














Foreword

Regional consultations for the Asia and Pacific region were held during April and May 2008 to
prepare for the Third High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness (HLF-3) scheduled for 2—4 September
2008 in Accra, Ghana. The consultations brought together a diverse group of participants from
38 partner countries from the region—representing partner governments, civil society, and donor
agencies. They were conducted separately for four subregions: Pacific island countries (4—7 April
2008), East and Southeast Asia (21-22 April 2008), South Asia (5—6 May 2008), and Central and
West Asia (8—-9 May 2008). Documents detailing outcomes from the consultations were shared
with the organizers of the HLF-3 and are posted on the Accra HLF website.

Based on the discussions and the outcomes documents from these consultations, the Asian
Development Bank has prepared this Asia Pacific Partner Country Perspective document. It is
not intended to present a consensus of views but reflects the diversity of opinions and ideas
expressed by participants from the various subregions. The document does not necessarily reflect
the views and opinions of the sponsors of the regional consultations—Asian Development Bank,
Department for International Development of the United Kingdom, European Commission,
Government of Japan, United Nations Development Programme, and World Bank.
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Introduction

In preparation for the Third High Level Forum
on Aid Effectiveness (HLF-3) to be held from 2
to 4 September 2008 in Accra, Ghana, consul-
tations were held in April and May 2008 for
the Asia and Pacific region in four subregion-
al groupings.” Participants from 38 partner
countries took part in these consultations.?

! The United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP) Pacific Centre and the Pacific Islands Forum
Secretariat originally scheduled a meeting on aid
effectiveness for Pacific islands on 4-7 April 2008
in the Fiji Islands. It was agreed that this meeting
would be expanded to encompass the Pacific islands
subregional consultation in preparation for HLF-3,
with additional support from the Asian Development
Bank (ADB), World Bank, and UNDP Regional
Centre in Bangkok. The other three subregional
consultations were held in Bangkok as follows: East
and Southeast Asia, 21-22 April 2008; South Asia,
5-6 May 2008; and Central and West Asia, 8-9
May 2008. These consultations were supported by
ADB, Department for International Development
of the United Kingdom, European Commission,
Government of Japan, UNDP, and World Bank.

2 These included senior officials from central
policy ministries (e.g., finance, planning, and
foreign affairs) as well as line ministries delivering
results at the sector level (e.g., education, health,
agriculture, and forestry). Representatives from
civil society organizations participated in all
consultations. National donor coordinating officers
and donor focal points (representing country-level
donor communities) from partner countries also
participated. Co-chairs or their representatives for
most of the HLF-3 roundtables were present, along
with representatives from the OECD Development
Assistance  Committee (DAC), the organizing

The purpose of the consultations was to
provide partner countries with the necessary
information and support required to prepare
for the HLF-3 and to ensure that they contrib-
ute substantively to the forum’s design and
outcome. The consultations also provided an
opportunity for partner countries to identify
further steps to aid effectiveness beyond Ac-
cra, toward the Fourth High Level Forum on
Aid Effectiveness planned for 2011.

This document provides a summary of the
main discussions held at these consultations.
Various views on the aid effectiveness agen-
da, the HLF-3 outcome (the Accra Agenda
for Action [AAA]), and the proposed round-
table discussions have been summarized. Per-
haps more importantly, the diversity of opin-
ions expressed and specific concerns raised
have been highlighted. This document is not
intended to be a consensus paper, and repre-
sents an overview of the breadth and range of
the discussions. It is to be tabled at the HLF-3.

The next section provides information on
the region’s level of preparedness for the HLF-3
and an outline of how the participants viewed

committee for HLF-3, and other international partners
with knowledge and influence on aid effectiveness.
The Government of Ghana participated in the East
and Southeast Asia consultations at the ministerial
level, and contributed to the South Asia and Central
and West Asia consultations through a video
message.



the preparation process for the forum. This will
be followed by five sections that describe the
region’s views on each of the five pillars of the
Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness: (i) coun-
try ownership, (ii) harmonization, (iii) align-
ment, (iv) results management, and (v) mutual
accountability. Since the March 2005 Second
High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Paris,
the scope of the aid effectiveness agenda has
broadened to include concerns related to the
role of civil society in enhancing aid effective-

ness, ensuring aid effectiveness in fragile and
conflict situations, achieving results at the sec-
tor level, and the role of new and nontradi-
tional donors in an expanded aid architecture.
Further, crosscutting issues—such as gender
equality, the environment, human rights, and
HIV/AIDS—and their position in the context of
aid effectiveness have also become integral to
any discussion on aid effectiveness. Therefore,
this document also provides a summary of the
region’s partner country views on these issues.



Awareness of the
Aid Effectiveness
Agenda and

Preparation for HLF-3

The level of awareness of the aid effectiveness
agenda in general, and the HLF-3 in particular,
varied both across the subregions and within
them. Unsurprisingly, countries that had par-
ticipated in global meetings on aid effective-
ness and in groups related to the Development
Assistance Committee (DAC) of the Organisa-
tion for Economic Co-operation and Devel-
opment (OECD) had greater awareness than
those who had not. Overall, the Pacific islands
seemed to have the least information about
the HLF-3. The highest level of awareness was
in Southeast Asia and South Asia—perhaps
most particularly in Bangladesh, Cambodia,
Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Sri Lanka,
and Viet Nam. These countries have been in-
volved in discussions on aid effectiveness for
several years and in preparations for the HLF-
3. In Central and West Asia, not all countries
were aware of the HLF-3 agenda and there was
a recognition that this was partly due to the
lack of translation of key global documents.
It was notable that, despite these challenges,
some countries had recognized the value of
engaging in the agenda and proactively tak-
en on the necessary translation and localiza-
tion of the agenda—most notably the Kyrgyz
Republic, and to a significant extent Mongolia.
Across all the subregions, the consultations in-
creased awareness of the intent, purpose, and
opportunities of the HLF-3. The consultations

also raised awareness of the aid effectiveness
agenda for many countries.?

There was a high level of political interest
evident in the consultations, with participation
from ministers, deputy ministers, and secretar-
ies in several countries, though this was not
uniform across countries or even subregions.*
Senior officials viewed the consultations as a
precursor to further in-country consultations at
the ministerial level, which would allow coun-
tries to provide official comments on the draft
AAA and other aspects of the HLF-3. Therefore,
participants emphasized the importance of
conveying the consultation outcomes to their
colleagues in government, civil society, and the
donor community at the country level.?

3 After the consultations, several countries, mostly
from the Pacific and Central and West Asia, decided
to begin the process of formally endorsing the Paris
Declaration and inquired how this could be done.
Armenia and Samoa have since written to the OECD
DAC in this regard.

4 The level of participation was highest from countries
in Central and West Asia.

5 Outcomes documents from each subregional
consultation were prepared and distributed to all
participants. They were also posted on several websites
for general access, including the aid effectiveness
website, HLF-3 website, ADB website, and UNDP
website, inviting further comments on all aspects of the
consultations. The outcomes documents provide a more
detailed report of the discussions, and were shared with
the organizers of the HLF-3 and the roundtables.



Documentation for the HLF-3 and the
roundtables was found by many participants
to be at too global a level; thus, they were
difficult to relate to countries’ specific expe-
riences. During the consultations, discussions
were initiated by asking participants to de-
scribe country experiences in regard to each
topic. Constraints and related actions were
then detailed before building up to discus-
sions on global-level commitments that coun-
tries’ ministers and senior delegates could en-
dorse at the HLF-3. During the consultations,
participants leading work on the crosscutting
issues emphasized the need to hold additional
in-country consultations prior and subsequent
to the HLF-3 to promote these issues and to
ensure that they are adequately addressed.
All subregions were equally vocal about the
importance of ensuring that gender equality,
the environment, human rights, and HIV/AIDS

become an integral part of the aid effective-
ness agenda. Pacific islands were especially
concerned about the environment, specifically
climate change, and urged the development
community to address these issues.

All countries viewed civil society organiza-
tions (CSOs) as bringing new and fresh per-
spectives to aid effectiveness and providing
solutions to some problems in implementing
the Paris principles. It was generally agreed
that CSOs should not duplicate efforts be-
ing made by governments, but should play a
role in enhancing and complementing them.
In addition, while the Paris principles were, in
general, found to be adequate by CSO repre-
sentatives, there was a view that they must be
adapted to allow for a more productive CSO
role. It was suggested that this topic be dis-
cussed further at the country level and then
addressed at the HLF-3.



Strengthening

Country Ownership

of Development

In all subregions, country ownership was
regarded as both important and necessary to
enhancing aid effectiveness. However, strong
ownership requires strong leadership, good
governance, transparency, and accountability
on the part of both donors and partner coun-
tries. In addition, the concept of ownership
needs to be expanded to include ownership
by all sections of society, including civil society,
parliaments and legislatures, or other demo-
cratic institutions, and must allow for gender
equality—what may broadly be termed “dem-
ocratic ownership”. All subregions generally
felt that the present concept of ownership
used in the documentation pertaining to the
Paris Declaration and aid effectiveness agenda
should be revised to encompass this broader
concept. While how to achieve democratic
ownership differed among subregions and
even countries, some participants emphasized
the importance of involving parliamentarians
in the process, while others stressed the role
that CSOs could play.

All subregions considered strong institu-
tions and country systems necessary to exer-
cise country ownership, and acknowledged
that capacity constraints in weak country sys-
tems hinder ownership. India was put forth
as an example where ownership of externally
aided projects was based on building strong
institutions and country systems, transparent
processes, and creating adequate local capac-

ity. Capacity for planning and budgeting and
for developing coordination mechanisms was
considered a key element in enhancing own-
ership. In the Pacific islands, local capacity is
severely limited and constrains their ability to
enhance ownership. In Central and West Asian
countries, capacity limitations also constrain
ownership. All subregions felt that technical
cooperation and donor assistance for capac-
ity development should be demand-driven
and match the country’s requirements based
on its own capacity development plan and
programs.

All subregional consultations shared the
view that excessive conditionality, the tying
of aid, and the lack of predictability in aid
programs undermined country ownership.
There was a general consensus that the issue
of ownership is inextricably linked to bet-
ter alignment between donor and partner
country programs. Many felt that the num-
ber of conditions imposed by donors must
be explicitly reduced, and some countries—
particularly those in South Asia and Southeast
Asia—believed that policy conditions should
be completely eliminated, with some suggest-
ing that this should occur as early as 2010.
This view was shared by CSO representatives
across all subregions. In the event that con-
ditions are required, many believed that they
should be based on mutually agreed actions
and derived from the country’s own strategies



and priorities. Conditions should also be estab-
lished, monitored, and reported in a transpar-
ent manner. The opinion that tied aid should
be eliminated in order to enhance ownership
was also shared by all countries. Many par-
ticipants expressed that unpredictability in aid
programs results in weak or unreliable country
development programs and reduces the abil-
ity of partner countries to assume leadership
of these programs.

Stronger ownership can be exercised if the
Paris Declaration and its principles are local-
ized through national declarations and action
plans that are designed to adapt these prin-
ciples to local conditions. Excellent examples
of ownership enhanced by such measures
were described in Afghanistan, Cambodia, Lao
People’s Democratic Republic, and Viet Nam.
Several other countries were also in the pro-
cess of localizing the Paris Declaration includ-
ing Bangladesh, Indonesia, and the Kyrgyz
Republic. Among participants, there was no
dispute that aid and its use should be country-
driven. It was agreed that ownership could be
reinforced if more governments set out a clear
aid policy detailing, for example, institutional
roles in aid management, approval processes,
and aid modality preferences and principles to

guide the division of labor among donors. Simi-
larly, the role of new and nontraditional donors
was raised several times, and opinions differed.
Several countries believed that if nontraditional
donors adhered to the Paris principles as recipi-
ent countries, then they should also adhere to
these principles as donor countries. There was,
however, a counterview from some countries
(especially from Central and West Asia) that a
single framework, such as the Paris principles,
may not be appropriate for as diverse a group
as nontraditional donors.

In the consultations, ownership was al-
ways linked to the notion of accountabil-
ity, especially in the context of conditionality.
Pacific island countries pointed out that it is
important to define what is expected of each
party and the consequences of not honoring
commitments. The Paris Declaration imposes
conditions on both donors and partner coun-
tries, but some conditions may not be possible
for partner countries to meet in the absence
of sufficient capacity. In such circumstances,
it was expressed that countries must exercise
their ownership and leadership role and ex-
plain to donors that the prescribed conditions
cannot be met and alternative solutions must
be found.



Improving Alignment

with Country
Priorities, Systems,
and Procedures

Discussions on alignment focused mainly on the
use of country systems, country priorities and
procedures, aid predictability, and aid untying.
While there was, in general, agreement on many
of the issues involved, there were several differ-
ing views on many aspects of alignment.

Most countries believed that donors, par-
ticularly bilateral donors, are reluctant to use
country systems, especially public financial
management and procurement systems, even
when they have been strengthened to inter-
national standards.® Many participants stated
that country systems related to social and envi-
ronmental standards and safeguards also need
to be employed, and in some cases, further
developed. There was a difference of opinion
between donors and partner countries dur-
ing the consultations regarding the reliability
of country systems. Further, different donors
have adopted varying practices and norms to
measure the reliability of country systems, and
a lack of transparency in this regard was cited
by many of the participants.”’

6 Some Pacific island countries expressed that in small
island states, there is an issue regarding using country
systems because of their very limited capacity. Some
governments prefer to use donor systems but are
beginning to realize the benefits of using their own
systems, which they are gradually building up to the
required standards.

7 It was generally felt, particularly by the South Asia
and Southeast Asia delegates, that international

There was a consensus that increased use
of country systems by donors is the best way
to improve them. Lack of capacity is closely
linked to lack of country system use, but rath-
er than waiting for capacity to be developed
before using systems, it was strongly felt that
capacity constraints can be better identified
and addressed by using the systems. Then,
donor assistance for capacity development
can be based on actual needs and conditions
and made sustainable. Further, the use of
parallel project implementation units (PIUs)
should be minimized since they impede capac-
ity development and use of country systems.
When considered necessary, PIUs should be in-
tegrated with country systems and procedures
as much as possible.®

norms being developed by the Public Expenditure &
Financial Accountability (PEFA) Framework on public
financial management and by the OECD DAC Joint
Venture for Procurement should be adhered to by
mutual consent of partner countries and donors.
South Asian countries, in particular, felt more strongly
about the lack of transparency among donors and
expressed the view that donors should be obliged to
give their reasons for not using country systems as
well as their suggestions to improve these systems.
Countries from both South Asia and Southeast Asia
stated that donors tend to “move the goalposts”
when country systems are improved, i.e., still resist
using them despite improvements.

8 Some Central and West Asian countries expressed
some reservations about entirely removing parallel
PIUs since project implementation procedures are



Insufficient predictability of aid was also
flagged as a serious concern. Countries were
unanimous in calling for donors to provide
indicative medium-term (preferably 3-year)
commitments for a growing share of their aid.
They also requested that donors provide in-
formation on aid flows in conformity with the
partner country’s fiscal year. The absence of
such information makes it difficult for coun-
tries to adhere to their Paris Declaration com-
mitments of effective national planning and
budgeting. Countries also appealed for clos-
ing the gap between pledges and actual dis-
bursements. This would help the alignment of
total overseas development assistance (ODA)
with national programs and priorities. Partici-
pants also recommended that partner coun-
tries and donors commit to developing and
using national aid management systems to
record and manage all ODA. Several countries,
including Cambodia, Indonesia, Maldives,
Sri Lanka, and Viet Nam offered examples of
country systems that track and manage ODA.
Many participants expressed concern that
some donors do not report their total aid (i.e.,
across all ministries and departments) in a for-
mat that is consistent with country systems,
and called for these donors to strengthen their
own internal systems in this regard.® It was
also pointed out that rapidly changing envi-
ronments associated with situations of fragil-

not sufficiently developed in these countries. Many
expressed the opinion that without PIUs, project
implementation would be too difficult. Pacific island
countries also drew a cautionary note in this regard,
pointing out that some have very limited capacity
because of their very small size, making project-
specific PIUs necessary. However, these too should
be well integrated with line or sector ministries to
develop capacity.

° In the Pacific, assistance is frequently provided
through regional organizations—not through
partner government systems. This assistance is not
recorded in national aid management systems and
has an impact on predictability.

ity and conflict can undermine the best efforts
and practices in predictability.'

Participants emphasized that there must
be a commitment from donors to align and
adapt to partner country requirements at the
sector level and to harmonize activities among
themselves. Otherwise, partner country capac-
ity and ownership are inevitably undermined.
Some countries suggested that program-
based approaches (PBAs) at the sector level
are important mechanisms to improve harmo-
nization and alignment, and if combined with
support for related financial and administra-
tive reforms, can reinforce cooperation and
alignment both between donors and partner
countries and among donors.

Experiences with tied aid varied among
donors and subregions. In general, however,
tied aid was regarded as undesirable by all
and was considered to be responsible for sev-
eral problems, including the lack of country
system use and the unpredictability of aid pro-
grams. Donors’ progress on untying aid has
been mixed, with multilateral donors general-
ly more successful than bilateral donors. Most
participants agreed that a political commit-
ment led by donor head offices is necessary
to make continued progress on the untying
of aid. South Asian countries suggested that
a global code of conduct on tied aid be for-
mulated and that tied aid be reduced overall.
In addition, they believed that donors should
make an effort to use local procurement of
goods and services wherever possible. It was
also suggested that partner countries exam-
ine the use of different aid modalities to avoid
donor-imposed conditionality. Some partner
countries are also refusing aid that is tied,
unless the donor has a significant and real
comparative advantage.

1 Examples were provided in this regard from
Afghanistan, Indonesia, Maldives, and Pakistan.



Harmonizing and
Streamlining Aid
Delivery at the
Country Level

It was generally agreed that donors are inter-
ested in harmonization, but mostly on their
own terms, leading to differences in both
concepts and actions associated with harmo-
nization. Many participants believed that do-
nors should commit to harmonizing on part-
ner countries’ terms, under partner countries’
leadership, and in line with partner countries’
programs and priorities. Similarly, partner
countries also need to ensure that priorities
identified in national programs are translated
into frameworks for complementarity and di-
vision of labor among donors. Once a general
agreement on the basic principles of comple-
mentarity is reached, the best instruments that
lead to complementarity and better division of
labor must be determined. This, in turn, will
lead to better allocation of resources, reduc-
tion in transaction costs of aid management,
and a reduced burden on local institutions.

It was also generally agreed that donors
should provide more timely information on
their strategies, comparative strengths, com-
mitted funds, and disbursement time frame.
Partner countries would then be able to make
more informed choices about appropriate do-
nors by matching priorities and funding re-
quirements. In turn, governments should for-
mulate clear aid policies and inform donors of
areas to which they would like contributions
and in what manner, e.g., policy advice, tech-

nical assistance, or financial support. Most
participants also expressed the view that tech-
nical assistance needs to be better coordinated
with financial support, otherwise overall aid
coordination becomes difficult. Another rea-
son given by partner countries for overall aid
coordination being difficult was that donors
tend to interact directly with each other at the
sector and project level and not always at the
national level.

Participants stated that provision of assis-
tance through national budgets or PBAs can
foster harmonization. However, since donors
must justify the benefits of such approaches
to their constituencies, they tend to become
focused on attribution or visibility. Donors
should move away from such behavior and
learn to take joint credit for pooled efforts,
which would also enable better division of
labor. This would require adequate incentive
structures to be in place for donor staff to har-
monize better with other donors. An addition-
al issue raised was that donors often possess
very different, incompatible legal frameworks
that often do not allow harmonization to take
place.”” Moreover, donors should adopt joint
assistance strategies that are based on align-

" This was particularly indicated to be the case in the
Pacific islands but was a general problem across the
region.



ing aid behind national strategies. Care must
be taken, however, that such joint assistance
strategies include only major donors since
transaction costs can actually increase if too
many donors are involved.'? Further, harmoni-
zation can be increased if more effort is made
to integrate global programs into national
plans and programs. Finally, to promote har-
monization, the number of parallel PIUs of dif-
ferent donors must be reduced.

2 Joint actions between donors and partner countries,
such as the Harmonization Action Plan in Bangladesh
and the Maldives Partnership Forum, are good
examples.

It was suggested that the diversity (espe-
cially with new and nontraditional donors in-
creasing the total number of donors) and/or
the amount of aid could be jeopardized if too
much emphasis was placed on harmoniza-
tion. However, many participants stressed that
new and nontraditional donors should adhere
to the Paris principles. Thus, balance must be
drawn between pursuing harmonization at
all costs and adopting a more pragmatic ap-
proach that would allow for diversity while re-
ducing the burden on partner countries.



Achieving and
Demonstrating
Development
Results

All consultations reinforced the view that the
purpose of development is to improve lives,
and that this must remain central to any assess-
ment of aid programs. In this regard, partici-
pants stated that Managing for Development
Results (MfDR) needs to include all develop-
ment activities, whether financed through
external aid or domestic resources. Foreign
assistance must be viewed within the context
of achieving overall development and must
be examined in the context of national priori-
ties and programs. For results to be achieved,
political leadership, good governance, and ca-
pacity for managing results are essential, par-
ticularly for effective delivery of services. Many
participants emphasized that the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs), especially those
related to poverty and gender equality, must
be kept in mind when assessing development
outcomes.

There was some concern with the large
number of indicators and multiple results
frameworks being used by donors that are
not always aligned to country frameworks.
Participants felt that donors need to put in
more effort to develop an incentive structure
to improve their organizations’ results culture
and to change their orientation from attribu-
tion to contribution. Further, the concept of
results must be simplified and clarified jointly
between donors and partner countries. There

needs to be a change in emphasis from purely
quantitative measures of outcomes to include
qualitative measures that more accurately
reflect result outcomes rather than activities
and outputs.

While there are several good practice
examples of MfDR in the region, most par-
ticipants believed this is primarily due to the
demand for results at the highest political
levels.™ Results must be built into country sys-
tems beginning with the national budget pro-
cess down to the project level. With increased
decentralization of governments and the
decision-making process, results frameworks
must be appropriately adapted. It was also
suggested that donors and partner countries
conduct joint evaluations to ensure country
ownership and integration of lessons learned.
Strong national leadership and ownership is
also required to ensure sustainability of such
systems based on results.

Capacity development and sustainability
are key to results management, and partici-
pants agreed that weak statistical and staff ca-

'3 Examples include the Philippines, which has
introduced change management processes for all
agency budgets; Viet Nam, which has introduced a
monitoring and evaluation framework in its Ministry
of Finance; and Cambodia, which has introduced
a common data system to be used by donors and
national result monitoring bodies.



pacity are major constraints to MfDR. They felt
that donors should make a concerted effort to
support countries in assessing capacity gaps
and assist in building capacity, while simulta-
neously increasing their use of country systems
to develop capacity from within. Central and
West Asian countries, in particular, stressed the
need to develop statistical capacity to ensure

4 Two excellent examples mentioned include coop-
eration between Afghanistan and Malaysia and
between Nepal, Pakistan, and Sri Lanka, which
have resulted from the Community of Practice.
The latter three countries have jointly developed a
comprehensive plan of action for MfDR that they
propose to exhibit at the HLF-3 Marketplace.

evidence-based decision making and MfDR.
Capacity can also be developed through peer-
to-peer learning and from south-south coop-
eration. A good practice example was provided
by the Community of Practice for MfDR, which
is managed by partner countries with logisti-
cal and financial support from the Asian De-
velopment Bank.



Strengthening
Mutual
Accountability

Partner countries felt that mutual accountabil-
ity is the least understood of the Paris princi-
ples and suggested that its concept be careful-
ly explained in simple language so that donors
and partner countries understand exactly
what is expected of them in this regard." In
addition, there was discussion about the term
“mutual accountability”—most preferred the
term “mutual responsibility” and questioned
the validity of holding countries accountable
to donors. It was categorically stated that this
was against the first Paris principle of coun-
try ownership and leadership of the develop-
ment agenda. Partner countries should not be
accountable for the use of their own resources
to anyone other than their own parliaments
(or equivalent representative institutions)
and citizens. Many participants believed that
the relationship between donors and partner
countries implied responsibility to one anoth-
er, rather than accountability.

Partner countries also pointed out that the
Paris Declaration indicator for measuring mu-
tual accountability places an obligation only
on them, not on the donors. Participants called
for a consensual definition of mutual account-

'S It was explained that recent literature on the subject
tended to make mutual accountability overly complex
and less operationally relevant. It was suggested that
the focus remain on the Paris Declaration’s text, which
argues for information sharing and transparency—
concepts that are simple to understand.

ability that recognizes the obligations of both
donors and partner countries. This will clarify
mechanisms for monitoring the reciprocal per-
formance of governments and donors against
aid effectiveness commitments.'® For Pacific
island countries, a regional monitoring mecha-
nism was suggested since a large part of their
assistance is provided regionally through the
Pacific Plan."” The wide range and diversity of
experience within the Asia and Pacific region
was pointed out and it was suggested that the
sharing of information on good practices from
within the region should be explored.'®

6 Participants provided good examples of mechanisms
from the region, including country action plans in
Cambodia and the Lao People’s Democratic Republic,
joint portfolio reviews in the Philippines, and the
independent monitoring mechanism in Viet Nam.
Other examples included Afghanistan, which requires
all United Nations agencies and offices to prepare
business plans and assess synergies in accordance
with national development plans; Samoa, which
requires biannual aid reporting to align with the
national development strategy; public expenditure
and financial accountability assessments carried out
in Samoa and Tuvalu; and Sri Lanka, which introduced
an act making the Government accountable to
parliament for the use of all development resources.

7 Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat. 2005. Pacific Plan.
www.forumsec.org.fj/pages.cfm/about-us/the-
pacific-plan/

' It was announced that Cambodia, Lao People’s
Democratic Republic, and Viet Nam are developing
a joint government position paper on mutual
accountability as a contribution to the HLF-3.



Participants discussed CSOs in regard to
strengthening accountability, agreeing that
CSOs must play a more prominent role. CSOs
were viewed as having an important perspective
to share in promoting mutual accountability,
which should be taken into account in the pro-
cess leading up to the HLF-3. Involving CSOs was
also seen as a way for them to assume great-
er responsibility and demonstrate their own
accountability, an issue that was raised several
times." In addition, many participants stressed
that coordination mechanisms including con-
sultative groups, comprising governments,
CSOs, and donors, are needed to ensure better
accountability, alignment, harmonization, and
ownership both overall and at the sector level.?°
It was suggested that establishing a relationship
of accountability among governments, CSOs,
and citizens should also be explored.

Participants believed that joint evalua-
tions by both partner countries and donors
are critical tools in making accountability truly
mutual. This would enhance country owner-
ship of evaluation outcomes and help in in-
tegrating lessons learned into the national
planning and implementation process. Joint
evaluations should involve civil society in order
to better assess the impact of aid on devel-
opment outcomes, and there should also be
stronger media outreach on the use of devel-
opment resources. Participants believed that
accountability must be integrated with own-
ership and alignment principles, and donor
accountability should be aligned with national
development plans and priorities. Adequate
monitoring mechanisms must also be in place
to assess donor accountability. Donor commit-
ments should be related to the provision of ad-

9 Especially by the Central and West Asian countries.

20 |t was suggested that nontraditional donors be
included in the process of accountability just as
traditional donors are.

equate and timely information on aid flows.?'
Moreover, accountability should be for devel-
opment outcomes only and not for outputs or
activities.?? This would also help establish and
reinforce the vital link between accountability
and results management.

Participants agreed that mutual account-
ability requires adequate capacity to meet
implementation needs. Skill gaps and lower
salaries in partner country governments were
cited as reasons for countries being unable to
assume stronger ownership of the design and
implementation of projects and programs.
Some countries emphasized the need for them
to have stronger analytical capacity to under-
stand and analyze ODA information and to use
the information for better decision making.?
Capacity requirements, ranging from leadership
skills to budget and planning capacity at both
the national and sector levels, were considered
crucial for exercising mutual accountability,
and it was suggested that donors support na-
tional efforts for capacity assessments and the
implementation of country-led capacity devel-
opment in a coordinated and harmonized man-
ner. Countries also recommended that some
donors improve their own capacity, particularly
their tracking systems, to facilitate reporting
to country aid information management sys-
tems and to comply with the aid effectiveness
principles.

21 Many viewed lack of aid predictability as a major
constraint for long-term planning and budgeting
at the national level. Donor headquarters’ limited
delegation of authority to their country offices was
seen as hindering donors’ efforts at aligning with
national priorities and improving disbursements.

22 Countries shared examples in which donors viewed
accountability in terms of project outputs, not in
terms of development outcomes and impact. These
included the education sector in Pakistan and the
rural clinic program in Bangladesh.

3 These countries were from Central and West Asia and
include Armenia, Georgia, and Tajikistan.



Special Concerns

Since the endorsement of the Paris Declaration
in March 2005, the aid effectiveness agenda
has incorporated further elements that are
vital to making development assistance more
effective. These include (i) the role of civil
society in advancing aid effectiveness, (ii) aid
effectiveness in fragile and conflict situations,
(iii) sector-level application of the Paris Dec-
laration, and (iv) the role of new and non-
traditional donors in the aid effectiveness
agenda. The HLF-3 will be holding various
roundtables to discuss each of these new ele-
ments. These elements were discussed at the
regional consultations and each is described
in turn below.

The Role of Civil Society in Advancing Aid
Effectiveness

At the regional consultations, it was generally
agreed that CSOs have a unique and important
role in aid effectiveness, so CSOs must become
an integral part of the aid effectiveness pro-
cess. However, since CSOs range from donors
to recipients and/or development partners,
and while some are engaged in the delivery of
services (particularly in the social sectors) and
others perform only an advocacy or watchdog
role, it was suggested that the type and func-
tion be clarified for each CSO to reflect this

diversity.?* It was agreed that it may not be
appropriate to use the term CSO generically.
There was also broad agreement that CSOs
are important to addressing crosscutting
issues (gender equality, the environment, hu-
man rights, and HIV/AIDS) since these issues
are the core mandates of many CSOs.

Participants suggested that the Paris prin-
ciples incorporate the role of CSOs, as CSOs
can bring new and fresh perspectives and pro-
vide additional solutions both as development
actors and as agents of accountability for oth-
er development actors. All agreed that CSOs
have a role to play in aid coordination mecha-
nisms and accountability, and can supplement
existing auditing mechanisms, thereby rein-
forcing country systems. As mentioned earlier,
participants suggested that the relationship
among governments, civil society, and citizens
should explore establishing mechanisms of ac-
countability. It was agreed that CSOs need to
enhance government efforts and not duplicate
their function.

Participants also discussed issues related
to the mandate, democratic ownership, and
accountability of CSOs. The view, in general,
was that an enabling environment is needed
within which CSOs and governments can work

24 InPacificisland countries, participantsalso highlighted
the importance of faith-based organizations.



together to enhance aid effectiveness, while
recognizing issues of country ownership and
leadership. For CSOs to perform their role
appropriately, several participants expressed
the opinion that investments in developing
the capacity of local CSOs are necessary.?®
Participants indicated that awareness of
the aid effectiveness agenda and the HLF-3
was poor within civil society, especially in the
Central and West Asian countries. CSO repre-
sentatives were of the view that CSOs were
not adequately represented at the subregional
consultations, and there was apprehension
that they may also be underrepresented at the
HLF-3. Several participants emphasized that the
HLF-3 roundtable on civil society needs to be
coordinated better with the other roundtables
and that CSOs must be well represented at all
the roundtables and at the HFL-3 plenary ses-
sions. Additionally, many expressed the need to
have awareness-raising seminars or meetings in
partner countries to acquaint CSOs with the aid
effectiveness agenda and the HLF-3.

Aid Effectiveness in Fragile and Conflict
Situations

It was agreed that the Paris principles remain
relevant, and may even be more important in
situations of fragility and conflict. Participants
agreed that in fragile and conflict situations,
the DAC Principles for Good International En-
gagement in Fragile States and Situations?® be

% This was mentioned as particularly necessary by
the Central and West Asian countries. A good
example was provided by Kazakhstan, in which the
role of CSOs has advanced considerably since its
independence, and the Government has provided
support to local CSOs to hold seminars and training
to raise their public profiles.

% QOrganisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development. 2007. Principles for Good International
Engagement in Fragile States and Situations. www.
oecd.org/dataoecd/61/45/38368714.pdf

implemented and act as a reference point for
all donor engagement.?’ In addition, donors
should identify the correct authorities in such
situations—since determining legitimate part-
ners is often difficult, especially when the gov-
ernments are party to the conflict. Therefore,
donor interventions should try to reinforce
the government’s legitimacy where possible.
Donors must be careful not to aggravate con-
flict by strengthening governments with weak
legitimacy.

Some examples were given by the partici-
pants, especially those from South Asia, which
cautioned against donors using fragile and
conflict situations to further their own politi-
cal or economic agendas. It was stated that
the sale of arms should be discouraged and
direct aid to the military outside of national
budgets should not be provided. Participants
emphasized that the misuse of aid in conflict
situations creates further social instability and
risks relapse into conflict. Furthermore, least
developed countries are especially prone to
fragility because of extreme poverty and in-
equality, and donors must be careful not to
aggravate existing tensions.

All participants generally agreed that there
are risks in creating fast-track stand-alone in-
stitutions to deal with fragile and conflict situ-
ations, and that it is preferable to reinforce
and work within the existing budgetary and
institutional structures that could be given
extra powers to manage fast-track loans or
grants. It was also emphasized that traditional
and customary practices and structures often
persist despite conflict, and that these could
be used for aid delivery when possible. Many
felt that donors should focus on a few critical

27 It was reported that a Solomon Islands case study
has been prepared using the DAC Principles, and it
was suggested that this could be used as an example
of how to address fragile and conflict issues in the
Pacific island context.



issues necessary for rapid delivery of results
and for stability and state building in the
short term. In this regard, a consensus must
be reached among donors, relevant authori-
ties, and citizens of the country in question on
the immediate issues to be addressed. Donors
should, however, also have plans for meeting
medium- and long-term needs.®

Central and West Asian countries empha-
sized the role donors can play in conflict pre-
vention and in targeting communities that
are beyond the reach of government systems.
Donors can also encourage confidence building
among conflicting parties, and many believed
that conflict prevention should be the focus
of donor efforts.?> Many saw a further need
to distinguish between regional and global
conflicts and between fragility and conflict. If
cross-border tensions are present, problems
should be addressed at a regional or interna-
tional level. Donors should also speak with
one voice to avoid inconsistency in fragile and
conflict situations, and they should share good
experiences with other countries facing similar
situations. Participants also highlighted differ-
ent types of engagement in pre- and post-con-
flict situations, and expressed the view that do-
nors should take these into account—especially
in places where institutions are weak.

The Pacific islands described some unique
situations that have led to fragility and conflict
in their region. These include the small size of

% Timor-Leste's recent prioritization of key activities to
address its situation was provided as a good example.
In addition, Afghanistan’s use of a national program
approach provided an effective framework for
delivery by reinforcing the Government’s credibility
and legitimacy while drawing on donor, United
Nations, and CSO resources and expertise.

2 The Kyrgyz Republic provided the example of working
closely with the United Nations and human rights
groups on a peace and development project that
created a conflict prevention strategy, and sought a
harmonized approach to address the strategy among
all donors.

their states and their isolated geographical
locations. Many island states lack necessary
capacity, and the loss of a single key individual
can result in a situation of fragility. Environ-
mental issues are of extreme importance, and
climate change is increasingly creating fragil-
ity. It was also pointed out that ethnic diversity
was a key issue of conflict in the Pacific, par-
ticularly in the context of still evolving nation-
states. Therefore, promoting good governance
and understanding the causes, dynamics, and
drivers of conflict should be given priority.

Sector-Level Application of the Paris
Declaration®°

At all the consultations, the common view
was that transaction costs need to be reduced
at the sector level and this is where the real
benefits of the Paris principles would be felt.
Therefore, there is a need for donor commit-
ment to harmonize and align at the sector
level,>" requiring the development of donor
sector strategies that are aligned with national
sector strategies and that are harmonized with
each other so a common approach is adopted
and appropriate division of labor occurs.?? It

30 At the consultations, sector-level representation from
line ministries and agencies was relatively limited.
Most sector representation was from Southeast Asia
and South Asia, with more limited representation from
both Central and West Asia and the Pacific islands.

3 It was pointed out that harmonization between
donors at the sector level is different than at the
national level and may require different approaches.

32 Central and West Asia participants suggested
that country ownership may be strengthened by
governments assigning donors to different sectors
based on donor strengths and sector needs. South
Asia participants observed that donors tend to focus
on “safe” sectors in which they are confident they can
show results, so governments should be selective and
choose donors to support more “difficult” sectors. It
was also suggested that donors need to be proactive
in this regard and act as innovators and leaders.



was also agreed that for the Paris principles
to be applied at the sector level, synergy
between national budgeting and planning
and sector-level planning is vital, which is of-
ten implemented through local or subnational
activities. Some participants expressed the
view that sector-level application of the Paris
principles can facilitate national-level planning
and implementation of the principles through
an aggregate bottom-up approach. Many also
believed that successful sector programs can
succeed and persist through periods of politi-
cal instability and even fragility. They consid-
ered it important to share experiences across
sectors since success in one can inform plan-
ning in others.

Another common view was that for sec-
tor-level implementation of the Paris prin-
ciples, capacity development of the line and
sector ministry and agency is crucial. Accord-
ingly, strengthening country systems and ad-
dressing ways in which these can be used
are important. For this, technical assistance
requirements at the sector level need to be
determined and aligned with overall nation-
al-level requirements. To further address the
issue of capacity constraints—especially at
the subnational and local levels—it was sug-
gested that the role of local communities and
civil society be explored. Efforts at building
capacity should go beyond government, and
a more holistic approach should be adopt-
ed to address overall capacity requirements
and constraints, using a combination of train-
ing, research, provision of experts, and institu-
tion building.

PBAs at the sector level, including sector-
wide approaches (SWAps), which are under
the overall supervision of the partner country
are the most common forms of harmonized
assistance to partner countries.>* If PBAs and

3 Pacific island participants expressed that PBAs and
SWAps are not common in their region, and as a

SWAps are to be encouraged or their use
increased, participants stated that the level
of harmonized cooperation between donors
should be increased.** The use of such assis-
tance modalities could also result in decreased
transaction costs and simultaneously make
it easier for governments to provide a com-
prehensive approach and framework against
which donors can align.® Direct budget sup-
port at the sector level was also considered a
way to overcome complex donor procedures
and implementation requirements. Partici-
pants said that it was important for donors to
be more predictable in the provision of assis-
tance, especially at the sector level, to allow
for better budgeting and planning.

The Role of New and Nontraditional
Donors in Aid Effectiveness

The range of donors and the sources of ex-
ternal aid for development have increased
substantially in recent years to include nontra-
ditional donors, non-DAC donors, new mul-
tilateral agencies, and sector-specific global
programs and funds. These additional sources
of funds present new challenges for managing
aid, and during the consultations, all countries
recognized the need to make all forms of aid
more effective, whether traditional or new.3®
They understood the need to give greater at-

result, little attention has been given to applying the
Paris principles at the sector level.

34 Participants pointed out that dedicated trust funds
and other joint financing arrangements that are set
up and controlled solely by donors act asimpediments
to furthering PBAs and should be discouraged.

35 However, it was stated that PBAs need to be sector-
wide and not limited to subsectors if full benefits are
to be derived and costs lowered.

36 For Pacific islands, it was stressed that the limited
capacity of small island states makes it difficult to
cope with and manage the expanding and changing
aid architecture.



tention to harmonization, complementarities,
and division of labor among donors. It was
stated that the Paris Declaration and HLF-3
present an important opportunity for all do-
nors, including non-DAC and nontraditional,
to tackle aid effectiveness jointly. Most par-
ticipants also agreed that if non-DAC donors
adhere to the Paris principles as partner coun-
tries, they should also adhere to these prin-
ciples as donors, and that the HLF-3 would be
an opportune time for such a commitment.?’

Countries appreciated assistance by non-
traditional donors and emphasized the advan-
tages of such assistance, which include faster
processing and, in some cases, less condition-
ality. It was also pointed out that many new
donors aligned far better with partner country
priorities and, in many instances, gave higher
priority to poverty reduction and economic de-
velopment than traditional donors. However,
countries recognized the disadvantages asso-
ciated with assistance from nontraditional do-
nors, including the lack of application of envi-
ronmental and social safeguards in many cases
and less attention to the sustainability of infra-
structure and services created under projects. A
further problem cited was lack of attention to
a country's debt sustainability issues when new
donors provide loans. It was suggested that, to
counter such negative aspects, stronger partner
country ownership is crucial to manage increas-
ing aid resources better.®

37 Onenon-DACdonor country expressed a counterview,
arguing that a single framework was not appropriate
for nontraditional donors—which are very diverse
in nature—and that the Paris principles are already
ingrained in bilateral partnerships led by non-DAC
and/or nontraditional donors.

3% Many participants believed that recognizing the
diversity of both the donors and partner countries
is vital and that enhancing the dialogue between
and with new and nontraditional donors is
crucial to facilitate a more inclusive framework
for harmonization and alignment. Afghanistan
presented an impressive model of country leadership

Participantsdiscussedthe benefits of south-
south cooperation and expressed that such
cooperation was more attuned to the needs
and demands of the partner country, was more
responsive to country priorities, and displayed
better knowledge of country and regional
perspectives. However, disadvantages—such
as the off-budget nature of some assistance,
the tying of some of this assistance, and its
usual orientation toward outputs rather than
outcomes—were also highlighted. It was also
pointed out that technical inputs from tra-
ditional donors were sometimes necessary;
thus, trilateral arrangements that combine
partner countries, nontraditional donors, and
traditional donors may be a better alterna-
tive. While highlighting the benefits of tri-
lateral arrangements, some participants sug-
gested that norms on crosscutting issues such
as gender equality, the environment, human
rights, and HIV/AIDS should be accepted by all
concerned.

Vertical and global funds and programs
also present both opportunities and challeng-
es. Global initiatives can stimulate policy dia-
logue at the national and local levels, e.g., on
climate change, and they can also encourage
competition. Since many of these programs are
sector-focused, they work well when aligned
with well-developed and clear national-level
sector strategies. There have been efforts
at coordinating such programs, but a clear
mechanism is required to harmonize and inte-
grate vertical funds with national budgets and
programs to ensure sustainability of results
at the country level. In many instances, verti-
cal programs and funds are not well reflected
in national budgets, and they frequently use
parallel systems that tend to undermine both
sustainability and results. Many vertical and

in developing a clear aid policy and strategy within
which all donors, including new and nontraditional
donors, must operate.



global funds have complex procedures and
tend to be less flexible despite commitment
to the Paris principles. This particularly bur-
dens small countries with limited capacity.>®
In addition, while regional programs, such
as the Pacific Plan, are good for promoting

3% This was of particular concern to the Pacific island

countries.

regional cooperation, the time taken to reach
regional agreements and to develop regional
initiatives needs to be reduced to maximize
the benefits and ensure a quick and timely
response to emerging needs and problems.



Conclusion

The regional consultations for Asia and the
Pacific provided unique opportunities to obtain
views from a very diverse group of countries.
Although there was a fair amount of agree-
ment on many issues, there were also several
diverging viewpoints that displayed both the
diversity of experience and level of develop-
ment across the region. On crosscutting devel-
opment issues, there were minimal differences
of opinion, and all countries emphasized the
need to incorporate these issues into the aid
effectiveness agenda, and felt that the HLF-3
provided such an opportunity. Further, many
agreed that the role of civil society must be

expanded and its input and experience used to
enhance the aid effectiveness agenda, which
should enhance country ownership and pro-
vide a more balanced perspective to the rela-
tionship between the donor community and
partner countries. No one disagreed that the
Paris Declaration provided an excellent frame-
work for enhancing aid effectiveness, but with
the changing aid environment and expand-
ing aid architecture, there is a need to review
its scope and coverage to take these changes
into account. The region also had a general
expectation that the AAA would reflect these
changes adequately and decisively.






APPENDIX

List of Participants
at the Asia Pacific

Regional Consultations

Partner Countries

Afghanistan
Armenia
Azerbaijan
Bangladesh
Bhutan

Cambodia

China, People’s Republic of
Cook Islands

9. Fiji Islands

10. Georgia

11. India

12. Indonesia

13. Kazakhstan

14. Kiribati

15. Kyrgyz Republic
16. Lao PDR

17. Malaysia

18. Maldives

19. Marshall Islands
20. Micronesia, Federated States of
21. Mongolia

22. Nauru

23. Nepal

24. Niue

25. Pakistan

26. Palau

27. Papua New Guinea
28. Philippines

29. Samoa

30. Solomon Islands

N A WN =

31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.

Sri Lanka
Tajikistan
Thailand
Timor Leste
Tonga
Tuvalu
Vanuatu
Viet Nam

Donor Representations

1.
2.

© N,

10.

11.

Asian Development Bank (ADB)
Australian Agency for International
Development (AusAlID)

Canadian International Development
Agency (CIDA)

Department for International
Development (DFID) of the United
Kingdom (Bangladesh and Nepal)

Donor Coordination Secretariat
European Commission

European Union

Japan International Cooperation Agency
(JICA)

Joint United Nations Programme on HIV/
AIDS (UNAIDS)

Pacific Financial Technical Advisory Centre
(PFTAC)

United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP) - (Armenia, Bhutan, Cambodia,
Lao PDR, Nepal, Pacific islands, Sri Lanka,
Thailand and Viet Nam)



12. United Nations Development Fund for
Women (UNIFEM)

13. United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA)

14. The World Bank (Lao PDR, Kyrgyz
Republic)

Civil Society Organizations

1. Centre for Human Rights and
Development (CHRD), Mongolia

2. International NGO Forum on Indonesian
Development (INFID)

3. lbon Foundation, Philippines

e

10.

11.
12.

13.

Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA)

Forum of Women'’s NGOs of Kyrgyzstan
Green Movement of Sri Lanka

Pacific Power Association (PPA)
Pakistan Institute of Labour Education
and Research (PILER)

Pacific Islands Applied Geoscience
Commission (SOPACQ)

South Pacific Regional Environment
Programme (SPREP)

University of the South Pacific (USP)
Viet Nam Union of Science and
Technology Associations (VUSTA)
VOICE, Bangladesh
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