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About ACFID

The Australian Council for International Development (ACFID) unites Australia’s non-government aid and
international development organisations to strengthen their collective impact against poverty. Our vision is of a
world where gross inequality within societies and between nations is reversed and extreme poverty is
eradicated.

ACFID’s purpose is to provide leadership to the not-for-profit aid and development sector in Australia in
achieving this vision and to fairly represent and promote the collective views and interests of our membership.

Founded in 1965, ACFID currently has 127 members and 18 affiliates operating in more than 100 developing
countries. The total revenue raised by ACFID’s membership from all sources amounts to $1.658 billion (2014-
15), $921 million of which is raised from over 1.64 million Australians (2014-15). ACFID’s members range from
large Australian multi-sectoral organisations that are linked to international federations of NGOs, to agencies
with specialised thematic expertise, and smaller community based groups, with a mix of secular and faith based
organisations.

ACFID members must comply with the ACFID Code of Conduct, a voluntary, self-regulatory sector code of good
practice that aims to improve international development outcomes and increase stakeholder trust by enhancing
the transparency and accountability of signatory organisations. Covering over 50 principles and 150 obligations,
the Code sets good standards for program effectiveness, fundraising, governance and financial reporting.
Compliance includes annual reporting and checks. The Code has an independent complaint handling process.
Our 127 full members belong to the ACFID Code and can be viewed at http://www.acfid.asn.au

The full list of ACFID’s current members and affiliates can be found in an appendix to this document.


http://www.acfid.asn.au/
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Our verdict on the 2017-18 Federal Budget

What has happened?

The aid budget increases slightly in FY2017-18 and FY2018-19 to $3.9 billion and $4.0 billion,
respectively. However, the Government will pause its commitment to continue growing the aid budget,
in line with Consumer Price Index (CPI) for two years, which amounts to a $303.3 million cut in FY2019-
20 - FY2020-21. This means Australia’s aid contribution, as a share of Gross National Income (GNI) in
FY2017-18, will be 0.22%, once again plunging aid to new all-time low levels of generosity. Any
reading of the FY2017-18 aid budget must acknowledge that since FY2013-14 the aid budget has been
cut by nearly 25% in total and the forward estimates that once outlined the growth trajectory to
reaching 0.5% GNI has been repeatedly decimated.

The increase of the aid budget by marginally more than CPlin FY2017-18 and FY2018-19 means there
is a brief reprieve to the successive cuts—the first time since the Coalition won Government in 2013.
However, the failure to commit to increasing the aid budget by CPIl over the full period of the forward
estimates means that tonight’s budget announcement, is, once again, bad news for the poorest
people in our region and around the world. See Snapshot 1 for the full details.

What are the big changes?

DFAT Administered Overseas Development Assistance (ODA) to country programs will largely hold
steady from FY2016-17 allocations. There will be small increases in some regional programs. The
biggest winner, in the context of this budget, is the humanitarian area which will receive a $60 million
increase. This is very welcome given the scale of humanitarian crises the world faces. For more
information see Snapshot 5.

Other areas that have received increases include health—up $22.4 million to $495.7. The AVID
program has received a small increase of $3 million bringing the total to $42.6 million in FY2017-18.

ANCP will increase by $2 million bringing it to $129.3 million. This is a real cut as the increase is not
even commensurate with inflation. For more information see Snapshot 2.

The Government’s priorities on Gender and Innovation will hold their respective allocations steady at
S55 million and $50 million in FY2017-18, respectively.

Disappointingly there is no additional funding for climate change action which means the value of
Australia’s contribution to this critical area is declining in real terms. It also leaves us well short of our
fair-share contribution. See Snapshot 4 for more information.

What do we still need to know?

While we welcome the Australian Government’s commitment to continue publishing the Orange and
Green Books, we note with concern the decision not align the publication of the Green Book with the
handing down of the budget. This is a step backwards for transparency. As the Government lays out
its vision, including its fiscal priorities for the year ahead, it is imperative that stakeholders and
partners of the aid program can assess how those priorities correspond with what has been
happening with the aid program in previous years. Separating the publication of these two statements
sends a worrying message about lack of consistency year-on-year. Research has repeatedly shown
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that lack of consistency and predictability in aid has a negative impact on aid effectiveness.* For more
on predictability see Snapshot 2.

We encourage the Government to publish the Green Book information for FY2017-18 urgently and to
ensure that, going forward, the Green Book is available on or before Budget Night.

Despite that, DFAT has continued to make modifications to the Orange Book in response to feedback
and with the aim of improving transparency. Unfortunately, because of inconsistencies in
terminology and categorisations in the new Orange Book format the result has been some loss of
transparency.

Finally, the Orange Book continues to lack forward projections for each region, thematic area and
overall ODA. See Snapshot 2 for more details.

1 OECD, 2013, Aid Predictability, Available: http://www.oecd.org/dac/aid-architecture/ last accessed 8/5/17.
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The Government’s Brittle Commitment to Aid

Though appearing to rise slightly over the next two years, over the four years of the forward estimates
the aid program will be reduced by $303.3 million. The Government refers to this cut as a “pause” in
their commitment to lift the aid budget in line with inflation. Sadly, this stop-start strategy for the aid
program is the closest thing we’ve seen to a commitment from the Government—as this is a repeat
performance of the 2013-14 “pause” on committed indexation. As the Government muddles its way
forward with a “will it/wont’ it” strategy for development cooperation, it is clear we must again outline
the confronting scale of global challenges we face.

As Australia’s domestic focus has been on housing affordability, the amount of people around the world
who have been driven from their own homes by war and conflict is equivalent to three times Australia's
population. The Government has spent months spruiking the importance of the company tax cut, while
over 20 million people across Kenya, Yemen, South Sudan and Somalia face starvation. From start to
finish on this Budget day, approximately 800 women died from preventable causes related to pregnancy
and childbirth around the world.

Confronted by common global challenges, Australia has reached a fork in the road in how we respond.
For people who are struggling to survive or live a life of dignity, this stop-start approach to development
is not sustainable. In signing up to collective global agreements, such as the Sustainable Development
Goals and the Paris Agreement, the Government has signalled that it wants to play its part in solving
global challenges. But its commitment to foreign aid tells another story. It seems we want to be part of
the club, but aren't willing to chip-in when the clubhouse roof starts leaking.

In the forthcoming White Paper on foreign policy the Australian Government must outline a long-term
vision for our international role, backed by the values of the Australian people. Values of a fair-go and
compassion for those in need which bind our own society would carry us well in the world.

People across Australia believe our Government should help people in need and want to see our
Government hold-fast to a long tradition for helping those ‘doing it tough.” We are the nation of a fair-
go. There remain vast discrepancies of opportunity around the world and, like our national policies,
providing foreign aid provides a commitment to social justice. We must not forget that the conditions in
which Australians flourish are the same for every other person around the world.

We believe -- from seeing the compassion and generosity of the people of Australia and the growing
support for our members -- the Australian Government should adopt an approach which enables us to
meet the growing human need caused by humanitarian crises and should contribute its fair-share in
tackling common challenges which are impeding human development.

The Government’s Budget reflects who we are as a nation and who we want to be in the world. With so
much we could be proud of and so much we could contribute, tonight’s budget simply doesn’t do us
justice as a nation and doesn’t do justice to the contribution we can make to help those worst-off meet
their most basic human needs.

Marc Purcell, CEO, ACFID
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1. The context for this budget

Understanding the context of the FY2017-18 Federal Budget is critical to understanding its effects.

Globally, we are seeing a rising tide of nationalism and isolationism. In Western democracies, those
who least benefit from globalisation are increasingly making their dissatisfaction known and garnering
political traction and representation. Whereas once the United States and the United Kingdom were
key leaders in driving, and holding together, a liberal international order, it is now less clear that they
can or will pursue this aim.

This comes precisely at a time when the challenges we face in common with other nations, for which
there are no solutions that can be achieved by any one nation, are growing. These are the issues of
climate change and extreme weather; extreme poverty and inequality; a need for more sustainable
and inclusive economic growth; the need for better governance and less state fragility; a greater
contribution to conflict resolution; and an equitable outcome for people forced to move within and
across borders in pursuit of safety.

Domestically, we know that a well-resourced Australian aid program can make a substantial
contribution to addressing the problems we face in common with other nations. The Government is
undertaking a process to deliver a White Paper on Australia’s Foreign Policy. Situating Australian aid
as an equal partner with Australia’s diplomacy and trade would be an important outcome from that
process—a starting point from which to capitalise on aid’s instrumental, but not transactional, value
to Australia’s engagement with the world.

The recent history of deeply destabilising annual cuts to the aid program has undoubtedly
undermined Australia’s effectiveness in delivering sustainable change for the poorest people around
the world. 2016 statistics from the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)
shows Australia drop further amongst our peers, to 17%" by aid as percent of GNI and 13" by total
volume.? Australia is the 10™ largest economy within the OECD.3 ACFID has called on the Government
to reinvest and rebuild the aid budget to reach $5.5 billion in the life of the 45 Parliament as the
critical first step to reaching 0.7% GNI by 2030—a target Australia has committed through the 2030
Agenda.

Despite the small blip of upward growth in line with CPl in FY2017-18 and FY2018-19 (see Snapshot 1:
Aid Volume), should the Government progress with its plan to pause indexation from FY2019-20,
Australia will be further than ever from being able to deliver on our commitment.

This analysis below highlights a range of key movements or trends visible from tonight’s budget
announcement, both for key thematic areas, as well as the geographic distributions. We still do not
have a full picture of how the previous cuts to the aid budget have been distributed, nor a full list of
programs that were defunded and discontinued through that process. As such, the full impact of
cumulative cuts to date remain unknown.

2 OECD, 2017, Development aid rises again in 2016 but flows to poorest countries dip, Available:
http://www.oecd.org/dac/development-aid-rises-again-in-2016-but-flows-to-poorest-countries-dip.htm last accessed
9/5/17.

3 Development Policy Centre Aid Tracker, Available: http://devpolicy.org/aidtracker/comparisons/ last accessed 9/5/17.



http://www.oecd.org/dac/development-aid-rises-again-in-2016-but-flows-to-poorest-countries-dip.htm
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2. Budget Snapshots

Considering the resources available for Australia’s aid program, ACFID’s primary concern remains
whether Australia’s aid program can continue to effectively deliver positive development outcomes
for those living in poverty. In this analysis, ACFID has developed a series of budget snapshots that
consider the impact of the FY2017-18 Federal Budget against the key recommendations set out in
ACFID’s FY2017-18 Pre-Budget Submission.

Country allocations are analysed under section 3.1

Other thematic priorities of the Government are analysed under section 3.2


https://acfid.asn.au/sites/site.acfid/files/resource_document/ACFID%20Budget%20Submission%202017.pdf
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SNAPSHOT 1: Aid Volume trending to repeated historic lows

A

In FY2017-18 and FY2018-19 we see a brief abatement to the four successive cuts to the aid
program by this Government. In FY2017-18 the aid budget increases by $84 million or 2.1%,
which is just a hair more than the 2% CPI for this year. This amounts to a real increase of $7.5

million.

This growth continues in FY2018-19 with aid volume reaching $4 billion—representing a very
small, real increase. While the CPI increase is welcomed for FY2017-18 and FY2018-19, that is
where the good news ends on aid volume, as the budget announcement promised more cuts
to come from FY2019-20 - FY2020-21 by way of a “pause” on increasing the budget in line with
CPI.

In fact, the “pause” will see $303.3 million of cuts to the aid program over two years
“redirected by the Government to fund policy priorities.”* The statement of ‘indexation to
recommence in 2021-22"° is a repeat of prior promises, with little reason to believe they will
hold this time.

ACFID remains deeply dismayed that the resources for Australia’s aid program do not reflect
the benefit that they can provide. The total amount of the aid budget in FY2017-18 is $3.9
billion, and it marginally keeps ahead of inflation in FY2018-19 with total ODA of $4.01 billion.
In the next two years, the real increase in value of the aid budget will grow by just $17.5
million before the budget is cut by $103 million and $200 million in the two out years of the
forward projections.

Total ODA and percent share of GNI

ODA as a % of
Financial Year (()ZDO'?L%m Annu(?(lé:\p)ange ODA/GNRatio federal budget
expenditure
2015-16 4,052 976 0.25% 0.94%
2016-17 3,828 224 0.22% 0.85%
2017-18 3,912 84 0.22% 0.84%
2018-19 4,010 98 0.22% 0.82%
2019-20 4,010 0 0.21% 0.80%
2020-21 4,010 0 0.20% 0.77%

A Australia’s relative generosity is also trending down, with the country’s ODA as a percentage

of gross national income (GNI) set to decline to new historic lows, again. ODA holds at 0.22% of
GNI for FY2017-18 and FY2018-19, before falling to 0.21% in FY2019-20 and a further fall to
0.20% in FY2020-21. These are the lowest levels Australia has ever given in aid as a share of
national income. The graph below illustrates this disappointing trajectory

4 Commonwealth of Australia, 2017-18 Budget Measures: Budget Paper No. 2. p. 102.

> ibid
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This trajectory for Australia’s aid budget is not in line with the commitments we made, along
with 193 Member States of the United Nations, when we signed on to the Sustainable
Development Goals — a global agreement to eliminate extreme poverty and inequality by
2030. As part of this agreement, Australia, as a leading middle power and prosperous nation,
committed to providing 0.7% of GNI in ODA to developing countries.

With the future freeze on ODA, our generosity will continue to drop. Without a large future
investment of funds into Australia’s aid program we will not meet the SDG target. As it stands
now, Australia is way off track. For example, ACFID estimates that our FY2017-18 budget
needed to be $6 billion just to get back to our FY2012-13 levels of 0.34% GNI.

Finally, the Government’s White Paper on Australia’s Foreign Policy is expected to be
delivered later in 2017. This budget seems to indicate that any ambitious hopes about the
prominent and proper place of ODA in Australia’s Foreign Policy White Paper may be stifled, as
the resources needed for a strong and well-resourced aid program just aren’t there.

10
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SNAPSHOT 2: Investing in an Effective Aid Program

A Funding predictability continues to decrease: This year’s announcement that the aid budget
will grow with CPI for two years and then hold steady for two years (effectively undoing the
increase in real terms) contributes to a pattern of decreasing predictability in Australia’s aid
program. Since 2013, the aid budget has suffered from a significant amount of volatility. This
latest announcement means that the aid budget will grow with CPI only until the year of the
next scheduled federal election in 2019.

A Studies have shown that the effectiveness of aid is reduced by 15% to 20% when it is
delivered in an unpredictable or volatile manner.® Increasing predictability is critical to
ensuring partner countries can plan and implement longer-term programs with confidence in
Australia’s commitments, leading to more effective and sustainable development outcomes.
ACFID calls for the Government to resource its long-term vision for Australia’s engagement in
the world through the aid program and reconsider its stop-start approach to aid.

A Forward and backward steps in aid transparency: ACFID has warmly welcomed the
Government’s responsiveness to calls for an increase in aid transparency over recent years.
We welcome the continued publication of the Orange Book this year, and the addition of
regional breakdowns for funding under the Government’s investment priorities is a welcome
step to increasing transparency.

A However, the failure to make the Green Book available on budget night is a disappointing
step backwards. While ACFID understands, this document will be available in the coming
weeks, this information is critical to ensuring that announcements made on budget night can
be understood in the context of recent progress; in-year changes in funding allocations; as
well as allowing for analysis of sub-sectors within the Government’s thematic priorities.

A Additionally, while striving to be responsive to calls for changes in the Orange Book, DFAT
have introduced a range of inconsistencies in terminology and groupings of sectors in budget
lines making it difficult to assess trends over a number of years, which erodes transparency.

A Increasing transparency would contribute to better aid communications: It is also vital for
transparency and accountability that DFAT publish forward estimates for overall ODA to
improve public understanding of the aid program. Without visibility of detailed ODA
projections for future years, DFAT cannot effectively communicate the longer-term priorities
and the proposed outcomes of the aid program. This is essential to building and maintaining
public trust in, and support of, the aid program.

A DFAT’s recently released Performance of Australian Aid 2015-16 report noted that “DFAT
recognises more can be done to improve public access to information and communicate
more effectively aid development results.”” ACFID would like to see increased aid
communication, engagement and education on the priorities and outcomes of the aid
program, to build public understanding and awareness. There is some funding allocated

6 OECD, 2013, Aid Predictability, Available: http://www.oecd.org/dac/aid-architecture/ last accessed 8/5/17.
7 DFAT, 2017, Performance of Australian Aid 2015-16 (p.7), Available: http://dfat.gov.au/about-
us/publications/Documents/performance-of-australian-aid-2015-16.pdf last accessed 9/5/17.

11
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under ‘Community Engagement and International Research’ in the Orange Book, but there

are no details on what this funding is for.

Funding for the Australian NGO Cooperation Program (ANCP)
FY2014-15 FY201516 FY2016-17 FY2017-18 %YOY

ANCP Totalf{m) 134 127.3 127.3 129.3 1.57%

FY2014-15 Budget Outcomes; FY2015-16, FY2016-17 Revised Estimated Outcomes; FY2017-17 Budget Estimates

A Australian NGO Cooperation Program (ANCP) decreases in real terms: As DFAT’s Budget
Summary notes, “NGOs have been key partners in the aid program for more than 40 years,
working jointly to support sustainable economic growth and reduce poverty.”® The Office for
Development Effectiveness’ (ODE) evaluation of the ANCP found that while the ANCP makes
up around 2.7% of the total aid budget, it accounts for around 18% of outputs reported by
DFAT in their aggregate results.’

A For a longstanding program delivering significant results, ACFID is very disappointed to see
funding for ANCP increase by only $2 million to $129.3 million. This increase is below
inflation, so in fact, a reduction in real terms.

A The ANCP Program is still languishing behind its FY2014-15 funding levels. For NGOs, this
below-inflation increase provides little opportunity to expand programs to respond to
growing global development issues. For some NGOs, even existing programs may not be able
to continue in the same form without changes and reductions. At a minimum, ACFID would
like to see the ANCP program increase by the rate of inflation as a sign of commitment by the
Government to the policy framework DFAT and NGOs: Effective Development Partners and its
guidance on how to strengthen aid efforts with the NGO sector.

A International research expenditure is unchanged: International research expenditure is
grouped together in the budget with Community Engagement, so it is at best a proxy for
research expenditure. This line item fell from $10.2 million in FY2014-15 to $6 million in
FY2015-16. In FY2016-17, it rose slightly to $8.4 million, and in FY2017-2018 it remains at
$8.4 million. It is hard to capture a picture of the total research allocations as they are
primarily administered through country programs and this is an area that could benefit from
further reporting clarity. For example, although not mentioned specifically in the budget
documents, the Australian Government is investing $20 million over four years to fund high-
quality, policy-relevant research as part of the Pacific Regional Program funding.

The importance of a rigorous evidence base for the development and implementation of
effective aid programs is well understood. ACFID has noted the declining levels of investment
in development research for the benefit of the Australian aid program, and the wider aid and
development sector, and has recommended an increase in funding delivered through a
comprehensive strategy. This is particularly important for the achievement of the Sustainable
Development Goals, which necessitate an evidence based approach to development.

8 DFAT, 2017, Australian Aid Budget Summary 2017-18 (p.86)
9 ODE, 2015, Evaluation of the Australian NGO Cooperation Program (ANCP), Available: http://dfat.gov.au/aid/how-we-
measure-performance/ode/Documents/ode-brief-evaluation-australian-ngo-cooperation-program.pdf last accessed 8/5/17.
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The Australian Volunteers Program will increase in line with CPI: While the Australian
Volunteers Program has increased with CPI to $42.5 million, it has still not recovered from a
significant cut of 30% in FY2015-16. Australian Volunteers make a significant contribution to
building people to people links that help Australia meet its public diplomacy aims and build
our soft-power. Volunteers also support the aid program in meeting its thematic priority
areas.

A Aid to Multilateral Agencies has increased by 35%, largely due to the more than doubling of
contribution to Global Health Programmes. ACFID understands commitments to multilaterals
have been shifted between budget years to assist with absorbing overall cuts to the aid
budget. We welcome the doubling of Australia’s contribution to Global Health Programmes;
however, we note that this only raises it approximately to FY2015-16 levels, as it dropped
significantly in FY2016-17. Similarly, Global Education Partnerships increased from $10 million
to $15 million; however, this is significantly below the FY2015-16 level of $26 million.
Contributions to other UN agencies have largely held steady. The Orange Book does not
provide information on whether contributions to multilaterals are earmarked or core
contributions; however, it does include detail on the way in which contributions to
multilaterals are contributing to the aid program’s priorities.

13



( T
|
2017-18 Federal Budget Analysis Qg@ D

SNAPSHOT 3: Acting on the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)

A

Some alignment of reporting in the Orange Book to the SDGs, but much more can be done: The
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) sit at the heart of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development, which Australia signed up to along with 193 other nations in September 2015.
The SDGs represent a complex, interdependent agenda for development where gains in one
goal will reinforce gains in another. They require development actors to go beyond business
as usual and adopt a holistic, collaborative, and transformational approach to development
that leaves no one behind.

ACFID’s pre-budget submission called for the Government to:

> > > > >

Integrate SDGs through the aid program

Develop a Whole-of-Government, National strategy to implement the SDGs
Invest S5 million in a multi-stakeholder hub for SDG collaboration

Provide $10 million towards Pacific data capacity for the SDGs

The Orange Book FY2017-18 includes reference to the SDGs that the Government’s investment
priorities will contribute towards. For example, investments under “building resilience” will
contribute to SDGs 1 (end poverty), 11 (sustainable cities and communities) and 13 (climate
action). ACFID welcomes these explicit references to the way in which Australia’s aid program
is contributing to the SDGs.

However, achieving the SDGs requires integrated approaches that go beyond business as
usual. ACFID continues to call for a Whole-of-Government approach to SDGs implementation
that covers domestic implementation, as well as the work we do though the aid program.
Multi-stakeholder collaborations — between government, civil society, and the private sector
— are recognised as crucial to implementing the SDGs and we continue to call for dedicated
funding for SDG collaboration.

Finally, to measure and track progress against the SDGs, it will be necessary for all countries
to increase their data collection capacity. The Orange Book does not provide information on
support to Pacific Island governments on issues like data capacity, and ACFID would like to see
increased support to this area.

14
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SNAPSHQOT 4: Prioritising Action to Address Climate Change

A Climate funding remains the same: In December 2015, the Prime Minister committed to
investing S1 billion over five years to help poor countries deal with the impacts of climate
change. This has been rolled out in $200 million increments in both FY2016-17 and FY2017-
18. In addition, Australia is providing $200 million over four years to the Green Climate Fund.
The penultimate instalment in FY2017-18 is $20 million bringing the cumulative total to $170
million to date.

ACFID’s pre-budget submission called for the Government to:

A Triple Australia’s public funds for climate change to reach $600 million in FY2017-18: In 2016
Australia co-led the development of the “Roadmap to US$100 billion.” The paper outlines
how developed countries would meet their commitment of USS100 billion per year by 2020
to climate finance to support developing countries. Yet, Australia’s has fallen significantly
short of that contribution to the US$100 billion. ACFID has called for public funding for
climate change to reach $600 million in FY2017-18 in line with a fair-share calculation of our
contribution. The figures in the FY2017-18 Orange Book are woefully short if we are to realise
the USS100 billion target.

A Despite falling short of our fair-share in FY2017-18, a range of initiatives are outlined in the
Orange Book to give a picture of how the $200 million is allocated. These include $300 million
over four years (from FY2016-17) for Pacific countries climate resilience, emissions reduction,
and implementation of their commitments under the Paris Agreement; $0.6 million over
three years for increased participation of Pacific women in climate-related decision-making
processes; and $5 million over four years (from FY2016-17-) to a global initiative called
Climate Risk Early Warning System.

A While we welcome the visibility of program and project-level detail in the Orange Book, it
remains difficult to get a full picture of overall allocations to support action on climate
change.

A Community-Based climate change adaptation and mitigation: The Orange Book (p.85) presents
a case-study on Australia’s contribution to the UNDP Small Grants Programme that delivers
small-scale community-based climate change adaptation activities via the Global Environment
Facility Small Grants Programme. Australia has committed $12 million over nine years to
support that initiative. It is noted that the investment completed over 1,000 projects in 2016
working with communities and civil society. ACFID has called for S50 million over four years
to support community-based adaptation.

Climate strategy and internal capacity to implement climate programs: While no specific
strategy is referenced, the Orange Book suggests that a mainstreaming approach to climate
change is being pursued throughout the department. ACFID maintains that an articulated
strategy to guide this investment is key to being able to monitor and evaluate the impact of
Australia’s climate finance over time.
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SNAPSHOT 5: Delivering Humanitarian Effectiveness

A Australia’s total humanitarian program funding has increased by $60 million from $339.7
million in FY2016-17 to $399.7 million in FY2017-18. ACFID welcomes this increase in
humanitarian funding, especially given the overall growth in the aid budget is just $84 million.
While the increase to humanitarian funding is positive, it is difficult for us to determine
whether there are changes to specific areas within humanitarian funding due to changes in
the way humanitarian funding is reported in this year's Orange Book compared with previous
years. For this reason, FY2015-16 figures have been excluded from the table above as they
use different groupings of sub-sectors. ACFID emphasises that these changes in terminology
obfuscate trends in funding and reduce the transparency of the aid budget.

Estimated breakdown of Australian Humanitarian Program funding ($m)

Thematic Area FY2016-17 FY2017-18
Disaster risk reduction, preparedness and response 44.5 39.0
Protracted crises and strengthening humanitarian actior 73.5 78.4
Emergency Fund 0 150.0
Global Humanitarian Partnerships 132.3 132.3
International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) 27.5 27.5
United Nations Office for the Coordination of 8.8 8.8
Humanitarian Affairs (UNOCHA) ' ’
World Food Programme (WFP) 40.0 40.0
United Nations Central Emergency Response Fund
(UNCERF) 11.0 11.0
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
(UNHCR) 25.0 25.0
United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine 20.0 20.0

Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA)
HUMANITARIAN PROGRAM FUNDING TOTAL 339.7 399.7

Source: FY2016-17 Estimated Outcomes, FY2017-18 Budget Estimates; breakdown of figures under Global Humanitarian
Partnerships comes from the table on page 72 of the FY2017-18 Orange Book *Figures for FY2015-16 are not comparable as
they use different groupings and have been excluded from this table

ACFID’s pre-budget submission called for the Government to:

A Double the Humanitarian Emergency Fund: ACFID welcomes this year’s increase in the
Emergency Fund from $130 million to $150 million. However, this $20 million increase does
not adequately reflect the growing global stress on the humanitarian system. The scale and
frequency of disasters and conflicts around the world is rising. Over the past decade, the
number of people requiring humanitarian assistance has almost doubled,® and is set to
increase. Australia’s ability to adequately respond will be compromised if we do not
significantly scale up our humanitarian allocation. We continue to call on the Australian
Government to increase the Emergency Fund to at least $260 million, which amounts to just a
small fraction of the SUS22 billion the UN predicts will be required in 2017.

A Report the level of funding allocated to disaster risk reduction (DRR) and increase to 5% of
Official Development Assistance: ACFID was pleased to see the separation of reporting on
funding to ‘Disaster Risk Reduction” and ‘Protracted Conflicts’. However, we were

10 United Nations, Humanitarian Assistance, Available: www.un.org/en/sections/priorities/humanitarian-assistance/ last
accessed 9/5/17.
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disappointed to see that disaster risk reduction is, again, combined with another spending
item, ‘preparedness and response’, which appears to refer to ‘Australian Preparedness and
Response’ (as reported in previous budget estimates), rather than in-country assistance.
ACFID reiterates its call that DRR should be reported separately so that it is truly transparent.

ACFID also called for an increase in DRR funding to 5% of ODA. In FY2017-18, ‘Disaster risk
reduction, preparedness and response’ (which as discussed above, may include a significant
portion of funding that is not allocated to DRR) will receive $39 million, which amounts to just
under 1% of ODA. We continue to call for an increase in DRR spending to 5% of ODA. Such an
increase would put substantial emphasis on the role of preparedness in mitigating disaster
losses, given the Australian Government’s commitment to the Sendai Framework for Action
and the emerging evidence from recent disasters in the Pacific on the value of Disaster Risk
Reduction (DRR) programs. We are disappointed that the Australian Government does not
clearly report on DRR funding and that there is no evidence to suggest that DRR is increasing.

DRR funding should also have a substantial focus on gender within its envelope. A gender
focus within DRR provides a key way of ensuring that men and women, who are impacted by
crises differently, are both adequately being supported to help manage the disaster risks. It
further complements other work that DFAT funds which aims for a more corrective approach
to addressing the root causes of men and women’s differing experiences of disasters; for
example, by helping to even up the education outcomes of men and women and by
improving the status and rights of women within their homes and communities.

Increase multi-year and un-earmarked humanitarian funding in line with the Grand Bargain:
One of the ten major commitments of the Grand Bargain include an increase in collaborative
humanitarian multi-year planning and funding. ACFID has welcomed the Australian
Government’s multi-year package to Syria and its recent announcement of a multi-year
package to Irag. ACFID would also like to see the Government begin to fulfil another of its
commitments under the Grand Bargain, namely, to reduce the earmarking of donor
contributions. The aim is to aspire to achieve a global target of 30% of humanitarian
contributions that is non-earmarked or softly earmarked by 2020.

Increase the allocation of humanitarian funding delivered through NGOs to at least 20%: ACFID
welcomes the Government’s ongoing commitment to partner with Australian NGOs to deliver
humanitarian results. However, in 2016, Australia only provided 10.5% of its humanitarian
funding through NGOs.'* We would like to see a greater percentage of humanitarian funding
provided to Australian NGOs, to reflect the Government’s acknowledgement of the enormous
value of partnering with ANGOs, including the benefits of these organisations’ grassroots
networks, areas of specialisation, and presence on the ground.

11 UN OCHA's Financial Tracking Service, Available: https://fts.unocha.org/. According to Humanitarian Advisory Group in
2011, the average % of humanitarian funding allocation to NGOs across eight OECD countries was 13.6% and Australia
allocated 4.8% (see Humanitarian Financing in Australia: Scoping Report on Comparative Mechanisms, 2012, p.9)
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SNAPSHOT 6: Women and Girls in the Aid Program

A Australia has been a world leader in promoting gender equality through our aid program. In
part this is demonstrated by 78% of aid investments (FY2015-16) receiving a satisfactory
rating in addressing gender equality during their implementation.*?> With only about 23% of
the political participation gap closed for women worldwide, and an average gap of 31.7% that
remains to be closed to achieve universal gender parity®® this thematic priority represents a
key opportunity to deliver significant, positive impact for the lives of women and girls.

A Inour analysis of the FY2016-17 Federal Budget, ACFID welcomed the increase in targeted
funding for gender equality through the Gender Equality Fund to a total of $55 million.
However, we note with deep concern that the Estimate Outcome for the Gender Equality Fund
in FY2016-17 is just $20 million (p.95 Orange Book FY2017-18). No further information is
provided to explain what accounts for this much lower than expected estimate outcome.

Gender Equality Fund allocation (Sm)
Thematic Area FY1415 FY1516 FY1617 FY1718

Gender Equality Fund 30.4 50.0 20.0 55

Source: FY2014-15: Budget Outcome; FY2015-16: Revised Budget Estimates; FY2016-17: Estimate Outcome; FY2017-18
Budget Estimate

A To that extent, we are pleased that the full budget estimate amount from FY2016-17 of $55
million has been maintained in FY2017-18. In the coming financial year, we will be looking to
ensure that the Department is able to fully expend on this priority area. Other areas of gender
equality spending cannot be analysed due to the absence of the updated Green Books. It
does appear, however, that given existing commitments made to Pacific Women Shaping
Pacific Development ($320 million over 10 years 2012-2022) and Investing in Women (S46
million over four years) there is very little left in the fund for new initiatives.

A Itis worth noting that the aid program recognises the immense impact that access to water,
sanitation and hygiene (WASH) has on the lives of women and girls. ACFID welcomes the
allocation of $100 million (over 5 years) which aims to fund innovative ways to provide WASH
services to women, girls and people with disabilities.

A Further, in the face of US funding cuts to organisations supporting women’s sexual and
reproductive health rights, ACFID welcomes the aid budget’s commitment of $9.5 million
(2017-2019) to Sexual and Reproductive Health Program in Crisis and Post Crisis Settings
(SPRINT).

12 DFAT, 2017, Performance of Australian Aid 2015-16, Available: http://dfat.gov.au/about-
us/publications/Documents/performance-of-australian-aid-2015-16.pdf last accessed 9/5/17

13 World Economic Forum, Global Gender Gap 2016, Available: http://reports.weforum.org/global-gender-gap-report-
2016/#read The Global Gender Gap Index captures the magnitude of gender-based disparities and tracking their progress
over time. The Index benchmarks national gender gaps on economic, education, health and political criteria, and provides
country rankings that allow for effective comparisons across regions and income groups.
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SNAPSHOT 7: Youth and Children

A ACFID welcomes prioritisation of child protection in humanitarian program: ACFID’s budget
submission called on the Government to make child protection a thematic priority in
emergencies, and this is a pleasing commitment by the Government.

A Toensure it is fulfilled in practice, we continue to call for the new Australian Humanitarian
Partnership procedures to include specific child protection targets and indicators in
emergency assessments to identify risks, the scale of needs, and priorities for responses to
strengthen the protective environment around children. The Minimum Standards for Child
Protection in Humanitarian Action should set the benchmark.

A ACFID also welcomes the $10 million of funding for the Education Cannot Wait Fund, which
will provide critical support to ensure children caught up in emergencies can continue
learning and building a brighter future.

A No commitments on youth engagement: ACFID’s pre-budget submission also called for the
Government to review current approaches to youth and resource a strategy for youth
engagement. The world now has the largest generation of young people in history, and
almost 90% of youth live in the Global South.'* These youth bulges represent a huge risk to
regional stability and security if they continue to be left unaddressed.'® They also represent
an opportunity to harness the energy, connectedness and unique perspectives of young
people for sustainable development.

A Despite the significance of youth bulges in our region, current Australian aid policies place
insufficient focus on young people as a key stakeholder for inclusive development. We
continue to call on the Government to develop an integrated approach to youth engagement in
the aid program.

14 World Bank, 2007, Development and the Next Generation, Available:
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/556251468128407787/pdf/359990WDR0Ocomplete.pdf last accessed 8/5/17.
15 UN expert paper, 2012, A Clash of Generations? Youth Bulges and Political Violence, Available:
http://www.un.org/esa/population/publications/expertpapers/Urdal Expert%20Paper.pdf last accessed 8/5/17.
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SNAPSHOT 8: Investing in Disability Inclusive Development

A 1in7 people worldwide have a disability, and 80% of those with disabilities live in developing
countries.® For the better part of a decade, Australia has led the world on disability inclusion.
ACFID has called on the Australian Government to maintain and increase our investment in
these areas where we have particular expertise and are considered a world leader.
Specifically, ACFID called for the Government to increase the $12.9 million allocated in the
FY2016-17 budget for disability inclusive development in line with CPI.

Disability Inclusive Development (DFAT administered ODA)
FY2014-15 FY201516 FY2016-17 FY2017-18 %YOY

11.3 12.9 131 12.9 -1.5%

Disability

Total $m)
Source: FY2014-15 Budget Outcome; FY2015-16 Revised Budget Estimate; FY2016-17: Estimate Outcomes FY2017-18 Budget
Estimate

A Disability Inclusive Development funding falls in real terms: Revised estimated outcomes for
FY2016-17 show a slight increase of in-year funding to $13.1 million; however, this year’s
budget has the allocation back to $12.9 million. There is no explanation provided in the
budget documents for this adjustment.

A We call on the Government to increase funding for this critical development priority. By the
end of FY2017-18 there will be just 18 months left in the Government’s disability inclusion
strategy, Development for all 2015-2020, and funding will have decreased in real terms since
FY2015-16. Additionally, ACFID has called for the Government to ensure that DFAT has
sufficient core departmental budget for staff, skills and technical support to enable the
implementation and monitoring of the Development for All strategy. The Orange Book does
not break down Departmental funding so we do not have visibility on whether this
investment is occurring commensurate with requirements to maintain our positive leadership
in this area.

A We welcome the additional information provided in the Orange Book that was not previously
available about the programs being supported by the Disability-Inclusive Development Fund.
The fund provides catalytic support for aid investments in a range of sectors to enhance their
approach to disability inclusion.

16 DFAT, 2015, Development for all 2015-2020: Strategy for strengthening disability-inclusive development in Australia’s aid
program, Available: http://dfat.gov.au/about-us/publications/Pages/development-for-all-2015-2020.aspx last accessed
9/5/17.
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SNAPSHOT 9: Investing in Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH)

A Itis unclear how much funding is being allocated to WASH specific programs, as there is no
direct reporting of WASH in the Orange Book. Instead, there are confusing array of ODA
categories that overlap in this space. In the Aid tables, there is a line item for Health, Water
and Sanitation, yet in the narrative highlights, there is a section on ODA for Health, and one
on ODA for Agriculture, Fisheries and Water. Both these sections include numerous
references to programs that relate to WASH (see for example the Water for Women program
in Snapshot 6 above). There are also case studies in the bilateral country programs that relate

to WASH programs.

A ACFID would like to see consistency in categorising ODA investments, ideally in line with DAC
classification, to make analysis and tracking easier.

SNAPSHOT 10: Supporting Diaspora

A Context ofdiaspora fundingAustralia is home to large and varied diaspora populations,
with a quarter of the population born outside of Australia and 43% of the population with, at
least, one parent born overseas. Internationally, diasporas are increasingly recognised as key
actors in effective engagement with developing and conflict-afflicted countries, representing
a natural bridge between countries of origin and countries of settlement. In 2016, the
Minister for International Development and the Pacific firmly stated the Government’s
commitment to working with diaspora communities?’.

ACFID’s pre-budget submission called for the Government to:

A Commit $3 million over 3 years for Australian-based diaspora organisations: The FY2017-18
budget does not include any specific mention of working with diasporas or funding for
support to diaspora organisations. With the Minister for International Development and the
Pacific’s strong support for this area of work, it is therefore disappointing to see no mention
of programs or funding allocated to this area in this year’s budget.

A The absence of information does not allow us to clearly understand how Australia plans to
carry forward its support for this area of work. Further, it represents a missed opportunity for
the Government to demonstrate and communicate its preparedness to work with new,
strategic actors to deliver the aid program.

17 Keynote address: Diasporas in Action Conference - Working together for peace, development and humanitarian response,
2016, Available: http://ministers.dfat.gov.au/fierravanti-
wells/speeches/Pages/2016/cf sp 160926.aspx?w=p2wUIME1t7kKI1%2BiOm3gag%3D%3D last accessed 9/5/17
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SNAPSHOT 11: Australia’s re-engagement with Africa

A Previous Cuts: Between FY2014-15 and FY2015-16 funding for Sub-Saharan Africa was
reduced from $268.5 million to just $95.9 million. Cuts to Sub-Saharan African countries
ignore Australia’s long term engagement with the continent. ACFID has continued to call for
urgent reinvestment in Sub-Saharan African countries — many of which are experiencing
substantial poverty and are also key economic partners for Australia. ACFID’s pre-budget
submission called for the Government to rebuild Australia’s bilateral aid to Africa to $100
million per year over the next three years with additional humanitarian funding as required.

A Rebuilding of funding: While estimated spending for Sub-Saharan Africa was only $89.5
million for FY2016-17, revised estimated outcomes for FY2016-17 show an increase of in-
year funding to $136.6 million. This likely reflects funding allocations to humanitarian crises
in Africa over the financial year. The FY2017-18 budget has the allocation for Sub-Saharan
Africa at $106.9 million. ACFID welcomes this re-engagement with Africa and urges the
Australian Government to repair funding to Africa to FY2014-15 levels. Importantly, while
Australia’s commitment to provide humanitarian support based on need must continue to be
met, our long-term engagement with Africa should be based on more than just a
humanitarian flow of funds.
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3. Detailed Aid Allocations

3.1 Geographic analysis: Where is aid being spent?

The following section analyses movements in total ODA by country in FY2017-18. Allocations have
been quite steady across the country programs as outlined by DFAT. Our analysis points to the few
outliers and provides more information where available.

The Pacific and Papua New Guinea

Key Highlights:

A Solomon Islands: Between FY2015-16 and FY2016-15, the Solomon Islands sustained a cut in
funding of 8%. This year, the Solomon Islands has received a further cut of 13.3% in funding.
ACFID is disappointed by the decrease in funding as ongoing support to peacebuilding
activities is needed to ensure ongoing and sustainable peace.

-

A Fiji: Funding to Fiji has decreased by 12.1%. This decrease can be explained by the increase in
funding to Fiji in 2016 following the devastation caused by Cyclone Winston.

Total Australian ODA in current prices (Sm)

Country FY1415 FY1516 FY1617 FY1718 % YOY
Papua New Guinea 508.9 554.5 547.1 546.3 0.1%
Solomon Islands 189.5 175.9 164.1 142.2 -13.3%
Vanuatu 114.4 60.5 69.8 69.8 0.0%
Samoa 37.6 36.8 35.8 37.2 3.9%
Fiji 62.8 57.8 74.6 65.6 -12.1%
Tonga 30.3 30.2 28.9 30.4 5.2%
Nauru 25.7 25.2 245 25.4 3.7%
Kiribati 30.2 27.9 30.2 30.9 2.3%
Tuvalu 11.2 10.2 8.7 8.7 0.0%
Cook Islands 5.0 4.0 3.1 3.2 3.2%
Niue and Tokelau 4.7 4.1 3.0 2.9 -3.3%
North Pacific 14.6 12.0 7.3 8.0 9.6%
Pacific Regional 125.4 120.0 129.3 127.3 -1.5%
PACIFIC TOTAL 1160.3 1119.1 1138.4 1097.8 -2.5%

Source: FY2013-14 & 2014-15 Budget Outcome, FY2015-16 Revised Budget Estimate, FY2016-17 Estimated Outcomes,
FY2017-18 Budget Estimates
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East Asia

Key Highlights:

A Funding for East Asia declines by $10 million to $883 million — a far cry from the $1,413
million investment Australia was making across the region only three years ago. This small
reduction is spread out across most countries, with changes of +/- $3 million. The two
exceptions to this are Indonesia (no change) and Myanmar ($10 million cut).

A Indonesia: As one of Australia’s most important bilateral relationships, and a key geopolitical
player in the region, a strong bilateral aid program with Indonesia is vital. The Indonesia
investment accounts for 40% of the entire regional funding, and focusses primarily on
education and governance. While we welcome the prominence of funding to Indonesia,
holding steady in FY17-18 at $357 million implies a cut in real terms.

A Myanmar: Myanmar bears the largest cuts in East Asia in this years’ budget, falling almost
15%. Cuts to Myanmar ignore the enormous need and potential of a transitioning economy.
Myanmar is experiencing unprecedented change as it transitions to democracy and opens its
borders to foreign investment. Aid investments in health, governance and education are
critical to this process.

ACFID has in the past urged the Australian Government to reinvest in this key emerging
economy and reiterates that call. ACFID notes and welcomes the commitment to provide
much needed assistance for displaced people and refugees in Rakhine State and along the
Thai-Myanmar border.

Total Australian ODA in current prices (Sm)

Country FY14-15 FY15-16 FY16-17 FY17-18 % YOY
Indonesia 613.8 375.1 357.0 356.9 0.0%
Vietnam 163.6 89.6 86.6 84.2 -2.8%
Philippines 144.6 83.0 82.9 85 2.5%
Timor 113.0 95.3 93.4 96.1 2.9%
Cambodia 99.2 89.0 89.1 87.4 -1.9%
Myanmar 102.5 62.8 78.0 66.4 -14.9%
Laos 64.2 37.9 442 423 -4.3%
Mongolia 16.8 10.3 10.5 10.9 3.8%
East Asia Regional 95.6 66.0 51.3 53.8 4.9%
EAST ASIA TOTAL 14133 909.5 892.9 883 -1.1%

Source: FY2013-14 & 14-15 Budget Outcome, FY2015-16 Revised Budget Estimate, FY2016-17 Estimated Outcomes, FY2017-
18 Budget Estimates
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South & West Asia

Key Highlights:

A No real increase to funding to Nepal despite ongoing recovery needs: Funding to Nepal will

grow below the rate of CPI, representing a cut in real terms. This is disappointing given the

continued recovery efforts following from the Nepal Earthquake (2015) which killed over

9,000 people. Reports indicate that recovery needs in Nepal are still significant, with only 5%

of houses destroyed in the earthquake rebuil

Nepal will require significant ongoing

assistance to recover from this disaster, and ACFID continues to call for ongoing funding.

-

A Afghanistan receives a slight decrease to $80.9 million: While ACFID understands that this
continued support to Afghanistan reflects Australia’s commitment at the 2016 Brussels

Conference on Afghanistan to extend the aid program at $80 million per year from 2016 to

2020, we continue to call for restoration of Australia’s aid to Afghanistan.

Total Australian ODA in current prices (Sm)

Country FY14-15 FY15-16 FY16-17 FY17-18 %YOY
Afghanistan 1399 84.6 84.5 80.9 -4.3%
Pakistan 84.6 55.7 50.7 47.1 -7.1%
Bangladesh 99.4 59.8 57.6 57.9 0.5%

Sri Lanka 42.8 28.9 29 27.7 -4.5%
Nepal 57.8 314 31.6 31.9 0.9%

Bhutan 12.8 11.2 7.6 9.2 21.1%
Maldives 6.4 6.0 4.4 3.8 -13.6%
Sou}.[h and West Asia 32.8 26.6 25.4 -4.5%
Regional 31.8

SOUTH AND WEST ASIA

TOTAL 475.5 3104 292 283.9 -2.8%

Source: FY2013-14 & 14-15 Budget Outcome, FY2015-16 Revised Budget Estimate, FY2016-17 Estimated Outcomes; FY2017-

18 Budget Estimates

18 Aljazeera News, 2017, Nepal’s earthquake disaster: Two years and $4.1bn later, Available:

http://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/opinion/2017/04/nepal-earthquake-disaster-years-41bn-170412110550808.html last

accessed 25/4/17.
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Africa & the Middle East

Key Highlights:

A Palestinian Territories: ACFID is pleased that funding has been maintained to the Palestinian
Territories and we welcome the Australian Government’s continued commitment to working
with NGOs through the AMENCA3 program.

A Middle East and North Africa: We welcome the 21.1% increase in funding to the Middle East
and North Africa. Previous Orange Books have included a budget estimate line for Irag, which
has recorded zero funding to Iraq for the previous three years. This year, the Irag budget line
has been removed from the Orange Book. We assume that the substantial increase in funding
to the Middle East and North Africa reflects the Prime Minister’s recent announcement of
humanitarian and stabilisation assistance to Irag (an additional $110 million over three
years).r?

A Sub-Saharan Africa: Significant cuts, over the last four years, to the aid program have meant
an extensive withdrawal of Australian aid programs from the Sub-Saharan region. This is
despite the region’s significant development challenges, Australia’s national and business
interest in region, and a large, resident Australian population from Sub-Saharan Africa. ACFID
welcomes the commitment to humanitarian assistance for conflict and crisis situations,
particularly South Sudan and Somalia. We also note that between FY2016-17 budget
estimates and FY2017-18 budget estimates there is a 20.9% growth for Australian funding to
Sub-Saharan Africa. The apparent decline looks to be related to one-off additional
humanitarian payments in FY2016-17, which have boosted the FY2016-17 estimate outcome.

Total Australian ODA in current prices (Sm)

Country FY1415 FY1516 FY1617 FY1718 % YOY
Palestinian Territories 69.3 42.8 43.0 43.8 1.9
Middle East and North 83.9 21.1
Africa 49.7 47.1 101.6

Sub-Saharan Africa 268.5 95.9 136.6 108.2 -20.8
AFRICA AND MIDDLE EAS 3.8
TOTAL 387.6 185.8 263.5 253.6

Source: FY2013-14 & 14-15 Budget Outcome, FY2015-16 Revised Budget Estimate, FY2016-17 Estimated Outcomes, FY2017-
18 Budget Estimates

19 Prime Minister of Australia, the Honourable Malcolm Turnbull, Available:
https://www.malcolmturnbull.com.au/media/joint-media-release-with-the-minister-for-foreign-affairsi last accessed
9/5/17.
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3.2 Thematic analysis: What is aid being spent on?

Thematic Allocations within Cross Regional Programs

Key Highlights:

A Innovation Fund: The Innovation Fund, or “innovationXchange”, is projected to underspend in

FY2016-17 with the estimated outcome $41.2 million instead of a budgeted $50 million. Th
$9 million savings seems to have been moved into ‘Other cross regional programs’.

A The Orange book notes that the $50 million investment planned FY2017—18 will see DFAT
partnering with the “private sector to further enhance and modernise the aid program.”
Recent research from ACFID has shown that the some of the most innovative development
work is being done through NGO partners and organisations, and would like to ensure that
some of the FY2017-18 funding is available to not-for-profit organisations.

A Additionally, ACFID has emphasised the need to maintain complementary investment in
research to ensure a strong evidence base for the aid program. As in previous years, ACFID
continues to call for greater transparency about how this money is being spent and the
results being achieved through the fund.

e

A Education: ACFID welcomes the Government’s focus on enabling those most marginalised in

society, including girls, ethnic minorities, and children with disabilities to receive a quality
education. As discussed under Snapshot 7 Children and Youth, ACFID welcomes the
Government’s support to the MIKTA Education Challenge, to increase access to education i
emergencies, particularly for girls.

A Direct Aid Program: There is no change to the Direct Aid Program, which is administered by
posts. ACFID continues to call for more transparency on how this money is spent and the
results achieved.

DFAT Administered ODA in current prices (Sm)

n

Thematic Area FY1415 FY1516 FY1617 FY1718 %YOY
Regional Scholarships 129.4 101.8 99.6 101.8 2.2%
and Education

Health, Water and 114.8 62.3 62.8 62.3 0.8%
Sanitation

Fisheries and Agriculture 12.2 8.6 8.6 9.3 8.1%
Infrastructure and Rural 54.4 384 39 45 14.1%
Development

Governance 20.2 10.8 14.9 13.8 -7.4%
Disability 11.3 12.9 13.1 12.9 -1.5%
Innovation Fund 19.0 20.0 41.2 50 -1.5%
Direct Aid Program 21.8 22.0 22.0 22 0%
Other Cross Regional 485 27.7 28.2 22 11.7%
Programs

CROSS REGIONAL o
PROGRAMS 431.7 304.5 329.4 341.4 3.6%

FY2014-15 Budget Outcome, FY2015-16 & FY2016-17 Revised Budget Estimates, FY2017-18 Budget Estimates
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Annex A: Aid Allocation Tables

@

Table 1: Total Australian ODA by partner country and region alongside DFAT
Administered ODA by country, region and global programs

This table shows total Australian ODA which is ODA from all agencies and programmes attributable to partner
countries and regions. This includes DFAT country programme allocations, flows from DFAT regional and global
programmes, and Other Government Departments expenditure. Alongside the total Australian ODA, we have
presented the DFAT Administered ODA which accounts only for the ODA-eligible expenditure implemented by

DFAT.
Total AUSTRALIAN ODA by Parthe DFAT ADMINISTERED ODA by coun
Country and Region region and global program

Country, Region [2016-17 Estimated) 2017-18 Budget (2016-17 Estimated| 2017-18 Budget

and Global Program| Outcomes ($m3° | Estimate ($m}! | Outcomes ($m32 | Estimate ($m}3
Area

Papua New Guinea 547.1 546.3 478.7 472.9
Solomon Islands 164.1 142.2 93.2 92.7
Vanuatu 69.8 69.8 42.4 41.9
Fiji 74.6 65.6 48.1 40.4
Samoa 35.8 37.2 23.6 23.6
Nauru 24.5 254 21.2 21.2
Kiribati 30.2 30.9 20.2 20.2
Tonga 28.9 30.4 17.6 17.6
Tuvalu 8.7 8.7 6.6 6.6
Cook Islands 3.1 3.2 1.9 1.9
Niue and Tokelau 3.0 29 1.8 1.8
North Pacific 7.3 8 5 5
Pacific Regional 129.3 127.3 165.4 166.4
Pacific Total 1126.4 1097.8 925.8 912.3
Indonesia 357.0 356.9 295.6 296
TimorLeste 93.4 96.1 68.8 68
Philippines 82.9 85 67.3 67
Cambodia 89.1 87.4 62.3 62.4
Vietnam 86.6 84.2 58.5 58.4
Myanmar 78.0 66.4 42.4 42.1

20 Table 6 of the Orange Book 2017-18
21 Table 2 of the Orange Book 2017-18
22 Table 5 of the Orange Book 2017-18
B Table 1 of the Orange Book 2017-18
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Laos 44.2 42.3 22 20.6
Mongolia 10.5 10.9 6 5.9
ASEAN and Mekong n/a n/a 30.2 32.6
East Asia Regional 51.3 53.8 7.6 8.6
EastAsiaTotal 892.9 883 660.8 661.5
Afghanistan 84.5 80.9 82 80
Bangladesh 57.6 57.9 42.4 421
Pakistan 50.7 47.1 44.1 394
Sri Lanka 29.0 27.7 20.4 19.9
Nepal 31.6 31.9 15.6 15.6
Bhutan 7.6 9.2 2.1 2.1
Maldives 4.4 3.8 2.2 1.8
South and West

Asia Regional 26.6 25.4 17.8 19.8
South & WestAsia

Total 292 283.9 226.6 220.7
Palestinian

Territories 43.0 43.8 20.5 20.5
Middle East and

North Africa 83.9 101.6 81 0
Sub-Saharan Africa 136.6 108.2 335 31.8
Sub-SaharanAfrica

& the Middle East 263.5 253.6 135 52.3
Total

Latin Americaand

the CaribbeanTotal 114 2

Core contributions

to multilateral

organisations and

other ODA not 1241.6 1388.1

attributed to

particular countries

or regions

Adjustments

Total Estimated 3827.8 3912.4

ODA

Tablecontinued over page
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DFAT ADMINISTERED ODA by coun
region and global program
2016-17 | 2017-18 Budget
Estimated | Estimate ($m}®°
Outcomes ($m3j4

Gender / Gender
Equality Fund 20 55
Regional
Scholarships and 99.6 101.8
Education
Health, Water and
Sanitation 62.8 62.3
Infrastructure and
Rural Development 39 445
Governance 14.9 13.8
Fisheries and
Agriculture 8.6 93
Innovation Fund 41.2 50
Disability 13.1 12.9
Direct Aid Program 22 22
Other Cross
Regional 28.2 24.9
Programmes
Total Cross
Regional 329.4 341.4
Programmes
TOTAL DFAT OBA
Country & Regional 2297.7 2242.7
Programmes
Disaster Risk
Reduction,
Preparedness and 44.5 39
Response
Protracted Crises
and Strengthening
Humanitarian 735 8.4
Action
Global
Humanitarian 132.3 132.3
Partnerships
Emergency Fund 0 150

24 Table 5 of the Orange Book 2017-18
25 Table 1 of the Orange Book 2017-18
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Humanitarian,
Emergenciesand
Refugees Total

250.3

399.7

United Nations
Development
Programme (UNDP)

12.7

12.7

United Nations
Children's Fund
(UNICEF)

21

21

United Nations
Population Fund
(UNFPA)

9.2

9.2

United Nations
Programme on HIV
and AIDS (UNAIDS)

4.5

4.5

World Health
Organization (WHO)

12.4

12.4

UN Women

7.8

7.8

Other UN including
ODA eligible
assessed
contributions

37

329

Total UN
Development
Funding

104.6

100.5

Commonwealth
Organisations

7.2

7.2

Contribution to
Global Health
Programmes3

63.1

134.5

Contribution to
Global Education
Programmes

10

15

Contribution to
Green Climate Fund

20

20

UN, Commonwealth
& Other
International
Organisations Total

204.9

277.2

Global NGO
Programmes

140.4

132.4

Australian
Volunteers
Programme

41.5

42.6

Community
Engagement and
International
Research

8.3

8.4

31



2017-18 Federal Budget Analysis

TOTAL NGO,
Volunteer and
Community
Programmes

190.2

183.4

Less Multilateral
Replenishments

Add Cash payments
to Multilaterals

399.3

390.6

DFAT ODAGIobal
Programmes

1044.7

1251.5

DFAT ODA
Departmental

242.9

248.9

Other Government
Departments

300

236.8

Adjustments

-57.5

67.5

Total Australian
ODA

3827.8

3912.4
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Annex B: ACFID List of Members

Denotes Interim Full Member ** Denotes Interim Affiliate Member

Full Members:

=A =4 =4 4 -4 -4 -4

=a =4

=A =4

=A =4 =4 =4

=A =4 =4 =4 -4 -4 -4 4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -9

=2 =4 =4 -4 -4 -4 -9

ACC International Relief

Act for Peace - NCCA

ActionAid Australia

Action on Poverty

Adara Development Australia

ADRA Australia

Afghan Australian Development
Organisation

Anglican Aid

Anglican Board of Mission - Australia
Limited

Anglican Overseas Aid

Anglican Relief and Development Fund
Australia

Asia Pacific Journalism Centre

Asian Aid Organisation

Assisi Aid Projects

Australasian Society for HIV, Viral
Hepatitis and Sexual Health Medicine
Australia for UNHCR

Australia Hope International Inc.
Australian Business Volunteers
Australian Doctors for Africa
Australian Doctors International
Australian Himalayan Foundation
Australian Lutheran World Service
Australian Marist Solidarity Ltd
Australian Medical Aid Foundation
Australian Mercy

Australian Red Cross

Australian Respiratory Council

AVI

Beyond the Orphanage

Birthing Kit Foundation (Australia)
Brien Holden Vision Institute Foundation
Bright Futures Child Aid and
Development Fund (Australia)
Burnet Institute

Business for Millennium Development
CARE Australia

Caritas Australia

CBM Australia

ChildFund Australia

CLAN (Caring and Living as
Neighbours)

= =

=4 =4 =48 =4 -8 -8 a8 oo =2 =A== a8

= =4 =4 =4

E e e N T B R R

Credit Union Foundation Australia
Daughters of Our Lady of the Sacred
Heart Overseas Aid Fund

Diaspora Action Australia

Diplomacy Training Program

Door of Hope Australia Inc.

Edmund Rice Foundation (Australia)
EDO NSW

Engineers without Borders

Every Home Global Concern

Family Planning New South Wales
Fairtrade Australia New Zealand

Food Water Shelter

Foresight (Overseas Aid and Prevention
of Blindness)

Fred Hollows Foundation, The

Global Development Group

Global Mission Partners

Good Return

Good Shepherd Services

Grameen Foundation Australia
Habitat for Humanity Australia

Hagar Australia

HealthServe Australia

Heilala*

Hope Global

Hunger Project Australia, The
International Children's Care (Australia)
International Christian Aid and Relief
Enterprises

International Needs Australia
International Nepal Fellowship (Aust) Ltd
International RiverFoundation
International Women's Development
Agency

Interplast Australia & New Zealand
Islamic Relief Australia

KTF (Kokoda Track Foundation)
Kyeema Foundation

Lasallian Foundation

Leprosy Mission Australia, The

Live & Learn Environmental Education
Love Mercy Foundation

Mahbobads Promise Austral
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)

=A =4 =4 =4 -4 4 4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -1

=A =4 =4 -4 -4 -4 -4

=2 =4 =4 =4 -4 -4 -4 4 4 4 -8 -4

=A =

Marie Stopes International Australia
Marist Mission Centre

Mary MacKillop International

Mary Ward International Australia
Mercy Works Ltd.

Mission World Aid Inc.

MIT Group Foundation

Motivation Australia

MSC Mission Office

Murdoch Childrends
MAA (Muslim Aid Australia)

Nusa Tenggara Association Inc.
Oaktree Foundation

Opportunity International Australia
Oxfam Australia

Palmera Projects

Partner Housing Australasia*
Partners in Aid

Partners Relief and Development
Australia

People with Disability Australia
PLAN International Australia
Quaker Service Australia

RedR Australia

Reledev Australia

RESULTS International (Australia)
Royal Australian and New Zealand
College of Ophthalmologists

Royal Australasian College of Surgeons
Salesian Missions

Salvation Army (NSW Property Trust)
Save the Children Australia

Service Fellowship International Inc.
School for Life Foundation
SeeBeyondBorders

Sight For All

So They Can

Sport Matters

Surf Aid International

Tamils Rehabilitation Organisation
Australia

TEAR Australia

Transform Aid International
(incorporating Baptist World Aid)
UNICEF Australia

= =

= =4 =4 =4

Union Aid Abroad-APHEDA
UnitingWorld

Volunteers in Community Engagement
(VOICE)

WaterAid Australia

World Vision Australia

WWEF-Australia

YWAM Medical Ships

R e s Affiliate Members:

Australian Federation of AIDS
Organisations

Australian National University i School
of Archaeology and Anthropology,
College of Arts and Social Sciences
Deakin University i Alfred Deakin
Research Institute

La Trobe University i Institute of Human
Security and Social Change

Murdoch University i School of
Management and Governance
Refugee Council of Australia

RMIT 1T Global Cities Research Institute
Swinburne University of Technology
Centre for Design Innovation
Transparency International Australia
University of Melbourne 7 School of
Social and Political Sciences

University of New South Wales-
International

University of Queensland i Institute for
Social Science Research

University of Sydney i Office of Global
Engagement

University of the Sunshine Coast i
International Projects Group

University of Technology, Sydney i
Institute for Sustainable Futures
University of Western Australia i School
of Social Sciences

Vision 2020

Western Sydney University- School of
Social Sciences and Psychology
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