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Abstract 

This briefing analyses the reasons for the review of the European Commission’s Country 
Strategy Paper 2007-13 (CSP) and the National Indicative Programme (NIP) for Ukraine and 
the substance and impact of changes. The changes are evaluated against the background of 
the political, economic and social situation of Ukraine and the country’s specific priorities and 
needs. It concludes that the CSP 2007-2013 is partially outdated but its priorities remain 
relevant. The NIP 2011-2013 general corresponds to the current situation in Ukraine but 
some of its sub-priorities are narrowly defined. The briefing evaluates the scope and nature of 
changes in detail and offers a number of recommendations. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
1. Scope of the Briefing: In line with the specification, this ad hoc Briefing analyses the underlying 

reasons for the review of the European Commission’s Country Strategy Paper 2007-13 (CSP) and 
National Indicative Programme (NIP) and the substance and impact of changes. The changes are 
evaluated against the backdrop of the political, economic and social situation of Ukraine and 
the country’s specific priorities and needs. 

2. Main Findings  

 The CSP 2007-2013 is only partially valid in its analysis of the political and economic situation in 
Ukraine. The discrepancy between the CSP and actual situation in Ukraine renders the CSP a 
partially outdated document, despite its core role in the implementation of the ENPI.  

 The NIP 2011-2013 in general corresponds to the current situation in Ukraine and to some 
extent compensates for the limitations of the CSP. 

 All the priorities spelt out in NIP 2011-2013 are relevant but some of the sub-priorities are 
narrowly defined.  

 The priorities indicated in NIP 2011-2013 are partially divergent from the priorities in NIP 2007-
10. The discontinuation of some sub-priorities related to Democratic Development, Good 
Governance and Rule of Law do not reflect the needs of Ukraine. 

 There is a shift to more threat-oriented areas and away from Democracy and Human Rights, 
suggesting that Ukraine is viewed predominantly as a source of threat.  

 The addition of a new sub-priority ‘Social Cohesion: Regional and Rural Development’ is timely 
and relevant to Ukraine given the impact of the financial crisis and the need to ensure poverty 
reduction.  

 Many objectives of the NIP 2011-13 are formulated in general and vague terms, thus creating 
scope for process-oriented rather than impact-oriented assistance. 

3. Recommendations 

a. Constitutional reform and fighting corruption should be added as  self-standing objectives 
under Priority ‘Good Governance and Rule of Law’ 

b. Education, science and people-to-people contacts should remain an explicit sub-priority under 
‘Good Governance and Rule of Law’ 

c. The close alignment of the Association Agenda (AA) with the NIP 2011-13 is required in order to 
ensure overall policy coherence between all the EU’s available instruments in dealing with 
Ukraine. 

d. Facilitating the establishment of a Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area should prioritise 
the objectives which would generate greatest benefits for Ukraine in the short term and thereby 
help to sustain the reform process in Ukraine, such as, for example, the reform of public 
procurement; 

e. Objectives and indicators of achievement of the NIP need to focus on, and measure, the actual 
impact of the EU assistance to Ukraine 

f. Entry points for Ukrainian non-state actors should be established in the process of elaboration, 
monitoring and assessment of the subsequent Ukraine NIP. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Scope of the Briefing: In line with the specification, this ad hoc Briefing analyses the underlying 
reasons for the review of the European Commission’s Ukraine Country Strategy Paper 2007-13 (CSP) 
and National Indicative Programme (NIP) and the substance and impact of changes. The changes are 
evaluated against the backdrop of political, economic and social situation of Ukraine and the 
country’s specific priorities and needs. 

The Briefing first examines the changes or the lack of therein in the CSP 2007-2013 in the context of 
recent developments in Ukraine and then evaluates the NIP 2011-2013 in general terms and with 
regard to the content of priorities against Ukraine’s current situation and specific needs. The detailed 
analysis is focused on three Priorities around which the NIP 2011-2013 is structured, namely: Good 
Governance and the Rule of Law (Priority 1), Facilitating the entry into force of the EU-Ukraine 
Association Agreement (Priority 2), and Sustainable Development (Priority 3). The discussion of each 
priority evaluates the priority/sub-priorities specified in the NIP in terms of key changes to NIP 2007-
10 and the extent to which the reviewed priorities/sub-priorities meet the needs of Ukraine and the 
overall objective of the ENPI.   

2. THE UNDERLYING REASONS FOR THE REVIEW OF CSP AND NIP 

The CSP and the NIP review is timely because many developments in EU-Ukraine relations as well as 
in the domestic arena have taken place. Visa facilitation and Readmission Agreements have entered 
into force. Negotiations on the Association Agreement have been successfully launched, with an 
interim Association Agenda adopted in November 2009. On the other hand, the domestic situation 
in Ukraine has been volatile. Political instability among elites prevented systemic reform. The global 
financial crisis was a hard blow to Ukraine’s economy. Finally, corruption has remained all-pervasive: 
in 2009 Ukraine ranked 146 according to the Corruption Perception Index by Transparency 
International, as compared to 99 in 2006. 

3. ANALYSIS OF THE CSP 2007-2013 

The European Commission has confirmed the CSP 2007-2013 as the framework for further 
cooperation during the mid-term review. However, many changes, which have occurred since the 
adoption of the CSP for 2007-2013, raise questions over the rationale of this decision. In its analysis 
of the situation in Ukraine, the CSP 2007-2013 does not take into account the following 
developments: 

 Ongoing political instability resulting from fierce political competition, unclear and 
contradictory constitutional framework and continuous weakness of state institutions. 

 Although ‘Euro-integration’ remains an official strategic goal of Ukraine, in practice the 
salience of this priority has declined since 2007. 

 NATO accession is not a foreign policy objective of Ukraine at present therefore the EU 
remains the only consensus-based foreign policy objective of Ukraine. 

 Relations with Russia have deteriorated significantly, resulting in, amongst other, energy 
conflict, which disrupted gas supplies both to Ukraine and the EU. 

 The considerable impact of the financial crisis on the Ukrainian economy and society. 

Given the complex political situation and dramatic decline in Ukraine’s economy, the achievement of 
the overall goals of the ENPI ‘development of an area of prosperity and good neighbourliness’ in 
Ukraine remains a greater challenge than indicated in the CSP 2007-2013. This is not only due to the 
persistent nature of the many problems facing Ukraine since the ‘orange revolution’ but also the lack 
of political will and capacity of the Ukrainian authorities to initiate and sustain a systematic, 
comprehensive and effective reform process. To a large extent, the initial reform momentum 
developed in the wake of the ‘orange revolution’ has been lost in Ukraine. While developing the NIP, 
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the mid-term review does not acknowledge this challenge sufficiently, stating that ‘the main thrust 
of the CSP remained relevant’. This resulting discrepancy between the CSP and actual situation in 
Ukraine renders the CSP an increasingly outdated document, despite its core role in the 
implementation of the ENPI.  

Nevertheless, while the CSP’s analysis of the political and economic situation of Ukraine and 
underlying assumptions are outdated, its key priorities remain relevant.  

4. ANALYSIS OF NIP 2011-2013 - GENERAL OVERVIEW 

The NIP 2011-2013 in general corresponds to the current situation in Ukraine. The NIP 2011-2013 is 
well-drafted, based on a clear, if implicit, valid assessment of the current political, social and 
economic situation in Ukraine. The needs that are addressed by the NIP 2011-13 are relevant, 
although the document does not address some of the most salient needs. Funding allocation is 
indicated only in very general terms. Given the broad-ranging nature of many priorities and a lack of 
breakdown into sub-priorities in the NIP 2011-13, it is difficult to provide detailed comment on this 
particular aspect. 

NIP 2011-13 follows the top-down approach adopted in NIP 2007-10. Its activities score low in terms 
of EU visibility ‘on the ground’ and are unlikely to generate bottom-up legitimacy for Ukraine’s 
movement towards the EU. This visibility, as well as bolstered by engagement of non-state actors, 
needs to be increased to compensate for the noticeable weakening of European aspirations of the 
politicians in Ukraine, if the EU assistance programme is to deliver the intended results. 

5. EVALUATION OF SUBSTANCE AND IMPACT OF CHANGES 

5.1  Discontinuities in NIP Priorities 

It is stated in the mid-term review of the CSP that the principle of continuity must be respected in 
the NIP 2011-13. However, the priorities indicated in NIP 2011-2013 are partially divergent from the 
priorities in NIP 2007-2010 (see Table 1). At the same time, the necessity of continuity is difficult to 
assess because of the absence of open access to the evaluation of the implementation of the ENPI on 
the basis of the NIP 2007-2010. 

In some areas this divergence is justified by the inclusion of new relevant priorities, such as Sub-
priority 2 in Priority 3, ‘Regional and rural development’, focusing predominantly on eliminating 
regional disparities and poverty in Ukraine, is timely and welcome. However, in Priority 1, changes to 
sub-priorities mean that they do not fully correspond to the actual needs of Ukraine and hence are 
detrimental to the achievement of the objectives of the ENPI. There is a noticeable shift to, and 
prioritization of, more threat-oriented areas such, Justice, Freedom and Security, Integrated Border 
Management and Disarmament as part of Good Governance and away from Democracy and Human 
Rights. This suggests that Ukraine is perceived mainly as a source of threat and may result in a 
stronger sense of EU’s assistance to Ukraine being driven mainly by interests rather than values, 
thereby undermining the ENPI objective of promoting ‘good neighbourliness’.  
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TABLE 1.  Comparison of Priority Areas and Sub-Priorities of the NIPs 2007-10 and 2011-
13 

NIP 2007-10 NIP 2011-13 

Priority Area 1:  

Support for Democratic Development and 
Good Governance 

Sub-priority 1: Public administration reform and 
public finance management 

Sub-priority 2: Rule of law and judicial reform 

Sub-priority 3: Human rights, civil society 
development and local government 

Sub-priority 4: Education, science and people-to-
people contacts/exchanges 

Priority Area 1:  

Good Governance and the Rule of Law 

Sub-priority 1: Justice, Freedom and Security 

Sub-priority 2: Integrated Border Management 

Sub-priority 3: Public Administration Reform and 
Public Financial Management 

Sub-priority 4: Disarmament 

 

Priority Area 2:  

Support for Regulatory Reform and 
Administrative Capacity Building 

 

Sub-priority 1: Promoting mutual trade, 
improving the investment climate and 
strengthening social reform 

Sub-priority 2: sector-specific regulatory aspects 

Priority Area 2: 

Facilitation of the entry into force of the EU 
Ukraine Association Agreement (including a 
Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area) 

Sub-priority 1: Facilitation of the entry into force 
of the Association Agreement  

Sub-priority 2: Facilitation of the establishment 
of a DCFTA 

 

Priority Area 3:  

Support for Infrastructure Development 

Sub-priority 1: (non-nuclear) Energy 

Sub-priority 2: Transport 

Sub-priority 3: Environment 

Sub-priority 4: Border management and 
migration including re-admission related issues 

Sustainable Development 

Sub-priority 1: Energy, Environment and Climate 
Change, Transport 

Sub-priority 2: Regional and Rural development  

 

 

5.2 Priority Area 1 'Good Governance and the Rule of Law' 

The NIP 2011-13 states that key reform priorities include: reform of the constitution itself; 
strengthening of respect for the rule of law (notably through judicial reform), redoubling of efforts to 
combat corruption and strengthening of the business and investment climate. However, sub-
priorities only partially correspond to these needs.  

5.2.1 Sub-priority 1: Justice, Freedom and Security focuses on the reform of the administration of 
justice in terms of independence and efficiency as well as improved management of 
migration and asylum issues. Therefore, Priority 1 does not sufficiently address constitutional 
issues and the rule of law more broadly. In particular, fighting corruption is not sufficiently 
addressed in the NIP 2011-13 with the exception of the judicial structures and establishing 



Policy Department DG External Policies 

8/10 

the Authorised Agent for Anti-Corruption Policy, despite its undermining impact on 
implementation of all the Priorities of NIP.  

5.2.2 Sub-priority 1.4 “Education, science and people-to-people contacts/exchanges” is eliminated 
altogether from NIP 2011-2013. The Country Progress Report 2009 indicates that significant 
progress has been made in this sphere, but Ukraine’s education system remains highly 
corrupt and non-aligned with the European standards. Given that education serves as a 
precondition for long-term stability and development, the continuous inclusion of education 
would be justified in the NIP 2011-2013. With regard to strengthening Ukraine’s cooperation 
with the EU, the objective for Ukraine should be access to the Erasmus undergraduate 
mobility scheme. 

5.3 Priority Area 2: Facilitation of the Entry into Force of the EU Ukraine Association 
Agreement (Including a Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area) 

5.3.1 The NIP 2011-13 endeavours to align the priorities with the EU-Ukraine Association Agenda 
(AA), which was adopted in November 2009 to ‘prepare and facilitate the implementation of 
the Association Agreement’, which is currently being negotiated. However, the role of the AA 
is indicated only with regard to Priority 2 whereas the AA is relevant to the implementation 
of all the Priority Areas of the NIP 2011-2013.  In this light the alignment of the AA with the 
NIP 2011-13 is required in order to ensure an overall policy coherence between all available 
instruments in dealing with Ukraine. 

5.3.2 The objectives of sub-priority 2.2 ‘Facilitation of the establishment of a Deep and 
Comprehensive Free Trade Area’ are correct. However, they should be prioritised with regard 
to areas which 1) are central in securing Ukraine’s access to the single market, such as 
competition policy, 2) will generate greatest benefits for Ukraine in the short term, such as 
reform of the public procurement, and 3) ensure gains from Ukraine’s increased trade with 
the EU and sustain the reform process in Ukraine.  

5.3.3 Sub-priority 2.1 is process- rather than result-oriented. The final result should be the 
fulfillment of reforms set out in the Association Agenda, rather than the mere “ability to fulfill 
them”. The issue was relevant for NIP 2007-2010 as well, when “enhanced administrative 
capacity” in state structures and “ability to cope with restructuring” (p.11) cannot be taken as 
an indicator of progress.  

5.4 Priority Area 3 'Sustainable Development' 

5.4.1 Four sub-priorities in NIP 2007-10 in this area were merged into a single and wide-ranging 
sub-priority 3.2 ‘Energy, Environment and Climate Change and Transport’. However, each of 
them merits separate attention justified by Ukraine’s needs, With regard to energy, securing 
supplies of energy resources to Ukrainian and European consumers together with energy 
efficiency are key issues. However, in terms of Ukraine’s needs, energy diversification should 
be also listed among priorities.  

5.4.2 Sub-priority 3.2 ‘Social Cohesion: Regional and Rural Development’ is entirely new. It is timely 
and relevant to Ukraine given the impact of the financial crisis and the need to ensure 
poverty reduction. In particular, the focus on regional development of the Autonomous 
Republic of Crimea is highly justified and welcome. However, the time framework for the 
implementation of this sub-priority remains vague, given that, for example, the regional 
development programme for Ukraine is to be agreed only by mid-2012, leaving little time for 
the implementation and actual impact. In this new sub-priority of the NIP 2011-2013 many of 
the indicators of achievement are formulated in excessively vague terms and hence non-
measurable. For example, instead of “the regional labour market demonstrates positive 
trends” (p.23) a more suitable indicator would refer to “specific percentage of graduates in 
the regions gaining paid employment within 12 months after completion of their 
education/training” etc.  



 




