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preface

Decentralised cooper atTihans riess eonmbel eosf ctihvei Imasionc iheetayd.l i nes of

guantitative dimension of cooperation promoted by sub
decentralised cooperation continues to grow in absolute anct

even more relevant is the qualitative aspect: decentral
diversity and plurality of projects and ways of doing thin

subnati

( NGOs) .

onalt sgovemeemeh t hem, which is fundamental, is the
ives in collaboration with civigovecinement ati virlgaano i

'y, it carstbaet eafgfoivremnmendmetnhtast sshuobw a greater willingnes
ittle connection to the |l ogic of "national interest
al rasedoocpopbe Reason of Humanity prevails over the
with and for civil society makes it possible to m

itive issues, sucrhamsr itdlet s adred umaldiitnige aolf eédivocacy.

®© O 9 T o o

s also a greater horizontality in the relations betw
ual Il earning. I't provides a greater opportunity for
y tocickrtagwsorreati vity, as wellraasihbe edotmatbobhi drn
rmati on, and the promotion of a citizenry that i s

on of participator ysdeamaecroacy haend giemdlawss iofe maanlyi die c «

alised cooperation, therefore, has the capacity to
; it can offer very important attri bud¢@pidoacuriyohne f or I
el vy, the exchange of knowl edge is more important t
ships and the capacity to carry out scale policy pr

inue to insist that this type of cooperation has
ution to the response to gl obal chall enges. Al t houog
tion modedi fiisc asttiiolnl ainnd ac oindsl® | huehsdtoiudsy efH aysoe ,c oamred

confident that this 2023 Decentralised Cooperation
piration of this thriving reality.

Paul Ortega
Director of elLanki
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INTROMNC

is 2023 Report on Decentralised Cooperation eBasquaies th
ency for Development Cooperatiaopnprtec oifampgrmhdwse ctolopek mo wloedg
th a monitoring system based on annual reports. As indic
terest of international organisations and the publicati ol
ese have not become instituteonatieerdl asdutberehats poodt:
gul ar reports on the subject.

is initaadavebaseson official devel opment assistance (C
operation DevetlopmenltassOEfCD)ai d activities based on the
nor institutions and to generate annual reports. I n ad
enomenon in relative and absolaltevareiransl, es hfer am ptohed sOEOD
eak down decentralised official devejgopmestraksvanante
ch as direct cooperation, cooperation via NGOs, or advoc:
e 2022 Report confirmed findings from previous studies, s
absolute and relative ter ms, the existence of a |imited

th high varsabfedpeeraoetahtd gohed @ann & 0 n geoxupmet nr dgi st uDr @D A

terms of DODA effectively transferred to developing coun
is is mainly channeled through NGOist v nait @reeeqii conma ragylr ye edrierne cs
thin direct icoowmpesr atoit@end t hat cooperation explicitly decl
DODA.

se data from the 2022 Report confronted the dominant di s
peration modality with the | ocalisation of the Sustaina
national donorsviaderksnowAgaigrestp this backdrop, the repor:
|l ore models of decentralised cooperation based on knowl
s part of the report cont aiemrendneenxtp, e rFireennccehs tferrorm ttohrei aH| ear
ies and prefectures, sever al autonomous communities in ¢

- —T T T O o

en that most DODA is not c ha-+ mgeolveedr ndmernetc trleyl atthiroonusg h bguotv
iety intermediaries, this edition of the report expl or e
i ety Organi shaet ifoinesl dl @FOsd)e vienl otpment cooperation. To this
tions and a final section on methodol ooggtr mawttheahnamewor
the participation of subinmtdeweal opmertr nmeaper atnido nCS@Drsd
estions on the interest of collaborations between both ac
ction 2, as in the previous report, pr eAs ewnittsh tthhee rleastuelstts
blished by the OECD Iim 2028, trtegedqattainntg ttaot i2v0e2 lanal ysi s con
alysis referring only to ODA chatnheealseeds trherpouweghe n@S Oisy. dS & dt
coll aboration between subnational governments and CSOs
capitulating the fihdrsghstreeef almmtelx ean adi tshesmet hodol ogi cal
ailable ODA daparifod the 2017

O o o <
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CIVIL SOCIETY AN
DECENTRALISED
COOPERATION

The invol vement of subndt iClSDsl d ey@v eorprmmaentt |
cooperhaldiecen t he subject eafordnadtiivrec tf rtahmeaowroe
and |ines of resear@BR2 Rs semfleaitrhed aidm ptth e
2030 Agenda, a narrative on the relevance

on the | oocdaltihseatSDos has been rAecnceowedd nagn d
to this narrative, tnhaet | agdbdkded nmahtue bDhang

international cooperation |idgshriombbheir a
mandat ed aontdi vtiteiers value for technical {
counterpa&rats idmecwalndapddcs. On anhuec ho tnhoerre h an
political narrative on CSO participation i
international democracy promotion and incl
wiedspread. With some exceptions, which wil

t he t wo narratives have been constructed
support.

The report reviews these narratives, ident
and presents its methodol ogy, which aims t
forms of partnership between subnational
reflect on thosesshahebesatub of each devel
partner and in accordance with the reviewe
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CIVIL SOCIETAND DODA

NHWCUE W? E~8§9A Nfowé xOELWS[ W9 EE&H

According to the OECD's Devel opment Assistance Committee

devel opi ng cdoounnotrr igeosv ethhoame dt sapi talise on in their developm
t he docPuametmnter i ng wi £l oomime ibgdosvseorcri eerytag i fy and strengthen th
their collaboration with CSOs in their development policie
based on peer reviews, distingesshes tWwesecypastoér phoisps bl &h
pluralistic and independent civil society in partner countr
distribution of humanitarian aid or thedpr & @sesti @inn ofothhas |
approaches, while noting that donor resources are dispropo
that "strengthening civil society is'tawsagbjngctgiopelr maniewmd s u |
tormess the "intrinsic value" of CSOs as opposed to their

This Iine of OECD wor k @&iinnkrsi nssuipcp ovratlt Wwep etsoi achelr tcEwan medxhasmp | e,
it considers core funding to NGOs to bebanscerde aaldi.g nLeidk ewiitshe ,
the NGO channel , it considers aid to Southern orm@ame sati on
coherent withthépirofepgioaah NGOs with an international S C (

cotmies

The i €CS®OSofhawmiingt rr ianmsdnep ovratlaunece f or sustainable devel opment
the UN | evel through reports by the Special Rapporteur on
association. In these reports, t hecyvaadnude foofr at hvei birnapnite nteinvti:
2030 Agenda is highlighted, as the inclusion of civil soci
awareness of the Agenda, angpgerncseaseecedled konowkcbdeeeantee SI
of civil society is thus seen as a guarantee for real i sin
aggregating the voices of the ophamerslhiempndnmostomaegsanl 08¢
national, regional and gl obal l evel s. Consequently, t he S

protection for CSOs. (UN, 2017, 2019) .

The Europgé&Emadniabso recogni sed CSOs as the "root s( EQUSf, democ
2012)Thi s Commi ssion communication recogni ses that NGOs
pigeonholed into -ther rbhei of s areadiderel pd eoov@ ldoetprisngs 6 gover nme

ignoring the fact that an empowered civil society is a cruc
proposed that their participation inrBsr ompdamgcopaoapeéiat ponh i
inclusive and participatory, strengthening democratic ci Vi
authorities and administrations. This approach has strate;q

NGOs which are currently focused on preserving civic space
rights (EU, 2013; EU, 2021b, 20211la).

In the same vein, the European Consensus on Devel opment st
participation of <civil society organisations in developmen:
actively in themnhelhmewl triecloggnricsl es played by thesa&nadrgani se
def enaferrshohders, the rule of | aw, social justice, and huma

in this declaration to promtoersicfiwit heiorci ®u yp srptacfeoranada p ac
organi sations, in order to strengthen their voice in the d
economic dialogue.

Despite the international normative framework on the intri
donor governments tend to make instrumental wuse of CSOs to
whi ch tdev emrommentlali sc hnaommmee accessi ble or efficient than the
OECD reports highlight the reduced core funding available

1 These indicators are the subject of a series of annual studies that focus exclusively on central government policies (OECD 2a). Similar indicators
are used in this DODA report, as explained in the methodological annex. The OECD approach emphasises theriportance of Southern CSOs. As will
be discussed in later sections, decentralised cooperation also highlights the role of Northern CSOs and their partnerships wth the South in addressing
the connection between what is local and global, which is necessaryfor the implementation of the 2030 Agenda.
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REPORR023



CIVIL SOCIETAND DODA

2020a) . Further mor e, the OECD finds that project support
attention from their core mission and notes a high propens
organi sations basedeisn Natthlkeern haoumwtor king with a broader

actors.

I'n general, DAC discussion around CSOs is influencing its
reports. Swesltematheagi cc |l ®lmjrecti ves in its engagement with CS
devel oping countries as an integral part of its promotion
Finland | inks its NGO gramstpaacto athe hepr gd ebwadt ileerwedf (@GioFi ¢
Denmark "emphasises support to civil society as a key tool
( OECD, 2021; Go D, 2021) . On Bel gi umbés ermd,t eixtt shad driagntl ed

they are seen as particularly valuable for their capacity
di mensions such as human rights advocacy, democr atindati on,
Bel gium draws up a strategic document on relations with ci\

In the academic |iterature, strengthening civil society in
democracy in the world that fits perfectly with the libera
2012), as doloctneenrt st yofi ctahle ai d policy of Western donors an
control 2WWL9)Atamsh,e gl obal |l evel, experimentalist global go
transnational net waodlathofdo mr eq@ii winlal s @oivetrynment s strengthens
effectiveness of intergovernment al arrangements (De BYrca,
Straddling between | iberalism and reali sm, bet ween devel op
and Dell epiane, 2022) argue and demonstrate, through comp
responds to the poltsittaitcealg odvyenrannmecnst so fansdu bnor e speci fically
identity through the continuation of their internal soci al
policy is more conducive to aheaprofjeexiennalf =&aliues. than

NKNECUE IULNE9c f 9 MWWeée x OELWS]|
?E9E NA «x§&EAkRPAI Nf §

As expl aibedentnr gdlhiesed CoopebatildnnBepaoart h20Aenda for Sus
(UN, 2015) and the New Urban Agenda (UN, 2017), the United

This idea consists of adapting the global eq@erhdat etracg i tbey
establishing indicators and deploying means olfeviedpldenmment at i
SDG and its context. Within thist fofamewoak, gonéenmsent d ni n
cooperation has also spread. It is considered that their
net works contributes to the better |l ocalisatiormnof othe SD

entities.

Since then, sever al j oint initiatives of UN agencies have
and cooperation between cities and regions on their wvariol
resilient citiitédsesandSDdGomMmMuyn and c¢climate action (SDG 13). )
Regi onal Government Forum, which inimpacsi kbbaedsatoonni po2i¢
i mportance ofstlattalvalhuntsaeBpDGCE&Yi W2 3bdf) ,tlor Local 2030, a Kk
on SDGs Il ocalisation (UN, 2023a). In organising these init
through a global action group that servesciaast iaomn sumbgwredH aad ¢

or Platforma (GTF, 2023).

This vision efoopecant oal ased space for technical progress
by the OECD, which advocates reshaping decentralised cooper
for SDG i mplementatienpdgrof baberagi onspeadvadi ong. kit OEICOJ g & (
2019a). The | atest OECD publication in this area refers sp

DECENTRALISED COOPERATION 6
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CIVIL SOCIETAND DODA

decentralised cooperation by strengthening its peer | earni
and cities in |localising(®©®BE@DSDBB23m) their own territory.

United Cities and Local Governments (UCLG), an entity that

cooperation during the | aunch of the 2030 Agenda (UCLG, 2
devel oped severalupme®gdurtchees itdheaat o f strengthening SDGs | o
cooperation. The | atest publication in this |ine presents

and municipality associati onsThien Gahneb iEaU aSnodu tthh eAfrr iccoau, n taenrdp &
Pl at for ma, 2022) .

I n academi a, such approaches are the subject of devel opmen
effectiveness. However, this |literature has not paid much
specificitiesonofwitthheiorr giamtiesreadc tcii 8 b mefs otté fitryi.t iNervsar a direp ielsed
academi ¢ hawor lkcoitreeahetbatral i sed ndegpaer atdi ocni ivtvder gocioacept nt
According to Hafteck (2003)as Idteavleyl odpenieinnte dc otohpiesr apthi eonno nteanr or ni
authorities, individually or in consortium, with the assis:
the appropriate administrative terriltyrwi,thH mpdwemeern par tt hirros
devel oping countries, in order to promote the active partic
in partner countmalkisng nprnrdheegdsecadaismed at the territoryds sus
More recentl vy, Kania (2021), based on interviews with a sm
categorisation of dégagmdyrainskedneowpehatheninternational n
its main variant is direct cooperation and, within-«-it, the
t @geer k n eswhlaerd gneg . Regarding ciatilitsoics etlye Mmest ndommod ® s mo dh:
decentralised cooperation, which often responds to CSOsb
subnati onal governmentsé | ack of capacity to exercise dire:c¢

NKOLW xo0Ef EWWAASASE x

The international normative framework on the relationship

to the subnational | evel, nor do the dominant ideas on deceée
However, as 2M@t2e ReiprrttShpeai n, t he countr y owiptelr atth e@ nmossyts t ceec &
worl d, civil society and decentralised cooperation are reg!
I'n recent year s, several anal yses have been published tha
decentralised cooperation other than its technical compet el
2020; P®r ez, 202a0l;. ,Gu2t0i2®R2r)r.e zTheese anal yses highlight t he s
regions?d international cooperation departments and citiz
cooperation systems with acgvebhteocceppcibhythe Sbuthgthaenw
global <citizenship.

In this regard, a report by the Observatory of Decentralis:
cooperation, such as the Spanish one, have managed to terr
points to a ceohawnttdi sbenoettzenry as a result of their pr
this, the report proposes that new channels be designed

compl ement to traditional indiorcadt acoopeasrati inomdidndt onme ot ¢ |
should inchstdiet mobinonal i sed soci al movement s, philanthropy,
knowl edge sector. (Fern8ndez de Losada satnsd dHsaemwmawe t2H0a2t2 )t h ¢
have already influenced the autonomous communities?® dece
experience exchanges between | ocal governments and a bett

2 Kania (2021)works with the concept of decentralised cooperation in a broad way, unlike this report, which focuses on DODA, and assessests
importance based on interviews with representatives of seven specific donors: the governments of Flanders, Wallonia, ScotlandWales, Catalonia,
Waden-Wirtemberg and Hamburg.

DECENTRALISED COOPERATION 7
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CIVIL SOCIETAND DODA

compani es-taadihoonal development actors, which are positior
perceived by some traditional NGOs as a challenge to their
This report aims to gather data on the collaboration bet wi
devel opment aid field and to reflect on the forms of coll a
based on concr ertee sepxeacnmpfliecsal IMoob t he report aims to answer t
1. What is the volume, weight, and i mportance of DODA in t
through ci vil society?
2. What are the similarities and differences between each
CS0Os?
3. What types and examples of DODA via CSOs are most align
cooperation?
4. What types and examples of DODA via CSOs are most alig
and devel opment?
5. What are the differences between centralised and decent
Annex 1 on methodology further develops these questions an
ofDODA and qualitative case studies.
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DODAIN FIGURES

= KONCLE Wf ~A§ AN 9EW ?2WEé8§xONf§ WS[ L
Year 20

3,072 iss™ 3.7% 1.8%

ODA by subnational governments Bilateral ODA from countries with Of DAC countries' bilateral
in 2021 decentralised systems aid

The | atest DODA data published ibry tthe @OELDh (ROI2Bw,) d en fsiurmm

trend outlined in thei moreevd soeusofr elpbh¥dbtov eNi tthhenprevd ous yea
time high in 2021, exceeding .USDh 3 ebialtliitenrtmecurpst,ahred fltiorregtd t1
had been slightly interrupted in 2020 was also confirmed.
weight in overall bilateral aid.

B2YlieqRYUWY n W IAEMEN GRY IJT W§?2 AWZMNT

5%
3,072
3,000
2,703 4%
2,489
2,120 3.7%
3.4% 9
2,000 - 3%
2%
1,000
1%
0 0%
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
I Decentralised aid (USD million) % of bilateral ODA in descentralised donors

EVe MBI WIGEAYI ¢ qRYUAWAEH 13T WY O WS

Despite the growing trend, DODA a®O®dDADIft $ hffondodtyods 8haf g
members of the Devel opment Assistance Committee (DAC), on
decentralised deV&lPupmernta, aiBelignm um, Canada, France, Ger man
Switzerl and, the United Ki ngdom. In these decentralised s
significant di fferences between croalnatriiwe .ddakelainnvehiilre,20 2l S|
aid reaches 27 %; i @, 0°BMsa ns,h oiwtnt Hmebldomis, @ h échhmagn ges consi derabl y
Ger many being by far the main provider of DODA

3 According to CRSdata, in 2021, total ODA in DAC countries was USD 186,021 billion, while DODA was USD 3,072 billion. Preliminary data for 2022
shows a total of ODA at USD 204094 billion (OECD2023b).

4 Other DAC countries that have occasionally provided ODA on a decentralisedbasis include Czech Republic, Lithuania, and Slovakia. However, in
2021, they did not record any aid allocations from subnational budgets.

5. As can be deduced from comparing of the two graphs, the relative fall in Spain is not due to a reduction in DODA budget but to an increase in
central government ODA.
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DODAIN FIGURES

B U tiROwl IR0 q! @IREMEINWT YOYI i
DODA over bil ater al ODA
spain I 26:8%
Germany NN 73%
Belgium N 6.7%
Austria NN 4.8%
Canada N 3.9%
Switzerland [ 2.1%
France Il 15%
United Kingdom | 0.4%

Portugal I 0.4%

taly I 0.31% W 2021
Japan 0.01% 2020
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%
DODA UiSmni | I'i on

Germany I 2,033
Spain NN 410
Canada W 197

France
Belgium

Switzerland

I 103
B o2
B 62

United Kingdom M 41

Austria W 34
ltaly | 8
W 2021
Japan @ 1.1
2020
Portugal = 0.7
0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000

EVeatNs OWWGEAYI ¢ qRYUAWAEH WT WY O

“to=slP W9 NE] §Af EE

DODAmMpl emént 2621 is broken down in the foll ow202Reghaph usin
As pointed out then and in other publications on decentral
2018) the main DODA ictoeupmtiexptemeli doner '™ Wi it hin this, t he mi
scholarships and allocations of ot her educational expense:
second | argest i tcearu motfr yt heODlA niosr Orseliant ed ,t avhtiH e rgd oémtl i erd ua
is in third place, witdouwntnruy hD@a tihreclasddmnooanst r Ahi ve expen

donamgendihesnsel ves for managing their ai d. These account 1

percentage than that of centralised donors, which reaches ¢
DODA effectively transferred to developing countries in 2
intermediaries such as United Nations (UN) agenci es. To a

cooperation projects.

8 For a precise definition of DODA categories, see the methodological annex.

DECENTRALISED COOPERATION 11
REPORR023



DODAIN FIGURES

PRt qql RAz qRYUWYNnW§? AW W¢l W=M=ZNWIOE? WG RGGRYUsb

Indirect cooperation (NGOs and other intermediaries): 478.00

International: 670.69

Technical assistance: 75.45 =
Projects: 117.24 ©

Direct cooperation: 192.69

DODA: 3,071.71

Students: 1,984 .80

In-donor country: 2,401.02

Refugees: 306.05

Global education: 60.43 ==
Administrative costs: 49.74 ==

EYebh®#Ns UWIGEAYI ¢ qRYUAWASt T WY U

As shown in the following graph, which show®2ttheeevodut bon
internatiemahnhtayd DODA maintain a growing trend-ciorundbrsol ut e
category account sn f200r2 17,8 %viotfh DaODsAt aibl e evol ution over the vy
than in 2005, when the OECD placed it at 50 %. DODA channel
previous year, driven by the-r ehatxegpdenidng ualel doat iscdnu defntesd da
countries by the German L2nder and al so byutlieiiancrease in

E2VYieqRYUWYnW WERWUql ¢ R DT W?282 WAH! WHREqWNYI ! Wei~RGGRYUOE?

3,000
671
635
595
2,000 596
B
1,000
0
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
M In-donor country International
EYebh#Ns UWNGEHYI ¢cqRVOG@Act T WY U
I nternational DODA increased by 6% over the previous year,
DODA modal ity is aid effectively transferred to developing

accounts for 71PDODA amd elr5nOtiXo ntaot al

Finally, direct decentralized cooperation, with USD 192 mi
DODA and 6.3% of total DODA. Compared to the previous yea
Scotl andds fundi ng19p rpoevrissoinoan fporrot@Q@MIiDre e quSaphneernan sAufprpil c aere
countries, to which it all ocated more than USD 15 million.
sharply with the dominant discoursgéngntbohehiobhet het iadnald

71n 2021, Austria doubled DODA allocated to support refugees compared to 2020.
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DODAIN FIGURES

cooperation lies in its knowledge of | ocal policies relevan
modal ities that allow donor governments to not only provid
assistancetheraftkpamds provided by | ocal governments) stoo

of total DODA.

The propensity of subnati ow@lungoyerenxnmemtds t toe abhbo©OdDWAe viam i
country to another. While such expenditure represents | ess
and Germany, it.is more than 90%

HYe qagédWwg? o] f WRUTRHEECqYI

The Spanish NGO Platform, La Coordinadora, conducts advocacy on decentrabed cooperation among other
development policy issues. Through this work, the Platform publishes reports analysing budgetary data from the
various Spanish autonomous communities. These analyses include a study of the commitments made by
autonomous communities to allocate 0.7% of their annual budgets to ODA.

According to data from the Report on Regional Official Development Aid 2023 (La Coordinadora, 2023), the average

level of regional cooperation is 0.13% in 2023, with large differences between regions: while some regions such as
the Basque Country-Euskadi, Navarre and La Rioja allocate more than 0.3%, others such as Murcia, Madrid and
Castilla La Mancha barely reach 0.03%.

§? WAH! WeceqYUYaVYet WAYGG2URq! WRUW=M=ZO0O

Euskadi I 0.33%
Navarre I 0.31%
La Rioja e 0.30%
Valencian community I 0.24%
Extremadura [N 0.18%
Cantabria [N 0.13%
Catalonia N 0.13%
Balearic Islands [N 0.11%
Asturias [N 0.10%
Aragon N 0.08%
Galicia [N 0.06%
Canary Islands [ 0.06%
Andalusia [ 0.05%
Castile and Leon M 0.05%
Castile-La Mancha [ 0.03%
Madrid Wl 0.02%
Murcia Bl 0.02%

0.00% 0.10% 0.20% 0.30% 0.40% 0.50% 0.60% 0.70%
EYehHNCIWIYYIIT
As explained in the Coordinadora's reportds met hodo
between expenditure on international development cooperation policy and the total consolidated budget of each
autonomous community. However, autonomo us and local governments that assume aid commitments in relative
terms can do so in relation to other variables, such as the current budget or their own income.

In 2018, the Network of Autonomous Communities established criteria for the analysis of decentralised cooperation
in Spain, despite still facing major limitations and difficulties arising from a large number of administrations, the
different levels of government, and the criteria disparity between accounting administrations for approved and
settled budgets, which makes comparability between administrations difficult.

In the Spanish case, these difficulties in obtaining data on the percentage of DODA allocated to the budget would
increase considerably if the study were extended to other countries due to the disparity of accounting criteria and
information sources. Moreover, with some exceptions such as Geneva, which has adopted the 0.7% by law, and
Flanders, where NGOs have proposed that it be adopted at all levels of government, the ODA effort is considered
a responsibility of central governments.

Wallt 6 Yedl WARWIYqUT Waééqllags IWOE G0t WYnWaé WWRT 30qR3 1T We #a LW
q6 WRI WU Y &e00 Al ¢lared 111 RUND WY Waé IWl WNRYUWqVYWs 6 RESWaq6 13! WHGYUNEK
9YaUql ! WRY W ¥n3l 1 UT WaYWdd WEa+t t ¢T RWaq6l YanNéYaqlags IW WGYI q
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DODAIN FIGURES

oAl E NA xf EE?W988AEA NAfs§ fl EOEN§ AL

In this section, ODA dataafsgthmd@smai doaat drys dofnodedeontrr al i
explained?2i2n Rtelpehrits exerci se has several | imitatniadmug arldlyat e
fragmesnytsetdem and the use of generic subnationalt hgaotv earneme n't
responsi bl e for reporting. These | imitations are overcome
profiles in each country.

2WHNI0ql ¢ Rt DT WHY YGUI ¢ qRYUWE Hq VY
The OECD records adedghttispresi biyc t sub’harhd g awhigohet hee Btpa |

autonomous communities, FamdhdRBRawar iSzodstdamd,oWalllomiad021, th
out in first place in ODA ranking, allocating USD 61 mil
decentraliseddm@e@enotrhi rd and fourth ranking positions are he
and the Valencian Community, respectivel y. Both Spanish al

budg@atalboyni7athe Val enci almy CHOMBewoitd wnd is in fifth ranking
fund@OoBWwhich were tmaialliyomudsseat o pr-b9iper COVAD protective eq
countr i eSsahianr aw bAf ri ca

RPUARDUq!I ¢ R DT WHYYGWI ¢qRYUWeNWUqt We UT W?8?2 W Rt Azl + 3GW0qAW=EMEZ N Wl

CATALONIA, 55 VALENCIAN COMMUNITY, 54 SCOTLAND, 37

EUSKADI, 61
NORTH
RHINELAND-
WESTPHALIA, 12 | HAMBURG, 12 GALICIA, 9

NAVARRE, 16
CASTILE
BALEARIC | AND IG.EON. ASTUGRIAS, MAI:;RID,
ANDALUSIA, 33 ISLANDS, 7
WELSH LA
EXTREMADURA, 13 AsSEmB... | RICJA,
3

ARAGON. 7 LeacTiLE-

LA..
BADEN-
WURTTEMB...
FLANDERS, 56 WALLONIA, 25 BAVARIA, 13 6 HESSE, 4

EVeraHMs UWWGcAYI ¢ qRYUAWAet 3T WY O

8 In this report, the namesof the identified actors have been homogenised, referring to the region to which they belong. Forexample,the Autonomous
Community of the Basque Country is called Euskadi.ln all cases,the agents identified refer to the different regions Qsubnational governments and
not to the region's subnational agents as a whole.

9 Forthe years2017to 2021,73,293decentralised cooperation actions have been registered, resulting in an average of 14,600 DODA actions per year.
The average amount of eachtransaction is USD40,000.

10 |n 2021, Flanders allocated 24% less DODA than in 2020, from USD 74.4 million to USD 56 million.
1 Scotland's DODA increased by 128% in 2021 compared to 2020, from USD 16 million to USD 36 million.
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DODAIN FIGURES

As mentioned ab odvoen,ors cangea natfihetshaei d | sath &w iietglle h ersa na@de ount r y

l evel . Among these actors, the main DODA provid®ntnsheare t he
Canadian provinces (USD 184 million), the French territori
authorities (USD 111 million), and the Swiss cantons (USD ¢
Annex 2 shows all DODA figures broken down by actor, incluc

in the report

2080 0ql ¢ORt BT WHYYGWI ¢qRYUWG! Y3 a1t

In this section, wea d ha ke®aan DddlpAsuestia tigo aimh ea t2® P27 p Oroinod .
countarrieesranked according t eattilidem r 2dtdgrrteien go fwidehc esptarianl i( 2 6 %)
with Japan (0.01%).

For each country, the volume of DODA in millions of doll ars
as wel |l as its evolution over the |l ast five years. Data fo
to the cdcdfeigmed etsoget her with other variables coveted in th
desti matiserctor al destination of aid. I n addi DOBbeAnehbad prof
throN@G® as explained in Annex 1.

The presentation of decenthmayi seedmcoompter adi omoliynaderd t e s ol

vi si bildiomprofagieewewer , it i s-ga vreemc égshsearlya cekx eorfc idsed nad | i n m
a practdiacsaldeocneentrali sed donors develop similar cooperatior
their framework of competoanceises and historical trajec

In countries for which sufficient information is available

presented, showing a more d&e¢ @eé fsdeddadpiarnoofri .laeg efnocri etshe t op t hr e

12 Of the USD2,033 billion that Germany has allocated to DODA in 2021, only USD59.16 million has been allocated by clearly identified actors in the
CRS. The rest (97%) of the aid is allocated to generic agentFederal states and local governmentsThis is why Germang® weight is lower when
excluding genericactors from the analysis.

13 Relative weight of ODA to bilateral ODA.

“According to DAC guidelines, activities aimed at Opromot i nrgd glolah s t devel o]
education. These actions are attributed to a specific recipient country when there is a direct geographical connection, while if there is no direct
geographical connection, they are allocated to a generic "unspecified" region. This is why there is no direct connection between global education
and ODA attributed to the OEuropedé remiebn, where decentralised donors are c
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Country profile 2

Spain
410

USD Million

2021 Descentralised Official
Development Assistance
(DODA)

26.8%

of bilateral ODA

By category

20%

In-donor country

Evolution of DODA (USD Million)

500 40%
36%
34%
32%
400
30%
26%, 7%
300
328 20%
292
200 291 =03
237
10%
100
0 0%
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

mmmmm |n-donor country International — e==c==9% of bilateral ODA

Where it comes from

0%

AUTONOMOUS REGIONS

27 %

MUNICIPALITIES

3%

UNIVERSITIES

Aid at a glance

By category (USD Million)

Indirect cooperation (NGOs and other intermediaries): 295
International: 328

DODA: 410

Direct cooperation: 33
= Students : 4

Refugees: 9
In-donor country: 82

Global education; 40

Administrative costs: 28

Geographic areas and main recipient countries

28%
UNSPECIFIED
0.1% 12%
EUROPE
MENA
38 o West Bank and Gaza Strip
/0 Morocco 2 %
AMERICA 19% North of Sahara, regional ASlA AND
Guatemala AFR'CA PAC'F'C
Saliyia Senegal India
oS Mozambique Afghanistan
Mali Philippines
Sector
5 1% 9% 11% 5% 24% 29
Social
services and
infraestructure B Education ®Health ®Water and sanitation ® Government and civil society ® Other

0.5% 10% 10% 11% 18%

Economic Productive Multisector Humanitarian Unspecified
services and sectors Aid
infraestructure

2021 CRS data (OECD, 2023)

NGO ch

316 /7% 5,723

47y

USD Million
channeled through of total country projects executed weight of DODA ober
NGOs in 2021 DODA by NGOs overall CSO channel

By NGO category

98 % 1w 1w 0%

In the donor country In developing International NGOs and CSOs
countries

By category

89%
INTERNATIONAL

11%
IN-DONOR COUNTRY

88.7% ~ oo
Project funding 10 Refugees
% 0.01%
0 Students
0.3%

0.00%

Global education Administrative costs

Core funding

By recipient
GEOGRAPHIC MAIN RECIPIENT
AREAS COUNTRIES ALLOCATED TO
Guatemala
AMERICA| 45% Bolivia 34
Colombia %
AFRICA| 22%
Peru FRAGILE STATES
UNSPECIFIED| 19% El Salvador
EUROPE| 12% West Bank and Gaza Strip 20\
Senegal o
ASIA AND PACIFIG 2% Morocco 0
Nicaragua LDCS
MENA|0.1%
Ecuador
By sector

BREAKDOWN OF SOCIAL SECTOR

Social services and infrastructure | 56%

Economic Infrastructure & Services| 12% 9%
Education
Productive sectors | 11% 28 11%
% Health
Multisector | 11% 6%

GOVERNMENT AND Water and sanitation

CIVIL SOCIETY 2%
Other

Humanitarian Aid| 10%

Unspecified | 0.3%

g 7 30 allocated to projects in which gender equality is the main
)

objective or an important objective
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Country profile 2

Spain

Main actors' details

Euskadi

Catalonia

85%

INTERNATIONAL

USD Million

15%

IN-DONOR COUNTRY

63%

INTERNATIONAL

USD Million

37%

IN-DONOR COUNTRY

2021 CRS data (OECD, 2023)

Valencian community 53.6

USD Million

96% 49

INTERNATIONAL IN-DONOR COUNTRY

List of actors M.USD %
Euskadi 60.8 14.8%
Catalonia 55.2 13.5%
Valencian community 53.6 13.1%
Andalusia 33.2 8.1%
Navarre 16.0 3.9%
Extremadura 13.1 3.2%
Galicia 9.4 2.3%
Balearic Islands 7.4 1.8%
Aragon 7.0 1.7%
Castile and Leon 5.9 1.4%
Asturias 5.6 1.4%
Madrid BS 1.4%
Castile-La Mancha 3.7 0.9%
La Rioja 3.4 0.8%
Canary Islands 3.2 0.8%
Cantabria 3.0 0.7%
Murcia 0.5 0.1%

73% of Spanish DODA is provided

by the Autonomous Regions

(including ODA that is allocated by
universities), while 27% is
provided by local entities

82% Indirect cooperation (NGOs
and other intermediaries)

3% Direct cooperation

By recipient
AMERICA| 48%
AFRICA| 22%
UNSPECIFIED| 18%
MENA| 9%

ASIA AND PACIFIG 3%

EUROPE]| 0.3%

MAIN RECIPIENT
COUNTRIES

Guatemala, Colombia,
El Salvador, Peru, West
Bank and Gaza Strip.

Global education 7%
Refugees 3%
Students 0%

Administrative costs 5%

By sector

SOCIAL SERVICES52%
HUMANITARIAN AIDj 21%
UNSPECIFIED| 12%
PRODUCTIVE SECTOR[SL0%
MULTISECTOR 5%

ECONOMIC SERVICES 0.2%

BREAKDOWN OF
SOCIAL SECTOR

Education (3%), health (1%),
water and sanitation (2%),
government and civil society
(45%), other (1%)

NGO channel
91%

of total actor's

55.5

USD Million
channeled through
NGOs in 2021 DODA

89
%

International

35
%

Fragile states

86%

352

projects executed by
NGOs

-

8
%

Global education

48
%

Government and civil society

¢

Of aid focuses on gender equality as a central or cross -
cutting objective (marker 1 and 2)

37% Indirect cooperation
(NGOs and other

27% Direct cooperation

By recipient
UNSPECIFIED| 57%
MENA| 20%

AMERICA| 13%
AFRICA| 9%
ASIA AND PACIFIQ 1%

EUROPE]| 0.02%

MAIN RECIPIENT
COUNTRIES

West Bank and Gaza
Strip, Mozambique,
Colombia, Morocco,
Guatemala.

Global education  17%
Refugees 10%

Students 0%
Administrative costs  10%

By sector

SOCIAL SERVICES44%
UNSPECIFIED| 29%
HUMANITARIAN AID 18%
PRODUCTIVE SECTORIS%
MULTISECTOR 4%

ECONOMIC SERVICES 1%

BREAKDOWN OF
SOCIAL SECTOR

Education (6%), health (14%)),
water and sanitation (0.4%),
government and civil society
(24%), other (0.2%)

NGO channel

18.7

USD Million
channeled through
NGOs in 2021

63
%
International

20 )

%

Fragile states

544,

of total actor's

160

projects executed by
NGOs

37
%

Global education

46
%

Government and civil society

Of aid focuses on gender equality as a central or cross -
cutting objective (marker 1 and 2)

89% Indirect cooperation Global education 4%

(NGOs and other Refugees 0%
Students  0.2%

Administrative costs 0%

7% Direct cooperation

By recipient By sector
AMERICA|59% SOCIAL SERVICE$63%
AFRICA| 21% PRODUCTIVE SECTORSL8%
MENA|11% HUMANITARIAN Al[} 8%

UNSPECIFIED| 6% MULTISECTOR 7%

ASIA AND PACIFIQ 2% UNSPECIFIED| 4%

EUROPE| 0% ECONOMIC SERVICE$ 0%
BREAKDOWN OF
SOCIAL SECTOR

Education (14%), health
(14%), water and sanitation
(8%), government and civil
society (27%), other (0%)

MAIN RECIPIENT
COUNTRIES

Peru, El Salvador,
Bolivia, Colombia,
Guatemala.

NGO channel
495 92% 127

USD Million
channeled through of total actor's projects executed by
NGOs in 2021 DODA NGOs
-
% %
International Global education

37 27
% %

Fragile states Government and civil society

869

Of aid focuses on gender equality as a central or cross -
cutting objective (marker 1 and 2)

¢
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Country profile 2

Germany
2 033 7 . 3% By category (usd million) e I —— 17 1% 320 1%

2021 CRS data (OECD, 2023)

Aid at a glance N

USD Million Indirect cooperation (NGOs and other intermediaries): 10 UsD Milion ) )
2021 Descentralised Official of bilateral ODA International: 41 Direct cooperation: 31 channeled through of total country projects executed weight of DODA ober
Development Assistance NGOs in 2021 DODA by NGOs overall CSO channel

(DODA)
By NGO category

99 1 % O 0 %

DODA: 2,033 In-donor country: 1,992 Students : 1,978 . .
In the donor country In developing International NGOs and CSOs

countries

By category D —

2% 98%

By category

549 46%

Global education: 12

In-donor country

T — — Administrative costs: 2 INTERNATIONAL IN_DONOR COUNTRY
Evolution of DODA (USD Million) S Geographic areas and main recipient countries
549 0%
Project funding B=tigees
200 2 % L(‘,'/f 0.2%
UNSPECIFIED 0 % Students
10% o 2%
11% 2 7 % Core funding Global education Administrative costs
1,500 EUROPE
MENA
By recipient R A A
AGTD Syrian Arab Republic
’ 6% By 46 % GEOGRAPHIC MAIN RECIPIENT
B — AREAS COUNTRIES ALLOCATED TO
AMERICA Q% P ASIA AND
500 .
Brazil AFRICA PACIFIC South Africa ™~
SRR UNSPECIFIED| 54% Rwanda 13
Colombia c : 0
ameroon China Lebanon &
® 0% Mexico —_— T AFRICA| 34%
| 5017 [2018 | 2019[_ | 2020 B ofzt?lle ool Nigeria India Tunisia FRAGILE STATES
it neematonal === e Ghana Pakistan EUROPE]| 8% Ethiopia
ASIA AND PACIFIG 2% Tanzania 19 \
Iraq o
(]
Where it comes from A ——  Sector T — T MENA| 1% Kenya
Senegal LDCS
AMERICA|0.7% Vietham
99%
LANDER 98% By sector
Social o s BREAKDOWN OF SOCIAL SECTOR
infraestructure B Education W Health ®Water and sanitation ® Government and civil society ® Other nspecified |
q ) ) ) 17%
1 /0 Social services and infrastructure | 32% Eduzatlon
MUNICIPALITIES Mutisector | 1256 > 2%
/0 Health
Productive sectors| 7% 2%
O . 1% O . 1% O . 6% 0 . O% O . 7% GOVERNMENT AND| Water and sanitation
Economic Productive Multisector Humanitarian Unspecified Economic Infrastructure & Services| 3% CIVIL SOCIETY 5%
§ervices and sectors Aid . . Other
infraestructure Humanitarian Aid| 1%

g 690/ allocated to projects in which gender equality is the main
0

objective or an important objective
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Country profile 2

Main actors' details

Bavaria

North Rhinefdvektphal

12.5

USD Million

2021 CRS data (OECD, 2023)

USD Million

Germany

90%

INTERNATIONAL

USD Million

10%

IN-DONOR COUNTRY

48%

INTERNATIONAL

52%

IN-DONOR COUNTRY

INTERNATIONAL

9%

IN-DONOR COUNTRY

List of actors M.USD %
Bavaria 12.7 0.63%
North Rhineland-Westphalia 12,5 0.61%
Hamburg 12.0 0.59%
Baden-Wirttemberg 6.4 0.31%
Hesse 3 0.18%
City State of Berlin 3.2 0.16%
Rhineland-Palatinate 2.1 0.11%
Lower-Saxony 15 0.07%
Saxony 1.3 0.07%
Schleswig-Holstein 0.9 0.04%
Mecklenburg-West Pomerania 0.8 0.04%
City State of Bremen 0.8 0.04%
Thuringia 0.6 0.03%
Brandenburg 0.4 0.02%
Saxony-Anhalt 0.3 0.01%
Saarland 0.1 0.01%

29% Indirect cooperation (NGOs
and other intermediaries)

61% Direct cooperation

By recipient
AFRICA| 42%
MENA| 23%
UNSPECIFIED| 14%
ASIA AND PACIFIQ 11%
EUROPE]| 5%

AMERICA| 5%

MAIN RECIPIENT
COUNTRIES

Tunisia, South Africa,
Senegal, Ethiopia,
Kenya.

Global education 2%
Refugees 0%
Students 7%

Administrative costs 1%

By sector

SOCIAL SERVICES 72%
ECONOMIC SERVICES 9%
PRODUCTIVE SECTOR®%
MULTISECTOR 4%
UNSPECIFIED| 3%

HUMANITARIAN AIDf 2%

BREAKDOWN OF
SOCIAL SECTOR

Education (47%), health (1%),
water and sanitation (10%),
government and civil society
(6%), other (8%)

NGO channel
3.9 31%

54

7% Indirect cooperation
(NGOs and other

41% Direct cooperation

By recipient
UNSPECIFIED] 76%
AFRICA| 16%

ASIA AND PACIFIG 4%
MENA| 2%
AMERICA| 1%
EUROPE]| 0.5%
MAIN RECIPIENT
COUNTRIES

Ghana, China, Lebanon,
India, Jordan.

Global education  39%
Refugees 0%
Students 0%

Administrative costs 8%

By sector

UNSPECIFIED| 47%
MULTISECTOR 35%
SOCIAL SERVICES11%
ECONOMIC SERVICES 4%
PRODUCTIVE SECTORR%

HUMANITARIAN AID 1%

BREAKDOWN OF
SOCIAL SECTOR

Education (9%), health (0.3%),
water and sanitation (2%),
government and civil society
(0.1%), other (0.2%)

NGO channel

1.5 12%

USD Million

12

2% Indirect cooperation
(NGOs and other

89% Direct cooperation

By recipient
UNSPECIFIED| 94%
ASIA AND PACIFIQ 2%
AFRICA| 1%

MENA | 1%
EUROPE| 0.4%

AMERICA| 0.4%

MAIN RECIPIENT
COUNTRIES

India, Tanzania, Iran,
Vietnam, China.

0.7

Global education 5%
Refugees 0%

Students 5%
Administrative costs 0%

By sector

SOCIAL SERVICE$69%
MULTISECTOR 26%
UNSPECIFIED]| 5%
HUMANITARIAN Al[} 0.01%
ECONOMIC SERVICE$ 0%

PRODUCTIVE SECTORS%

BREAKDOWN OF
SOCIAL SECTOR

Education (5%), health (63%),
water and sanitation (0.4%),
government and civil society
(0%), other (0.2%)

NGO channel

19

97% of German decentralised aid
lacks further breakdown other
than the generic field "Federal
states and local governments"
(1.974 USD million in 2021)

USD Million
channeled through of total actor's projects executed by
NGOs in 2021 DODA NGOs
b
% %
International Global education
% %

Fragile states Government and civil society

999

Of aid focuses on gender equality as a central or cross -
cutting objective (marker 1 and 2)

g

channeled through of total actor's projects executed by
NGOs in 2021 DODA NGOs
% %
International Global education
1
% %

Fragile states Government and civil society

87%

Of aid focuses on gender equality as a central or cross -
cutting objective (marker 1 and 2)

¢

USD Million
channeled through of total actor's projects executed by
NGOs in 2021 NGOs
% %
International Global education
-y
% %

Fragile states Government and civil society

279

Of aid focuses on gender equality as a central or cross -
cutting objective (marker 1 and 2)

¢
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Country profile 2

Belgium
92 6.7%

2021 CRS data (OECD, 2023)

NGO ch
By category (usd million) 2 6

Aid at a glance

28% 221

8%

USD Million USD Million
2021 Descentralised Official of bilateral ODA channeled through of total country projects executed weight of DODA ober
Development Assistance NGOs in 2021 DODA by NGOs overall CSO channel

Indirect cooperation (NGOs and other intermediaries): 37

(DODA)

By category

In-donor country

Evolution of DODA (USD Million)

DODA: 92 International: 89

Direct cooperation: 52

In-donor country: 4 — Students : 1
Global education: 2
Administrative costs: 1

Geographic areas and main recipient countries

By NGO category

86 %

In the donor country

By category

949

INTERNATIONAL

149 O 0 %

In developing
countries

International NGOs and CSOs

6%

IN-DONOR COUNTRY

85% = o
Project funding 6 Refugees
0 0.4%
10 % e 409% % Students
UNSPECIFIED 9%
0.3% 3 % Core funding Global education e
EUROPE
- o 7%, 7% MENA
By recipient
104 3 0/ Morocco
S ey GEOGRAPHIC MAIN RECIPIENT
N B i : wessank g cazasiy 4% AREAS COUNTRIES ALLOCATED TO
73 ey, G 0
AMERICA 50% Turisa ASIA AND
Haiti AFR | CA PAC' F | C Democratic Republic of the Congo
Peru ERICAI A% South Africa 34
Africa, regional India ] %
o M |4 | 4| —w— 2 [ Guatemala 79 _ UNSPECIFIED| 36% Mozambique
e (R T Nozamdwe § Philppines et Rwanda FRAGILE STATES
i South Africa Asia, regional AERICA| 7% Philippines
ASIA AND PACIFIQ 6% Benin
0
Malawi 37
. %
Where it comes from Sector EUROPE| 2% Peru
Uganda LDCS
MENA|0.4%
9 O Senegal
%
40% .
y sector
REGIONS Social
services and e —— BREAKDOWN OF SOCIAL SECTOR
infraestructure B Education ®Health ®Water and sanitation ® Government and civil society ® Other

104

PROVINCES AND MUNICIPALITIES

16% 1% 26% 2%

10%

Unspecified | 29%

Social services and infrastructure | 15%

Productive sectors| 9%

4%
3 Education
5%
% Health
2%
GOVERNMENT AND| Water and sanitation

Economic Productive Multisector Humanitarian Unspecified Economic Infrastructure & Services| 5% CIVIL SOCIETY 2%
§erV|ces and sectors Aid . . Other
infraestructure Humanitarian Aid| 3.9%

g 2 00 allocated to projects in which gender equality is the main
%

objective or an important objective
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Country profile 2

Belgium

List of actors M.USD %
Flanders 56.3 61.1%
Wallonia 25.0 27.2%
Brussels-Capital Region 1.6 1.8%

90% of Belgian DODA derives from
regional governments, while the
other 10% derives from provinces

and municipalities

Main actors' details

Flanders

INTERNATIONAL

94%

USD Million

6%

IN-DONOR COUNTRY

INTERNATIONAL

Wallonia

USD Million

99% 19

IN-DONOR COUNTRY

INTERNATIONAL

2021 CRS data (OECD, 2023)

BrussefSapital Regior

USD Million

17%

IN-DONOR COUNTRY

35% Indirect cooperation (NGOs

and other intermediaries)

59% Direct cooperation

By recipient
UNSPECIFIED| 53%
AFRICA| 42%

ASIA AND PACIFIG 2%
AMERICA| 1%
MENA| 1%

EUROPE] 0.4%

MAIN RECIPIENT
COUNTRIES

Mozambique, South
Africa, Niger, Malawi,
India.

Global education 2%
Refugees 0%
Students 2%

Administrative costs 2%

By sector

SOCIAL SERVICES60%
MULTISECTOR 14%
PRODUCTIVE SECTOR[SL1%
UNSPECIFIED| 7%
ECONOMIC SERVICES 6%

HUMANITARIAN AIQ 2%

BREAKDOWN OF
SOCIAL SECTOR

Education (4%), health (53%),
water and sanitation (0.4%),
government and civil society
(3%), other (0.2%)

NGO channel

10.1

USD Million
channeled through
NGOs in 2021

88
%

International

N

22
%

Fragile states

4909

¢

18%

of total actor's
DODA

71

projects executed by
NGOs

-~
11
%

Global education

%

Government and civil society

Of aid focuses on gender equality as a central or cross -

cutting objective (marker 1 and 2)

27% Indirect cooperation Global education 1%

(NGOs and other Refugees 0%
% Di i
72% Direct cooperation Students 0%

Administrative costs 0%

By recipient By sector

AFRICA| 72% MULTISECTOR 47%

UNSPECIFIED| 14% ECONOMIC SERVICES 44%

MENA | 8% SOCIAL SERVICES8%

ASIA AND PACIFIG 3% UNSPECIFIED| 1%

AMERICA| 2% HUMANITARIAN AID 0%

EUROPE] 0.01% PRODUCTIVE SECTORS%
BREAKDOWN OF
SOCIAL SECTOR

Education (2%), health (0%),
water and sanitation (0%),
government and civil society

MAIN RECIPIENT
COUNTRIES

Democratic Republic of
the Congo, Senegal,
Benin, Burkina Faso,

70% Indirect cooperation
(NGOs and other

13% Direct cooperation

By recipient
AFRICA| 58%
UNSPECIFIED| 18%
ASIA AND PACIFI] 15%
MENA | 9%
AMERICA| 0%

EUROPE| 0%

MAIN RECIPIENT
COUNTRIES

Democratic Republic of
the Congo, India,
Morocco

Global education  17%
Refugees 0%
Students 0%

Administrative costs 0%

By sector

SOCIAL SERVICE$45%
UNSPECIFIED| 17%
HUMANITARIAN AIQ 15%
PRODUCTIVE SECTORSL1%
ECONOMIC SERVICE$ 9%

MULTISECTOR 4%

BREAKDOWN OF
SOCIAL SECTOR

Education (0%), health (13%),
water and sanitation (11%),
government and civil society

West Bank and Gaza

(3%), other (3%)

NGO channel—

20%

of total actor's
DODA

5.1

USD Million
channeled through
NGOs in 2021

96
%

International

54
%

Fragile states

0 %
¢

12

projects executed by
NGOs

Global education

14
%

Government and civil society

Of aid focuses on gender equality as a central or cross -
cutting objective (marker 1 and 2)

(0%).

other (21%)

NGO channel

1.4

USD Million

channeled through
NGOs in 2021

87%

of total actor's
DODA

81
%

International

51
%

Fragile states

159,

(ij'—

Of aid focuses on gender equality
cutting objective (marker 1 and 2)

32

projects executed by
NGOs

10
%

Global education

0
%

Government and civil society

as a central or cross -
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Country profile 2

Austria

34

USD Million
2021 Descentralised Official
Development Assistance
(DODA)

4. 7%

of bilateral ODA

By category
DODA: 34

17%

In-donor country

Evolution of DODA (USD Million) e

50 10%

3%

4%

% AMERICA
7 9
Brazil
Bolivia
0 0% Nicaragua
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
mmmm |n-donor country International e==c==9% of bilateral ODA
Where it comes from S ——  Sector
M.USD %
Provincial governments, local ~ 34.4 100%

13%

Social
services and
infraestructure

DAC statistics do not provide
further breakdown of agencies

1%
Economic

services and
infraestructure

Aid at a glance

By category (usd million)

International: 8

In-donor country: 26

Geographic areas and main recipient countries

3%
EUROPE

Qu
AFRICA

Ethiopia

Tanzania

Burkina Faso

Indirect cooperation (NGOs and other intermediaries): 7

Direct cooperation: 1

Refugees: 25

Global education: 1

N
7

USD Million
channeled through
NGOs in 2021

By NGO category

97 %

In the donor country

By category

88%

21%

of total country
DODA

3 %
In developing
countries

INTERNATIONAL

2021 CRS data (OECD, 2023)

377

projects executed
by NGOs

6%

weight of DODA ober
overall CSO channel

0% 0 %

International NGOs and CSOs

13%
IN-DONOR COUNTRY

80%

UNSPECIFIED

2%

MENA

Iraq

Jordan 4 %

Lebanon AS|A AN D
PACIFIC
India
Nepal
Pakistan

B Education ®Health ®Water and sanitation ® Government and civil society ® Other

2%

Productive
sectors

1%

Multisector

79%

Humanitarian
Aid

3%

Unspecified

87%

Project funding

0.3%

Core funding

0%
1 2 Refugees
1.0%
% Q

Students

0%

Global education Administrative costs

By recipient A
GEOGRAPHIC MAIN RECIPIENT
AREAS COUNTRIES ALLOCATED TO
Tanzania
AFRICA| 39% Ethiopia 42
%
UNSPECIFIED) 21% Uganda
India FRAGILE STATES
ASIA AND PACIFIG 15% Nepal
AMERICA| 15% Brazil
Kenya 36
. %
EUROPE| 7% Bolivia
Pakistan LDCS
MENA| 4% ) )
Democratic Republic of the Congo
By sector

Social services and infrastructure | 48%

Humanitarian Aid| 22%
Unspecified | 12%
Productive sectors| 10%

Multisector | 7%

Economic Infrastructure & Services| 2%

BREAKDOWN OF SOCIAL SECTOR

14%
Education

3 13%
% Health
8%
GOVERNMENT AND Water and sanitation

CIVIL SOCIETY 10%
Other

g 150/ allocated to projects in which gender equality is the main
0

objective or an important objective
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Country profile 2

Canada

197

USD Million
2021 Descentralised Official
Development Assistance
(DODA)

49

of bilateral ODA

By category

International In-donor country

Evolution of DODA (USD Million) s

250 10%
200
150

100

50

0 0%

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

mmmm |n-donor country International —e==c==9% of bilateral ODA

Where it comes from
M.USD %

Provincial Governments 196.
and municipalities

100%

DAC statistics do not provide

Aid at a glance

By category (usd million)

International: 12 1

DODA: 197

Geographic areas and main recipient countries

0%
EUROPE

2%

AMERICA 2%
— AFRICA
Mexico Burkina Faso
Colombia Senegal
Senegal
Madagascar
Sector

1%

Social
services and
infraestructure

Indirect cooperation (NGOs and other intermediaries): 10

Direct cooperation: 1

— Students : 1

Refugees: 183

9 5%

USD Million
channeled through
NGOs in 2021

By NGO category

98 %

In the donor country

O

of total country
DODA

In developing

162

projects executed
by NGOs

2%

countries

By category

100%
INTERNATIONAL

0%

International

2021 CRS data (OECD, 2023)

1%

weight of DODA ober
overall CSO channel

0 %

NGOs and CSOs

IN-DONOR COUNTRY

95%
UNSPECIFIED

0.4%

MENA

Morocco

Iran 0 . 4 %

Lebanon ASIA AND
PACIFIC
India
China

Lao People's Democratic
Republic

B Education ®Health ®Water and sanitation ® Government and civil society ® Other

63%

Project funding

37%

Core funding

0
%

Global education

0
Refugees

0
Students

0
Administrative costs

By recipient R A
GEOGRAPHIC MAIN RECIPIENT
AREAS COUNTRIES ALLOCATED TO
Haiti
GERICAI ST Burkina Faso 60
Benin %
AMERICA| 36%
Senegal FRAGILE STATES
UNSPECIFIED| 18% Bolivia
ASIA AND PACIFIG 5% Morocco
0
Colombia 6 1
%
EUROPE| 4% Guatemala
India LDCS
MENA|0.2%
Madagascar
By sector

Unspecified | 38%

Productive sectors|27%

BREAKDOWN OF SOCIAL SECTOR

2%
Education

further breakdown of agencies Humanitarian Aid| 17% sro 2% .
Healtl
Social services and infrastructure | 12% 1%
0% 1% 1% 94% 2% GOVERNMENT AND| Water and sanitation
Economic Productive Multisector Humanitarian Unspecified Muttisector | 6% CIVIL SOCIETY 3%
services and sectors Aid » . Other
infraestructure Economic Infrastructure & Services| 1%

allocated to projects in which gender equality is the main
objective or an important objective

? 6%
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Country profile 2

Switzerland

62

USD Million

2021 Descentralised Official
Development Assistance
(DODA)

2%

of bilateral ODA

By category

In-donor country

Evolution of DODA (USD Million)

e 3%
26%
50 2%
2%
51
52 = 57
57
25 1.3%
. . .
14
11 10
5
. = ..
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

mmmmm |n-donor country International  e==c==9% of bilateral ODA

Where it comes from
M.USD %

Cantons and municipalities 62.2 100%

DAC statistics do not provide
further breakdown of agencies

Aid at a glance

By category (usd million)

International: 57
DODA: 62

Indirect cooperation (NGOs and other intermediaries): 55

Direct cooperation: 1

In-donor country: 5 == Students : 1
Refugees: 2
Administrative costs: 2

Geographic areas and main recipient countries

2%
EUROPE

13%

AMERICA 33%
— AFRICA
Colombia Burkina Faso
Bolivia W
Tanzania
Sector

45%

Social
services and
infraestructure

1%
Economic

services and
infraestructure

Qu

Productive
sectors

31%

Multisector

West Bank and Gaza Strip

37%

UNSPECIFIED

4o
MENA

11%

Yemen

Lebanon ASIA AND
PACIFIC
India
Bangladesh
Afghanistan

B Education ®Health ®Water and sanitation ® Government and civil society ® Other

10%

Humanitarian
Aid

4o

Unspecified

NGO ch
o4

USD Million
channeled through
NGOs in 2021

By NGO category

87 %

In the donor country

By category

99.5%

87%

of total country
DODA

0%

In developing

2021 CRS data (OECD, 2023)

6%

2,128

projects executed
by NGOs

weight of DODA ober
overall CSO channel

12%

International

0%

NGOs and CSOs

countries

INTERNATIONAL

0.5%

IN-DONOR COUNTRY

68%

Project funding

32%

Core funding

1
0%

0 5 Refugees
y 0%
0,
% Students

M 0y
Global education Administrative costs

By recipient
GEOGRAPHIC MAIN RECIPIENT
AREAS COUNTRIES ALLOCATED TO
Burkina Faso
AFRICA| 36% Haiti 44
’ %
UNSPECIFIED| 33% India
Madagascar FRAGILE STATES
AMERICA| 15% Tanzania
Senegal
ASIA AND PACIFIG 11% 37
Bangladesh o
(]
EUROPE| 4% Democratic Republic of the Congo
Benin LDCS
MENA | 2% )
Mozambique
By sector

BREAKDOWN OF SOCIAL SECTOR

Social services and infrastructure | 46%

Multisector | 35%
Productive sectors| 10%

Humanitarian Aid| 7%

Economic Infrastructure & Services| 1%

Unspecified | 0.5%

11%
Education

13 11%
% Health
6%
GOVERNMENT AND| Water and sanitation

CIVIL SOCIETY 5%
Other

g 1 10 allocated to projects in which gender equality is the main
%

objective or an important objective
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Country profile 2

France
193

USD Million
2021 Descentralised Official
Development Assistance
(DODA)

Aid at a glance

By category (usd million)

1.5%

of bilateral ODA ‘ ‘ Indirect cooperation (NGOs and other intermediaries): 34

International: 87
f Direct cooperation: 53

By category D — — Students : 1

DODA: 192

Refugees: 85

55%

In-donor country

Global ion: 5

Administrative costs: 15

2021 CRS data (OECD, 2023)

N

122 63%

189%

USD Million
channeled through of total country projects executed weight of DODA ober
NGOs in 2021 DODA by NGOs overall CSO channel

1,274

By NGO category

92 % 2% 6% 0 %

In the donor country In developing International NGOs and CSOs
countries

By category

27% 73%
INTERNATIONAL IN-DONOR COUNTRY

Evolution of DODA (USD Million) . Geographic areas and main recipient countries

200 2%
2% 51%
2% UNSPECIFIED
2%
e ? 1% EUOI/?OOPE 6 2
7 MENA
69
100 53 0 Lebanon
2 A) North of Sahara, regional 6 %
AMERICA 33% West Bank and Gaza Strip AS|A AND
50 106
T = Haiti AFRICA PACIFIC
Cuba Africa, regional Cambodia
0 0% 1 i —_— N - iy
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Caribhealpjiegichal Western Africa, regional Armenia
mmmmm |n-donor country International —e==cm== 9 of bilateral ODA Madagascar m

Where it comes from S ——  Sector
M.USD %

Minister of Europe and Foreign

0,
Affairs of France 149.6 78% 350 %0

Social

o services and

Interdepartmental 43. 22% infraestructure m Education MHealth ®Water and sanitation W Government and civil society ® Other

DAC statistics do not provide
further breakdown of agencies

1% 4o 3% 46% 11%

Economic Productive Multisector Humanitarian Unspecified

services and .
, sectors Aid
infraestructure

=
25 % 70%
Project funding 3 Refugees
o 0%
0 Students

3%
Core funding

0%

Global education Administrative costs

By recipient R A A
GEOGRAPHIC MAIN RECIPIENT
AREAS COUNTRIES ALLOCATED TO
Madagascar \
UNSPECIFIED| 63% Senegal 18
Burkina Faso %
AFRICA| 22%
Mali FRAGILE STATES
EUROPE| 5% Benin
ASIA AND PACIFIG 4% Armenia 17
Haiti
%
MENA | 4% Iraq
Togo LDCS
AMERICA| 2%
Lebanon
By sector
o . BREAKDOWN OF SOCIAL SECTOR
Humanitarian Aid| 72%
Social services and infrastructure | 14% 2%
Education
Productive sectors | 5% 1 3%
% Health
Unspecified | 4% 7%

GOVERNMENT AND Water and sanitation

CIVIL SOCIETY 1%
Other

Multisector | 4%

Economic Infrastructure & Services| 1%

g 150/ allocated to projects in which gender equality is the main
0

objective or an important objective
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Country profile 2

2021 CRS data (OECD, 2023)

Olaliczo M slee /] Aid at a glance NGO ch
41 04% By category (usd million) 18 44% 51 1%

USD Million USD Million

2021 Descentralised Official of bilateral ODA channeled through of total country projects executed weight of DODA ober
Development Assistance NGOs in 2021 DODA by NGOs overall CSO channel
(DODA) Indirect cooperation (NGOs and other intermediaries): 21

By NGO category

By category . 78% 0.0% 0.4%  22%

International: 41 . N
In the donor country In developing International NGOs and CSOs
countries

By category

In-donor country Direct cooperation: 19 100% O%
INTERNATIONAL IN-DONOR COUNTRY
Evolution of DODA (USD Million) Geographic areas and main recipient countries
95% 0

> Project funding 0 Refugees
u 13% % .
o 0.4% UNSPECIFIED 5% tudents

gt 0 % O % Core funding Global education 2dm|n|stramve GEES
. EUROPE MENA

0.3% o

By recipient
Lebanon

2 O% 4% GEOGRAPHIC MAIN RECIPIENT

0.2%

AREAS COUNTRIES ALLOCATED TO
AMERICA 83% ASIA AND
1 01% AFRICA PACIFIC Malawi ~
AFRICA| 71% Rwanda 12
Malawi Paki . %
R 00% it S ., UNSPECIFIED) 20% Zambia ’
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Rwanda Afghanistan Ethiopia

FRAGILE STATES

mmmmm |n-donor country International —e==c==9% of bilateral ODA South of Sahara, regional India EUROPE| 0% South Sudan
AMERICA| 0% Lebanon 62
) %
Where it comes from Sector ASIA AND PACIFIQ 0%
LDCS
M.USD % MENA | 0%
Scottish Government 36.6 90%
Y0 4% 53% 55% 6% 19 By sector
Social
Welsh Assembly Government 39 10% services and Social services and infrastructure | 41% BREAKDOWN OF SOCIAL SECTOR
nftaestructure m Education ®Health ®Water and sanitation W Government and civil society ® Other ! ' ! ! ¥
Unspecified | 27% 5%
13 Education
Multisector | 16% 9%
% Health
Productive sectors| 8% 13%
3% 4% 9% 3% 12% GOVERNMENT AND| Water and sanitation
Economic Productive Multisector Humanitarian Unspecified Humanitarian Aid| 5% CIVIL SOCIETY 2%
services and sectors Aid » . Other
infraestructure Economic Infrastructure & Services| 3%

g 1 60 allocated to projects in which gender equality is the main
%

objective or an important objective
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Country profile 2

Portugal
0.7

USD Million
2021 Descentralised Official
Development Assistance
(DODA)

0.3%

of bilateral ODA

By category

In-donor country

Evolution of DODA (USD Million) e

2.0 1.0%

0.8

0.3
0.1
4 0.71 0.77
0.41
0.0

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
mmmm |n-donor country International  e==c==% of bilateral ODA

0.0%

Where it comes from
M.USD %

Municipalities 0.7 100%

DAC statistics do not provide
further breakdown of agencies

Aid at a glance

By category (usd million)

DODA: 0.73

Geographic areas and main recipient countries

O%
AMERICA

International: 0.02

In-donor country: 0.71

Sector

13%

Social
services and
infraestructure

-%
Economic

services and
infraestructure

Indirect cooperation (NGOs and other intermediaries): 0.02

I Students : 0.07

Refugees: 0.64

0.02 3%

USD Million
channeled through of total country
NGOs in 2021 DODA

By NGO category

100%

In the donor country

0%
In developing
countries

By category

57%
INTERNATIONAL

8

projects executed
by NGOs

0%

International

43%

2021 CRS data (OECD, 2023)

0.15%

weight of DODA ober
overall CSO channel

0%

NGOs and CSOs

IN-DONOR COUNTRY

0%
EUROPE

Ow
MENA

13%
AFRICA

Sao Tome and Principe
Cape Verde

Mozambique

92%

UNSPECIFIED

Ow
ASIA AND
PACIFIC

B Education ®Health ®Water and sanitation ® Government and civil society ® Other

- %

Productive
sectors

0.1%

Multisector

87%

Humanitarian
Aid

-%

Unspecified

57%

Project funding

0%

Core funding

0
%

Global education

43%
Refugees

0%
Students

09
Administrative costs

By recipient R A
GEOGRAPHIC MAIN RECIPIENT
AREAS COUNTRIES ALLOCATED TO
Mozambique
AFRICA| 5% Sao Tome and Principe 45
%

UNSPECIFIED| 43%
AMERICA| 0%

ASIA AND PACIFIG 0%
MENA| 0%

EUROPE| 0%

By sector
Social services and infrastructure | 57%
Humanitarian Aid| 43%
Economic Infrastructure & Services| 0%
Productive sectors| 0%
Multisector | 0%

Unspecified | 0%

FRAGILE STATES

57
%

LDCS

BREAKDOWN OF SOCIAL SECTOR

0
%

GOVERNMENT AND
CIVIL SOCIETY

39%
Education

17%

Health

0%

Water and sanitation
1%

Other

g O 0 allocated to projects in which gender equality is the main
/0 objective or an important objective
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Country profile 2

Italy
8.5

2021 CRS data (OECD, 2023)

NGO cha
7.6

Aid at a glance

By category (usd million)

0.3% 90% 509

3%

USD Million USD Million
2021 Descentralised Official of bilateral ODA channeled through of total country projects executed weight of DODA ober
Development Assistance NGOs in 2021 DODA by NGOs overall CSO channel

(DODA)

By NGO category

100% 0w O O%

In the donor country In developing International NGOs and CSOs
countries

Indirect cooperation (NGOs and other intermediaries): 7.6

DODA: 8.6 International: 8.5

By category

By category

99% 1%
INTERNATIONAL IN-DONOR COUNTRY

Direct cooperation: 0.8

In-donor country: 0.1 \
Global education: 0.1

Geographic areas and main recipient countries

In-donor country

Evolution of DODA (USD Million)

99% ' &
Project funding 1 Refugees
0% % 0%
UNSPECIFIED 0% Students
10.0 0.6% 6 % 1 9 % Core funding Global education ﬁ?m,ms‘,awe GEES
EUROPE
MENA
By recipient
1 1 0/ Tunisia
T ) GEOGRAPHIC MAIN RECIPIENT
; wesganara cazasuy 1196 AREAS COUNTRIES ALLOCATED TO
AMERICA 52% Lebanon ASIA AND
Colombia AFRICA PACIFIC Kenya
AERICA| ST Tanzania 63
Brazil 0,
Kenya Myanmar %
oo MRl Looo BT R T Bolivia Bkl < 4 EUROPE]| 15% Uganda
o7 2018 om0 2020 o202 Tanzania Armenia Mozambique FRAGILE STATES
= |n-donor country lernational —— lateral Uganda Nepal AMER'CAI 12% Eth|0p|a
West Bank and Gaza Strip
ASIA AND PACIFIG 9% 48
Senegal o
f (]
Where it comes from Sector MENA | 7% Lebanon
Myanmar LDCS
M.USD % UNSPECIFIED| 0.4% -
Tunisia
Local administration 8.5 100%
2% By sector
Social
services and Social services and infrastructure | 73% BREAKDOWN OF SOCIAL SECTOR
infraestructure B Education ®Health ®Water and sanitation ® Government and civil society ® Other

Productive sectors | 16%

28%

DAC statistics do not provide 3 Education
further breakdown of agencies Multisector | 7% b 20%
% Health
Economic Infrastructure & Services| 2% 7%

2% l 6)/0 8% 1% O . 7% GOVERNMENT AND| Water and sanitation

Economic Productive Multisector Humanitarian Unspecified Humanitarian Aid| 1% CIVIL SOCIETY 15%

services and sectors Aid Other

infraestructure

Unspecified | 0.7%

g 3 20 allocated to projects in which gender equality is the main
%

objective or an important objective
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Country profile 2

Japan
1.1

USD Million

2021 Descentralised Official
Development Assistance
(DODA)

0.01%

of bilateral ODA

By category

A%

In-donor country

Evolution of DODA (USD Million)

0.02%

0.39
. i

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
mmmmm |n-donor country International — e==c==9% of bilateral ODA

Where it comes from

M.USD %
Ordinance-designed Cities 0.6 51%
Prefectures 0.5 49%

DAC statistics do not provide
further breakdown of agencies

Aid at a glance

By category (usd million)

DODA: 1.1

In-donor country: 0.16

International: 0.95

Geographic areas and main recipient countries

12%
AMERICA

Brazil
Paraguay

Argentina

Sector

42%

Social
services and

infraestructure

0.6%

Economic
services and
infraestructure

0%
EUROPE

O%
AFRICA

O%
MENA

Indirect cooperation (NGOs and other intermediaries): 0.95

I Students : 0.16

65%

UNSPECIFIED

24 %
ASIA AND
PACIFIC

Vietnam

Asia, regional

Myanmar

39% 1%1%]

B Education ®Health ®Water and sanitation ® Government and civil society ® Other

0.1%

Productive
sectors

56%

Multisector

1%

Humanitarian
Aid

0.5%

Unspecified

2021 CRS data (OECD, 2023)

NGO ch

0.5 46% 27

0.25%

USD Million
channeled through of total country projects executed weight of DODA ober
NGOs in 2021 DODA by NGOs overall CSO channel

By NGO category

94 o

In the donor country

6% O% 0%
In developing International NGOs and CSOs
countries

By category

71%

INTERNATIONAL

29%

IN-DONOR COUNTRY

1%

Project funding

0%

Core funding

Global education

0
%

0%

Refugees

28%

Students

0%

Administrative costs

By recipient
GEOGRAPHIC MAIN RECIPIENT
AREAS COUNTRIES ALLOCATED TO
) -~
Vietnam
ASIA AND PACIFIG 42% Brazil 5
Par. %
UNSPECIFIED| 35% araguay
Indonesia FRAGILE STATES
AMERICA| 23% Myanmar
India -
AFRICA| 0% 5
Argentina
. %
MENA| 0% Malaysia
Thailand LDCS
EUROPE| 0% I
Philippines

By sector

BREAKDOWN OF SOCIAL SECTOR

Social services and infrastructure | 83%

Multisector | 16%

83%
Education

Unspecified | 1% O 0.1%
% Health
Productive sectors| 0% 0%
GOVERNMENT AND | Water and sanitation
Economic Infrastructure & Services| 0% CIVIL SOCIETY 0.1%

Humanitarian Aid| 0%

Other

g O 0 allocated to projects in which gender equality is the main
A) objective or an important objective

DECENTRALISED COOPERATIONREPOR 2023 29



DODA CHANNELE
THROUGH CIVIL
SOCIETY

This section descraisteess teéhamumbeegprr esfent di f f
coll aboration between subnational governm
cooperation. It al so examines the extent
dominant ideas about the engageme8®©sof sub
in devel opmentasc@xpé @adntiei@onni nl .quRintdttatti ve
anal ysis iins Seexcpwinddieddat a on DODA channel €
includinguseaedi OECH®Ne& o 'apnaaritynseer shi ps wi th ci
( OECD, aZzlolm2en t heseeBieds® and through CSOs'
2020a) .

Secondluynb ea orfe pcraesseedmé¢ | m@gi n ¢ cau bdy paerses and
examitn,edexpl ore their sagsatdt&egirc alpipgomemt a
the international normative framewor k.
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DODA CHANNELED VIA CSO
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©== % of NGO channel over total DODA % of NGO channel over international DODA
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The abocvendawnadi ct st Bemaforemenbvianedr aaiThesesanmt bot hat the
main modal ity odopgecanitomli sedli rect coopestahdatonaneioafe otvhee , m:
di fferences between decentralised and centrampsediecbiopgr a
organi sed ,aisvitlhes NGiOetcshannel represents 8ByWO®DK oimptaerrendat i on
to only 11% ofbywdmtsrealfiissadc@dA.

faGYl qc URIDWY NW?8? WaqVYW ] 8§t

Whil e NGOs are important for decentralised cooperation, at
gener al , decentralised cooperation accounts for | ess than
trend are: Spaionewbaeteopracvergatwyg euros of ODA transferre
munici pal budgets, as shown in the table below; and France
recently increased through aid for refugees.

BWi thin decwemtprealaitseodh, the main NGO funders identified in the Creditor Rep
doll ars), the Valencian Community (49 million doll arsyge Adé&oanmudsollal a(r2sl) nanld i
Scotland (13 million dollars). On the other hand, colilteicas v(ed %7 rFirlelnicchn)l oam
cantons ($54 million) are identified as major NGO funders.
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Bilateral DODA via NGOs

Decentralised

International In-donor Total | International In-donor Total
country country %*
Spain ‘ 28I 35 311 411‘ 25 674759
France 33 89 12 58 99 68| 189
Belgium 24 2 26 30 4 30 8 %
Austria 6 09 7 10 9 11 6 %
Switzerland 54 03 54 95 0, 95| 6%
Italy 8 0.1 8 231 0.1 23 3%
United Kingdom 18 0.0 18 145" 7 14 6 1%
Canada 9 0.0 9 99 12 10009 %
Germany 9 8 17 2.0 78 217108 %
Japan 04 0.1 05 20 0.8 20{02%
Portugal 001 001 00 2 12 2 1502%

AWF Uqul O¢qRYUCEGW?8? WEaaYHE PEIRGHopYIL ¢]agle RY ALE | 6L oY YHa: et RUGGIL § cSd ROY U ¢ § LW
EVebnuMs UWNGEAYI ¢ qRYUSAWAEH T Wy O

DODAhannehedNGOS,7 i | Idiod i a2r0s2vkg di st r i mmotreet alro, @EW¥ el opment
act iTohnfse.guormp |l e meirn Sor maateicazi.dgitndi ¢ avbdiempor todODA oot

l'ie so much in its aggr egatce i vwml.urer,c atplhte ritrwoittds sadpppislritara | &
ofci vil axdoiratcypindns throughout the territory

bt REqeURUDWqVYWY! W6l Ye N6 W9 ES§H

OECD guidance on partnering with civil society imoneéene fiel
fundmondgal i ti es, as oppoaerdnder pranaicn g ffuim@d nndgihaeke f badnek st vy
the intrirmsSiQandalk he atpist ti eirtnos ttrhuemernt al value. This disjuncti
CSOs" versus "addcumd ®@EELD C8084) .

From this perspective, it should be noted that sulkmational
partner with NGBGB®sr ojneat phagiex,t to the detriment of core fun
use of their political capital for the i mplementation of t
via NGOs -hasepdmppeetd to 63% of centralised ODA. As shown in
and Canada allocate a significanfupdiognmadal of yDO®At hombh
2021

16 The "channel reported name" field indicates that these actions are spread across a large number of different NGOs. However, a this is a free field,
some countries do not fill it in and others do so inconsistently, so it is not possible to know the number of actors behind these 15,348actions with
precision.

171n 2021, USD 28.28 million were dedicated to NGO core funding, which was provided by only ten of the forty-eight ecentralized donors registered
in the CRS, both individually and generically. Of these ten, Swiss cantons and municipalities accounted for 60% of core fundig. Other actors that
made use of this funding modality include Flanders, Scotland, Basque Country, and Catalonia, as well as generic actors such as the Canadian and
French local governments and municipalities.
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The DAC database also makes it possible to distinguish var
graph bel ow. From the OECD approach (2012), the percent age
relevant. The dataypesi ohAtenthateshase not sggdandopatatviedry
partners, 94% of which is concenttateitonyNGOs established

?g§? WHEcUUWGGNUT W2ReW ] 8t AW RoWI WUqReqIT WHAH! We! GUWYNnW ] §AaW 3¢ W=
“' = In developing countries

= In the donor country

= International

= NGOs and civil society
(without breakdown)

EYeh'¥Ms UWIGEHYI ¢cqRYUAWAet 3T wy o

uld! W e @Yietowe RiIJu
DODA channeled through NGOs in 2021 is (f43x%)s eadn do nh uisnoacn iatl a rsie

(22%). Within social services and i nfrasn rhuicgthulrieg, h ttihneg stuhbes ¢
role of NGOs in t@mevemORdnclAegeandh dTbVvisl i so@iretcyy sely the ma
cooperation subsector, with 17% of DODA ahead of sectors w

health (9%) and education (8%)c.enHavadViere,d ictoopleawltd olne exd ke
a 20% concentration of aid via N&Obsé&notohe governance and ¢

8 The analysis by donor shows that most countries allocate more than 90% to NGOs that are based incountry, while in Belgium, Switzerland, and
the UK, this percentage ranges from 77% to 87%. Percentage wise, Belgium and Japan are the top NGO funders based in least deloped countries
(14% and 5%, respectively), while Switzerland and France are the top NGO funds (12% and 6% respectively).Funding to NGOs based in least
developed countries amounted to 10 USD million in 2021 (that is 1.7% of DODA channeled via NGOs). This 10 million was providd by 15 of the 48
decentralised actors (30%), with Flanders, Catalonia, and the Basque Country staridg out as providers. Out of this 10 million, only 2% was core
funding for in-country based NGOs, mainly provided by France.

19 The main actor allocating funds to this sector is the Basque Country, which allocated 27 USD million to projects carried outby NGOs in this sector
(48% of their DODA channeled through NGOs). The remaining main actors allocating funds to this sector are the Spanish autononous communities.
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The geographical di stribution ofi DDDAatehsa heiewield ghowugly N

potenti al in development adgfofladDODRrabhpibheesedt ebronagei W&OS8
recipients being Guatemala, Palestine, the Democratic Repub
| ower than thatoopferrahmitomnta | maleaels up 38% of aid via NGOs in f
the Democratic Republ.ic of Congo, and Yemen

Al YaYqRUDWNGYHcOWRARqRANDUY 6RGWe Ul WRUAG 21t Rz
I'n addition to the inditchaetn@and & su sa& ldbrfdadStOlsae hDIEICHd fitdy |, the Cr

Reporting System (CRS) allows for the extraction of other

through civil society. One of these indicators is etnlte perce
i ssues through citizeast orogfnnirtghaaaii ainss,claosseulby | i nked to ec
citizenship. In thddomaoraagemei adecemod wapme chie¢aglhiesaantd eognn e e a lo f
gover nmewittsh 8% of DODA dedicated to these objectives, C 0O My
terms of projects, thiwArpeerreasesaisng & erderd oavdecal ®O&%gni fi cantl y
expadnedcentralised cio&peration capacit

Another interesting piece of data pertaining to this study

The weight of SDG 11 in international DODA channeled thro
di mension of t sausprao mathil@n ofcl usi ve, and Uedelti ehi sciSDGe
compl emelmatawddary t he intri nsinadvaatleu ea nodf eNtGGssu iaenadt & dhireal gover i
woul d be favoured. I'n practicer, lhdiesge rsgmemrtged si mra& fiod niofcic

of DODA actions via NGOs (1% of their volume) are associ at e

Finally, the CRS also provides information on progress in
indicators. The gender equality scoreboard pr?ovhjdecst ii md oirsme
to reduc-bagedddrscri mi natlitomi @anar @ an,e q@DA tdleasnnel ed through
toward these objectives, while in the case of centralised I
The breakdown of decentralised aid by country shows that wt
toward gender equality projects more than centralised aid,

hi ghest per cseenttayge st oft hper oj ect s.

20 Fragile states receive 28% of totaDODA.
2! |In Spain, Canada, Italy, and Switzerland, decentralised cooperation concentrates more aid on fragile states than centralisedooperation.

2The main identified actors that provide funds to NGOs t oasigmpel eCwoeumntt rpyr,o jaencdt
Ber |l i n.mwwmpiamiipal i ti es and French |l ocal authorities also grant significant a

23 Amain objective is defined asan objective that is central to the design and impact of an activity and is explicitly establishedin the activity. A significant
objective is one which, despite its relevance, is not the main motive for carrying out the activity. The main purpose of the activity is different, even if
the objective has beenpromoted.

https://www.oecd.org/dac/environment -development/Descripci%C3%B3n%20del%20sistema%20del%20CAD%20de%20Marcadores.pdf
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et JWGU! #UUqenIt Wel DWRec R GeqlT WAeH WT wWYOWagYaqedW WEY! o WRME RFA WY U WEd & 10 tUF
s6RHGWEHAY! T RO NAWGY UGS WILBIERW® ¢ 0 Ra! WAYGRH! W~¢l t 131 W~ ¢ U el cliRAIURBT IDRIE cHomlR Yiliat SlibajapLid
Heé |l IVRIGTHAU

EVebaHMs UWWGcAYI ¢ qRYUAWAet 3T WY O

Annepr 8vi iesgender equality indicatonofoagenchesf the decer

Ooro=8ur L 2W9f éf xX WES9f ENOall9 EELWEN

The above data on DODA channeled through NGOs andeptths vari .
analysis of relevant cases in or deelri ¢ ometmid eprrsetdeomd ntalt dinrg s td
the role of CSOs and donor governments in development coope
i mportance within the sevenmocsiODAr has et hetenaocgamt sedr i nh e
types of aid via CSOs that have s goemdereatti owvei @did ori chi nogv €
core funding, project f?inding and global educati on

9YI WWneaUTl RUNWaqY W9 EE&H

Core fuddingedsas aid activities in which a donor governmen
contribution and allows the 2adhirgkigpeemaee ofn dihd sr etaisentthe
under iits own responsiSudh tpr cagwdenptmbbegirsh@®Onebut aligned with
stra®®lgiys modal ity is therefore considered the most appropr
its intrinsic value within partner countriesd devel opment

| Quebeore funding to NGOs is part of the New Quebec Without

objectives, to strengthen Quebecds CSOs and their | ocal par
I't also incorporatecatgilobmabdbjcéec¢ti ceens eir mdae droaniadi cgppoper ati on
on diversity and inclusion for the new generation of aid wc
20t her types of aid, such as technical assistance or shatgset ssuppdrfoprarefi
through CSOs is quantitatively relevant in the ndase ydfumFrseredke,r swher & hal trhecsu
the state, there has been significant involvement of som8OsubB8pécbhatabbyer
City of Paris allocated $74amcbunonngnhoal O3 pertbiesttppetbe amudjcipality's
from the analysis because it is not part of its devel ommdrytsicodmpear &thiisn replo

25 This funding includes both core contributions (CRS codes BO1 and B02) and joint contributions to carry out a specific programme (CRS codes B03
and B04). In 2021, 99% of the aid accounted for through the CSO channel was recorded as core contribution (code BO1)so there are hardly any
contributions to specific programmes.

26 This definition is based on an OECD publication (2023)on a guide to aid contribution in the CRS.
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Al t hotulgghr ogr aenonmb i pesjercdc orfeundithde,attemponent mBblefd tsp
resources. The fund managers consider that these foifnanci al
supponrRtciteyei zeMulkibgredt rengtihtesngagi sMotrieoonivselr |, © Wgr ogr a mme
tadi fferentiate itself from other donors due to its arger b
I tnhis sbapsegr asmneeocrtgsani swattshomemepit Quebaodvoifduismdf agei gn
entibriensternartigamalsaeli ogmatbndeshder ogr asnenek s t Quehued d NGOs ©
capadidesns erndatundamtiel pyohieh thedewgtapeier st heernati onal
cooperat.ion field

New Quebec Without Borders

New Quebec Without Borders is an international 2. Provide education for global citizenship in all regions

solidarity programme aimed at NGOs and managed by  of Québec;

the Direction de la Francophonie et de la Solidarit¢ 3. pPromote and consolidate the expertise of Quebec

Internationale within the Ministére des Relations  CSOs and their local partners;

Internationales et de la Francophonie du Québec. The 4. Promote development partnerships with women and

programme is aligned with Quebec's International Vision their representative organisations;

that regulates other areas of external action, such as . o )

trade or academic and cultural promotion, and affirms > I.nce-ntlwze young people to work with international

that "solidarity, openness, respect for human rights and solidarity.

equality between women and men are among the values Llire pUECIEITIS [ L CRNEBIsiiss el B

promoted by the Quebec government". support, which provides core funding to organisations

with a solidarity mission consistent with the

In addition to the New Quebec Without Borders g over nme n supmrt foranedoff projects, with

programme, the Direction de la Francophonie et de 1a  fynding for pilot projects, knowledge development, or

Solidarité Internationale conducts seminars, studies and  specific collaborations with local partners. The rules of

audiovisuals to promote international  solidarity,  the programme require that participating organisations

manages a multi-stakeholder partnership programme  pe pased in Québec, contain a democratic structure, be

and relations with the Organisation de la Francophonie.  rooted in a community, and have values that coincide

DODA in Quebec also includes thelnternational Climate  jth those of the programme, which is managed in close

Cooperation Programme, managed by the Ministry of  collaboration with the Platform of _International

Environment, aimed at international cooperation Cooperation _ Organisations. This co-management

agencies, educational institutions. and private  approach isaligned with the Government's Action Plan

companies. for Community (2022-2027), which includes a

New Quebec Without Borders pursues five objectives: commitment to invest a certain F’Udget from 2_3

1. Improve the living conditions of populations in French - i?]oit\i/:triczansent departments - and agencies in community

speaking Africa, Latin America, and the West Indies;
|l ®enewa!l i ke Quebec, the objective is precisely to support |
This approach is part of a broader podiglodailmaltatr natt i ematl h
cooperation and is |linked to a |l ong history of hosting inte
NGOs that receive core funding from Geneva are | arge inter,
and foundations that are highly specialised in @smahlitahian
relations with UN entities and ahHeirn iadceirtgioorernmehtualdi og ¢
services from the canton and the city rel atedinher ebfeeria | oc
rel atoedboth the canton' sanidntteor ntahteiiorn ao b jseocltiidvaer iotfy mai nt ai ni |
centre for diplomacy and cooperation.
In terms of solidarity, it is worth noting that Geneva doe
l ess Ilinked to its establishment in the city. The canton ha
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https://www.quebec.ca/gouvernement/relations-internationales/solidarite-internationale/quebec-sans-frontieres/soutien-mission-globale/soutien-projets-ponctuels
https://cdn-contenu.quebec.ca/cdn-contenu/adm/min/relations-internationales/publications-adm/politiques/PO-vision-internationale-Quebec-FR-MRIF.pdf
https://jqsi.qc.ca/
https://cdn-contenu.quebec.ca/cdn-contenu/adm/min/relations-internationales/publications-adm/autres-publications/RA-rapport-etude-economique-solidarite-internationale.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kDA5FKg62BQ&feature=youtu.be
https://www.quebec.ca/gouvernement/relations-internationales/solidarite-internationale/projets-multiacteurs
https://www.environnement.gouv.qc.ca/programmes/coop-climatique-internationale/index-en.htm
https://www.environnement.gouv.qc.ca/programmes/coop-climatique-internationale/index-en.htm
https://www.quebec.ca/gouvernement/relations-internationales/solidarite-internationale/quebec-sans-frontieres/soutien-mission-globale/soutien-projets-ponctuels
https://www.quebec.ca/gouvernement/relations-internationales/solidarite-internationale/quebec-sans-frontieres/soutien-mission-globale/soutien-projets-ponctuels
https://www.quebec.ca/gouvernement/relations-internationales/solidarite-internationale/quebec-sans-frontieres/soutien-mission-globale/soutien-projets-ponctuels
https://aqoci.qc.ca/
https://aqoci.qc.ca/
https://www.quebec.ca/gouvernement/ministere/emploi-solidarite-sociale/publications/pagac
https://www.quebec.ca/gouvernement/ministere/emploi-solidarite-sociale/publications/pagac
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programme made up of 0.7 per cent of iits total bout dhgeert , whi
intermediaries
Geneva and the positioning of large international NGOs
Genevahasa long history of international cooperation. It  These services include the International Geneva
began in 1863 with the founding of the International Welcome Centre, which helps newly arrived civil servants.
Committee of the Red Cross and continues with local NGOs, and entities to settle and integrate in
milestones such as the Geneva Convention of 1864the  Geneva; the Foundation for Buildings for International
creation of the League of Nations in 1919, and thearrival ~ Organisations helps international organisations find
of various entities of the United Nations family in the  office space and guides them in managing rental and
second half of the 20th century, accompanied by lease rates; the Diplomatic Club of Geneva brings
numerous NGOs. According to the International Geneva  together its members in order to foster relations
Welcome Centre (CAGI)in 2022, there were 432 NGOs between the different governmental, academic, and
with an estimated staff of 6,000. private stakeholders in international Geneva.
"Geneva's international role as a centre for dialogue, The Greycells Association of Former International Civil
decision-making, and international cooperation, based Servants for Development enables former civil servants
on human tradition and law, as well as on the values of in the international cooperation field to contribute their
peace and solidarity" is reinforced in the Constitution of expertise and share their experience with others to
the Republic and Canton of Geneva.More specifically,  contribute to global development.
the Geneve Internationale programme is aimed at . )
. . . In addition to these support services, the canton of
organisations based in Geneva or in the process of ) )
establishing themselves in Geneva, so that they can Ge.neva has alaw that establishes a c9mm|tment to set
. » aside 0.7% of its annual operating budget for
operate under the best possible conditions. The canton . ) o . )
and the city of Geneva offer a variety of support services |nte.rnat|onal solidarity. A large part c_)f t_hls bL_Jdget S
to international cooperation institutions established on deS|g.nated for human rlghts,.humanltarlan aid, food
) ) security and environmental projects, and NGOs
their territory.
What the two cases above, Quebec and Geneva, haviemhitn commo
str enignaievni | soci etyi mHsoense veeirf,f erhamst nuances in Quebec, Genct
that touch on the issue. While the OECDafbaouases iom dével oy
processes becoming more participatory, fair and equitahble
organi sations and networks, whil e nQuebecz einss' morre ainn tseart @ vtnes
Nor-Sbuth solidarity networKks.
] GYAcOWWT efAecqRYU
Gl obal ewhlhic@dliliosmc aQDeAd raesf er s to activities in the donor cou
their efforts, needs, and chall eng®&ECbel a0288)toTHesedepman
on the one provided by the European Declaration on Gl obal
that global education enables people to refl ecti scrrietliactaeld vy
to devel opment educationtan8DiGt savget andtd, wbcohdimgl ude:
devel opment and sustainable |ifestyles, human rights, and
violence and gl obal <citizenship; and bauytpircencicaft i comnl tour ec utla us
devel opment
Within global DODA, gl ob a%’ Hodwecvaetri,o ni na cGeorummatnsy ,f oirt 7a.c8c oun't
DODA, and within Germany, the Blearxlgest gl obal education func
27 In centralised agents, the percentage allocated to global education is 0.46%.
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https://www.cagi.ch/en/services/services-for-ngos/
https://www.cagi.ch/en/services/services-for-ngos/
https://silgeneve.ch/legis/program/books/rsg/pdf/rsg_a2_00.pdf#page=16
https://silgeneve.ch/legis/program/books/rsg/pdf/rsg_a2_00.pdf#page=16
https://www.geneve-int.ch/
https://www.cagi.ch/en/services/services-for-ngos/
https://www.cagi.ch/en/services/services-for-ngos/
https://www.fipoi.ch/
https://www.fipoi.ch/
https://www.clubdiplomatique.ch/en/
https://greycells.ch/
https://greycells.ch/
https://www.ge.ch/dossier/soutenir-geneve-internationale-solidaire/a-la-une/20-ans-loi-solidarite
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Berlin cooperates with federal agency German Society for |
technical cooperation but has created a State Office for D
NGOs, whichoatdéel gmobad ®ducation field. Berlin's devel opme
division of | abour is a tacit agreement by both parties bac
Berlin'"s funding for gl obal education includes initiative:
equality, and environme@tatle salss@ai hamdd i €80 dhtei €ns yin Sout
they have a esdturcoantg ognl ochobamiponent iin their own city and empha
and the global. I n addition to supporting individual NGO pr
whol e by financing commonNG@fplaatfrarcmurasd amet wark Dulsocat ec
them are represented in the Advisory Council for Devel opme
of fice.

Global education in Berlin

The State Office for Development Cooperation (LEZ)was  support for CSO management support and advocacy
created with a policy-coherence approach to  projects through the Berlin Society for International
development, with the intent to link development and Cooperation; the funding of employment contracts for
other policy areas such as inclusion, foreign trade, positions in CSOs, or prizes for innovative ideas from
cultural exchange, higher education, and research. Its people with a migrant background (Berlin One World
relations with NGOs are limited to the global e ducation Promoters). LEZ also supports the MoveGLOBAL network
field and it funds projects in Southern countries only of migrant organisations committed to gender equality;
when they have a global education component in their and the Berlin Center for Global Engagement an alliance
own city. of Berlin universities whose aim is to support globally
engaged university research.

The LEZ supports CSOs with various programmes, such
as support for strengthening CSOs through the Berlin

Global Village coalition;

Gl obal education also plays an icmopmretraartti orngl evhierr eSpganirshprde
DODA. I'n addition, global education is part of the New Quet
the Paris Solidev programme described in the hexausectioh.
the budget they entirely allocate to gl obal education, wh i
I ndeed, some of its initiatives such as the NGO hub, Berl ir

Al YTUHqqWnz2UT RUN

Project funding is defined as a set of inputs, activities,
and oriented towards a specific development objective withi
( OECD, 2023)botlht dinrcdcutdeagr eements with partner countries
multilateral agencies. This funding modality is related to

devel opment objectivesd serwinde fotatmerd twh d rhitnh eioro pewrats torne rsd
to donor governments.

In the decentralised cooperation field, project funding acc
aid modality in #limaedtudalilg ¢dhentUmieed Kingdom, Spai n, and
mor e than i8M0 %Sc ocatnldand, the Basque Country, and Flander s,
Moreover, some <cities such as Barcelona, Paris, and Brussel
on par with that of regional governments

28 At the central level, ODA channeled to CSOs through projects accounts for 56%.
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https://www.berlin.de/sen/wirtschaft/europa-und-internationales/landesstelle-fuer-entwicklungszusammenarbeit/lez-und-partner/artikel.94895.php
https://www.berlin-global-village.de/en/
https://www.berlin-global-village.de/en/
https://www.bgz-berlin.de/en/
https://www.bgz-berlin.de/en/
https://www.berlin-university-alliance.de/en/commitments/international/bcge/index.html


























































