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Review of DFID’s Building Support for Development Strategy

1. Introduction

Cyfanfyd is an umbrella organisation for individuals and organisations involved in the delivery of Development Education in Wales with approximately 80 members. The organisation’s activities focus on the formal sector, the youth work sector and the adult and community based learning. The organisation convenes a Global Youth Work network with approximately 350 members. Cyfanfyd has also, this year, embarked on a DAF-funded project working with Black and Minority Ethnic organisations and Minority Faith groups to promote Development Awareness and the Millennium Development Goals. Cyfanfyd also provides a comprehensive training programme for teachers and trainers delivering Development Education.

The organisation was actively involved in the process of setting up the Welsh Assembly Government (WAG) Education for Sustainable Development and Global Citizenship (ESDGC) advisory panel and in the development of the national ESDGC strategy. Over the last seven years Cyfanfyd has worked with DFID and WAG to initiate and develop Enabling Effective Support in Wales (EES). Cyfanfyd acted as the managing agency for EES until March 2009 and is currently the hosting organisation for EES in Wales.

Cyfanfyd has a strategic agreement with DFID which funds a core programme of work and for the last 11 years the organisation has acted as the managing agency for the DAF Mini Grants programme in Wales. 

This submission aims to respond to the main findings in the DFID-commissioned review of Building Support for Development strategy.  This complements the submission already submitted collectively by the four UK Development Education networks and seeks to specifically address the review in the context of Development Education in Wales.

2. General Comments 

Cyfanfyd considers that while the review has attempted to address some important issues in relation to Development Education in Wales, the information that has been collated is by no means comprehensive and as a result does not reflect what is actually happening on the ground and, in particular, the work of Civil Society organisations. 

This is mainly due to the fact that the review took only minimal evidence from Wales. From the evidence presented in the report, it appears that only two interviews were conducted by the researchers and there was no stakeholder event in Wales. It also appears from the data provided that no-one from an organisation in Wales attended the stakeholder events in England. 

Though a number of issues relating to the different educational sectors will be addressed later in this document, Cyfanfyd has a number of particular concerns that we would like to highlight:

· Firstly, the reports do not demonstrate an understanding of Cyfanfyd’s role in relation to the development of EES and its role, at the time of the review, as the managing agency for EES in Wales.

· Secondly, the report makes no mention of the existing support and resourcing network for youth work practitioners in Wales, the Global Youth Work Network convened by Cyfanfyd. This network was initiated by DAF funding and is still partly supported by DFID through it strategic agreement with Cyfanfyd. This seems to us to be a major omission.

· Thirdly, in parts of the various reports the reviewers seem to imply that ESDGC is synonymous with Development Education.  In fact there is a growing body of  evidence to suggest, mainly  based on Estyn findings, that the global perspective is not currently being emphasised in much of ESDGC delivery in Wales, with a pronounced bias towards ESD rather than GC in many schools in Wales.

These concerns are outlined in more detail below.

3. Responses to the Review Recommendations

3.1 Development Awareness Fund

· Cyfanfyd proposes that the Development Awareness Fund (DAF) should not be phased out as proposed in the review.   We believe that the replacement of the DAF with ‘larger, longer term grant support for key target groups’ could potentially disadvantage small and middle-sized organisations that have been the mainstay of development education practice since its inception.  Withdrawing the possibility of DAF support from these organisations could significantly weaken the sector and unravel much of the effective work achieved with DFID support since 1997.  We propose instead a strategic review of the DAF guidelines that is informed by DFID’s key objectives for Building Support for Development.  The guidelines could target key sectors in civil society that have untapped potential in mobilising public support for development.  We suggest retaining the DAF but with a more strategic focus.

· Continuation Funding:  Cyfanfyd agrees with the need for a ‘longer-term’ provision in the awarding of support through DFID grants.  We propose therefore that the DAF make provision for continuation funding as a percentage of the total fund for projects that have a proven capacity to build support for development education policy and practice in the UK.  Rather than invite all applicants to come up with new project proposals every three years, DFID could continue to support projects with a proven capacity to deliver on DAF funding criteria and increase capacity in development education with strategically important target groups.

3.2 Mini Grant Scheme

· As Cyfanfyd disagrees with the phasing out of the DAF, we therefore consider it unnecessary to increase the mini grants to a maximum of £25,000 per grant per annum.  We do not accept that this increase would compensate applicants for loss of income from the DAF and also suggest that it would limit the mini grant scheme’s capacity for innovation and piloting new forms of practice because of the large amount involved.   The UK Network proposes that the Mini Grant Scheme maximum should be increased instead to £15,000 allowing for inflationary increases since the introduction of the scheme.  

· Cyfanfyd suggests that the Mini Grant Schemes in England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland should retain their local management structure to ensure that the management of the scheme is informed by local knowledge of the sector.  The management of the scheme by consultants operating at a national level would diminish local contact with and support to applicants.  It would also prevent the effective promotion of the scheme at a local level.  We believe that DFID is currently receiving value for money in the management of the grants schemes combined with local knowledge of the development sectors in each country.

3.3 Enabling Effective Support in Wales 

The Education review report largely emphasises the regional performances in England at the expense of the work carried out in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland.  Cyfanfyd believes that the EES concept is solid and its strategic focus an essential component to mainstreaming development education in formal education.  We therefore do not support a phasing out of the process.

· The report notes that ‘EES outputs were most efficient when they were centred on structured engagement with local education decision makers and networks of teachers from across a number of schools ‘(Formal Education Review, pg 8). This is already the case in Wales, where EES works through ten regional networks in which practitioners and stakeholders (including local authorities and the Civil Society sector) are active, while WAG is involved through representation on the Project Management Group.

· Cyfanfyd acknowledges that improvements are needed in monitoring and evaluation linked to quality, and in the development of criteria for measuring quality. But although there are matters to be refined, we do not feel that there is a case for alteration of the arrangements which have worked well in Wales for over five years.

3.4 Cyfanfyd

· On the basis of the limited number of interviews and respondents to the review in Wales, we feel that the comment that ‘the impact of support to the similar body in Wales, Cyfanfyd, was less marked’ than that of support to the DEA (Synthesis report 16, pg 5) made in the report is not supported by any evidence. The Strategic Agreement with Cyfanfyd costs, as the review notes, much less than that with the DEA, in fact only one-eighth of that amount. Cyfanfyd has also met all the targets agreed with DFID as part of this agreement. The history outlined above in the introduction indicates the central role Cyfanfyd has played and continues to play in establishing development education in Wales. With the establishment of a secretariat for ESDGC in WAG Cyfanfyd has a lesser role in lobbying for and leading the integration of global learning in education in Wales , but the organisation continues work closely with WAG, and also continues to act as a body independent of government bringing stakeholders together, supporting and resourcing practitioners and promoting good practise.
· In the Education report the author comments that ‘one interviewee considered that the EES initiative in Wales was more effective at promoting Global Learning than Cyfanfyd and most stakeholders were not aware of its work. Further, Cyfanfyd’s profile was not prominent amongst Welsh interviewees.’(Page 26). We have commented above on the limited nature of the review in Wales in terms of interviewees and respondents, but we feel that in this instance, the author has failed to understand the relationship between Cyfanfyd and EES, that is specifically Cyfanfyd’s role in managing EES and supporting the process and facilitating the growth of the network of local Fora as an independent network “owned” by its members. 
3.5 Education

· We feel that the statement that global issues are given sufficient curriculum space ‘particularly in Wales’ is questionable (Page 10 Education Report). From our perspective we find little evidence that schools are engaging with issues inherent in Development Education.  According to a recent Estyn survey, ESDGC still has a strong focus on sustainable development and global citizenship tends to focus on school linking or a “charity” approach. Although ESTYN is engaged in inspecting for ESDGC there is little training provided for inspectors and a generally undefined idea of what ESDGC actually is.

· The education report also recommends that strategic relationships should be built with key education departments and agencies; while we broadly agree with this recommendation we would highlight the fact that WAG’s primary focus on sustainable development has led to this being emphasised in policy and reflected in curriculum to the detriment of Development Education and the global perspective.  

· We would highlight also that although ESDGC policies are in place in Wales, there is a huge gap between policy and practise and the difficulty that Civil Society organisations are experiencing in terms of accessing funding, particularly due to the lack of any WAG project or core funding for ESDGC, has adversely affected their capacity to fulfil their historic role of supporting ESDGC delivery in the Formal Sector.

· We would support the recommendation to consider developing more programmes in youth sector. However, we are , as stated above, concerned that the reviewers did not consider the work that has already been developed in Wales, particularly in terms of the Global Youth Work network, which supports and resources youth work practitioners in Wales in engaging with Development Education. The network has over 350 members and has representation from all 22 local authorities, including Principal Youth Officers representatives, Higher Education youth work training providers and the voluntary sector. Considering that this network was developed with DAF funding and is still partly supported with DFID funding under the Strategic Grant Agreement with Cyfanfyd, we feel that an opportunity has been missed to consider the impact of this work. 

3.6 Faith Communities, Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) Communities and Diaspora Groups
· The report seems to be based solely on work in England. There does not appear to have been any consultation with organisations in Wales, Ireland or Scotland and there is no recognition of the work going on throughout the UK to engage with BME/faith based organisations and support development awareness through their work.

· The report recognises the importance of DFID support for BME and minority faith organisations but does not seem to recognise the difficulty that these organisations have in engaging  with Development Awareness, particularly due to lack of capacity and funding.

· We agree with the highlighting of the need for on-going, sustainable funding in the report, which we recognise as essential for meaningful, long-term engagement with this sector.

4. Conclusion

In conclusion, we feel that the review, in terms of Wales, was too limited in its scope to provide a useful picture of what is actually going on in the field and the impact of this work. The review in Wales has focussed primarily on the statutory sector, in particular on ESDGC policy, and did not consider in any meaningful way how the global dimension is actually delivered through ESDGC.

Cyfanfyd supports the review’s recommendations that DFID takes a more strategic approach to its work in Development Education, but we are concerned that the review has not focused enough on Civil Society organisations and the key role that they have in delivering and supporting Development Education.

While we would welcome and support more engagement and involvement from DFID in ESDGC policy in Wales at a strategic level, we would also recommend that DFID engage with Civil Society organisations and other stakeholders and recognise the key role that non-governmental organisations play in Development Education in Wales.

For further information or consultation on this paper please contact:

Dominic Miles 
Cyfanfyd
Temple of Peace
Cathays Park 
Cardiff CF10 3AP 
Tel: 02920 668999

1

