Compilation of comments from BACG members on the scope of activities and working modalities of clusters proposed by the Working Party on Aid Effectiveness 
Please note: Overall comments are at end of document.
Cluster A: Ownership and Accountability
Jasmine is currently wrapping up comments on cluster A and will send it to me. Will add it and send final compilation to Ceci+Tony plus BACG group on Monday, with inputs that may still come over the weekend. You will have it Monday lunch time in Paris. This is just in case you already want sth on the plane( Current Cluster A version with new comments from Brian at the bottom of this mail for more complete reading already now.
Cluster B: Strengthening and Using Country Systems
Iacopo: It is paradoxical to read in the section that due to lack of capacities Partner countries were not really able to assess to what extent donors were actually using their country systems, with clear implications on the exactitudes of the Paris Declaration target.
The cluster is very technical and is mainly to replace existing joint venture. Its main political potential is in Task 1, point 1, whereby it refers to country-led diagnostic work. This has the potential to possibly replace or undermine the CPIA monopoly in the assessment, but it opens up to country consultations to agree the diagnostic methodology and the results could change from country to country too much. There is some emerging consensus on a limited range of diagnostic tool, mainly around the PEFA, that should be taken into account. Eventually some criteria could be established to choose a diagnostic tool, mainly its participatory element. The proposed timelines further limits the discussion around the diagnostic criteria and the very selection of the diagnostic tool with the risk of accepting an already-made diagnostic to meet the deadline.

Moreover I do not think that the 10 country pilot exercise should not be run again in those country were there is an already established dialogue on country systems. This could even prove counter-productive, opening up again some negotiating areas, with relevant transaction costs.

Task 3 point 2 refers to "reform sequencing", yet it should be made clear that this deals only with budgeting, reporting, procurement reforms, so as to exclude to embrace all the good governce reforms.

The cluster does not provide any clear working modality on donors home-work about how to review their judgement on country systems and drafting their plans to maximize the use of Country Systems. The cluster approach based on on joint diagnostic and "good enough" thresholds seems to hint towards an harmonized evaluation, leaving donors with actually no space to act individually. Yet this is somehow different from the Accra text, and should be made clear).

Eventually, the cluster refers to areas of work that are either core to Cluster A or not very relevant to cluster B. Particularly I do refer to the work on communication and on the work of parliament ( the latter has no mention of partner within the planning). These areas risk overburdening the work of the cluster.
Brian:There is a useful emphasis on building political support within donor organizations for using country systems.  However the paper needs to be more clear in its overall definition of country systems (para 49) beyond aid management (albeit important) to broader notions of country systems (parliament, CSOs etc).  Concerns about development effectiveness and country systems need to be addressed, such as the implications of policies regarding procurement for prioritizing domestic development  actors and suppliers.  The cluster workplan usefully address the roles of parliament etc but needs also to look at how different donor approaches to what constitutes "strong country systems" influences issues of broad ownership and accountability (cluster A). 

Cluster C: Transparent and Responsible Aid
Karin: … It covers - division of labour, aid transparency, conditionality and predictability.

To my mind it is the most important cluster, as it is the one where this is about donor action, and thing they are responsible for i.e. their own behaviours.

FOR COMMENT

Scoping Paper: Proposal Regarding the WP-EFF Cluster C: Transparent and Responsible Aid. Draft – 2 March 2009.

Comments provided by the BetterAid Coordinating Group

12 March 2009.
General:

BACG welcomes this initiative of the cluster and the invitation to shape the scope of the work plan for our group. 

BACG welcomes the structure of work proposed of the four clusters: division of labour / aid fragmentation; aid transparency (access and quality of information); conditionalities and predictability. 

To complete these tasks BACG asks that the scoping paper provide further clarity on:

Institutional relationships between different initiatives and a brief overview of the division of labour between them.

For example, the section on “Aid Transparency” would benefit from a clearer overview of the connection with the task team and the International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI).

Further explanation of the linkages to the UN Development Cooperation Forum, as stated on page 5, would strengthen the scoping paper and harmonise with the mandate from the AAA (paragraph 31).

Overview of the obligations and responsibilities of the co-chairs, as well as time limits, in addition to what is stated under the “Chairing” section (pg. 3). 

Number of members to compose the cluster and the task teams, including the breakdown by geographic location and stakeholder group (donor government, partner countries, parliamentarians, local governments and civil society organizations). 

Equally to fulfill the pledges set out in the AAA, parliamentarians’ and local governments’ role in this work must be strengthened and their involvement made part of the cluster process.

For example, on page 2, under section II (“Mandate and Scope of the Cluster”), paragraph 1, the last sentence should include explicit language about their contribution and expected engagement. 

Similar language should be added to the bullet point concerning “Membership” on page 2. 

BACG appreciates the prominent role given civil society organizations in our cluster, which reflects the spirit and language of the Accra Agenda for Action (AAA). BACG would ask for clarity on:

How many positions would civil society members have in our cluster and task teams?

Whether terms of reference will be drawn up for all members of each task team, specifying responsibilities and agreed inputs, including the drafting of documents and role in the different modalities.

BACG recognizes the attempt to streamline the planned work of our cluster with that of others given the clear linkages between fulfilling the different components of the AAA which are based on the five principles of the Paris Declaration (PD): ownership, mutual accountability, alignment, harmonization and managing for results. 

BACG recommends that relevant language on our cluster’s contribution to alignment be better explained and that great attention be provided to understanding the link between the AAA and PD be better tracked, as well as the cluster’s role in supporting development effectiveness (the ultimate aim).

Casting these relationships is important to understand how the work of each of the four task teams is interrelated.

For example, text could be added to show how aid transparency is a pre-requisite to progress and address issues of fragmentation, predictability and conditionality.

This language would also provide a response to whether sequencing and staging will be required for the work plan.

Mapping the outputs to the relevant commitments of the AAA is a good first step. Work is additionally required to identify the inputs, stakeholders and the timelines for completing (and sharing) the outputs. 

A log-frame project matrix would be more useful to better link activities and outputs, with the AAA commitments to be met. Such a structure would create a baseline for progress to be measured during our cluster’s work cycle and in achieving the “concrete, time-bound results-oriented work assignments” (pg. 3).

Monitoring progress on the outputs can be supported by our cluster through the work done by individual members, including donor governments, partners and civil society. Our cluster should include language in the scoping paper that facilitates these inputs as part of the monitoring process. 

Specific:

Under “Division of labor”:

The “rational” should also include its usefulness for facilitating the alignment of donor support with country systems and national budgets. 

The “outputs” should include: 

developing a set of steps to remedy cases where countries are receiving insufficient aid or which have found themselves to be “aid orphans” despite demonstrated need for assistance.

organizing consultations with civil society, parliamentarians and other stakeholders in at least two countries in each region to assess changes toward an improved division of labour. 

using the development of the good practice principles (in point two of the “outputs”) to measure progress by donors against these. 

assessing how to link up the outreach to be done through an electronic platform (point 5) with the structures being set up through IATI to promote synergies.

Under “Aid Transparency”

A working definition should be put forth for what constitutes “full aid transparency”.

A clearer rationale for transparency would be linked to this point as well as how the work of other initiatives, including IATI, is supportive of these aims. 

This should include text that addresses the importance of having the capacity and access to disaggregated data by sex (AAA paragraph 23a), which is relevant for promoting gender equality and women’s rights as part of development effectiveness.

Along this line, transparency should include information about negotiations and real time data to permit citizens and parliaments in partner countries to have a well-informed engagement in directions about the use of funds.

The issue of availability as part of meeting the commitments of aid transparency should be brought out more clearly as one of the aims and pre-requisites.

Under the matrix of commitments and outputs, a stipulation should be added to look at the “review of country pilot work and UNCAC gap analyses” as part of monitoring country progress on the convention. 

Also, task team could track how many of the OECD donors have signed and ratified UNCAC.

The task team could validate country abidance with the OECD and other regional conventions based on the monitoring results of third party organisations. 

Another change is to include an output for the “development of a set of guidelines for disbursement and disclosure policies”. 

This would be based on inputs from cluster members, including civil society, parliamentarian and partner government. 

Finally, it would be useful for our cluster to understand concretely and specifically how aid transparency can foster budget transparency as well as comparability between donor and partner country resource flows for sectors and programmes. 

Under “Conditionality”

This section would be strengthened to explore the tensions between conditionality as policy prescriptions and benchmarks, and the commitments of the AAA. 

These include broadening country-level dialogue (paragraph 13), strengthening the capacity of developing countries to lead (paragraph 14) and the recognition that South-South cooperation is based on the principle of non-interference (paragraph 19b). 

This section should set out how the members of the cluster will be involved - namely partner countries, civil society organisations and parliamentarians – to reconceptualise what is a conditionality.

The recommendation is that the “Outputs” look to considering alternative definitions of conditionality (under point 1) that do not only consider the World Bank’s definition of good practice principles but rather link to the PD and AAA principles. 

Our cluster should take efforts to better understand the relationship between aid and the principles of development effectiveness, as based on human rights, gender equality and environmental sustainability and which a recognised in the AAA (paragraph 3).

This includes looking at partner government commitments to international treaties that support these principles and the national development priorities, as well as donors’ support to national mechanisms to implement and report these treaties.

This includes understanding the range of agreements currently made (and whether they support these principles) and ensuring a transparent and respected disclosure mechanism.

Apart from understanding examples of good practice, lessons need to be learned from where there have been instances of failure as well. 

Under “Predictability”

This section is intricately linked to aid transparency as it provides the information required to provide data on aid commitments and disbursements.

The linkages of how predictability provides the information required to address aid volatility should be drawn out more clearly.

Under the “Outputs” section:

There need to be a clearer link under points 1, 2 and 5 of how aid transparency and current work on this topic (such as through the IATI) is supportive of improving predictability.

Benchmarks should be set for how to operationalise changes in predictability, including the share of aid that will be made predictable and by when to reach the 100 percent goal set in the AAA.

Under “Working Modality”:

There are many experiences of civil society organisations to improve how predictability has improved development effectiveness and how the lack of it has undermined essential programming. References to some of this work as part of the modality would be useful.
Reply from Philipp Knill (Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development, Germany):
Dear Craig,
thanks for your input. 

As a preliminary feed-back from our side: We have already taken a view issues on board. We agree quite extensively on the content you are writing. At the same time, however, we would like to keep our scoping paper as short and concentrated as possible to be easy understandable and readable.  In the further process you and we will have vast opportunity to elaborate on your points.

On participation of CSOs in the cluster and task teams as you are asking. We very much welcome your participation and would be flexible according to interest and human resources from your side. I would hesitate to think of a rule before having tested practical work in the

cluster.

We will certainly meet in Paris.

Best regards

Philipp
Brian to new version: I don't believe any of them (comments above) were taken into account even though they were acknowledged by the authors of the Cluster C paper.  They would still form our commentary on Cluster C.

Cluster D: Assessing Progress...
Date: 13.03.2009

Please note:

These comments/notes are referring to the scoping paper from the Working Party on Aid Effectiveness (WP-EFF), version DCD/DAS/EFF(2009)1/PROV, dated 06-Feb-2009.

Comments to this provisional scoping paper were to be sent to the OECD secretariat by 28 February 2009. As this date has passed the comments provided here can be used when reviewing the revised paper which will be issued on 17 March and will be up for discussion and approval at the next Working Party meeting on 31 March- 1 April.

Due to the given reality the comments/notes on this ‘old’ version are an initial input that needs get refined once we have the new version next week.

I would appreciate it if at least one other person from the Better Aid CG could join me for the review of the new version the cluster 4 scoping paper.

The comments follow the questions and sections put forth in the scoping paper.

Are members content with the scope of activities presented in this paper (Section I)?

Task 1 on Monitoring the implementation of the Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda for Action should not only aim to improve the methodology and indicators of progress of aid effectiveness. Clearly this needs to go beyond improvement of existing mechanisms. Alternative indicators need to be introduced. Even though this has not been committed to in the Accra Agenda for Action (AAA) it is a significant task that should get taken on additionally by this cluster.  The AAA preparation and negotiation process was full of references to the deficiency of the current monitoring system and the lack of consistency with the Principles meaning and the indicators.

For example UNIFEM is working on alternative indicators for monitoring progress towards national development goals, including gender equality and women’s empowerment. Such alternative indicators should then be reflected in all the work components of the cluster.

Also, it needs to be clearly stated that all stakeholders, including civil society organizations are going to be engaged in the monitoring work, not just stakeholders as in the cited para. 30 of the AAA on page 3 of the scoping paper. The same applies to page 4 concerned with improving the survey process, etc.

Point number 5. at page 3 should state clearly which are the new commitments that will be monitored. What arrangements will be made to meet the objectives, etc.

Point number 9. on page 3 should be more precise about the meaning of “generally accepted evaluation quality standards”. By whom are they accepted? What’ s the reference?

A general remark is that overall the description of activities needs to become more precise as well as how civil society organizations can input (eg. Into the principles monitoring plan that is currently work in progress, see footnote page 5). 

The activities of the cluster should also take into consideration work and research that is being conducted by civil society organizations around the implementation and monitoring of the Paris Declaration and AAA. Clear mechanisms should get established on how their research and findings are to be integrated into the overall process of this cluster.

Are members in agreement with the proposed working arrangements for Cluster D (Section II)?

The proposed working arrangement is complex. Thus, in order to be efficient and not overlap, it will be important that the respective bodies who are carrying out the different tasks are transparent and provide timely information on how they decide to work  (including clear time frames) and on what in detail and how the different stakeholders within those bodies are to coordinate.

Should the mandate of the current Joint Venture on Monitoring the Paris Declaration be extended so that it can deliver the third round of monitoring in 2011 (Task 1)?

HERE IT IS IMPORTANT TO CHECK WHO FROM THE CSOS IR PARTICIPATING IN THE CURRENT JV? ROA? CAN YOU PLEASE CLARIFY THIS TO CHECK WHAT TO SAY IN TERMS OF CSOS PARTICIPATION?

Should Task 4 (“Documenting progress for HLF-4”) be implemented as part of the Working Party’s core programme of work (see para. 20 below)?

Yes.

Anne on revised D: 

I reviewed the revised proposed scope of activities and working modalities for cluster D within the renewed WP-EFF mandate document of 16 March 2009. The document is attached here for easy reference (p.33-39) and I have highlighted in yellow what was added or worded differently for cluster D. 

Over all, not too much has changed from the draft scoping paper (6.Feb) which I'm attaching as well. Thus the comments I had made on that version remain (old comments doc attached). 
The following has been deleted in the current version and I wonder if this should not get better back in?: 

“Reviews documenting progress at sector level/ (e.g. education, health, and infrastructure) or in cross-cutting areas (gender, aid-for-trade etc.)” (draft scoping paper , p.6 and now missing on p.37)”.

Brian:  …these may already be taken into account in existing comments, but in my quick reading of this paper in the WP documentation, while it suggests new indicators for monitoring AAA, it does not address improved indicators for assessing the implementation of the Paris Declaration, particularly those relating to gender equality, but also in other areas of commitment that have been raised in commentaries by civil society organizations pre Accra. 

Overall, on page 38 para 105 it says that cross cutting issues will be addressed, in none of the cluster workplans is there concrete proposals and discussions about how these cross cutting issue will be addressed.  All of the cluster workplans need to not just acknowledge these issues, they need to design specific work area activities that highlight their implications for current commitments as well as future directions for aid and development effectiveness leading into HLF4. 

Cluster E: Partner-led Learning and Advocacy on Managing for Development Results
Iacopo: As far as I do understand , the current WP-EFF has already agreed to have a new cluster E on MfDR. What’s our BACG reaction to this, both  in terms of the way it was included and the theme itself. Some donors did not like this non-consultative option. 
As for the BAGC draft workplan Jas circulated, the BAGC is aiming at moving away from MfDR, so having a MfDR cluster per-se is not a very positive starting point to move (re-move) away this conceptual item.
Tony: My thinking is that this is again a US=Japan-=WB initiative on capacity development.  But it is not counterproductive to have such a cluster. Our problem is that development effectiveness is now themed in this cluster, though not necessary erroneously- typical of the WB cooptation stategies.  This reminds us of the urgency for us to come up very soon with our new policy paper on development effectiveness.
General and more…
Dear all,

Iacopo: I have papered throughout all cluster scoping papers and I got the impression that none is really taking forward the AAA task to develop national plan to further untie aid and support local procurement (this latter is incidentally by cluster B)?

Gideon:  …a general comment on the cluster draft programs I have seen and one which hasn’t been picked up in comments yet is that they don’t say much about how all this discussion across the clusters actually links in with the Paris process itself. With reference to the Ownership and Accountability cluster the current draft doesn’t say enough how the work program will feed into discussions on future indicators, targets and standards to be met for ownership (what will ownership be defined as; what indicators used to measure), mutual accountability (what elements are critical to such a process; what indicators used to measure) and even ownership of TA for example, which has been a huge point of controversy. The draft is therefore very apolitical and seems to be creating a space for discussion with little practical outlet for influencing future processes. 

Jan: Just a general point: we would like when discussion involvement of "external" partners and institutions (as we did under cluster A), the ILO to be invited.  They are key on a number of issues such as rights based development approach, social dialogue as an accountability indicator and mechanism, freedom of association, antidiscrimination etc and of course for the decent work agenda as cross cutting issue for development effectiveness. 

Brian: Task Team on South South Cooperation proposed by Colombia …there is no reference to any contributions by CSOs to the issues identified in the paper. 

Working Party on Aid Effectiveness 

Cluster A: Ownership and Accountability Scoping Exercise
Comments on the current draft work program 

The Paris Declaration, signed in 2005 by over 100 developed and developing country governments, donor agencies and international organisations, commits signatories to a range of actions aimed at improving aid effectiveness and targets / deadlines for implementing these actions. The Paris Declaration is quite rightly seen as a statement of joint commitment from donor and recipient countries, as it includes actions for both sets of countries to implement. However, arguably its emergence from within the OECD and from a number of previous donor initiatives, and the fact that most of the commitments fall on the donor side, for BACG suggests that the follow-up process for implementation requires substantive assessment and reflection on donor policies and practices.

Based on this analysis members of the BACG think that the current draft work program for Cluster A fails to fully respond to a number of vital issues related donor policy and practice which have implications for ownership and accountability, including conditionality, the level of donor support for ownership and accountability work in-country and the direct implications of donor aid modalities on ownership and accountability
. 
1. Democratic ownership

Democratic ownership is central to ensuring meaningful implementation of the Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda for Action. Whilst democratic ownership is referenced in the scoping paper, there is insufficient discussion of what it means or how it differs as compared to a conventional notion of aid ownership. The scoping paper needs to set out that it will seek to investigate with Southern governments and civil society, indicators for ownership that are more than a measure of alignment with PRSPs, reduce conditionality (see point below), and develop recommendations on mutually agreed transparent and binding contracts
 to govern aid relations (bilateral) on both sides. There is currently no reference within the scoping paper to ensuring that this work and the subsequent recommendations and implementation of the AAA is coherent with a) other external international agreements such as the Financing for Development agenda; and b) internally coherent with donors’ other bilateral policies, particularly with regards to climate change, trade, and financial reform. 

2. Conditionality 

The use and imposition of conditionality is a key indicator of absence of democratic ownership over aid. The scoping paper on ownership and accountability recognizes that the “links between conditionality and ownership remain controversial and require further work and analysis”. However, work on conditionality is being carried out under the auspices of Cluster C and within very narrow parameters of the World Bank’s “good practice principles on conditionality”, which have been challenged by civil society, and the scoping paper does not detail how it will ensure that the work on conditionality which is so critical to achieving progress on the Working Party’s work on ownership and accountability, will be fed into Cluster A. Crucially, the work on conditionality under both the ownership and accountability cluster and Cluster C must include suggested reforms to how the post 2010 aid effectiveness framework can better address conditionality.

3. Domestic accountability, mutual accountability and international accountability

Domestic accountability is not sufficiently incorporated into the scoping paper of the Ownership and Accountability cluster which reflects a comprehensive approach to accountability and takes account of the need for multi-level reforms in the domestic context but also at the international level. Nor is it referenced how this work will feed into the direct improvement of Paris Declaration indicators and implementation of the Accra Agenda for Action. Indeed issues in “domestic accountability” must also address comparable issues of “domestic accountability” in donor countries and not only developing countries, which link directly to concerns about mutual accountability.

The issues covered in the Govnet Aid and domestic accountability Summary for Feedback paper dated 20 February 2009, focus heavily on the actions that need to be taken by Southern Governments. Whilst the BACG recognizes these are an integral and necessary element of reform to accountability of aid, it is crucial that domestic accountability reforms are framed within the context of mutual accountability reforms which genuinely address the power imbalances between donors and Southern governments and citizens which pervade the aid relationship. 

The role of donors in supporting citizen-state accountability is discussed under the first aspect of the workstream, but this critical issue is given insufficient focus in comparison to the second aspect looking at what Southern governments must do to reform domestic accountability, and nowhere does the paper explicitly recognize the potential role that donors can play in undermining domestic accountability in developing countries. 

Govnet, is a grouping of donors within the OECD DAC. There is therefore concern within the BACG that this is not the best for a within which to 
develop recommendations on domestic accountability mechanisms, particularly given the heavy emphasis on Southern Government actions to be taken. It would seem particularly problematic that there is no formal representation of Southern governments in Govnet, when the possible entry point issues for this area of work are focused exclusively on domestic level actions (electoral processes; budget processes; taxation; service delivery; anti-corruption). We would advise that *** - what recommendation would be best in this context? They cannot change the rules of Govnet short-term but how to ensure the exercise is genuinely driven by Southern governments without just lip-service attitudes being employed? What recommendation for involvement and participation of the BACG? 

The mutual accountability work by the taskteam is a welcome contribution to the ownership and accountability cluster. However, the tasks covered in the deliverables table, needs to be balanced by greater attention to addressing the necessary structural reforms on donor accountability which must be put in place if mutual accountability is to be meaningful. 

Neither does the scoping paper of the ownership and accountability cluster sufficiently set out the details on reviewing proposals for strengthening international accountability mechanisms by end 2009. Although there is a recognition that this work will be further developed, given the short time-frame, we have concerns that these mechanisms will be neither sufficiently robust and representative, nor have the scope to genuinely shift the balance of power relations and the current focus on upwards accountability. It is essential that methods for reviewing these international accountability mechanisms are set out immediately, and that these plans will include details of how the methods will take account of other key cluster areas such as Cluster C and its work on conditionality. 

4. Level of donor support to ownership and accountability work in-country 

The level of donor funding for ownership and accountability work in-country is crucial for taking forward the O + A agenda, however, unlike the previous draft, the current draft work program does not direct the cluster to carry out analysis of the quantity and quality of aid delivered to key accountability institutions (e.g. parliaments, civil society), especially in contexts where an increasing amount of funding is being delivered to governments. BACG/UKAN believe an assessment of the quantity and quality of donor support for accountability institutions should be an important part of the work program of the O + A cluster, with a strong focus on contexts where an increasing proportion of aid

�Overall I think some of the level of ambition of the proposed workplan falls short of exploring new areas and key issues that will advance the accountability and ownership agenda commitments post 2011.  For example, the question of capacity  development for country level leadership focuses on dissemination of southern based knowledge. (Task A)  This is important but not the central issue in capacity development for ownership.  On the other hand the paper idenfies “power imbalances” as key (Task B) without laying out a concrete workplan that explores issues and possible sturtural mechanisms to address such imbalances.





There is also no discussion of ownership at the beneficiary level – whether that be issues of local governance or capacities or civil organizations to expand their influence over the priorities and directions of aid allocations.





�While we have stated this in the past, I think we need to have some background on what this actually means as we may well be challenged.  International treaties or bilateral treaty agreements are the only “contracts” that I know about that are binding.   Is this what we are after for aid relationships which are much more diverse in their partnerships than with governments (as we always argue).


�This doesn’t make sense grammaically
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