REPORT ON IDA PARTICIPATION IN THE

BUSAN CIVIL SOCIETY FORUM 25-27th NOVEMBER

THE 4TH HIGH LEVEL FORUM ON AID EFFECTIVENESS

BUSAN 28TH NOVEMBER – 1st DECEMBER 2011

Background

The high level forum on aid effectiveness is the follow up of the Paris declaration on aid effectiveness (2005) and the Accra agenda for action (2008). Those two high level forum and related outcome documents were focused on improving effectiveness of official development assistance provided by OECD donors countries to developing countries and created some standards such as ownership (aid should be driven by demands of developing countries), accountability (both from recipient country to donor country but also donors country to recipient country), management for results and use of country system (supporting and using national public administration system rather than setting up parallel structures to run projects)…

The Busan process had three ambitions: deepening Paris and Accra commitments, shifting from aid effectiveness to development effectiveness (it’s not about the input of aid but its outcomes for development) and broadening the partnership to include south-south cooperation (in particular emerging donors from BRICS countries : China, Brazil, India, South Africa but also Mexico).

This process has been taking place in a specific andvery different context than Paris and Accra,as most donor countries are embattled in severe fiscal crises and China with strong related negotiating power.

The process of the outcome document negotiationbegun with an evaluation of Paris and Accra commitments. It showed positive trends and slight overall improvement of aid effectiveness, but with more progress from partner (recipient) countries than donor countries. Two preparatory meetings of the so-called Working Parties (bringing together OECD donors countries, some developing countries and multilateral agencies – UNDP, International Monetary Fund and World Bank) took place in OECD headquarter in Paris in July and October 2011.

Since October meeting a group of 16 Sherpas (representing all parties, with one Sherpa for civil society-better aid chair) negotiated the outcome document that finally has been agreed on the 1st December in Busan.

Civil society process

After Accra two platforms have been created:

· Better aid which aims at promoting civil society views on aid effectiveness and negotiating the outcome document 

· Open Forum focusing on developing agreement among civil society organizations about a common platform on effectiveness of Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) contribution to development cooperation which lead to the Istanbul principles for CSO effectiveness (setting the standards) and the related Siem Reap consensus (committing to implement standards).

Key demands of civil society for Busan:

· Human Right base approach to development: focus on outcome and process of development fostering non-discrimination, empowerment, participation, accountability

· Deepening Accra and Paris Commitment

· Moving from national ownership to democratic ownership (not only government but also people)

· Regulation of private sector involvement

· Ensuring an enabling environment for civil society (fighting against repression and shrinking political space)

IDA participation 

Arrived late in the process, IDA has focused on Better Aid and has participated in July and October meetings (Alex Cote) as well as in Busan (William Rowland-IDA assisted by Alex Cote;JavedAbidi-DPI participated in the Civil Society Forum). We have been associated as “observer members” of the core group, which was the governing body.

IDA key demands were focusing on Human Right Based Approach, democratic ownership and enabling environment.

The main goal for IDA was to raise visibility and be part of the overall discussion both within civil society and the states’ debate. It has not been an easy thing to do because,although people have nothing against disability being mentioned, they don’t necessarily think about it as a priority,  an important issue. Indigenous people and rural poor people as well as women’s rights have been  much stronger issues in this process.

Underlying the discussion was the core debate of poverty and negative effects of economic liberalization and globalization on poor people in the south. The issue of discrimination against particular groups while acknowledged is not the core of the debate. This is the same situation that we faced with regards to the MDG debate.

What did we do in Busan?

During the civil society forum, JavedAbidi took part in two workshops, on human right and development and post MDG agenda ensuring that disability wasn’t left aside. William arrived on the second day and participated in a workshop about least developed countries. We have been actively supporting the work of the core group of better aid, notably by doing real time translation to French of their key statements for the high level forum as well as co-facilitating a preparatory session on rights based approach. Our technical contribution on RBA to development has been acknowledged by several participants and key players.

For the high level forum itself, we got involved very actively in the preparation of the thematic session on right based approaches that took place in the 1st day of the High level forum and William was given the opportunity to talk from the floor with a very warm reception of our message, and several panelists building on our comments (both speeches are in annex of the report). He participated as panelist in the side event led by Charlotte McClain from USAID together with the Finnish minister of international cooperation, which was also panelist in the RBA session. The side event was a success with 30 participants (considering that this was the last day in last time slot) among those JICA and ILO representative and FTA education for all director,Robert Prouty.

While we made our points very clear before the high level forum with better aid core group, we adopted a low profile during the forum and got involved in all better aid core group’s meeting, following the negotiation.  The last day we have for the first time been included in the final plenary and closing ceremonyspeeches of civil society representatives, at their own initiative, which showed that we succeeded to become part of it.

On the 2nd December a meeting took place to plan the next steps and it was clear that we are part of whatever Better aid will become. 

What is in Busan outcome document for us?

Disability has been first introduced in Accra agenda for action due to the insistence of JICA (japan cooperation) representative. We didn’t get much more in Busan outcome document but we are still the only specific group mentioned in the document.

The key points that we can use are:

· Reference to human rights in para 1 in relation to MDG, para10 as shared principles framing international cooperation and para28 with regards to the evolution towards development effectiveness.

· The notion of democratic ownership which directly refer to participation of civil society, which for us is linked to article 4.3 of the CRPD

· The notion of enabling environment for civil society which also links to 4.3

The main vigilance points:

· The focus on results which implies that we need to have disability inclusive indicators tabled for the monitoring Paris-Accra-Busan commitments.Charlotte McClain from USAID has proposed to work with uson this.

· The extended use of country system: this implies that our focus should be on capacity building of DPOs in monitoring their state’s compliance with a particular attention for budget monitoring (including procurement rules and regulations).
What’s next?

On process, we need to increase our involvement with the follow up of Busan and in the Post 2015-MDG processes. Those processes are also linked to the campaign for disability rights’ safeguard in the World Bank.  For this entire advocacy, we need to provide evidences. This implies monitoring implementation of article 32 both at global and national level and working on concrete indicators related to disability inclusive development.

The added value that we can bring as perceived by better aid coalition is the link between monitoring of Paris-Accra-Busan and the UN human right mechanisms, both treaty bodies and UPR

We should now strengthen links with the gender movement notably AWID, association on women’s right in development, which is a strong player in the process and which representatives get a clear understanding of the commonalities of our issues. 

Annexes:

William Rowland’s talking points for Rights Based Approach thematic session (2mn from the floor)

· Considering the extentto which we have been invisible to international and national monitoring, overlooked with ODA financing schools, public transportation and buildings, communication infrastructure, economic empowerment programs inaccessible to persons with disabilities, and harmed with investment in segregating institutions rather than in community based services, for all those reasons, right based approach to development cooperation is crucial for us.
· For us it means constant reference to the convention on rights of persons with disabilities (CRPD), signed by 153 and ratified by 106 countries in only 5 years, and in particular article 32 on international cooperation in which states parties commit to ensure that international cooperation, including international development programs, is inclusive of and accessible to persons with disabilities.
· It means that all programs should make efforts to reach out for persons with disabilities, whether children with disabilities in education or women with disabilities in gender focused program for instance and that monitoring of any programs is informed by disaggregated data that break the vicious circle of invisibility. The appointment of senior disability adviser in donors or international agencies, as Unicef did recently, set good example to be replicated.
· In the short term, translation in international cooperation of those  commitments by countries, both donors and partners, means immediate adoption of safeguards and procurement policies ensuring non-discrimination, that could build on some first steps taken by USAID for instance.
· It means the urgent need to support empowerment of persons with disabilities and our organizations, following example of Finland, Denmark or Australia who are strong supporters to our movement, so that we can engage as valued and respected civil society stakeholders in policy debate that impact our lives.
· For us translation of human rights commitments in right based approach to international cooperation is a not only duty and the only way to go as without it we have been ignored and marginalized. For this very reason, we are disappointed by the lack of clear commitments on implementing right based approach in the outcome document so far.

William Rowland’s talking points for the USAID side-event “aid effectiveness principles for disability inclusive development” (panelist)
· More than 800 million persons with disabilities live in low and middle income countries. The 2011 World Report on Disability from the World Bank and World Health Organization, confirmed that people with disabilities, especially women with disabilities, are over represented among the poorest and are facing multiple barriers and inequalities in the enjoyment of their right to education, health, employment and to live in their community.  800 million and still invisible to most of development actors as institutions and as staff, invisible to statistics and monitoring instruments.

· The 2010 MDG summit finally acknowledged the failure of including persons with disabilities in effort to eradicate poverty.   

· In 2006 the UN adopted the Convention on the rights of persons with disabilities which guarantees non-discrimination and equality for persons with disabilities so that they can enjoy all their human rights. Uniquely the CRPD features an article on international cooperation in which states commit  to ensure that international cooperation, including international development programs, is inclusive of and accessible to persons with disabilities. 

· Despite the adoption of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, better awareness and adoption of policy guidelines by some donors:

· International cooperation projects continue to finance schools, public transportation, public buildings, communication infrastructure, employment and vocational training services that are not designed in an inclusive way, thus excluding most people with disabilities.

· International cooperation harms persons with disabilities with projects such as the building of segregating institutions rather than investment in community based services, in contradiction with the CRPD.

· Persons with disabilities remain invisible in international development assistance monitoring instruments, for instance in Millennium Development Goals or OECD-DAC tracking tools.

· More than 150 states have already signed the CRPD, including all OECD DAC members except Switzerland, as well as most of developing countries.

· With regards to ownership, as mentioned by many stakeholders in Busan implementing human rights conventions agreed by both donors and partners countries is not about conditionality, it is supporting each other in fulfilling duties, to make development cooperation inclusive and accessible to persons with disabilities. In that regards USAID policy to ensure that buildings and infrastructure funded with USAID funds are accessible is a good example for us we do hope that more donors will develop binding safeguard to prevent that their international cooperation create new barriers. We should break the cycle of more development more barriers to more development less barriers.

· It is also an issue of value for money: Development policies and programs that fail to be accessible and inclusive cannot be effective and imply waste of resources. For instance, ensuring that new buildings are accessible costs less than 1% more of the total costs, while making existing buildings accessible can represent 5-6% of the cost of initial construction

· We value the upgrade to democratic ownership as international cooperation is not only about states and government is about us and nothing about us without us. A key element then is also the duty donors and partners to support persons with disabilities and their representatives to be involved in the design and implementation of policies and program that impact their lives and to listen to the claim of disabled people. The support of countries like Finland to local regional and global organization of persons with disabilities is crucial to for us to develop capacity to be involved.

· Use of country system is also of great importance. States have to ensure access to the services needed to enable full participation of persons with disabilities. We are convinced that this can be achieved only with strong public policies and programs lead and own by the states and the strengthening and use of the country systems. Budget support and capacity building of respective ministries in education, transport, social affair among others is absolutely necessary. The support to develop procurement policies that ensure non-discrimination but also foster affirmative action of economic empowerment of persons is crucial. 

· Results: For us results means children with disabilities in regular school, persons with disabilities getting micro credit for doing business, employment of persons with disabilities, equal access to health care, full enjoyment of right to vote, development of community based services. How will we know that if we are not counted, if we remain invisible to monitoring mechanisms both at national and regional level? Disaggregated data is a key requirement to break the vicious cycle of invisibility.

· We will engage in the next month alongside our supporters such as USAID and Finish government among others to ensure that the global partnership and its monitoring framework fully take us into account.

