of Finland and OECD/DAC statistics.

Finland developed criteria for allocations to multilateral organisations in its
guidelinesMultilateral Cooper at i on in Fi nl aM&A 28008Rénv el opment
line with the first criterion, Finland allates the bulk of its core allocations to multilateral
partners with which it has strong and lestgnding ceoperation.In line with the other
two criteria in the policyFinland draws information on the performance of multilateral
organisations from varies sources$o ensure thaits funds support organisations théj
have an added value in promoting sustainable developamehtii) that are effective
These information sources includde mu | t i | @tereat avialgationsand the
assessments byhe Multilateral Organisations Performance Assessment Network
(MOPANY). Finlandhas been a MOPAN member since it was formed,adsul acted as
the MOPAN secretariat during 201ti s | eadi ng MOPAUWA®DSIAssessment
2012. Finland should continue teork through the boards of its multilateral partners to
ensure that they have reliable internal evaluation systems which donors can rely on and
use to decide their allocations. Tink its supportmore closely to agency performance,
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Finland should also ainue to support the development of joinevaluation
instruments like MOPAN.

Strong and renewedsupport to crosscutting issues

Finland has priorited gender equality and the environment in its development
co-operationfor a long time  F i n2012 dedefopment policfMFA, 2012b)identifies
gender equality, inequality reduction and climate sustainability as-cottisg issues of
Finland's development policg€eChapter 1). The policy states that these objectives will
be supported through mainsaming, targeted actions and political advocacy work
bilateral, multilateral and EU eoperation and communicatioDespite some challenges
in implementing crossutting issues (see Chapter Be tstrong prioritisatiomf gender

equality idhevEl opmmedds progr amme i s reflecte
commitments(Table 3.1) Since the last peer review the gender focus of Finnish
devel opment programmes increased from 27% in

field visit to Nepal (Annex C) confirmechat many Finnish projects and programmes
incorporate a specific gender equality dimension. The share of Finnish aid that has an
environment focus increased from 35% in 2007 to 46% in 2010.

Table3.1.Fi nl andbés gender equal it gommimentse2a020l0on ment f oc

Gender focus of Finland's aid programme (constant 2010 USD million) Environment focus of Finland's aid programme (constant 2010 USD
million)

2007 2008 2009 2010 2007 2008 2009 2010
Principal objective 9 iy 18 18 [Principal objective 91 124 205 145
Significant objective 9% 253 384 398 [Significant objective 47 122 1 209
Not targeted 287 365 482 350{ [Nottargeted 252 390 502 411
Not screened 0 0 0 0] |Notscreened 0 0 0 0
Total sector-allocable aid 391 635 884 765| |Total sector-allocable aid 391 635 884 765
Gender focused aid 21% 42% 45% 54%| [Environment focused aid 35% 39% 43% 46%
Memo Memo
aid 21 226 330 34| |aid 21 226 330 34
Aid to Women's equality
organisation and institutions 2 7 5 5| |Aid to Environment 35 46 57 56

Note DAC members use fimarkerso when reporting their ODA
identify how much ODA ha®een used for crossutting activities such as gender, economic Weihg,

social development, environment sustainability and regeneration, democratic accountability and the

protection of human rights. All DAC members screen their activities againBt/Aiegender marker, which

is used to classify don@upported activities in terms of their gender equality focus. This involves two levels

of classification: (1) Aprincipal do: gender equality wa
itsdesi gn; (2) fAsignificanto: gender equality was an i mpo

Source: OECD/DAC Statistics
Aid to support private sector developmentind trade

Finland sees private sector development as indispensable for achieving an
inclusive green economy and job creation in partner countries (MFA, 2012a and Chapter
1) and believes that the private sector can play a crucial role in the sustainable
management ofiatural resources. Finland has several tools to support the private sector
in developing countries. It has been a strong supporter of the Aid for Trade initiative
internationally and has increasingly contributed to activities in partner countries. Finnish
aid for trade disbursements more than tripled between 2006 and 2010, reaching USD 151
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million in 2010. Over this period, Finland primarily supported activities to build
productive capacity, especially in the forestry and agricultural sectors (FiguravBe5

Finland has a strong knelow and expertise.

Figure 3.5. Finland's aid for tr

ade disbursements, 20062010
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Finland also provides loragrm investment loans and risk capital for private
projects in developing countries (and RussiE)ese take théorm of minority equity
investments, investment loans and mezzanine finahdinugh the statewned
developmentfinance companyFinnfund In 2010 Finland disbursed throudfinnfund
USD 98 million (47 million of which qualify as official development assistande)2012
Finland increased i n n f eapital @nd intends to increase it further over the current
cabinet period. Finland should ensure that the increas&dnfund capital will not
translate into a larger share of tied aid and carefully assess the development impact of

activities funded througtrinnfund In 2006
promote business partnershignd to transfer

Finland also createfinnpartnershipto
technology and expertise to developing

countries.Finnpartnerships based on the scheme of matchgngnt facilities. These
instruments are not formally tied to Finnish products. Howekampartnershipwas
strongly criticised in a recent evaluationn the Finnish concessional aid instrument

(MFA, 201Z), wh i
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mechaisms are in place to allow Finnish firms to share their expertise with the private
sectorin developing countries, Finland should find ways to ensure that development
concerns prevaibvernational interest in funding decisions.

Finland has a concessidreaedit scheme which is a commercial export credit for
(previousl
by an interest subsidy paid from the MFA developmenbperation budget through a

Finnish or European finamgg institution. In 2010, the concessional credit scheme
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However, this low share masks the significance of this scheme in certain countries, like
Vietnam and China. This $trument is in fact particularly important for Finland to
engage in sectors and countries that it does not reach through govetohg@vernment
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foomsofccoper ati on. As discussed in Chapter 5, Fi
of the main tied compa@nts of Finnish official development assistance.

Non-ODA flows

According to DAC figures (Annex B, Table B.1), tkeis only a very small
proportionofnonODA f | ows total officialrfidwa to @DAsligible countries
around 6% on average be®ve2007 and 2010. Therefore, the evolution of total official
flows closely follows the evolution of ODA, with the exceptionadill in 2010 which
stems from extraordinarily high fAother offici

While net private grants are negligibleetvolume of net private flows at market
terms is considerable and on the rise, but more volatile than official fldwing the
financial crisis m 2008 the net outflow of Finnish private funds developing countries
became negativdJSD -1.42 billion) as Finnish investorsold financial assets for USD
1.39 million However, in 2009 net private flowguickly becamepositive once again
surpassing the prerisistotal of USD 1.05 billion in 2007. These flows continued to grow
in 2010, reaching USD 2.92Ilimn, a nominal increase of 68%ver 2009, mainly due to
a surge in direct investment¥here is no information available on the development
impact of these flows.

Future considerations

1 Finland should develop a credible and strategic pathway untb 26r achieving its
commitment to increase ODA and reach the international 0.7% ODA/GNI.target

i Finland should entinue to concentrate bilateral ODA on letegm partnercountriesand
to focus on least developed countriEsland should also assesswhich partner LDCs
it can have the greatest impact, ahdge-out or scad up cooperationaccordingly

1 To promote effectiveness and quality of the CSO channel, Finland should iaskess
funding mechanisms it has in place to support developing coutitriaggh CSOs allow
it to reach intended partners and goddsland should mgage more strategically with
CSOs to reduce th&F A dagministrative burden and systematically examine the
development value of ODA allocations throug80s

1 In line with its polcy, Finland should continue t@rovide core contributions to
multilateral organisationdt should also continue its good practicecoficentrahg ODA
on a small number omultilateral organisations.Finland should ihk allocations to
performance more aokely by continuing to focus on supportingnultilateral
organisation8internal evaluationandevaluationsoy MOPAN.

DAC PEERREVIEW OF FINLANDi © OECD 2012



CHAPTER 3. AID VOLUMES, CHANNELS AND ALLOCATIONS 55

Notes

1 These budget l ines are Acounbpgrandom@&gaod
fi n eauntry specific development@p e r agee Figore 3.2

Ethiopia, Mozambique, Nepal, Tanzania and Zambia.

3. Between 2009 and 2010 there was a slidgtrease, but in 2011 multilateral ODA
rose again to reach UShs5 million (2011 data are preliminary).

4, The Multilateral Organisation Performance Assessment Network (MOPAN) is a
network of 16 donor countries who agree to carry out joint assessnsbarg
information and draw on each ot hgthebs exper.
organisational effectiveness of the major matétal organisations they fund.

5. A hybrid of debt and equity financing that is typically used to finance the expansion
of existing companies. Mezzanine financing is basically debt capital that gives the
lender the rights to convert to an ownership or equity interest in the company if the
loan is not paid back in time and in full. It is generally subordinated to debt pdovid
by senior lenders such as banks and venture capital companies.

6. Correspondence with the MFA.
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Chapter 4

Organisation and management

This chapters looks at how developmeniniegrated in foreign policy and in thsructure of the
Ministry for Foreign Affairs(MFA), and how thidacilitates synergies and dialoguile requiring
clear working processes afides of accountability followed by allhis chapter also analyses t
specific challenges the MFA faces in managing its staff working for development. A co
staffing structure andveakincentivesare creatng a high turnover that makes it difficult to buil
and retaina stable cadre ofkilled development professionalslow delegation of authority tc
embassiesan be made more strategic and better serve programme implementation is also.e
This chapter looks at howountry strategy papere becomingmore resultoriented and the
challenges of creating a true tuk of mranagement for results.
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An integrated structure managing most of ODA that needs clear and
systematic approaches

The Ministry for Foreign Affairs MFA) manages and eordinatesthe majority
of F i ndevelopeheénts coperation budge(74% of ODA - see Chapter 3).td
organisational structure and management processdblumeentral to the effectiveness
and quality of Finnish development -operation.However, he integrated nature of
development in the MFA and the fact that the Finnish development budget and
programme have increased considerablyrénentyears are stretching the limits of
Finlandbés pragmatic approach to management an

An integrated structure for managing ODA

The MF A @rganisational structurd-igure4.1.) has beeronly slightly reformed
since the last peer reviewHowever, developmentremainsone of theMF A étsee
integrated policy pillarsalong withforeign policyand trade The fact that development is
Aintegratedd means t hat i tdepdrtmmentthat sypargesni nent pl
are facilitated, but also that the development activities are spread across seven
departmentsThe Department for Development Rglboth provides overall guidance on
the implementation, planning and monitoring ©fi n | aevelagpreentco-operation
policy, and holds direct responsibility for the operational activities for development co
operation Regional departments are resporssifir bilateral and regional development
co-operation, includingmplementing the policy in developing countries through country
plansandannual budget frameworks afa managing programming cycles. The country
desk officers in regional departmerstieero per at i ons and form a #Acour
their counterparts imn Finnish embassy. Relevant sectoral or thematic advisors at
headquarters argpecialistsn embassies also participate in country teams.

Figure 4.1. MFA departments with a role in development

Minister for European Affairs ang

Minister for - i | Foreign Trade
International Minister for Foreign Affairs /D

Development

~

evelopment Policy
SteeringGroup

Secretary of State Meets at DG level

Department for Communications and CultureD@irétdpment Communication) MFA-wide:
discusses and gives

policy guidance on
USS for Policy Issues USS for European Affairs and development

Foreign Trade guestions, approves
country strategy

naners.
Department for External Econon k j

Relations

Department for . Political Department

Development Policy / \
Quality Assurance

¢ ¢ ¢ Board

Department for Africa and the Middle East

UndeiSecretary of
State for Developme

Screens and

approves (or
Department for the Americas and Asia rejects) projects

Department for Europe and programmes.
Department for Russia, Eastern Europe and Central Asia
Source Based on MFA20123, Memorandum for the Peer Review of FinlaMFA, Helsinki.
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Note! The Department for Development Policy has 7 units: General Development Policy and Planning,
SectoralPolicy, NGOs, UN Development Issues, Development Financing Institutions, International Environment
Policy, Humanitarian Assistance.

All departments are interlinked and on an equal footing: the four regional
departments can take their own initiatives dhdy implement policies according to
guidance given by the three policy departments, including for development. Two formal
mechanisms ensure internal -@alination and oversight: the Development Policy
Steering Group and the Quality Assurance Board. Theeldpment Policy Steering
Group is chaired by the Director General (DG) of the Department for Development
Policy and brings together all directors of the MFA. Its mandate is to guide relevant
stakeholders in the MFA on all development policy issues andpfmove country
strategy papers. The Quality Assurance Board screens all project and programme
proposals for compliance with policy, guidelines and quality. It then makes
recommendations to the Minister or the Director General for Development Policy on
whether proposals should be approved.

Emerging challenges

The fact that all Finnish development-aperation is managed within the MFA
favours pragmatic, ad hoc exchanges and close collaboration in everyday operations.
However, the dynamics of Finnish devaheent ceoperation have changed in recent
year s as Fi nl a n-dpération dedyet bnal pactigties have expanded
substantially. Managing a bigger programme requires a strong organisation with all parts
working together towards a common goal. Artegrated organisation with seven
different departments dealing with development needs clear guidelines and a rigorous and
unified approach to ensure cohesion-d@dination and clear lines of accountability are
also essential to ensure that the developnmaiicy is implemented, and to avoid
duplication and fragmentation.

Although decisiormaking processes and accountability lines are defined in
theory, policy guidance on development is not always evenly understood, used or
integrated by all departmentsdaat all levels of the MFA. The guidance givenraste by
the Development Policy Steering Group is sometimes not specific and operational enough
for staff to use when designing new programmes, and the Quality Assurance Board looks
at programmes at a fairgdvanced stage of the designing process. The staff would like
more clarity on priorities and concrete implementation. Also, at the everyday work level,
co-ordination still often relies on individual initiative. Various respondents during the
peer review B0 mentioned that the programming process for development projects is
complicated and heavy. The administration of NGO projects is particularly burdensome
as the ministry has to process and administer a large number of projects despite limited
staff (Chaper 3).

To remain fit for purpose, Finland should now review and, if necessary, adapt its
working methods to ensure that all actors implement the common policy in all areas,
while also retaining the flexibility and pragmatism which are key strengthsnofsh
development coperation. The electronic case management system launched in January
2012 may be one solution (Box 4.1). It will introduce a unified programming process
with references to policy guidelines.
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Box 4.1. The case management system

After a long preparation phase the MFA launched a new case management system (AHA
in January 2012. The aim is to address the issue of fragmented information systems. |
online tool designed to improve work flow management by desk officers and litatecind

guide them in process management throughout the whole programme cycle. Whenever
fi ¢ a 9.@ grogramme) is started, the system will take the desk officer through all its st
and requirements: financial planning, technical planning, ityualssurance, agreements
implementation, integration of cressitting issues, monitoring, evaluation, tying status al
statistics. The list of all requirements for a project or programme is concentrated into a
system that will remind staff of athe steps required and provide a harmonised and ¢
approach to programme design and management. The system includes instructions ang
guidelines for each task or phase. This should ensure that policy guidance is available t¢
headquartersral in the field.

The case management systendesigned to provide detailed information for the use of
administration and also for transparency purposes. It should facilitateokandetween two
desk officers andmprove institutional memoryall information will be centralised in one
pl ace and it should be possi bl e Hheoextkparsony
should be able to pick up from where the previous person left off.

Since the launch of the case management system all neweintiens are now entered intg
the system. It is already being used for bilateral programmes and projects and the M
preparing detailed workflows for the other channels (multilateral, NGOs). The system will
be used by embassies, although Finlanstilsadapting it to embassy needs. If managed w
and used by all, the new system has the potential to make development management ea
less timeconsuming, freeing up time for focusing on results and impact, and less
administration. For exampléhe NGO Unit in the MFA has estimated that the use of the ¢
management system could save 2 months of work per person in that particular unit.

Source Based on MFA, 2012a and interviews conducted during the peer review

The ongoing challenge of manging developmentstaff

The need for a strategic plan for development staff and knowledge management

The management of human resources involved in developmesyiecation is
still a central challenge for the MFA. Some of the issues identified by the [28€7
review are being addressed (AnmEx but progress is slow. The 2007 review
recommended that the MFA should create and implement a human resources policy for
development coperation (OECD, 2007). The MFA has not designed a specific human
resources glicy for development as it is of the view that development related human
resource matters fall under the overall
MFAGs integrated approach. Li ke in many
MFA is acentralised service and it can be difficult to influence specific decisions for
development staff.

However, development does require specific skills, both at headquarters and in
the field. An overall plan addressing all developrretated staff issuesoald be added
to the existing human resources strategy (Z2Tb; MFA, 2010a). Finland should
address developmenpecific challenges, identify and provide the right skills to
implement the new development programme effectively, and adapt to needdiaidthe
(e.g. fragile situations), changing priorities in the development policy or (sometimes
predictable) staff movements. Given the size of its programme, Finland may not require a
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large cadre of specialists, but it is important to ensure that staffrvgooki implementing
the development programme has a good command of developmepe@tion issues.

A complex staff structure and poor career prospects for specialists

The Finnish MFA has a complex staff structure involving different categories:
generalcareer, special career, locally employed staff and others (Table 4.1). Currently,
staff i n t he Afspeci al careero category do r
headquarters are not accessible to them (often decisaiing posts), and criteria
allowing them to apply and be posted to embassies are unclear. Although no data was
provided, the peer team review was told during interviews that it seems exceptional when
ispeci al careero professionals are chosen for
staff seek professional opportunities in other organisations, taking their knowledge and
skills with them. However these development experts are central to ensuring the quality
of Finnish development eoperation and the MFA should find ways to retain them.
Locally-employed staff face a similar lack of career prospects and professional
opportunities.

Table41. MF A6 s atdgariésf ¢

General | Diplomatic career: civil servants, rotate internally and to embassies i the extent of
career staff work on development co-operation depends on the post.
Administrative career: civil servants, rotate internally and to embassies i the
extent of work on development co-operation depends on the post.

Special | Sectoral Advisors and Senior Advisors: usually permanent contracts at HQ.
career stafff annot rotate as advisors in embassies. Some have been assigned to embassies
and listed as Counsellors, but on leave of absence from their actual contract.
Programme Managers and Senior Officers: may have permanent or fixed-term
contracts at the MFA. Generally do not rotate internally or in embassies. Some
administrators have rotated as special advisors to the embassies, on leave of
absence from their permanent post.

Special advisors: have so-called civil servant contracts for a fixed term. No system
for rotation but they often apply for posts available in embassies (special advisors)
or HQ (advisors).

Loclallyd Staff working on development co-operation at embassies, employed locally. They
emFt’ c;fye can be Finns or locals.
sta

Others Fixed-term project assistants and trainees, junior advisors financed by the
employment authority.

Source: MFA.

The MF AOG s human res oQ0ls mentionstt hraatt ey a rfecear 2
categories wild.l b e s hareeshaultl benciear @nd (ravispaxent 2 01 0 a)
principles and guidelines on career development and rotati@il frategories of staff, as
well as a set ofmeasureshat could encourage skilled staff ke up, and remain in,
devel opment positions. Concer nwonkipg grobpe fispeci a
was established to examine how to enhance their career possibilities. The working group
has produced recommendations such as requesting thatteglodes of staff be better
taken into account in the human resources management; better access to, and more
transparency on, rotation and open positions;
staffo to become civil S erecoranmendations dfthe MFA r e
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wor king group have been, by and | arge, approv
that they are being implemented. As an example, Finland mentions that decisions have

been taken to promote s o meionfiobgerutyiheatl of car eer o
mission in developing countries.

Staff turnover: a challenge for skills management and programme implementation

Ensuring that the MFA has the right skills for development is a majoreciggz)
not helped by the career structure described above. As mentioned, special career staff
often either leave at the end of their contracts, taking their expertise with them, or request
long and repeated leaves of absence to be able to work for othersatgns. Although
no numbers are available, the peer review team was told that often vacant decision
making posts- which are reserved for diplomatsare not easily filled, either at
headquarters or in the field. In addition, there seems to be aianadit highspeed
internal rotation in which higiperforming staff members are called from one department
to another. Several officials and staff members describe how skilled, specialised staff
(special career or locally employed) are underused or leaaube they have no career
prospects, and how diplomatic posts are either left vacant or are occupied by diplomats
who have little background in development, or move on as soon as possible. This high
turnoveri r ef erred to as a A bstafimemberriaa diiect by one F
consequence of the absence of a specific strategy to manage professional skills and give
the right incentives to develop a professional and sustainable cadre of development staff.
This is a real challenge for the quality and iempentation of Finnish development-co
operation.

Like many other countries, Finland is reducing public sector staffing levels due to
financial constraints following the economic cr&i#t is important that th&1FA reflects
on how the foreseen reduction in stafespecially in experts will affect programme
design and implementation, and how the MFA plans to address this. Even though ODA is
not going to increase in the near future, the Finnish developmentaprogr has
expanded in the past year s. The government 6s
(Chapters 1 and 3) should help rationalise pr
strategy declares that Athe amounttcl dofmewor kK mu
(MFA, 2010a). However, the MFA needs a plan to ensure that the decrease in
development staff is managed in a way that maintains adequatéay (skills for
effective design and implementation of programmes) and not only quantity (how many
people b lay off).

Improving training for development staff

Efforts have been made to implement the 2007 peer review recommendation to
improve training for development staff (Annex A). There is now a specific training
programme accessible for MFA staff and fisthtlom other ministries working on
development issues. The training offer is composed of a module on general development
issues and of advanced courses (e.g. on rdsadisd management, programme
management or thematic issues). Training modules areedfiem a regular basis and
supervisors are expected to advise their development staff to acquire relevant skills by
attending training courses. Training can enhance the common knowledge base and
provide useful tools to staff implementing the developmenigqamme. The new
development policy also emphasises the importance of the MFA becoming a learning
organisation where skills and knowledge are maintained and strengthened.

However, training is not mandatory and seems to be considered by many directors
and sipervisors to be timeonsuming for their staff. Incentives for staff to seek training
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are weak and so the training programme is not used systematically. To use the training
offer to its full potential and increase the quality of development programmeandi

could sensitise supervisors and staff to the fact that training is also a source of motivation
and contributes to a learning organisation. The MFA could also specifically request
supervisors to identify annual training needs in their divisions asdrernhat their staff

attend the training, based on the competence profiles that are being developed by the
MFA to provide staff with specific training paths. Also, attending and providing training
could be included in staff terms of referencatd®ion béween field and headquarters
could be seen as an alternatveans of training and improving expertisend feld
experience should be openly valued and promoted.

It is positive that in its action plan for implementing the new development policy,
the MFA plans to give more attention to training needs and accessi{ifA, 2012c¢)
Training opportunitieshould be transpareand availablewithout discriminationto all
categories of staff at headquarters and in embadniddepal, for example, giving &
same access to training to locadlynployed staff and to Finnish staff could help ensure a
unified approach to implementing the development programme. Providing the
possibility for bnguage courseis also especially relevant in embassid@scan help
Finnish staff better understand local realities, and ensure smooth communication among
all staff

The high staff turnover also means a loss of knowledge when they leave a post or
the MFA. Knowledge management is abohalancing organisational learning dn
developmentvith individual capacity and learning. Within the MFA, knowledge is with
individuals and is lost when they leave. Although informaigaxchangd in informal
ways, a system of organisational knowledge production and managemsctt as
docunentng good practice and capitdlig on the experience gained in the different
sectorswould be crucial for Finland. It would ensuifeat institutional memoryis built
and that learning contributes to continuity and better qualityin managing and
implementing the development programmibe new electronic case management system
could be a good tool for doing this (Box 4.1).

Matching decentralisation with implementation needs in the field

The last peer review recommended that &fdl delegate more decisiomaking
power to embassies; since then decentralisation to embassies has increased. The MFA has
introduced a flexible system by which embassies in-tengn partner countries have the
possibility to obtain increased authority irrogramming and implementation. A
framework document (MFA, 2009c¢) outlines the conditions and eligible countries where
decentralisation can be increased, as well as the list of tasks that can be decentralised.
There are also provisions for limited additibnesources to be transferred to embassies.
The framework is used as a basis for discussions between embassies and country desks in
the regional departments as they design together a-tadlde agreement listing the
division of labour between headquartarsl the embassy of that particular country. Thus
the degree of delegated authority is decided on a-lpasase basis and based on
individual initiative and resources available in the country teams. An advantage of this
system is that it takes into accdouhe capacity of embassies to take on additional work
and to use delegated authority in an effective manner.

Nevertheless, Finland should now reflect on its rationale for delegating
programming, implementation and financial authority to embassies, asdtbw
decentralisation can help implement the development programme and the specific
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programmes in each individual country effectively. Finland should also decide what
resources will be needed (financial and human, both quantity and skills) for effective
implementation and decentralisation, and to enable embassies to respond to policy
dialogue or programme management needs in each country, especialigrtangartner
countries where the Finnish development programme is concentrated. Finland should take
a strategic approach to decentraliseased on clear criteria and objectivabat would

add value to delegation of authority, while helping to improve programme
implementation. It seems that the MFA has support for doing this: the National Audit
Office has recommended that the MFA delegate more authority to embassies and the new
development policy promotes delegation of authority to embassies for programme

management ( MFA, 2012b) . I n doing so, Finland
intention to ratmal i s e t he Finnish presence abroad

international operations in a fAHouse of Finl e
from ot her donorsd experience with decentral
recommendationsof Demar k6s 2011 peer review, as well as

decentralisation system could be helpful to Finland (MFA DK, 2009; OECD, 2011b).

Finland should also consider increasing financial authority to embassies. This is
linked to financial threshdk for approving activities at headqters, which are currently
low. Finland could also evaluate its experience in decentralising loggeration funds
(LCFs) (Chapter 3) to embassies to inform future decisions on this matter.

Managing effective andresults-based pogramming

Tools for facilitating and simplifying programming

Finnish development eoperation involves a proliferation of policy guidance
which is not always easy to translate into programi@ege the last peer review Finland
has devalped guidelines and policy papées its priority areas, aid channedsdpartner
regions and is updating some of the existing policy guidaridewever,guidelines
appear not to bspecific and operational enough to Hedpful in everyday programming
andimplementation Staff confirmed in interviews with the peer review team that existing
guidelines did not always provide the necessary tools for designing projects.

The use of the following new tools for programming can be a positive step,
provided staffare adequately trained to use them:

1 An action plan was designed for launching the implementatidgheohew development
policy, which identifies first steps, objectives, training needs, actors and deadlines, with a
focus on results (MFA, 2012c). This isigseful first step. However, to be an effective tool
for implementationthis action plan should hawesecond phase translating the strategic
guidance from the new development policy into a comprehensive set of precise areas of
focus, concrete objectiveandmore operational guidandkat is of practical use to staff
when designing programmasdwhich can be monitored (Chapter 1).

1 New guidelines for bilateral programming (MFA, 2012d) have been designed. Once they
are formally approved, the MFA will neeid ensure that they are disseminated and
explained to all staff involved in programming. All policy guidelines should b&-up
date, operational and of practical use to staff by being clear on priorities and objectives.

I The case management system (BdY 4ims to centralise the whole programming cycle
from identification to evaluation, including results to be achieved, links to policy
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guidance and screening of projects for croging issues. This system has the potential

to greatly simplify, harmoniseand streamline programming, and reduce the
administrative burden. However, the MFA must ensure that it is simple to use and
adapted to the specific needs of all development actors, including embassies. Staff will
need to be trained in its use, as weliraall the programming components (crassting
issues, resultbased management and identifying indicators).

Devolving financial authority

Financial levels of authority could be raised for different staff at headquarters and in
embassies to streamline programming and decentralise degialdng. Currently,
projects up to EUR 20000 are authorised by the Director General for Development.
Prgects over EUR 5 million are approved by a government committee composed of
several ministers. This means that the Minister for International Development alone
makes financial decisions for all projects between EURM@Mand EUR 5 million. As a
comparism, the minister in charge of development-ogeration in Denmark only
approves appropriations greater than EUR 1.3 million (OECD, 2011b); in Switzerland
only appropriations over the equivalent of EUR 8.3 million are approved at ministerial
level4 In Finland, out of 205 projects that were screened by the Quality Assurance Board
in 2011, 107 went to the minister for his direct approval and 20 went through the minister
to the government committee. The minister also approves all NGO projects regardless of
their amount, core funding for multilateral organisations, thematic contributions to
international organisations or research institutes, humanitarian aid, government grants via
the private sector, or fiany ot heroutsthatci al
the minister should remain involved in the substance of development, an approach with
greater delegation could speed up the decisiaking process and make the
programming cycle less burdensome.

Improved country programming guidelines

By theend of 2012Finland plans tdhavecompletel country strategy paperfo(
20132016) with each of its seven longerm partner countriesfollowing useful
guidelinesprepared by headquartgidFA, 201%). The strategy papers will lepared
within the country teams and presented by the relevant regional departrif@nsyetted
by the Development Policy Steering Group and approved by the Minister for
International Development. The new guidance should help embassieseftepalraft
country strategy papemhile allowing them to make use of their field knowledge and
expertise. Finland needsowever to bear in mind thait may take some time fahe new
development policy to be reflected in country programrassnost resources at country
level are alreadgommitted for the next few yeattsroughmulti-annual commitments.

The new country programming guidelines contain a series of positive and
important features which show that Finland takes aid effectiveness principles seriously
(Chapter 5) They insist an the importance opartner countryownership and are very
clear about how Finnish areas of intervention and objectives are to be sélect¢de
priorities i n par t ne mationab devalopmert spdogrammes. This is to be
commended, ass the pedagagal way in which guidancés given to embassies on
identifying objectives and indicators for Finnish developmenbperation in a partner
country. It would be positive if Finland could alsdign as far as possibleith partner
country programming cyclegas well aswith EU joint programming strategiesf
availablg.
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According to the new guidelines, country strategy papers should identify expected
results and impacts thaan bemeasued as far as possiblejsing existing national
indicators from the artner country They should demonstratbow the Finnish
programmeis contribuingt o t he partner countrybés devel op!
encourages the use of existipga r t n e r resolts frameworkss @onitoring and
assessment mechanis@s much agossible. The inclusion of a tentative muéar
budget isalsopositive for predictability.

Finland should reflect on how it will use the country strategy papers as a tool for
dialogue and for accountability with its partner countries, bilaterallyitbr other donors.
The peer review team found in Nepal that there is fruitful dialogue between the embassy
and national authoritiegs well as with other donofg&nnex C) This builds confidence
and allowsadaptingto changes in a pragmatic way. Thisninuous dialogue and
flexibility are much appreciated by the national authorities and the donor community.
While continuing with this flexible approach, Finland should ensure that the country
programmes, as approved after consultation with the partneriesybécomehe central
tool for implemenihg, monitoring and accouny for the Finnish development
programme.This ensures continuity and predictability, which in turn sets the basis for
monitoring of the programme.

The new country strategy papers atso an opportunity for Finland totake a
holistic approach to development in each of its partner countries. In this spirit, policy
coherence for development should be mentioned as an area of special attention. A
positive evolution is that the guidelindsr the strategy papers instruct embassies to
describe all aid modalities that will be used in a country, and not only the govettament
government or mulbi channels. In particular, the fact that NGO activities are to be
included in the country strategpapers should give embassies the opportunity to use their
local expertise to monitor the NGO programmes approved by headquarters (see Chapter
3). A similar oversight by embassies of private sector activities could be relévaight
also be useful tonsert a specific remindghat Finland has agreedo limit support to
three sectors per counfrgs per its EU commitment

Another positive feature ofthe guidelines for country strategy papésstheir
section on risk managemenproviding a good opportity for a comprehensive
assessment of all the risksi not only corruptioni that might affect Fi nl and o6 s
development effortand for addressg risk in ways thatcan bring about positive change.
This is a improvement especiallyas arecent evaluation underlined that Finnish
interventions were vulnerable to external changes and (MksA, 2011b). Finland
should consider relying on risk management analyses made by other dopariot
assessments.

Integrating crosscutting issues intoauntry programming

The MFA plans to make human rightdbased approach arits three cross
cutting issues integral parbf the country strategy papets ensure that they are all
systematically taken into considerationimplementation Evaluations haveshown that
despite being clearly articulated in policy guidance and training modules;ctrtisg)
issues were poorly integrated in planning, depended on the special interest of individuals,
and were nearly impossible to moni{®MiFA, 201CGc; MFA, 2011b). The MFA is aware
of this weakness. It is positive that the action plan for implementing the new development
policy mentions theneedto reform the tools to implement cresstting issues and to
design development actions mmplementthe human rights badeapproach. Finland
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should ensure that stadfe adequately traingd be able to identify measurable objectives
for crosscutting issues and integrate them into country programming.

Management for results: a high priority for the future

Following an eal uati on of -Based bppnoathd slevetoprend | t s
(MFA, 2011b), managg for results has become prominent in the new development
policy: resultsbased management will be mainstreanti@sughoutthe programming
cycle. Finland is to be commended faking quick actiomesponding tdhis evaluation:
resultsbased managemehtis already been included in the new guidelines for bilateral
co-operation and for country strategy papers, and the MFA is implementing a
management response with a clear schedul

The evaluation identified three key challenges: existing tools welgenujused,;
there was no overarching strategy; and no culture of managing for results in the MFA.
The management response focuses on mainstreaamiegultsbased approacimto al
aspects and tools of the programming cycle (guidance documents, country strategy
papers, human resources and training, case management system). While there is strong
internal demandrom headquarters and the embassies to set clear and specific goals and
objectives for development activities, Finland needs to bear in mind that creating a
resultsoriented culture takes timeand incentivesand that intensive training will be
needed for resulisased management to permeate Finnish developroameration.

The National Audit Office regularly highlights the need for all ministries to set
objectives and measurable results in their policies and progranthiesvould make
themmore accountableCurrentlyF i n | amubibdevelopment eaperationreporting
is nd based on results. The new guidelines for bilateral programming stipulate that
Aireporting at t he l evel of interventions s h
describing the inputs provided by Finland and/or other partners. On a more general level,
reporting should aim to demonstrate the long term sustainable results which partner
countries have obtained and to whi(MFA, ODA i n g
2012). Applying this to all of Finnish development -operation and successfully
introducing management for resulgould enable Finland to report and communicate
more effectivelyaboutresults.

An efficient and independent evaluation unit which makes the best af
limited number of staff

Since the last peer review the evaluation ums been moved out of the
Department for Development Policy and is now under the direct supervision of the
UnderSecretary of State for Developmef(figure 4.1). Thisincreagst h e uni t os
independenceas well as the attentiagivento evaluatiorat senior lgels in the Ministry
The unit is in charge of centralised evaluatjomkile other departments managing ODA
have responsibility for decentralised evaluations; Nt#&A could make this clear in its
rules of procedureAccording to nternal evaluations thenit hasprovided input to the
new development policy and contributed to the strong emphasis on managing for results
(MFA, 201C; MFA, 20113).

Finland has introduced a new management response system that makes it
mandatory for management to resgdo each evaluatiowith an action planEvaluation
is being integratedvithin all guidance documents and tkatire programming cycle
through the case management sys(Bax 4.1) This should facilitate evaluations and
help Finland make betterse oftheresultsfor learning and for stronger, evideAoased
and forwardooking programming, management and policy making.
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Since the last peer review the unit has invested a lot in traofiMfA staff, as
well as indeveloping templates and matrix tools todguevaluations at headquarters and
in partnercounties These activities are helping to develop an evaluation cultlnieh
in turn increaseinternal demand for evaluations. To continue to develop and maintain an
evaluation culture, independent evaloa must be complemented by other evaluative
processes such as reviews, self evaluation and assessment, peer reviewing and learning.
To deliver on the new political emphasis on results, the evaluation unit is also asked to
give input for new guidelines, touild capacity on results and evaluation in development
throughout the MFA and to act as a helpdiskstaff. Thesedemandsarestretcling the
limits of what the unit can dgiven itslimited manpowerlt has responded by taking a
strategic approach tdgmning and ensuring that evaluations are carried out timely in the
programming cycle. The evaluation unit has also been abtentify creativemethods
of work such agoint approaches and partnershao®d using existing external material,
building on @ECD/DAC evaluation standards and EU Quality Assessment tools
(Box 4.2). The evaluation unit has been operating with one unfilled ggisen all its
tasks the evaluation unishould befully staffed while continuing to seek collaborative
approachesKeepng an adequately staffed evaluation unit should be part of the
Mi ni stryds risk management approach.

Box 4.2. Finland's evaluation unit: reaching out and making the most of limited
resources

An analysi s conducted i n 20093 évalition moxess agaird
OECD/DAC evaluation standards and rated them as good on average. A synthesis of 22 eval
done between 2008 and 2010 (MFA, 2010c) commended the MFA for the way in whi
commissions and publishes independent evaluatibits activities.

The DAC quality standards and principles are the main resource for staff training in evaluation,
have been developed into a matrix tool combined with EU reporting standards. These crite
used by the quality assurance experts of each evalua@m. tMost evaluations are subject t
anonymous peer reviews by two external experts. At the end of each evaluation, a public presg
of the results is organised for debate, and evaluation reports are published on the Internet, prin
disseminatedvidely.

Each evaluation has to be followed up by a matrix with draft decisions for a formal manage
response. Those draft decisions are discussed in the Development Policy Steering Group
UnderSecretary of State for Development takes decisigge recommendation from the chair o
the Steering Group. The implementation of those decisions is followed up through formal
reporting after one to two years. This procedure contributes to disseminate evaluation results
and to encourage thaise for learning and planning.

Through engagement in international evaluation capdeiilgling processes, the Finnish evaluatio
unit establishes useful contacts with the evaluation functions of partner countries. This in turn
the way for partneted evaluations and joint evaluations and partnerships. For example,
evaluation unités wor k -IlpeldanevfaolruazQlohsi nal

development partner countries. Finland has also participated in joint evaluationgssineh Paris

Declaration evaluation and the joint donor evaluation of the education sector of the United N
Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA). Finland is al
active participant and contributor to MOPAN andichrae d t he net wor kds s ¢
is the Multilateral Organisations Performance Assessment Network through which the 16 mg¢
states all DAC members agree to carry out joint assessments, share information and draw on
ot her 6s ie mgnitoring and ewluation. Finland also leads the work of the task force
Evaluation Capacity Development of the DAC Evaluation Network.

Source Based on MFA, 2012a.
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Future considerations

1 Finland should eview the working processeasf all the MFA departments that deal with
development and decide whether more systerapproaches would improwe-ordination and
co-operation

1 To improve skills management, Finland shouwdsider adding a plaior development staff to
the existing current human resoces strategy including clear career guidelinesSpecial
attention should be given to special career and lceafigloyedstaff.

1 Finland should develop its rationale for delegation of authority to the field and design a
decentralisation strategyontainirg clear criteria andbjectivesfor how embassies can help
improve implementation in the field

T The future country strategy paperscluding objectives and indicatorshould be usedas
predictable monitoring tools

I Finland should ensure thahe evaluatn unit is fully staffed while continuing ¢ seek
collaborative approaches

DAC PEER REVIEW OF NLANDi© OECD 2012



70 i CHAPTER 4. ORGANISATION AND MANAGEMENT

Notes

1 In 2008 the MFA had l1l2epartments, 9 of which managed development aid. The
Department for Development Policy only h&dubunits. The Department of Glab
Affairs wasmostly mergedwith the Department for Development Poligome units
being merged with the political and trade departm@itsA, 2008).

2. It has not been possible to obtain official numbers on how many staff work on
development issues foine whole MFA. Estimates are that around 250 staff work at
headquarters, either full time or part time. There are plans to establish an IT system to
monitor the use of staff time on different areas of work, including development co
operation.

3. In the pag years the MFA was allowed to uaenmaximum 06% ofthe annuaDDA
increasefor administrative purposes, am@shired overa hundredemporary staff,
mainly specialists (at headquarters, in embassies, and locally employed staff). 134
contractswill end between 2012 and 201%he possibility of hiring new staff through
this mechanism is now excluded and vacancies will be filled as temporary contracts.

4, Information from irierviewsheldas parof the peer review.
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Chapter 5

Aid effectiveness and results

Finland remains a strong promoter of the effectiveness agenda internationally and has taken
make its developméwroo per at i on more effective. This
remaning challenges to promote partner coumwynership, predictable and transparent aid,
alignment to partner countnyriorities, untied aid, and donor harmonisation.
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Continued strong commitment to making aid more effective

Supporting the global agenda on aid effectiveness

Finlando6s cnakenitsatd mere eéffectives firm and longstanding.
Together with the Nordic+ countries and within the, Buhlandworks to promote more
effective aid and wasan active member of the OECD/DAC Working Party on Aid
Effectiveness (WHEFF). Finland has endorsed the Paris Declaration, the Accra Agenda
for Action and the2011 Busan Partnership for Effective Development-@peration.
Finland will help implement thee latest commitments through its participation in
supportive initiatives (fAbuilding bl ocksod)
managing diversity and fragile states.

According to counterparts in multiral organisatioris Finland encourages
multilateral organisations tapply the principles for making aid more effective notably
finding complementaritiesvhile respecting theimandates. Finland is a strong promoter
of t he fA On andeEndauragegeaanes ta implemerit.

Embedding commitments in management systems

The 2007 peer review recommended that Finland update its aid effectiveness
action plan to reflect new thinkinfAnnex A). Instead,and going astep further, the
Ministry for Foreign Affairs decided to mainstream the principles more effectiveaid
within its development policy, programming guidelinélse case management system
(Box 4.7, and in theM F A @aevelopment c@peration training. This is positive and
should institutionase effective ways of working at headquarters and in the field.
However the MFA will need to make a special effort to ensure good communication,
information sharing and knowledge managen@nbngheadquarters and embassies so
that policies and programming ds@ns taken at headquarters are informed by
experience from the field. In particular, the MFA shoatdate more opportunities for
embassies and headquarters to share experiences. It can do this by building on the
positive experience of the regional worksgts it has been orgamg since 2010 (Box
5.1.).

Box 5.1. Linking principles to practice: lessons from regional workshops on aid
effectiveness

Since 2010, the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland has organised a number of reg
workshops as a spader country teams and policy advisers to discuss and share prag
approaches to implementing the aid effectiveness principles. According to participant
workshops have been helpful in identifying challenges and in suggesting solutions t
diffi culties of making aid work at the country level. The workshops have also bee
opportunity for different country teams to send policy feedback to headquarters.
example, in April 2011 the MFA held a workshop to share experiences on using co
systens, with a special focus on project modality. Reflections on the discussion
included in the programme management guidelines and instructions in the case mana
system, and have also been integrated into the regular staff training sessior
effediveness.

Source:Information presented to the peer review team by the Mirfigtriforeign Affairs of Finland
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Progressagainsttargets but more can be achieved

Finland has met two of the nine targets of GhE C DZDXEL survey on monitoring
the Paris Declaratidn(Figure 5.1). Between 2005 and 2007, Finland made progress
against allbut one ofthe Pais Declaration indicators (the exception beungiied aid)
However the 2010 resultshow slight slippageon most ofthe indicators compared to

2007 Neverthelessavailable data show thét i

nlandds resultad(with
untying) are above the global average calculf¢edionors participating in the survey

(OECD, 2011), and putrinlandamongthe better pgorming half of EU countries.

It is positive that Finland recorded good progress in the areas it had gaebiiti
the 2007 development policy: use of country systems, aid predictability and division of
labour 6ee Section$.4, 5.5. and 5.%espective}). It should also be noted that, in
general, Finland recorded better resudigainstthe Paris Declaration targets in its
long-term partner countrie§ his suggest that Finlandcould learn from the successes in
long-term partners to improve the effectness of its aid in other partner countriasg
that scalingup support to longerm partner countries could enhance the overall

effectiveness of its bilateral aid.

Figure
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Strengthening country ownership through capacity building and strategy
papers

Finland states that its developmentaperation is based on development needs
definedbypartre countri esd citizens and on the count
reduction plans (MFA2012b). In line with its focus on human rights, the new
development policy places a strong emphasis on democratic ownership to support the
equal right of all pedp to influence and participate in national development processes.

To promote partner countries®Finamdner shi p ¢
makes significant investmentt strengthen institutional capacitiesSection 3.4),
especiallylocal government capacifyin Tanzania, tdelp improve good governance and
government's accountability to its peagpleinland supports the Local Government
Reform Programme (LGRP 1) and the Government Development Grant (LGDG) system,
which providetransparentevelopment funding tamtal government authoritiger their
own development effortand support the decentralisation of powers to the local level.
Finland has also funded the NortfSouth Local Government @aperation Programme
(NSLGCP) of tle Association of Finnish Local and Regional Authorities (AFLRA) in
African countries for more thal0years

Finland can strengthen its support to country ownerihiper through the new
country strategy papers it is preparing (ChapterSice 2008, country teamshave
developed mediuerm (fouryear) country assistance plans for ldegn partner
countries These took intaccount opportunities identified by embasdo collaborate
with other donorsfill assistance gapsand respond tmeeds expregd by thepartner
government and other facto(sIFA, 2012). To mainstream resulsased management,
the MFA has decided to formulate country strategy papers for-2QU for its long
term partner countries and has now finalised guidelinbslfwiththeir formulation(see
Section 4.4.3) Two provisions of the guidelines can be particularly effective in

supporting partner countriesd ownership: (i)
in the country wild|l cont r ieb s derivaddrontils e par t ne
national development strategg nd (i i ) adopt i ngs fameworkse r count |
whenmeasuing results. Finland shouldds muchap ossi bl e, support partn

priorities through funding directly amplementingactivities that are part of the partner
countryds devel opment str at e galso findnpaysdane nt at i on
respectownership in countries that are not lelgm partners, and for which it will not

have country strategies.

Becoming morepredictable and transparent

Finland prioritsed aid predictability in its 2007 development policy (MFA, 2007)
andhasmade steady progress in this area. Finland has the necessary internal tools to be a
predictable donor: for examplthe aid budget is approved annually parliamentbased
on a budget framewor k ( rwhithethergeveinmenbagraes nspendi
annually for the following fouyear period In addition, every yegparliament approves
socal | ed Abudog etwhaiucthhoaliltovw sFi nl aaoréuturé¢ o make ¢
year s. Further mor e, F 1o wdrnpored liudget apprbpridtiansl g e t al | c
These instrumentgive Finlandthe mosttools of all bilateral donordo provide partner
countries with realistiestimates of future aid flows, which are essential for allowing
partner countries to manage public finances effectitely
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However, while Finland uses these instrumdotsmediumterm internal plars
and to make several financial commitments for futurpregriations, it could make
multi-annual commitments more systematically.could also be more proactive in
communicating existing budgetary information to partner countries, other development
co-operationprovidersand multilateral organisations. For exale, country assistance
plans for longterm partners all contain indicative forwdmbking figuresbut these
Finnish documents anmeot alwaysshared withpartner countries and other development
partners. Similarly, Finland makes mudinual plans for # allocations to multilateral
organisations, butsuallythese are not shatevith the multilaterals, which onlseceive
annual financial commitmentsTherefore, there is scope to use existing budgeting tools
mor e fully t o aidnmdree predigtani lea n d 6 d transparent .
participation in the International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI) is positive and should
contribute to greater predictability and transparency internationally and in partner
countries.

Aligningwithpart ner countryoés priorities

Since 2005 Finland has made some progress against most of the indicators
alignment inthe Survey on Monitoring the Paris Declarafidfinland prioritised the use
of country system#n its 2007 development poligfMFA, 2007) andadopted a general
policy of using country systems as a first option for aid deliveig.positive thatjn line
with this prioritisation,among the alignment indicatofSinland advancedhe most
against thendicator onuse of country system&inland fell short of meeting the country
systems target by just one percentage point in the 2010 monitoring $seeyigure
5.1). Finlandhas made good efforte combine its use of projextiith the use of country
systemsTaking theuse of country sysims one step furthein Nepal Finlandprovided
development funds at district level in the water and sanitation (WASH) sector prinjects
keepingwith its longstanding support to local governmgiisx 5.1. and Annex C).

Finland remains committed togtingt o part ner coutusng esd pri o
their systems by providing budget support. Curremtiglandprovides budget support to
three of its longerm partner countriesMozambique (since 2003), Tanzania (since
2001), and Zambia (since 200%).aggregate terms, general budget support increased by
30% between 2007 and 2008 drashovered around USD 39 million since then (in 2009
constant prices). As a share of gross bilateral ODvast fallerslightly, from 6% in 2008
t0 4% in 2010. In20LFi nl andbés budget support to Mozambi
did not exceed 3% of the tothludget supporeachcountry received from all donors
(MFA, 2012i). However, the volumes provided as budget support to those three countries
represented between 31&hd 43% of total Finnish disbursementso each of those
countries in 2010. This situation, isowever bound to change asinland has caped
budget supporat 25% of all ODA it gives to a country. Thiwill be appliedoncecurrent
commitments expire (MFA2010) Like other DAC members, Finland intends to shift its
focus from general budget support to sector budget suppioit Already,the volume of
sector budget suppofSD 50.8 millior) surpassed general budget supgo$D 36.8
million) in 2010. Sedor budget supports one of the ways Finland supports sector
programmes, along with other modalities such as basket funding and pooled funding.
Finland provides sector budget supporta broader group of recipients, including leng
term partner countrieshat do not receive general budget support, such as Nepal,
Nicaragua and Vietnam. Sector budget support represented a considerable proportion of
Finnish ODA to those lonterm partner countries in 2010. As sector budget support is an
effective way of usingand strengthéng country systems and to reduce fragmentation,
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Finland is encouraged to continue engaging with development partners through this
modality.

Box 5.2. Use oflistrict systems inN e p awatérsnd sanitation sector

Finland is an important pj&r in N e p awairsand sanitation sector, to which it hg
contributed for abou®0 years. Finland currently supports three main projects in this seq
One oftheses the Rural Water Supply and Sanitation Support Programme in Western N
(RWSSRWN), a bilateral development emperation programme with the government
Nepal implemented imine districts. The programme strengthens the capacity of lo
governmentshroughtraining and addei n wat er supplya sanit
In the digricts, the District Development Committees execute the RW&SPprogram in
association with Village Development Committees, user groups and other diésteict
WASH stakeholders.

Finland contributes t66% of thep r 0 g r a mm204dXbudgd & BEUR 14.6 million, but
important contributions are also made by towernments of Nepal (23%fommunities
(6%)a Village Devel opment Commi ttees (
demonstrating ownership of theggramme.

The RWSSPWN is not the only programme that Finland funds by channeling resotarce
district government Presently another WASBrogramme adopts the same approach, witk
total of 19 districts being reached by the two programmegate some illion Nepalese
have got drinking water and sanitation financed this way.

Source Rural Water Supply and Sanitation Support Programme in Western. Nepal

Dealing with an increasing fare of tied aid

Tied aid describes official grants or loans thatuire recipient countries to
procuregoods and services frooompanies in the donor country or in a small group of
countries.As the cost of both goods and serviéesisually raised when tied to a given
providef, tied aidoften prevents recipient couigs from receiving value for money for
services, goods, or workbenefittingthe commercial interests of the development co
operation provider more than logadople.

Finland is among the DAC members that hamgy a small share of their ODA
still tied. However, since the | ast peer review t he
Fi nl ahard 6f $sied aid wag% in 208 and progressivelyoseto 15% in 2010.The
share of tied aid in Finnish development-ameration derives primarily from the
conassional credits to nepriority countries, among which China figures prominently
(MFA, 2012g). Vietnam is the only lortgrm partner country that receives significant
concessional creditsyhere Finland sees a continued role for concessional credits to
swpport a shift from a governmetd-government ceperation to a more trade and
twinning type of partnership (MFA, 2009).

The 2003 and 2007 peer reviews both recommended that Finland should dismiss
its concessional credit scheme. The 2@aluation of theFinnish concessional aid
instrument commissioned by the MFA highlighted several inefficiengithse instrument
and recommended that the scheme should be phased out (MFA, 2012g). Fplamtsl
that it has started to graduafpha® out the concessionatedit scheméut, acording to
the Finnish authorities particular challenge will be to identify alternative instruments to
engage effectively with the private sector, which is a priority in its new development
policy (Chapter 1) This is why Finland is now holding consultations with relevant
stakeholders, for example with the Finnish private sector through the newly established
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joint forum. For a long time and most recently in the Busan outcome document (HLF4
2011) the internatioal development community has stressed the importance of involving
developing countryprivate sector in national development processes. It is crucial that
instruments that are untied, respond to the needs and requests of partner countries and are
efficient be experimented and mainstreamed for the benefit of the private sectdr
ultimately development in developing countriesFinland is encouraged to continue
having a dialogue with the private sector and other relevant stakeholders to develop new
wayst o support par tner Fidaodcould @lsoesBadexperiencer at e sect
with other donorswho also prioritise private sector development wlaleing tokeep

aid untied to the maximum extent possiblor example,Finland could consider
participating in the posBusan building block on publiprivate ceoperation for
development.

Harmonisation and division oflabour

Finland uses a flexible mix of tool® deliver its aid in order tonaximise
synergies with other bilateral donors and mukitat organisations and respond to partner
countriesé specific situations. This was appa
a valuable and active member of donor groups, hastargieted partnerships with
specialised multilateral agencies, andrkgothroughsystemwide approachs SWApS),
pooledf unds (through the Nepal s National Peace

C).

At the international level, Finland has worked closely with other EU members
since the early stages of the Code of Cohdut Complementarity and Division of
Labour and continues to support actively the development of tools for better denor co
ordination with the EU and Nordic+ countrids.its 2012 Development Policy, Finland
has committed itself to support and participatethe EU join programming initiative
(MFA, 2012b).The MFA hasalsorecently approved operational guidelines for delegated
co-operation (MFA, 201h) and has agreements for suchopration with a number of
other DAC members. Evidence from the field seglg that Finlan@lsoworks closely
with other bilateral and multilateral donors in various other forms. For example, in 2010
Finland participated in basket fund and pool funding in five of its seven lotgrm
partner countriesBasket fundingand poolfunding represented 38% of disbursements to
Mozambique in 2010, 21% in Tanzania, 18% in Ethiopia, 13% in Vietnam, 4% in Kenya.
Finland also takes part in SWAps in its lelgm partner countries. In Nicaragua, a
recent evaluatiorhighlighted as best prace a successful SWApo which Finland
contributed (MFA, 201@). The joint programme for local governance supported by
Finland in Tanzanid which involvesjoint financing of capacity building, investments
and implementation costswa s e v al u a &l efd ceardinatéchandiarchonised
approach to supporting local governance and decesatrbli ono i n the eval ua
Finnish support to local governments (MFA, 2012h).

These successful examples show that Finlan
has allowed it to achieve meaningful results, and that the stronger focus and greater
resources Finland places in its letggm partner countries allow it to work in a more
effective manner. Finland can build on these positive experiences teupciddesipport
in long-term partner countries and enhance the overall effectiveness of its bilateral aid. To
do that effectively, Finland should consider if staff and delegation of authority to
embassiesre appropriatéo contribute substantially to share the dam of donor co-
ordination.In Nepal, for example, interviewsith other donors in the country suggested
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that the embassy did not have sufficient staff to participate in dorardamation of joint
initiatives like pooling of funds.

Future considerations

1 Finland should einforce the link between international and headquamecesseso
make aid more effectivand implementation in partner countries. This could be done
by creating more opportunities for discussion and sharing of experiences between
country teams and between policy advisers and country teams.

1 Finland should ensure that the new country strategy papers further strengthen partner
country ownership by supportingheir priorities through funding directly or
implementing activities that are pd of the partner countryos
implementation plan

1 To make its aid more predictable and transparent, Finland should makeanmuigl
commitments more systematically to bilateral partners and to those multilateral partners
which still receive annual financial commitments. Finland should asavide its
development partners with timely information.

1 Finland should look for new untied, demathdven and coséffective instruments to
promote private sector development in partner countridswadrich can have greater
development impact than the concessional credit scheme.

1 Finland should continue to strengthen division of labour and dorordioation, and
consider whether embassies have enough staff and authority to implement programmes
and toshare the burden of @rdination in the field.
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Notes
1 These interviews took place in February and March 2012 with the multilateral
organi sations that receive the bulk of Finla
2. The two targets are totrengthencapacitythroughco-ordinated support (indicator 4)
andconductoint cowuntry analytical work (indicator 10b)
3. See the evaluatioRinnish Support to the Development of Local GoverngMeA,
2012h)

See WPEFF Aid Predictability Synthesis of Findings and Good Practices (2011).

Finland only makes multannual commitmest to international development
financing institutionsas it contributes to their mulyiear replenishments.

6. These indicators are: indicator 3 (aid flows are aligned on national priorities),
indicator 4 (strengthen capacity by -ocddinated support), indator 5a (use of
countriesod publ i c finance management syst e

procurement systems), indicator 6 (avoid parallel implementation structures),
indicator 7 (aid is more predictable), indicator 8 (untied aid).

7. Mozambique: 43%including both general and sector budget support), Tanzania:
41%, Zambia: 31%.

8. SeeUntying Aid: The right to chooggvww.oecd.org/dac/untieddid
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Chapter 6

Humanitarian assistance

Finland is appreciated as a solid and reliable humanitarian partmering towards multannual
core contributions for keggencies and backing up its funding with solid advocacy work, including
UN agency boards. This chapter discusses the planned update of the Finnish humanitarian frame
well as the opportunity this presents to focus the overall humanitarian obgectivareas where Finlan
can clearly add value, and identify clear complementarily between humanitarian, military anc
protection instruments. Farisislrezavalydssalspreviewed) as welti
the new comprehensive appch to disaster risk reduction.
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Good progress againsthe 2007 recommendations

Finland has made good progress on the recommendations of the last peer review
(Annex A), but there are some outstanding challenges. A comprehensive approach to
disasterrisk reduction has now been developalthough it is too early to determine its
impact on programming. Helsinkiased staff have significantly increased their field
missions. However, stablishing more systematic links between relief and bilateral
develpment programming remains a challenge; Finland is currently getting around this
problem by putting recovery funding through multilateral agencies. Rapid response
disbursements awdsostill too slow, due to a cumbersemapproval process

An increasingy strategic focus, and improving support to recovery and risk
reduction

Like many other donors, Finland consistently allocates around 10% of its ODA to
humanitarian assistance (Box 6.1).

Box 6.1. Finland's humanitarian assistance

Partners 2007-2010 (average) Mandate: Ministry for Foreign
Affairs Humanitarian Guidelines
(April  2007) currently being

Family, .
17%y nish  Updated.

NGOs, 8% Division of labour: Ministry for
United Foreign Affairs Humanitarian
Nations, Unit plus Unit for Development
75% Issues (for core funding to WFP)

Funding sources: Two budget
lines T humanitarian asstance
and mine action.

Funding volume: 2011: EUR 83.5M

Allocations: 70% allocated early in the year, with 30% held back for sudden
onset crises. Unspent funds are then passed to partners in a final autumn
decision.

Source MFA (2012a), Memorandum fortte Peer Review of FinlandFA, Helsinki.

Updating the humanitarian strategy will be a useful opportunity to increase focus

Finland is currently updating its humanitarian framework; this will provide a
useful opportunity to focus its overall humanigan objectives on Finl a
practices, and identify clear complementarity between humanitarian, military and civil
protection instruments. The 2007 humanitarian assistance guidelines (MFA, 2007), which
have governed Fi nl an dice thehlasthpaen ievieardo eomplyas si st an
with the principles of good humanitarian donorship (GHD), but remain broad, without
clearly defined objectives or expected results.

Finland recognises that the updgtprocesswill be an opportunity to set out a
limited number of core humanitarian objectives to guide future funding allocations and
advocacy actions, and to accompany these objectives with a set of measurable indicators.
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This approach will help focus the humanitarian programme on areas where Finland can
make a solid impact, and is therefore encouraged. As an EU member, Finland must also
demonstrate alignment with the EU Gensus on Humanitarian Aid and its Action Plan
(EU, 2008), and the updated Finnish humanitarian guidelines must also comply with
Finland 6s new deve kee@haptenl). Fipland shauld cofsult widely with

key stakeholders on the new guidelines. It should also ensure that the guidelines are
applicable across government, and therefore also apply to any delivery of humanitarian
assstance by military personnel or civil protection units.

A pragmatic approach to postrisis recovery

After much reflection, Finland has opted to support jooisis recovery by
providing flexible funding to multilateral agencies, pooled funding mechaneamis
NGOs operating in postrisis countriesThis isprobably the only realistic option given
the way that the wider Finnish developmentoperation system operates. A major study
on linking relief, rehabilitation and development was published in 20i@8lighting a
number of challenges that are common to many DAC do@dFsA, 200%). These
challenges are linked to the source of fundannish support for post crisis recovery
comes from development funds administered by the Regional Departments ddrither
in the Department for Development Policy. These development funds must be directed
towards Fi nl an d-i acrigissoccursire a countoy that is mat enghis list,
providing development funding for pestisis recovery is difficultif not impossible

Addressing these issues will require higkel political guidance. In the
meantime, there has been internal discussion on setting up a dediwatiednismior
funding situationsn need of stabilisatiqrbut no decision has yet beekdna. A dedicated
stabilisation or recovery instrument could be a useful way to channel funds 4ripisst
pooled funding mechanisms; if Finland can guarantee that it has the resources to actively
engage in the governance structures of these -gior nstruments, and will not just
download its funding responsibilities to other actors. The humanitarian unit has also taken
other steps:

1 Training 17 approaches to recovery programming are now included in development
programme guidelines and in staff trainipgphgrammes, although it is too early to tell
whether this is having an impact on programme design in the field.

1 Advocacyi Finland is an active advocate of better recovery programming in the
multilateral agencies, regularly taking its concerns to boaetinggs.

The new comprehensive approach to disaster risk reduction is an encouraging start

Finland has made great progress in the area of risk reduction and resilience, and
now has one of the most comprehensive approaches to disaster risk reductien in th
OECD/DAC. This new approach to risk reduction (Box 6.2) was developed in response to
an evaluation of the links between disasters, climate change and poverty in development
co-operation (MFA 200%). The evaluatiorroncluded that the lack of a cohereisadter
risk reduction strategy had constrained t he
reduction interventions. The approach to risk
new national Hyogo Action Plan (Mol, 2012), managed by the Ministry of dmteri

Some risk reduction activities are already underway, including:
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1 Promoting better information a 2011 seminar to explore issues in tracking funding for
risk reduction in conjunction with the World Bank and the United Nations International
Strategy foDisaster Reduction (UNISDR).

i Capacity buildingi projects by the Finnish Meteorological Institute to strengthen
weather forecasting systems in partner counfries.

1 Funding to multilateral$financial support for UNISDR and observer partner status in
theworl d Bankds GFDRR Consultative Group

1 Awareness raising advocating stronger prioritisation of risk reduction by multilateral
partners.

1 Preparedness some humanitarian funding for preparedness programming by NGO
partners.

1
1
1

Fi nl &atidnal Platform strategy documeatitiines both the domestic approach to ris
reduction as well as guidance for inco
cooperation pr omteraatiomeas t i( \ciatl il ego )n. The ¢
activities includes:

Source Mol (2012),National Platform for Disaster Risk Reductidvinistry of the Interior, Helsinki

Box 6.2. Key elements of Finlagi's approach to disaster risk reduction

Mainstreaming risk reduction across all developmerdperation programmes;
Identifying areas for specific projects, particularly in the field of meteorology;

Requiring that muitateral agencies funded by Finland take risk reduction into acg
in their work;

Ensuring that an analysis of disaster risk reduction will be included in embassy
plans;

Continuing financial support to the UNternational Strategy for Disaster Reduction;
Systematically including the gender perspective of risk reduction;

Promoting a proactive role in the EU and UN on risk reduction issues, and pror
common donor posdns;

Reinforcing Finlandbds capacity to co
the authority of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs), by building up four European stan
response modules;

Including training on risks from natural hazards anidnate change in training fog
development staff and project implementers; and

Promoting ceoperation with the Finnish Red Cross in its support for preparednes
risk reduction.

However, it is clear that a more systematic approach to implementing disaster risk

reduction will be needed if Finland is to make good on its commitments. The peer review
team had expected disaster risk reductiongaft ur e pr omi nent |l vy
country programming, for example, given the high risk of earthquakes and of glacial lake
outbursts, and the recurrent flood events in that couHywever it found that this was

not really the case, except in somajanechanisms where other donors had pushed for
its inclusion (AnnexC).
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Finland could mainstream risk reduction into programmingitsnlongterm
partner countries usintpe new development country strategief some minor changes
to this tool are mael As mentioned in Chapter 4, Finland will now develop
comprehensive country strategy papers for each of its development partner contries
number ofthese countriesre at high risk of disaster or other esi$ The peer review
team has been advised thizese country strategy paper documeritkin future include
an assessment of the risk to the partner country from natural emiade crisesand
from the knockon effects of global or regional shocKshis is a useful ste@ndshould
be continued byguidance on how toreduce these risks through development
programming. The country strategies should also clarify the role of the embassy and of
Hel sinki s humanitari an unistinordertotmake beste sponse
use of t hlemowkdgd @ the lgcal contexthis might include outlining how
development funds and programmes could be diverted to meet urgent humanitarian needs
in time of crisis, and determining how Helsinki would provide additional sugpart
terms of human anihancial resources for any eventual crisis response and recovery.

A solid record in partnership, but clearer funding criteria and faster
decisions are needed

Finland is a mucfappreciated member of the humanitarian community, both as a
solid funding partner and as an advocate for improved results from the wider
humanitarian system. However, its slow disbursement rate, especially for new and
escalating emergeras, remains a concern.

Unclear criteria for where, how, who, and how much to fund

Finland plans to develop funding guidelines to accompany its updated
humanitarian guidelines, and this will be an important step to improve the transparency
and impact of ts funding allocations. Finland says its current humanitarian funding
decisions are based on an analysis of annual appdatsh consolidated UN appeals
(CAP) and individual agency appedlsplus a review of underfunded crises, and an
understanding of theapacity of agencies to deliver results and add value. However,
partners report that they are not aware of the criteria that Finland uses to prioritise its
allocations, and that it appedrso outsiders at lea$tthat decisions are based largely on
historical spending patterns. If Finland is to demonstrate that funding decisions are based
on humanitarian principles and independent of political or other objectives, it would be
good to set and communicate clear criteria for determining who, what and teHensl
each yegrand demonstrate how those criteria have been applied to actual grant decisions.

Assessing how multilateral agencies contri
new humanitarian guidelines will also help improve allocation decisiadgrepare it to
better influence the boards of those agencies. The upcoming review of multilateral
performance will be usefdibr this.

A solid partnership track record, despite slow disbursement rates

Finland is widely recognised as a supportive atidbie humanitarian partner for
both NGOs and UN agencies. Four UN agericieseive multiannual core funding
commitments from Finland, andCRC will soon join this list, providing some
predictability for these key organisations into the medium term. Sxdrtleese agencies
also receive additional funds, lightly earmarked (earmarked to regions or countries, but
not projects) early in the year, and may also receive a further allocation in autumn, as
Finland distributes its lefvver budget. These funds abg, nature, less predictable, and
Finland could work to provide more clarity on its earmarked funding intentions. Finland
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will also support country pooled funds, but only where the local Finnish embassy is able
to actively support the governance of the pdainechanism. This is good practice.

Finland adds value to its partnerships with UN agencies through its advocacy
work, including on executive boards. Partners Badand as a constructive player,
promoting humanitarian issues at board le¥&r example, hmanitarian issues were
included at Finlandos initiative on t he WHO
Assembly agendas in January and May 28id@Finland also facilitated a resolution on
humanitarian assistance, including on the IASC Transfovma#genda, in these bodies.
The humanitarian unit also actively seeks joint donor positions on key advocacy issues,
and it is encouraged to continue this work.

Finnish NGOs are only eligible for humanitarian funding if they hold a
framework partnershipgreemeritwith the European Community Humanitarian Office
(ECHO), the humanitarian arm of the European Commissidhis helps avoid
fragmentation. At the time of this peer review, ot Finnish NGO3 plus the Finnish
Red Cross qualified under this cdtiah. There is no formal mechanism to consult with
these Finnish partners, but the peer review team was told that informal relationships and
the quality of dialogue are goothoughad hoc Finland could perhaps set up a more
formal and regular consultati mechanism as it rolls out its new humanitarian guidelines
and looks to achieve a tighter set of results.

The speed of disbursement and approval of humanitarian grants remains an issue;
this could be solved by delegating more programming authorityettbiumanitarian unit.
Slow disbursal is not such a major problem for UN agencies, as they do not usually suffer
from liquidity shortfalls, and thus need only a firm pledge from Finland before starting
work. It is sometimes critical for NGOs, however, winist either start programming
before Finland has given the thumbs up to their funding request, and thus risk that costs
incurred will not be reimbursed; or must delay the start date of their programme, and thus
risk not meeting urgent humanitarian needsqiiring the Minister to physically sign off
on each and every funding allocation is the major blockage in the system, and Finland
should consider altering this procedure, especially in relation to fyfoliremergencies

Concerns about slow disbursemefiol new and escalating crises

Finland does not have any rapid response mechanisms of its own, and partners are
critical of slow disbursement in emergency situations. While pledges for new crises can
be made very quicklyirf one or two days) based on vdrbpproval from the Minister,
disbursement takes much longer, up to two months or more. This is because the
Mini sterdés physical sign off is required for
rapid response for urgent humanitarian needs it willeht significantly speed up
disbursemerst Raising the level of delegatedauthority for rapid response funding
decisionsi based on clear criteria would be one way to significantly improve
timeliness. Finland could also review the rapid response merhanised by other
donors, to see if any would be applicable in the Finnish cohtext

Finland does however contribute to then@al EmergencyResponsd-und (the
UNG6s gl obal e me); ane iscompletipgoite threedyeaf term de active
memberof the CERF advisory groupThis hasallowed Finland to rely on the CERF to
respond to smallescale disasters, relieving it of the burden of administering a number of
additional small grants.

Civil protection responses to international disasters aix@dioated at European
level through the European monitoring and information centre (Mi@reby ensuring
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that the Finnish response modules are only deployed where they are clearly needed.
Finland does not provide-kind aid.

Finland6s sy s tfiefangurpase, put there will soon be staffing
challenges

Finland6s uwith al lhenangayias tresponses are centralisethan
MFA, means that there is no pressing need to create formal structures to guidefwhole
government responses torhanitarian crises. On the rare occasion where more than one
ministry is involved in providing humanitarian assistainder example in Afghanistan
a working group will be set up, and this group will include members of the humanitarian
unit and the Ministy of Defence.

An unclear role for the military, but no detrimental effects in practice

The role of Finlandbs military in supporti
clear, but this has not had a negatisisve i mpact

management strategy recognises the need to protect humanitarian space and to apply the
MCDA guidelines for complex emergenci@dFA, 2009c)° However, it does not outline

wha't criteria Finland wil/| use thasbdeat er mi
reached nor does it outline whichmi ni st er wi || ma k e t hat
humanitarian assistance guidelines (MFA, 2007) recognise the corresponding Oslo
guidelines for natural disastéfsbut it is not clear how these apply to the Ministfy o
Defence. However, these risks seem to have been offset in part by training: international
humanitarian law is a required component of Finnish officer education and the Finnish
Red Cross provide training to the Finnish military on humanitarian principleéselated

issues; this is good practice and should continue.

Staffing challenges ahead

Allocating sufficient and appropriately skilled staff will be a challefigethe
humanitarian unit, given planned staff moversenin 2012, the director of the
humatritarian unit will retire, and three other staff (out of a total of seven) will move on to
other posts. Succession planning is therefore critical; however it will be complicated,
given the current human resources environment inMR& (Chapter 4). Historyhas
shown that staff on a diplomatic career path are not especially interested by posts in the
humanitarian unit, slowing down recruitment and increasing turnover rates. To make up
for this, the humanitari an unriittpeopleewWithae s o n
strong understanding of the issuétwever they are constrained in the scope of their
work and in their careers:

1 They are only allowed to make recommendations, they cannot sign off on decisions.

1 They have a separate salary scale, cazedings, and their possibilities for promotion
differ from those on the general career path, limiting their motivation and prohibiting
succession planning.

The MFA is moving to resolve some of these issusseChapter 4) It is
encouragedo do so quikly for the sake of ensuring adequate skilled resources in the
humanitarian unit.

Finland should focus its monitoring and learning on its own results

Monitoring partner performance is difficult for all donors who have no dedicated
humanitarian staffin the field, and Finland is no exception. The 2007 peer review
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recommended that Finland step up its monitoring efforts at field level; the humanitarian
team has responded by significantly increasing field missions. However, the Finnish team
recognises it short field visits are not the most ideal way of monitoring the impact of
individual partners. Missions do however provide insights into important overarching
issues, such as progress on humanitarian refoamd this is important if Finland is to
gathe the right information to better influence the executive boards of humanitarian
agencies.

Field visits have also significantly i mpr
overall humanitarian situation in each crisis arélae team is encouraged to continue
these Vvisits, focusing perhaps on situation analysis (rather than monitoring). The field
visits could also be more clearly +deimnked to e
review processes or to the workshops that prepare the annual consolidasdsl @),
so that they can be used to guide future funding allocation decisions.

Instead of monitoring partner performance, Finland could perhaps focus on
measuring, reporting, and learning from its own results. The future humanitarian
guidelines will camt ai n clear objectives and measur ab
humanitarian programme. If Finland focuses on measuring performance against these
objectivesT including requiring partners to report on how they are contributing to
meeting Fi nlumandadan goal¥ € hah!l the overall i mpact
humanitarian funding will be clearer. This process will also allow Finland to pick up
important lessons to improve the quality and targeting of its future funding and advocacy
work. The soofto-berel eased state auditordés report on Fi
will be a useful first step.

Future considerations:

I Finalise the new humanitarian assistance guidelines, ensuring that they focus on a
limited number of objectives in areas where Finlaad make a solid impact, attoht
they are accompanied by measurable indicators. The guidelines should be applicable
acrosgovernment, and Finland should consult widely with development colleagues and
staff from other concerned ministries, as well ashwitajor partners. The guidelines
should be used as a basis for future monitoring efforts

1 Implement the new, ambitious, approach to risk reduction. To do so, the MFA should
adapt development partner country strategy papers to include the identificatisks pf
and provide guidance on how to address these risks through its programming

1 Set and communicate clear criteria for determining who, what and where to fund, and
demonstrate how those criteria have been applied to actual grant decisions. This will be
crucial if Finland is to demonstrate that funding decisions are based on humanitarian
principles and are independent of political or other objectives

1 Delegate authority for rapid response funding decisidoased on clear criteriato the
humanitarian oit, to significantly improve the timeliness of funding in emergency
situations

1 Resolve the human resources issues that are preventing effective succession planning in
the humanitarian unit
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Notes
1 For further information, selettp:/len.ilmatieteenlaitos.fi/internationab-operation
2. Fi nl an dens patner cguntries are: Ethiopia, Kenya, Mozambique, Nepal,

Tanzania, Vietnam and Zambia. Partner countriesvexow from violent criseare
Afghanistan, Sudan, Somakad the Palestinian Territories.

3. UNRWA, the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affai(©CHA),
UNHCR and UNISDR receive mukannual core funding from the humanitarian
budget, and WFP receives its mugtinual core funding from the Unit for UN
Development Issues.

4, ECHOG6s Framework Partnership Agreement (FPA
humanitarianaid assistance financed by the European Commission, lays down the
principles, procedures and rules governing such assistance and defines the nature of
the partnership relation between the Parties. Seew.dgechepartners
helpdesk.eu/partnership/instruments/fpa_for_ngos

5. Finn Church Aid (a member of th&CT Alliance) and FIDA the Missions and
Development CdDperation Organisation of the Pentecostal Churches ofrféinla

6. Good practice examples are shown Tiowards Better Humanitarian Donorship
(OECD, 2012a).
7. SatuHelina Lassila, Senior Advisor in the Unit for Humanitarian Assistance, serves

on the CERF advisory group in a personal capacity, and thus does io@lpff
represent Finland. Advocacy work on this group has includisihg issues such as
the slow rate of disbursement of CERF funds from UN agencies to their NGO
implementing partners

8. For more information on the workings of the European Monitoaind Information
Centre, referhttp://ec.europa.eu/echo/policies/disaster_response/mic_en.htm

9. The MCDA guidelines (Guidelines on the Use of Military and Civil Defence Assets
to Support United Nations Humanitarian Activities in Complex Emergencies) apply
to complex emergency situations. The decision to use military and civil defence assets
in an emergency can affect the perceived neutrality and impartiality of humanitarian
acta s . Any such decision must be carefully a:
option, where there is no other comparable civilian alternative.

10. The Oslo guidelines (Guidelines on the Use of Foreign Military and Civil Defence
Assets in Disaster Relief, gdated November 2006 and revised November 2007)
apply to natural disasters.
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Annex A

Progress since the 200DAC peerreviewrecommendations

Key Issues Recommendations 2007 Progress in implementation
Strategic The Committee noted that the IMPLEMENTED
orientations | development policy (2007) mai

the ovearching goal of pove
reduction and commitment to
MDGs. In implementing it, Fi
should maintain a focus on
effectiveness, environment and ¢
chamge, and conflict prevention
fragile states, while promoting se
new policy initiatives.

Finland has been consistent in its poverty focus and i
supporting the MD@s.firsever comprehensive policy
framework for Africa was published in 20Bthland
maintains a strong focus on poverty and dn itOQswy
development policy (2012).

Aid effectiveness has been
cooperation effertand is reaffrmed as a major
commitment for Finland in the new policy.

Environment and climate chaage programmatic
priorities. In 2009 the MFA designed guidelines on
environment and development and published a booklet ©
i Wo me nClimateCh a n g estinableSdevelopment
remains a strong priority for Finland, and climate
sustainability is one of the -cutting issues in the new
development policy. Green grotil sustainable
management of natural resources, and environmentg
protection are cligastated as priorities for action.

Work with fragile states, especially Afghanistan, hag
continued. Finland has published guidelines on
Devel opment and Security i
The new development pallsgplans to focus more on
fragi e st ates. Finlandds new
also be counted as contributing to conflict prevention an
addressing fragile situations.

During the period since the last peer review Finland ha
been active in the international field, helpinghtonéau
initiatives such as the-WEJ transatlantic dialogue on
development.

The DAC commends Finland for
the EU to take forward certain

priorities such as the work on
division of labour. As a modest

donor, Finland should contmiean

IMPLEMENTED

Finland actively discusses anddimates with the Nordic+ grol
global issues of common interest, especially in internationa
is also an active member of the EU and uses it to defend n

DAC PEER REVIEW OF NLANDi© OECD 2012



98 i ANNEX A

Key Issues

Recommendations 2007

Progress in implementation

towards the EU and Nordic+ g
and support joint initiatives (sud
shared analysis and joint ventur
order to reduce duplication of act
and transaction costs across don

international priorities and launchvastiat its partner countrie
Finland is a strong advocate for division of labour and regu
participates in joint initiatives.

Based on the mandate in the new
development policy, the MFA sho
produce, and implement, a multi
annual publasvareness strategy.

IMPLEMENTED

In 200Finlandncluded aeparatétrategic Action Plan for Py
Awarenessn development issues in the overall commun
strategy of the MFA, containingndie messages, target grg
and channels for communication. The Action Plan was
2010 and 2011, with more detailed timetables and specific
A targeted progmamto introduce developmmiicy to Finnis
opinion leaders and decisiakers has beearried odbur times
since 2007.

Development
beyond aid

The general declaration in the
government's programme, and th
more concrete commitment to pol
coherence for development made
the new development policy shou
translatethto clear mandates for
bodies dealing with polieyrdmatior,
between ministries.

NOT IMPLEMENTED

At the political level there is strong and vocal support for pd
coherence for development (PCD) and Finland is an active
PCD at the EU levEhe EU eardination mechanism is the ma
forum used to address PCD issues but it does not have a g
mandate for this, and it does not focus enough on coheren
developmerAd hoor informal working groups between offic
look into specific PCD matters do not have clear or formal 1
for PCD. The intamisterial network on PCD created in 2008
not have a mandate and has so far served mainly to raise ¢
amongninistries. Decisimiaking processes are unclear. Nong
the existing @vdination mechanisms has a formal mandate
screen policies for potential impact on development.

Finland's focus on the EU to fu
policy coherence is +Yuelged
Nevertheless, this should not
attention from improving dom
policy coherence and finding prg
solutions. The second, rec
formed, Development Pq
Committee should continue to h
mandate to initiate proposals
promote thinkirgn policy coheren
for development.

PARTIALLY IMPLEMENTED

The new development pdéfipes fivariorities areas for PCD.

Finland has produced guidelines on the links between deve
and several national policies (environment, security, trade,
However these guidelines are more about how the MFA an
ministers can pursue development objectives and not abou
impact of national policies on development and the role of |
ministries. Also, @it hoavorking methods in the administregic
very practical but do not ensure a systematic screening or

the impact of national policies on development.

Parliament and the Development Policy Committee are twg
that have a mandate to look into PCD, and they actively do
make recommendations that are taken into account by the
administration. T&¢&Development Policy Committee, which I
been established for the period22a5b] continues to have a
strong mandate to look into PCD issues.

DAC PEERREVIEW OF FINLANDi © OECD 2012



ANNEX AT 99

Key Issues

Recommendations 2007

Progress in implementation

Thegovernment should make full
of the annual reporting procedu
policy coherence for developme
parliament to enable it to monito
policy coherence for developme
promoted, and measure result
achieving coherence.

NOT IMPLEMENTED

Annuateporting on PCD togadiament is mainly descriptive &
does not focus on results or concrete examples. There is n
monitoring system for PCD as no measurable objectives ha
set against which results on achieving coherence could be
Also, there is no capaoityfalysis or impact assessments of
national policies on development objectives or results.

Aid volume,
channels and
allocations

The Committee welcomes Finlang
renewed commitment to reaching
EU agreed targets of 0.51% by 2(
and 0.7% ODA/GNRBy5 at the
latest as stated in the new
development policy. Current plan
reaching the targets are based or
relatively conservative estimates
growth. Therefore the commitmer
should remain firm even if econor
growth is greater than predicted.
Finand would benefit from a plan
reaching the target in 2015, to be
updated along with economic
forecasts.

PARTIALLY IMPLEMENTED

Since the last peer review, Finland continued to increase O
and successfully met t bf®.51F
in 2010. However, Finland has not developed a realistic ple
reaching the ODA/GNI target of 0.7% by 2015. In addition,
ODA and GNI figures which take account of the recently af
spending limits point to a regression in ttee @\ Aatio to 0.50
in 2015.

Finland is encouraged to retai
earlier 60% target of bilateral fu
to longerm partners. It should mo
the share of bilateral country
regional coperation in order to a
a decrease and hence factg
fragmentation.

PARTIALLY IMPLEMENTED

Finland has not officially retained the earlier target (contain
2004 Resolution) of alloca

regional developmernbcgo e r a t i-term partrters. Howeve
in 2010 it allocated 70% of the-atmwéoned budget line to its
longterm partners.

Finland is encouraged to continue
policy of providing core contributig
multilateral organisations.
Contributions to multilaterals shot
a keyconsideration in the strategy
scaling up. The policy on multilatg
should be based on performance
used in policy dialogue and to infq
decisions on funding allocations.

IMPLEMENTED

Finland maintains a multilateral allocation policy obrficoargng
budget contributipnh 66% of its multilateral ardUSD 494
millioi provided to multilateral organisations in the form of
contributions in 2010.

In 2008 the MFA prepared a stratddpititateral Cooperation i
Finland's DevelopinBolicyThe main aim is to promote cohe
and effectiveness in internatienalopmenbt-operation and to
strengthen emperation between MFA, other state administra
actors and the civil society.

Finland acted as a secretariat for thedvalltlaegarason
Performance Assessment Network (MOPAN) in 2010.
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Key Issues

Recommendations 2007

Progress in implementation

Although Finland has policies on
cutting issues and guidelines on t
implementation, there is still a ne¢
ensure these guidelines are
systematically applied in the dialo
with partners on projects and
programmes.

PARTIALLY IMPLEMENTED

In 2009 Fi nl an dntegratisnugieodscutlirig n
Themes in all Developmerttg@oatigrand guidelines were
prepared for environment (cudtisg issues) and developmen
Training modules have been made available online or orga
person. However evaluations show thatuttiogsissudmvenot
beenwell integrated in programariddn implementation, due t
insufficient and inadequate training of staff.

Organisation
and
management

The reorganisation of the develoy
cooperation structure in the
should ensure clear lines
accountability, reduce the

transactionosts and clarify the pg
and implementation functions a
and within departments. Finland S
delegate more decisiteking tq
embassies, for project approval
results reporting. The MFA sl
build upon and simplify earlier eff
develop resultdased manageme
systems.

PARTIALLY IMPLEMENTED

The structure of & Ahas beeslightly reorganised but maint
development as an integrated pillar of foreign policy. The i
accountability and the implementation and policy guittamee
are clear in thepoyt working methods often relg boc
individual initiative as policy is not translated efficiently into
operational guidance. In an integrated structure with seven
departments dealing with developmerdinadioand
cohesiveness sometimes remains a challenge.

Progress has been maddementralisatiohd hoagreements ar,
made between headquarters and embassies defining the d
labour and responsibilities, based on guidance by headqua
Howeverthis does not systematically result in more delegati
authority. Embassies now also manage autdmeashous
cooperatiofunds with which they can finance local NGO pr¢
Levels adecentralisatidiffer from one embassy to another a
headquartesdillitake a major roladigcisions, especially financi
decisions. Devolution of authogitybtassies needs to be incre
and organised in a more systematic fhaangre d o n F
programmatic needs in the field and not on individualgoefe
available resources.

Since the last peer review Finland has undertaken an evalt
has shown weaknesses in its rFbagltsl management (RBM).
recommendations of that evalbhaterbeen acceptad

management and the management respmgiag implemented
RBM was already included in several policy guidance docu

An el ectronic fAcase
management was launched in January 2012.

manage

It will be important to ensure
human resources are adequat
managehe programme effectively
Finland increases its aid: any
reductions need to be consider
this context.

PARTIALLY IMPLEMENTED

Since the last peer review FiheEsdeeable to hire a significa
number of development experts. Thislbedn managing the
programme effectivAlyy @iture staff reductions mnajerminte
quality and effectiveness of the development programme if
managed well.
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Key Issues

Recommendations 2007

Progress in implementation

The MFA should create and impl¢
a human resources policy for
developmentcooperation functi
which should focus on increg
development -operation  skil
through  recruiting experts
strengthening the training for
diplomatic, natevelopmer
specialist, cadre, and to ensure
technical experts receive syste
training on MFA regulations
practices and are fully integrate
MFA structures.

PARTIALLY IMPLEMENTED

The MFA has not designed a specific human resources po
development, and does not plan do so as it wishes to main
integrated appabato all MFA policies. Important elements fg
effectiveness and quality of the development progijk@mme
knowledge management and limitation of turaeeerot been
addressed.

Finland designadd implementadpecific training programme
all development staff. However, training is neither compuls
systematic.

A specialorking groupetto addresthe lack of career
perspectives for riplomatic staff and pesduce
recommendations in 2Filand reports that these
recommendahs have mostly been accepted, and are being
implemented, by management

The Unit for Evaluation and Int
audit should be moved out of
Department for Development Po
order to ensure strict independen

IMPLEMENTED

Since the last peer review the evaludtiosrs moved out of the
Department for Development Policy and is now under the &
the UndeBecretary of State for Development, thus increasir|
highlevei t t ent i on t o e v epkndendei o 1

Aid
effectiveness
and results

The MFA is commended for init
the work on tHeU Code of Cond
on the Division of Labaumd is
encouraged to remain at the for
of practical implementation of the
The MFA should strengthen
participation in  joint  wor
arrangements, and delegated
operation, seeking practical pro
when possible. Finland should u
its aid effectiveness action plan.

IMPLEMENTED

Since the last peer review the MFA has been increasingly i
jont working arrangementsi@attad donor in several countrie
The MFA has increasingly entered into delegpzdtam
arrangements and guidance for delegafestation was prepar
in 2011After Accra, Finland decided to integrate itsrefésctiv
action plan into existing processes instead of updating a se
plan.

The MFA's programme guidg
provide some useful advice
capacity development, but the
room for further direction on hg
implement the advice, including H
conduct analysis, align support
partner country objectives

strategies, arithplement activities
develop capacity. The MFA s
consider how to make more syste
use of lessons from capa

development successes and fai

IMPLEMENTED

The European Commission Backbone strategy for capacity|
development is used as a supporting document for designi
i mpl ementi ng peratioaand dsacity e c
development.
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Key Issues

Recommendations 2007

Progress in implementation

and how to enhance and prig
capacity development in the guid
by making use of the OE(
reference documents.

Finland could devedmpexplicit poli
for engagement in fragile situa
including a more comprehensive
ministerial approach. Finland s
work with other donors to idg
opportunities for strategic partne
and undesided sectors or regi
where Finlandas specific expert
while also continue channe
assistance through multilaj
institutions and mddhor trust fund

PARTIALLY IMPLEMENTED

Finland has not developed a specific policy for fragile situaf
has relied on OECD and EU guidance to continue and incr
involvement in fragile states like Afghanistan or Sudan. Wh
has been intense dialogue between ministries®mdcaigile

stateg always including partner countries and other tthemers
is no comprehensirstrategic inteministerial approach with

clearly identified common development objectives. Finland
guidelines on development and secAipifor action in fragil¢
situations and conflict prevention. These are closely linked
Humanitarian Assistance Guiddlieeslorsed theew Deal for

Engagement in Fragile Stat811 in Busan. Mary ofn | a i
contributions to fragieagions go through multilateral channe

Humanitarian
Assistance

The Committee commends Finlal
channelling its humanitarian
through a limited number of multi
and international organisations,
encourages it to continue
pragmatic approach.

The MFA should streamline cy
decisiomaking  proceésr for
humanitarian aid to reduce dela
acute emergencies.

It should establish how ¢
prevention, disaster preparednes
recovery activities will be fundeg
how the linkage will beombnateq
between the humanitarian
geographical defraents.

PARTIALLY IMPLEMENTED

Rapid response disbursements are still too slow d
cumbersome approval process and lack of a dedica
response mechanism. While pledges for new crises car
very quickly (one or two days) based on verbal approva
minister, disbursement takes much longer, up to two montk
This is because timlte ni st er 6s physi cal
new grant.

Establishing more systematic links between relief anc
development programming remains a ehatiafand is currer
getting around this problem by putting recovery fundin
multilateral agencies, pooled funding mechanisms ar
operating in pasisis countrigsprobably the only realistic o
given the way that the wider Fineigdlogment -@peratior
system operates.

A comprehensive approach to disaster risk reduotionf the
most progressive in the OECDIDB&S now been develop
although it is too early to determine its impact on programn

In order to obtain mdiect feedbag
from Finland's humanital
operations, it may be helpful fo
Government to participate more i
evaluations and field visits with
donors.

IMPLEMENTED

Helsinkbased staffavesignificantly increased their field miss
However, the Finnish team recognises that short field visits
the most ideal way of monitoring the impact of individual pg
Missions do however provide insights into important overar,
issuessuch as progress on humanitarian reform.
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Figure A.1 Finland - Implementation of 20® peer review recommendations

Finland- Implementation of 2007 peer review recommendation

Strategic orientations

Development beyond aic

ODA volume, channels aX

Organisation and managemer
Aid effectiveness and result

Humanitarian assistanct

EImplemented O Partially implemented m Not implemented
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Annex B
OECD/DAC Standard Suite of Tables

Table B.1 Total financial flows

USD milion at current prices and excharngges
Net disbursements

Finland 1996-2000 2001-2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Total official flows 494 601 834 1078 1188 1427 1376
Official development assistance 394 508 834 281 1166 1290 1333
Bilateral 216 357 455 j84 623 Ta1 830
Nultilateral 178 242 380 397 473 4449 184
Other official flows 100 3 - 96 22 137 43
Bilateral 100 3 - 26 22 137 43
Nultilateral - - - - - - -
Net Private Grants 5 12 25 20 13 17 14
Private flows at market terms 535 208 553 1051 1741
Eilateral: sfwhizh 333 203 333 103 1741
Direct investment 190 297 402 11 791
Export credits 231 & 14 - - - -
Nultilateral - - - - - - -
Total flows 1035 818 1413 2149 -121 3185 4312
\for reference:
583 806 Ehe 1026 I3 4280 I 277
0.32 0.38 0.40 @39 0.44 0.54 0.35
0.54 0.52 0.67 038 -0.08 134 178
i 25 43 26 3 3% R 22
- In percentage of & 3 1 3 2 2
- DAC cowntries' averags % of toral net ODA -] g 7 7 7 & i0
a, To countries eligible for ODA,
ODA net disbursements
At constant 2009 prices and exchange rates and as a share of GNI
0.60
0.55
ODAas % of GNI .
050 left scale, .
(feft scale) bis »
s 0401 '
= Total DDA o~ L
(right scale) =~ ___'_____,-/I"‘ | ,,.-""”/
020 | =T Bilateral ODA /\
e \‘h. / S L 500
| Y S
L —T] .
010d ————] deT="T~"7
Multilateral 0DA ~ |

1096 1997 08 99 000 01 01 03 04 03 06 07 08 0o 1010
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Table B.2 ODA by main categories

Disbursements
Finland Constant 2009 USD million Per cent share of gross dishursements
Total DAC
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010| 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2010%0
Gross Bilateral ODA 537 611 678 791 867| &5 60 60 61 63 73
General budget support 23 29 ig 39 38 3 3 3 3 3 2
Core support to national NGOs 11 3 10 1 3 1 1 1 0 0 1
Investment projects g1 43 47 32 i3 9 4 4 4 3 13
Debt relief grants - - 4 - - - 0 - - 3
A dministrative costs e 48 73 80 38 4 3 il 6 il L
Other in-donor expenditures 23 23 il 36 38 3 2 3 4 4 3
Gross Multilateral ODA 446 416 461 499 510| 45 40 40 39 a7 27
UN agencies 133 119 129 143 149 16 12 11 11 1 3
EU institutions 180 184 206 216 207 18 18 18 17 15 9
World Bank group 33 30 33 61 76 il 3 3 3 il ]
Regional development banks 23 34 45 48 36 2 3 4 4 3 2
Other nultilateral 33 23 43 29 42 4 3 4 2 3 4
Total gross ODA 983 1026 1139 1290 1377 100 100 100 100 100 100
Repayments and debt cancellation -4 - -2 - - o i
Total net ODA 979 1026 1137 1290 1377 Contributionsto UN Agencies
(2009-10 Average)
For reference:
Free stamding technical co-operation 23 233 235 203 325 UNHCR  wHo-
Net debt religf 2 7% assessed
Nt debt relis] : - B 125 UNICEF
Tnputed student cost i3 I8 23 4 4 159
Refugees in donor countries
FAD
1%
Other UN UMD
52% 29
ODA flows to multilateral agencies, 2010
UNRWA
20 i UNDP  go9g
ofinland  mDAC 18%
é - Contributions to Regional Development
m 13 ] Banks {2009-10 Average)
2
[T
I R L AsDE
= Group
10
s 20%
2
2
w - [ — - - - - - - - -
g 5
L)
: D
0 . . |
UN EU World Regional Other AfDB
agencies institutions Bank group dev.banks multilateral Group

80%
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Table B.3 Bilateral ODA allocable by region and income group

c Gross disbursements
Finland Constant 2009 USD million Per cent share Total DAC
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 201099
Africa 2235 239 237 i 323 32 33 32 33 33 40
Sub-Saharan Africa 143 213 221 263 294 45 47 45 47 i is
North Africa 6 6 2 2 3 1 1 0 0 1 4
Asia 114 132 134 135 142 28 24 28 28 27 34
South and Central Asia 38 63 74 23 43 13 14 13 13 16 0
FarEast i 38 i 33 i 12 13 10 10 8 14
America 44 46 30 16 T0 10 10 10 8 12 13
MNorth and Central America 24 EE] 28 28 1 7 7 6 3 7 7
South America 13 13 18 17 28 3 3 4 3 3 5
Middle East 1% 17 23 21 21 4 4 3 4 4 7
Oceania 0 - 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 2
Europe 22 16 28 28 249 3 4 il 3 3 4
Total hilateral allocable by region 429 451 497 562 605 100 100 100 100 100 100
Least developed 19 217 229 268 243 )| 36 36 54 60 40
Other low-income il 37 32 64 33 14 13 13 14 183 13
Lower middle-income 90 93 21 29 38 24 24 22 2 18 37
Upper middle-income 39 12 37 22 21 11 3 Q 3 4 9
More advanced developing countries - - - - - - - - - . -
Total hilateral allocable by income 370 388 408 453 486 100 100 100 100 100 100
For reference:
Total bilatsral 338 611 678 Ta1 267 100 100 100 100 100 168
109 160 180 230 262 20 26 27 28 ig 23
167 2232 269 i35 257 i ir 40 43 44 20
O Cther WOthar
;:.:p.: Allocable gross bilateral ODA flows OLewer middle-income Allocable lﬁ:n?ss bilateral ODA flows
=rics . OOther low-incame income group
OAsin b"‘ regton ELzast developed
Drics
700 600
600 r

A\

300 - L
L

Coms amd 2000 US T million
Cloms Gamt 200 LS 1 million

1998 99 2000 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 2010 1998 99 2000 01 02 03 04 05 06 O 08 09 2010

1. Each region includes regional amounts which cannot be allocated by sub-region. The sum of the sub-rezional amounts may therefore fall short of th
regional total.
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Table B.4. Main recipients of bilateral ODA

P33 LEILAES JEFTIC ALY

Finland

Mozambique
Serbia

Tanzania
Nicaragua
Afzhanistan

Top 5 recipients
China

Namibia

Vietnam

Ethiopia

Zambia

Top 10 recipients
Bosnia-Herzegovina
Nepal

Kenyva

South Africa
Ezvpt

Top 15 recipients
West Bank & Gaza Strip
Thailand
Cambodia

Irag

Angola

Top 20 recipients
Total (104 recipients)

Unallocated

Total hilateral gross

1999-2003 average

Current
USD million

==

9

[T -

beoLn

—
3

(PRI VSR PR VR,

-
o
=%

182

Constant
2009 USD mln

..

i
U

1%
16
14
93

L oon

b L

210
280
125

405

Per cent
share

noen

Fe Ln

fa
(= R AR PP PP Y

— 1 b b b

Memo:

DAC

countries’
average %

40

tmn
=

tm

gl

100

Irag
Mozambique
Tanzania
Vietnam
Afghanistan
Top 5 recipients

Serbia

Nicaragua
Zambia

South Africa
Sudan
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Tanzania
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Vietnam
Ethiopia
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3
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1
1
1
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1
1
1
1
1
44 52
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43 32
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ANNEX B - 109

Table B.5. Bilateral ODA by major purposes

at current prices and exchange rates
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