Annex 2a: Democratic Republic of Congo Question and Report Matrix

CONTEXT

	Country and aid context
	Country context

· DR Congo is a fragile post-conflict state which ranks at the very bottom of the UNDP Human Development Index (187th, UNDP 2011). Its gross national income is USD 167 per capita (OECD, 2011), 71% of the population live below the poverty line of $1.25/day. The population is 67.7million with an average life expectancy of 48 years.

· DRC stands to achieve none of the Millennium Development Goals by 2015 (OECD 2011)

· The Government’s fiscal year is January-December.

	
	ODA volumes

· After the end of the “Second Congo War” in 2003, and before DRC’s first democratic elections in 2006, many bilateral and multilateral donors returned to DRC and are increasingly implementing development-oriented programmes in place of humanitarian assistance. ODA has steadily increased since the 2006 elections (which cost donors an estimated $500million).

· According to nationally elaborated statistics, ODA reached USD 2.086 billion in 2009 with over half coming from the WB, China, the EC and the UK. The OECD accorded a figure of USD 2.354 billion for the same year (OECD 2011). An extra approx. $1 billion came in humanitarian aid in 2010

· DP funding represents approximately 50% of the central government budget. (Ministry of Planning 2012) 

· DRC is highly aid-dependent, particularly for the continual functioning of basic social services. Geography, access, difficult working conditions, governance issues contribute to complex operating environments for donors

ODA modalities
According to DAC statistics, in 2010 no donor was providing budget support (general or sector) to the DRC. The majority of aid to DRC is provided through ‘agences d’execution’, pooled fund mechanisms, or to third party service providers (NGOs and UN) (OECD 2011: 11-12)
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Using country systems

DR Congo performs poorly against most Paris Declaration indicators. The 2011 Paris Declaration Survey reported 13% as the proportion of aid using country public financial management systems, against a survey average of 37%, and 9% using country procurement systems. Reliable PFM systems scored 2.5, no improvement on the 2005 and 2007 scores (OECD 2011). No donors provide regular budget support to DRC although the WB, IMF, EC, AfDB and Belgium provided exceptional general budget support in 2009 and 2010 in order to respond to the global food and financial crises, which had hit DRC particularly hard as the price of commodities dropped significantly, and to maintain macroeconomic stability.

Donors

Most bilateral donors only returned to DRC in the mid-2000s, having been absent during the end of the Mobutu regime and consequent years of conflict. The World Bank was most prominent in the early years of 2000 and was instrumental in setting up the numerous ‘agences d’execution’, parallel implementation agencies created primarily to ring-fence aid investments, and which continue to play an important role in DRC donor portfolios. Most donors straddle humanitarian contributions with ‘transition’ programmes and more recent development programmes, reflecting the reality within the country, where some provinces enjoy relative stability and high growth (Katanga), while others continue to see conflict, mass human displacement, an absent state and fledgling peace processes (the neighbouring Kivus). Government faces serious challenges and donors are still hesitant to work with counterparts beyond basic developmental courtesies. Senior GoDRC officials also do not consistently engage with development aid and donors, despite external resources supporting the majority of the country’s basic services and over half of its budget. Coordination among donors is weak. China signed an agreement with the GoRDC in 2007 to provide $9billion worth of infrastructure in return for copper, cobalt, and other minerals. The deal was renegotiated in 2009 to $6billion. Very little is known about the details of the project, and no financial imputations of the swap deal appear in national budget documents. 


1. COMMON CLASSIFICATION

	Key questions: 

 1.1 Would more comprehensive, more accurate data but in a format that still requires some work to align perfectly, be preferable to how the country receives information currently, in respect of formats, accuracy, timeliness etc. 
	The Common Classification depends on a few assumptions which are not necessarily in place in DRC, where aid information provision, aid coordination more generally, and national budgetary capacity more generally still, are weak. The CC would build on a certain level and quality of aid information which is not currently available in DRC. It also assumes some kind of existing and functional translation of information from donor agency to national budget, which is also not present. However at the same time this represents some level of opportunity, because a plausible IATI Standard with CC could provide numerous solutions to problems which currently seem intractable.

There was a low level of awareness of IATI, its potential and current status in DRC. Few donor respondents were aware of IATI and those that were, were still sceptical. Firstly, it is seen as a top-down initiative and little information had trickled from aid effectiveness sections in headquarters to colleagues in Kinshasa. Secondly, as yet emerging practices of regular publication to IATI result in scepticism at country level about its usefulness. Thirdly, engaging with government is not currently as high a priority for all the donor agencies interviewed as it might be in other countries. Providing aid information involves interactions with GoDRC which many donors are not fully able to take on board, and many mix up too easily this type of engagement with use-of-country-systems issues. Fourthly, many donors argued  - not irrationally  - that a competent transfer of aid information to government – and ensuing improvements to the national budget systems – should only come after they have invested in coordination of their own portfolios, coordination with other donors, and become more comfortable in a complex, fledgling and currently rather dysfunctional donor environment. Finally, and related, donors wonder what the point would be of providing higher quality aid information into a system which is itself still emerging and not able to use such data competently.

The Ministry of Planning has been keen to embrace much of the agenda for aid effectiveness, has signed up as an IATI pilot in addition to undertaking a number of local initiatives to prioritise aid effectiveness. However, currently the Ministry of Planning is far from being able to produce reliable data on aid, be it forward planning, current implementation, or past execution. It also does not yet provide to the Ministry of Budget, who is charged with preparing and monitoring the national budget, accurate or useable figures on donor activity. This is compounded by the fact that the Ministry of Planning’s aid information management system (Plateforme pour la Gestion de l’Aide et des Investissements: http://pga.ministereduplan.cd, PGAI) is the only repository for aid data in DRC. The mechanism is mistrusted, misunderstood or just ignored by most donors, which undermines its effectiveness. As such, donors are difficult to incentivise to make improvements to the quality of their inputs to the system. 

Overall, therefore, implementation of the IATI standard (not only the common classification) would on balance provide an improvement over the current situation, in which aid information is poorly shared and badly managed. Timeliness, accuracy would surely improve. Detail would likely improve. Formats are currently messy in DRC and the IATI Standard would represent a clear improvement. There are a few caveats however:

· All donors provide less information than necessary or useful to the GoRDC, with the exception of the World Bank. It has (largely through the initiative of individuals) taken to providing aid information to the GoRDC with high levels of granularity, within correct timescales, with local context and classifications integrated. IATI data (particularly the data currently supplied by the WB centrally to IATI for the DRC) would represent a drop in quality for the World Bank particularly if switched today (the biggest donor to DRC). The Ministry of Planning, having been given the choice between switching to IATI automatic data exchange and retaining current practice, have chosen the latter in the case of the WB. For all other donors, though, reliable IATI data would represent an improvement over the current provision of aid information

· The amount of local work required would still be significant in order to identify the granularity and particular details important to the GoDRC. Geocoding was said to be particularly important to GoDRC stakeholders, and the data made available by donors in country on this was particularly poor. IATI geocoding would also need a strong push. This weakness likely comes from an overall weak M&E framework in DRC, where donors become separated from implementation on the ground. Given that many donors currently devote negligible resources to providing aid information in DRC, refining and verifying IATI data would actually represent an increase in workload for some donor staff.

· The IATI mission of April 2012 proposed to introduce automatic data exchange between data for DFID and the World Bank, and the PGAI in DRC.  The mission established that figures published by DFID to IATI differed from funding statistics on the DFID projects website (http://projects.dfid.gov.uk/) which differ again from the data provided to the PGAI by DFID in DRC. Subsequent investigation revealed that the IATI figures were accurate. 

· China is a significant actor in the DRC (worth some $6 billion), and as a non-signatory to IATI, a future IATI-influenced system would still suffer from gaps. However China currently provides no aid information to the GoDRC anyway so this is not necessarily an issue for IATI 

Finally, it bears underlining that national systems are so weak in DRC that improved aid information from IATI would only be one first step in a huge challenge of making aid information useful to the DRC, and making PFM and democratic systems and the budget cycle more broadly incrementally more fit for purpose.

	1.2 Would the proposed common classification system enable better / faster / more comprehensive / more efficient translation, alignment and absorption of aid information for budget preparation purposes, budget execution decisions and budget reporting purposes at both or either central and line ministry level? Does it provide a better fit with the country main vote structure than current classifications used by donors?
	As above, the process of putting aid information into the budget process would require numerous local improvements in capacity and practice before IATI would be able to make a noticeable impact. However IATI might be able to act as a catalyst for such improvements. Donors do not currently report aid to the PGAI for budget preparation with a classification that maps to the budget – in fact it is quite rare for donors to report useful forward aid information at all. Any translation is done by PGAI staff working with the Department de Preparation et de Suivi Budgétaire (DPSB – Dept for Budget Planning and Monitoring) from the Ministry of Budget. The level of aid which gets onto the budget accurately, or is monitored by the Ministry of Planning, is low. This is not simply a classification issue. Donors either provide spreadsheets for the PGAI to key in their aid data, or they enter it into the PGAI web database themselves (some do neither), but in all cases the sector information requires manual mapping by PGAI/DPSB. Economic classifications for projects have been requested on the initiative of the Ministry of Budget of donors, but as yet no donor has provided this information. 

IATI could potentially lighten the workload, reduce error, and increase comprehensiveness for stakeholders in DRC. IATI’s publication of future budgets, if reliable, would contribute significantly to budget preparation, where current practice is practically non-existent. More reliable and up to date disbursement figures would be an improvement over current practice (IATI proposes to publish every 3 months – such regularity is rare in DRC). There would still be much local work needed to make information relevant, useable, and, critically, understood by its users.

There is not a lot of donor interest in translating aid onto the budget, because as yet they don’t see the budget as a credible document or the process as credible. Ongoing PFM reforms in DRC aim among other goals at increasing the credibility of the budget.

	1.3 Would the proposed common classification aid parliamentary ex ante and ex post oversight, i.e. by providing an independent flow of information that can be aligned with budget formats by parliament itself?
	Aid information is presented in the Investment budget but it is of very poor quality and it would be hard for Parliament to exercise critical oversight of the aid environment based on what is provided in the budget documents. The same is true of budget execution reports. 

However significant problems centre not only on the quality of the aid information but the credibility and comprehensiveness of the budget document and process. Furthermore, parliamentary interaction with aid is virtually non-existent in DRC.
It seems improbable then that IATI can have an impact on parliamentary activity in the short to medium term. Parliament exercises weak oversight over aid information in the budget cycle, primarily because the information it receives in the budget documents is inaccurate, also because the budget more broadly is relatively unrelated to GoRDC spending, thirdly because Parliament has no capacity or incentives to engage with aid information. If a future IATI CC could bring aid information into budget discussions with some reliability, it may incentivise parliamentary actors to take a closer look, but for the time being this seems remote. Parliamentary discussions are also still highly politicised and driven by the divides between parties, with less attention to a unified oversight role over the executive. 

	1.4 Does the current format and/or process in which aid information is received from donors -- either for the aid management central unit, central budget unit, or line ministry aid management and budget officers – hinder/slow down/render inaccurate its absorption into budget preparation, execution and reporting processes? 
	Yes it does, to the extent that aid information cannot be said to be absorbed into any budgetary processes with any degree of accuracy. Donors are very weakly incentivised to provide timely, comprehensive, reliable information. Typical problems with the current process include:

· Late forward budget forecasts - N+1 forecasts are asked in June, and are rarely provided before October (forcing PGAI and DPSB to scramble information desperately from donors as budget deadlines approach, or in many instances, guestimate), if at all. Poor predictability of aid means that often only broad indicative figures are made available. For instance USAID is only able to provide sector envelopes for the next budget year during budget preparation (June/July), which are of limited use to the Ministry of Budget (USA fiscal year is Oct 1 – Sept 30).
· Incomplete information (deriving from a mix of unmotivated donor inputs, and overambitious PGAI demands)
· Incorrect information (e.g. in respect of geographical location, sector, disbursements)
· Not all donors provide info (France and CHINA do not provide information)
Donors do not fully understand why they are providing their information so they pay scant attention to formats and details which could be more useful to the GoDRC. The aid coordination environment is also still confused, with clear communication required on what is expected from donors and needed by the GoDRC.
As a result, only a fraction of external aid is captured in the budget, and what is there is generally of poor quality. Reasons for the poor information – despite formal procedures for its capture -- include that donors lack the capacity, time and motivation to provide information; the complexity of the PGAI with ambitious data aspirations combined with still insufficient donors trained mean that the database can be difficult for donors to negotiate; in practice with data being keyed in up to 3 times (by the donor, the PGAI and the Ministry of Budget) before the budget document errors occur; and the server is occasionally down with the result that donors cannot access the online database and when it is up it is slow.

	1.5 What is the process for converting donor information into country budget information?
1.6 Who converts aid information from the classifications used by the donor (by programme, project, activity) into information for inclusion in budget processes and in budget documentation (e.g. donors, aid management unit, line ministries, budget office)?
	Projects are entered into the PGAI when they come online, with a bare minimum of information as described below. Donors are encouraged to capture as much information as possible about the projects, including financials (committed, disbursed, future years), narratives (including M&E objectives and results), alignment details (to national priorities, DAC sector codes), partners, geography, modality, risk. In reality, the bare minimum is the most which can be expected in many cases. 

As per the Arreté Interministeriel of  December 2011 (see below), the following information is the bare requirement (Article 39): 

- Identification number 

- nature of aid: (BS, project grant or loan); 

- donor; 

- disbursement timetable

- amount in currency and equivalent in Congolese Franc (CFR)

- Responsible Agency (e.g. Ministry, Agence d’Execution, NGO)

- Beneficiary Service (e.g. Ministry dept, NGO etc)

- Activity Sector (from DAC)

- Geographic location

Donors are encouraged to input commitment data twice per year (indicative and confirmed, April and Oct), and update disbursement data every 3 months. This rarely happens. 

Projects are analysed by the PGAI team and passed to the DPSB in Ministry of Budget, where they are entered onto the investment/development budget, although there are serious discrepancies and inaccuracies here, not least with regard to what constitutes aid “for the benefit of the structures of the state”, which is the requisite for putting aid on budget according to the Ministry of Budget (2012). The vagueness of this definition is not lost when it comes to putting aid on budget. DPSB are left to guestimate many pieces of information for their needs because they are not provided by PGAI data.

There is no automatic transfer of data from the PGAI to the DPSB, therefore information on forward aid budgets (collected in theory in June, in practice nearer to October), actual disbursements (in theory trimestrial, in practice on average once or twice a year, sometime not even), and other relevant narrative data (if ever it exists) is transferred to the DPSB manually. The mapping process for translating donor data onto the national budget is not transparent, has not been agreed by donors, is poorly understood by them, and even less trusted. 

	1.7 When does it occur (how many times in the life time of a project, in the budget cycle?)
	Donors should input their basic project data when they come online. Donors are asked for N+1 aid forecasts twice per year, in April and October. This fits with the national budget calendar which aims to produce the budget document by October N-1. Donors are asked to provide disbursement reports every 3 months (in theory this would ease the problems of overlapping fiscal years). These recommendations are laid out in the Arreté.

	1.8 By what process?
	Donors each have a PGAI-nominated focal point who has a PGAI username and is responsible for inputting data directly onto the internet database. Some do this, but many provide spreadsheets, tables etc, often drawn down from their own data systems, if time is tight/ they can’t access or use the PGAI site/ they are not sufficiently committed to providing the PGAI with the data they need. In many cases the PGAI end up having to come to donor offices to procure whatever information they can related to expenditure.

	1.9 What is the burden on donors?  What are the problems they experience?
	This depends on the donor. Firstly, of the PGAI’s focal point list, some individuals are project managers, some programme managers and some are finance officers. Those donors with Finance Officers inputting data tend to find the demands of the PGAI more manageable, but access to some data at required times within their own organisation can be problematic (i.e. DFID’s focal point, the Finance Officer, was good with the figures but had trouble getting programmatic detail from the programme managers for inputting into the PGAI). Programme manager focal points have the data, but are less likely to have the time or perhaps capacity for inputting it. Sometimes granularity is lost in the process of getting the information to the focal point. Because of a widespread absence of motivation for providing aid information to the GoDRC, higher placed programme personnel are less likely to provide information. Nevertheless, because of poor general levels of understanding among focal points about what information the PGAI needs and how to input it correctly and efficiently, (lack of training on how to use the PGAI is a problem) there is a burden on donors. This they argue is problematic, as they do not see the benefit of providing information given the opacity of how this information translates into budget information and the weakness of reports the PGAI produce given the low level of uptake among donors. 
Among the problems donors can face: 

· lack of coherent approach by the PGAI, while the PGAI database remains a work in progress and while the PGAI staff work out what are the priority areas of information that they need from donors. For instance PGAI staff caused confusion in late 2011 by asking for disbursement information at monthly intervals before returning to quarterly demands. Depending on the context, PGAI staff might claim that the absolute priority of the PGAI is capturing execution one day, capturing forward commitments the next, and collecting data on impact of aid the next. The PGAI database allows for high levels of granularity, and broad areas of detail, and the Ministry of Planning has difficulty sometimes in prioritising certain data sets over others. 

· the server can often be down and it is terribly slow. For donors who allocate a specific time to sit and input aid information, this can be a source of frustration

	1.10 How accurate is the translation? Would the common classification assist in terms of the accuracy of recording aid against the budget?
	The translation of donor information onto the budget is fraught with error. Donors have for instance been accredited with providing budget support in the budget when they did not. Elsewhere, because of the nature of using Agences d’Execution and of confused reporting requirements, cases of double and triple recording of aid data by the PGAI have been noted. France was accredited in the PGAI with spending $30million more than it had done in a given year. There is something of a mutual blame-game to explain the deficiencies: PGAI staff blame poor quality, last minute, or careless data (or none at all which PGAI then have to guestimate, or draw from the CRS 18 months later which makes it quite useless) while donors decry lack of capacity in the PGAI (whose admin staff often end up keying the info into the PGAI system off poorly-understood or incomplete donor information formats) and low commitment to verifying and sourcing data (France argued the PGAI staff should be physically coming to donor offices to get aid data instead of email and telephone reminders).
To take an example, (difficult to do because data is difficult to identify in the PGAI and the budget documents) of a DFID project for support to the DRC Humanitarian Pooled Fund.

· On the DFID projects website, this project was said to have budgeted and disbursed (approximately – exchange rate not known) $35million in 2011

· In the PGAI, $15.6 million is forecast for this project in 2011 on Jan 1, and 35 million is entered as disbursed on 31/12

· Some 44 billion Congolese Francs (FRC), about $48million, is indicated in the investment budget for this project in a total of 51 billion FRC under ‘Humanitarian Action and National Solidarity’ credited to the General Secretariat (chapter 70003). Synthesized versions of the budget are available classified by economic nature, but there is no indication of how such donor financed projects could have been broken down this way.

· The budget execution report lists the voted amount for chapter 70003 as 70.2 billion FRC (about$75million) in the execution report of end March 2011 (the latest publicly available at the time of writing). The national contribution to chapter 70003 is approx $103,000. 
Such humanitarian pooled funding does not belong in the budget documents according to the Arreté in any case, the government having no say in how the funding is spent (the humanitarian pooled fund is coordinated and allocated by the Special Representative of the Secretary General/Humanitarian Coordinator of the UN, mainly to UN agencies and INGOs). Arguably such information would nevertheless inform Parliament and their vote of funding allocations, and therefore deserves to be made available ‘on parliament’, but the point is that there is no clear understanding of what goes where, who can use it, and why. Capacity for PGAI to decide correctly what aid should go on the budget is weak and often usurped simply by availability i.e. if we can get the information, we’ll put it into the budget.

It is clear that with this level of disarray, IATI CC can help bring accuracy and traceability to the process of recording aid on the budget.


2. BUDGET PREPARATION

	Aid Information for Budget Preparation
Quality of Information, Institutional Arrangements (processes, roles and rules) and incentives

	The Country AIMS

2.1 Does the country have an aid management information system (in other words, an aid database)? 

What kind?
2.2 What classifications (note key segments – sector, location, economic chapter etc) are used in the country AIMS? What country-specific classifications are used?

2.3 How long is the current system in place? 

2.4 Where is it placed?

2.5 software
2.6 Identify the staffing/support
2.7 Who has access?


	PGAI (Plateforme pour la Gestion de l’Aide et des Investissements: http://pga.ministereduplan.cd ) was introduced in Jan 2008 (officially launched Feb 2009), developed by Development Gateway. 

It is funded by Belgium and UNDP and the unit and its equipment are located in the Ministry of Planning. Belgium operates a structure of joint management whereby the unit which sits in Ministry of Planning and oversees and funds the PGAI is jointly managed by a Belgian Embassy TA and a Director in the Ministry. An Inter-ministerial Decree of Dec 2011 (“Arreté Interministeriel”) signed by the Ministries of Planning, Budget, and Finance (3 ministries) nominates the PGAI as the sole recipient and repository of aid information in DRC.

The main purpose of the PGAI depends on who one asks. It aspires to be a central hub around which donors and GoDRC stakeholders can gather, analyse, discuss and coordinate aid information, while relaying to the GoDRC, civil society and the Congolese public detailed information on the results of all aid work in the country. It is also given a role in the DRC budget cycle, capturing forward aid information for the preparation of the national budget and analysing it along with the Department de Preparation et Suivi Budgetaire (DPSB – Department of Budgetary Preparation and Monitoring) to be integrated smoothly into the national budget documents in June-July of each year. The PGAI also aspires to collect detailed figures on financial execution of donor projects and produce reports which can feed into national reports and external planning processes. In reality however, the PGAI still falls short of these objectives because the available data set is simply too limited to be useful. The PGAI’s main purpose is therefore still indeterminate:  in the longer term key stakeholders want to see the PGAI access, convert and transmit donor aid information to the GoDRC so that it can be integrated into the budget and build the budget’s credibility. In the short term however the PGAI is facing difficulties (as well as the increased responsibility it has received via the Arreté) but aims to provide assistance to donor-GoDRC coordination, as well as a serious front for the GoDRC’s engagement with the donor community.

There is no software link between the PGAI and the budget software. Information is transferred, where possible, manually, from print outs which the DPSB can find difficult to translate into budget information.

The PGAI is staffed with a Coordinator, a national expert (from UNDP), a (technical) administrator of the database, and 10 administrative assistants responsible for keying in information, verifying information and maintaining the database. Access is being extended to Ministries of Budget and Finance, other line ministries, and eventually to provincial and district administrations, where it is hoped localised implementation will be checked and verified according to commitment and disbursement information entered into the PGAI (this may be ambitious under current circumstances – IT, internet, hardware, training, monitoring and capacity would make reaching difficult). Access to and training on the PGAI database has increased leading up to and since December 2011 when the Interministerial Decree made the PGAI the sole recipient of aid information. By late 2011 297 individuals had been trained on using the PGAI, of whom 172 are from GoDRC. PGAI has since been training units previously in contact with donors such as the Direction de la Coordination des Ressources Exterieures (DCRE – Direction for the Coordination of External Resources) in Ministry of Planning, who apparently accepted the writ of the decree without objection. Ministries have view rights; donors have edit rights for their own projects, as do all focal points in other agences d’execution.

	
	What is asked for in terms of aid information and what is provided differ in DRC. There has been a lot of activity in the last two years around mobilising support for the PGAI, which has resulted in various pieces of documentation (presentations, format recommendations, and other communication with donors) with slightly different messages on what information needs to be collected. However, the information actually provided by donors is yet different. Often, the information which ends up in the PGAI database having been ‘upgraded’ by the PGAI staff (addition of programmatic alignment, sector information where none was provided, attempts at translation of project titles etc), is again different. Therefore it is difficult to say with any authority that a single format for information exists: often, whatever is provided or can be gleaned, becomes the norm.

The PGAI compiles all aid data as ‘projects’ in its database, against which all information is entered and stored. Donors are asked to nominate focal points in their office who are responsible for being trained on the use of the database, and then entering the information according to commonly agreed timetables. In reality, training is often insufficient, or does not occur, and the timetables are rarely respected. Data collection consequently becomes dependent on the creation and maintenance of personal relationships between PGAI staff and focal points, who can be called at crucial junctures. Data entry is then either a function of this relationship or a manual exercise by PGAI staff following the provision of a donor formatted spreadsheet. However there are also cases where no information is received on aid. These weaknesses form the base of the unreliability of the aid management platform. 

The PGAI format for receiving data is as follows: 
Main category

Breakdown detail

Project Code

Project Name

Implementation date

Signing date, start date, end date

Cost of project

Currency

Donor agency

Type of contribution

“Grant/loan/BS/debt relief etc”

Implementing Agency

Agence d’Execution/NGO/ direct donor/ overseeing ministry

Year 1

Status/Commitment/Disbursement/Spend

Planned Commitment / Planned Disbursement
Partners

Lead ministry, beneficiary

Localisation

Province, district, territory

DAC Sector

Principal, secondary

Type of assistance

Development or humanitarian

Breakdown of commitments/disbursements per year by economic classification

Technical Assistance, Investment, Recurrent

In reality only the basic information is normally provided (or inferred by data entry staff), which leaves the richly-tabbed project information sheets in the PGAI empty to more or less degrees. No donor yet has provided a breakdown of any project by economic classification. In fact, the Arreté does not explicitly impose budget classifications on donors, because it was felt by the committee responsible for drafting the Arreté that this was too ambitious. However it has served somewhat to disincentivise those donors who believe that the main purpose of an AMP should be to facilitate aid integration into the budget (UK, France). 

Projects with multiple components – which are most projects – can only choose headline sector codes, which makes forward budget alignment problematic. Forward budget data is very rarely imputed at the project creation stage.

	2.8 To what extent is there an aid strategy and is the AIMS an integral part?
	There is no aid policy or strategy in DRC, although there is currently some momentum for its creation. There is however an Arreté Interministériel (Interministerial Decree – a francophone concept which has legal authority -- which was signed by the Ministers of Budget, Finance and Planning (3 ministers) and represents a strong statement of intent, and support for the PGAI. In fact the Arreté places the PGAI as the only mechanism for collecting and managing aid data in DRC, and builds up a framework of linkages by which stakeholders should both input information into the PGAI, and use information received from its reports. Budget preparation, execution and oversight, macroeconomic management, sector policy-making, as well as the monitoring and achievement of development results are theoretical outputs of the Arreté’s focus on the PGAI

	What Aid information is available?

2.9 What forward aid information is collected (in the AIMS or otherwise)? 

And/or in country budgeting processes? 

Please describe the format, horizon, which donors, coverage (UCS aid, or also aid that is management by the donor or disbursed to a third party such as an NGO or a managing agent)?

How?

When? Is this a routine collection or ad hoc as projects come on line?


	Donors are asked to provide forward aid information for all their projects for the next budget year directly into the PGAI in April (indicative) and in early October (verified). This is laid out in Article 17 of the Arreté. As currently no donors do this with any reliability, the information is then pursued by the PGAI staff informally as the budget preparation process proceeds into the summer months. By budget finalisation in September, the PGAI is willing to take any information which donors can provide. In the case of for example USAID, all they can provide by Oct is an aspirational sector envelope, which is not confirmed, projectised and available until month 3 of (the Congolese) fiscal year N. The result is very poor quality and inaccurate data on future years budget in DRC (or in the case of USAID’s portfolio, basic data on current year projects is not usually recorded in DRC until at least mid-fiscal year). 

Previously, the DPSB tended to either bypass or work with the PGAI to get N+1 projections from donors, although the result was equally poor either way. The Arreté at least delivers this competence to the PGAI only, which in theory should make the process clearer for donors. In practice, however, other problems explain their reticence. Notably, the fiscal year for many of DRC’s major donors (WB, UK, USA, Japan) does not match the calendar fiscal year  of DRC (1 Jan – 31 Dec), and as such the Ministry of Budget claims that donors do not yet have an idea of their next year budgets in June, when Ministry of Budget needs this data. Despite the strict indications in the Arreté, donors tend to enter their project data and forward budgets some time after their own fiscal calendar permits.
GoDRC asks all donors for all their information. Currently, they rarely receive enough to be useful. However a 2007 exercise carried out by UNDP to encourage donors to provide their forward aid information was successful, and proved that it would be possible under the correct circumstances (PEFA 2008). A similar exercise will be carried out by IATI in June 2012, using IATI forward budget data (where it exists).
Aid information which is transferred into the budget receipts document tends to represent whatever DPSB can discern from the information provided by PGAI. Likewise the ensuing expenditure lists projects under tutelage ministry (an estimation from DPSB) as being ‘for the purposes of the state’ mainly encompasses funding for agences d’execution, the PIUs set up (mainly by the WB) to deliver projects under the auspices of a ministry but using the systems of the donor, but in practice includes all aid information which the Ministry of Planning can get their hands on with any reliability. Apart from a burst of “exceptional” general budget support in 2009 and 2010 in response to the food and financial crises, delivered by the WB, the EC, ADB and the IMF, there has been no predictable and recurring BS in DRC, and so the mainstay of donor aid involves the financing of these agences d’execution as IPs, or else UN agencies or NGOs.

 As a side note, the donor agence d’exécution/ donor UN agency represents a significant issue for double reporting of aid into the PGAI, a factor of weak capacity and unclear roles between donors and the agence  d’exécution / UN agencies.

	2.10 Are there aid modalities / aid management mechanisms for which aid information is easier or less easy to collect?

2.11 Easier sectors? Why?

2.12 Are there donors for which information is easier / more difficult to collect? Why?


	Because there is no regular general or sector budget support in DRC, it is difficult to say for certain whether programme-based approaches would be easier to provide data for. However in the instances where the EC, IMF, WB and ADB provided exceptional financing to the budget, the amounts were captured more reliably, agreements were signed between GoDRC and the donor, and certain conditions applied. In some ways this is because information on the provision of budget support actually bypassed the PGAI and was negotiated directly with the Ministry of Finance.

For sectors, the Ministry of Budget cite the ‘big 5’ sectors which attract donor interest and therefore closer attention from the Ministry of Budget: education, health, infrastructure, rural development and agriculture. However it is not certain that, while they may enjoy higher profile, information on their implementation is any more reliable. 

The only real area where forward aid information is easier to provide is when projects have multiannual characteristics with predetermined indicative budgets, which donors can simply pass to PGAI. Many projects however are ad hoc, in response to new or newly-discovered needs, changing programmes and priorities, or remnants of humanitarian aid. Even DFID, who publish indicative financial information for the next 3 years on their central website (and to IATI), has not been able to provide quality forward aid data to the PGAI locally. DFID among donor agencies provides about the best information to the PGAI. USA provides very little of use to the PGAI. In the middle, donors like France cannot justify the workload for an activity (providing aid info) which they see currently as pointless.

	2.13 What processes to verify the information?


	Information is verified by PGAI staff in theory at the point of entry. Exactly how this is carried out is unclear, because PGAI personnel frequently have to do the keying in of data themselves, and in any case have little backup documentation with which to verify, apart from signed funding agreements which are requested of but rarely provided by donors at the starting point of a project. Human error also occurs in data entries in the PGAI.

	2.14 Is there any narrative included – particularly to support the information in the AIMS and linking this information to government policy? (In the absence of anything but the highest quality of aid information, this is often far more useful than the info itself).
	The PGAI allows for narrative data on projects, but the opportunity is rarely taken by donors, who see PGAI data entry as an obligation rather than an opportunity to share aid data. When it is there, it is a cut and paste from their own documents in their own formats and according to their own styles and structures. This is not always useful to PGAI. Language also plays a role, as at least DFID and the WB entitle their projects in English, which is of little use to the PGAI and other GoDRC counterparts (and goes some way to explaining data entry error on for example sector codes).

All projects in the PGAI can be linked to the GoDRC’s “5 Chantiers” national development policy as well as to pillars of the Document de Strategie pour la Croissance et la Reduction de Pauvrete (DSCRP – PRSP) in order to align their intentions, but this is currently a cosmetic exercise in the database, and not very taken up by stakeholders.

These pieces of information allow DPSB to make slightly informed judgements on missing information when they come to prepare the budget. However this is clearly problematic in the instances where DPSB is meant to impute economic breakdown of projects from basic sector, narrative or headline information, which may be in another language.

	2.15 Does the AIMS support a discussion between government and donors on the use of aid / or is it merely a mechanistic recording of aid.
	The PGAI is not yet in position to support a discussion between government and donors. To take one example, there are 15 Thematic Groups which bring together GoDRC, donors and other stakeholders under education, health etc. as a coordination mechanism. In the agriculture thematic group, participants agreed to undertake a localised mapping exercise to identify how many agriculture projects were active in Congo’s 11 provinces. The rudimentary map was shared among group members. The PGAI, which should be the vehicle for such information, would be incapable of producing such a map because the information supplied to it by the same donors present in the agriculture thematic group either does not exist, or is not sufficiently granulated to specify provincial localisation. 

	2.16 What are the formats in which it is collected from donors? 
	See 2.9

	2.17 Is there evidence of aid information included in country planning documents and in the submissions of line ministries to the centre of government? Of what quality is it (immediate FY, future FYs) If not, why not? If it is, what assists in it being there?
	The 2008 PEFA cites poor communication between line ministries and the Ministry of Budget when preparing budget submissions, built on low credibility of the budget preparation exercise. Line ministries, being the ‘ministere de tutelle’ (overseeing ministry) of all of the agences d’execution, are well aware of the latter’s budget forecast and execution, but rarely take this into account in their submissions, which are primarily seeking to cover the salary demands of their sector plus some discretionary funding. The Ministry of Budget officials claimed that line ministry submissions were of little consequence, because they always received the same amount regardless of the detail or ambition in their submission.

	2.18 Are there forms of aid, aid modalities or aid management mechanisms for which forward aid information is reflected better?


	 See 2.10

It is also worth noting here that the assistance of China in DRC is nearly completely opaque. Apart from a renegotiated headline figure of $6.5 billion worth of infrastructure, Chinese activities in Congo are broadly unknown, unmeasured, and figures unavailable to GoDRC beyond inner circles of the presidency. No information for instance goes to Parliament on where the Chinese-built roads are, or the schools and hospitals, and the status of their implementation. Similarly, a series of loans from the China Development Bank to DRC are known to exist, but no official figures exist as to their amounts. (PEFA 2008). An annual “bonus on the Chinese  contract” appears in the receipts document, although since 2009 has been recorded disbursed at 50% or less

	2.19 For budgeting purposes, what other problems besides the format (i.e. classification misalignment) of information hinder aid information from being used in the budget process and reflected in budget documentation
	See above

Problems of coverage, timeliness, financial year and accuracy are all evident in DRC. The financial year was highlighted by the Ministry of Budget. In addition other problems include weak capacity of donors and of the PGAI, uncertainty about what aid should be on budget, and credibility of the budget itself, the weakness of which acts as a strong disincentive for stakeholders to take their own small – or not so small – contribution seriously.

	2.20 If the country has an AIMS, how up to date, comprehensive and accurate is aid information in the AIMS (can it at any time at the press of a button release complete and accurate information for budget purposes on all forms of support from all donors?)
	See above

The tool itself is capable but the info in the PGAI is of very poor quality. Some donors have made more efforts than others, and some projects are more detailed than others, but the sum total of information in the PGAI is not sufficient to allow serious analysis of aid in DRC, or to provide central finance and budget ministries with information which they could use.

The PGAI is a decent tool and can run reports instantaneously on various aspects of the data contained within. It is somewhat user-unfriendly, an issue which has been identified by the unit responsible for the PGAI in the Ministry of Planning.

	2.21 What are the problems faced in keeping it up to date (donor-centred and government-centred)? Is this different for different forms of aid (usual list) or different donors.
	Capacity is a major problem, at donor level and PGAI level. Motivation is another major problem: donors are hard to persuade to be more serious about the provision of aid data, by and large because they do not believe that their increased efforts will make any difference. Contributing issues are disbelief that other donors would provide information, disincentivising the provision by any one donor; low confidence in the aid management and budget processes; and even if these were to be run effectively, the belief that the DRC budget is not credible and experience that its execution looks nothing like its legally voted iteration. It is this series of diminishing plausibility of success which disincentivises donors and results in a poor quality product.

It is worth noting nevertheless that, in a general sense, donors with some institutional inclination towards improving aid effectiveness (UK, Sweden) are the more active contributors to the PGAI, and those with less inclination globally (France, USA) are not. This could suggest that the problems in aid information in DRC are, at least, not Congo’s alone.

	2.22 Across the dimensions listed above, what initiatives have there been recently either by donors or the country to address aid data issues, why, and were these successful? Why or why not?
	It is too early to speak of success in addressing aid data issues, but there have nevertheless been a number of initiatives in recent years which suggest that, despite the lowly baseline, there is momentum behind improving aid information in DRC. 

The Ministry of Planning, led by a charismatic and innovative Minister (Olivier Kamitatu), has been keen to sign up to and participate in a number of international aid effectiveness arenas. The Ministry of Planning takes its obligations in terms of the Paris Declaration seriously, has tried (without much success) to implement a Division of Labour on donors, has nominated the country as a pilot for the Busan New Deal for Fragile States, is an IATI pilot country, and has implemented numerous initiatives locally, each trying to drive momentum for more serious implementation of aid effectiveness principles in the DRC. In June 2009 GoDRC organised a First High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Kinshasa to promote concepts of country leadership, institutional reform, local capacity building, DoL, and the use of country systems. The resulting ‘Agenda de Kinshasa’ sets out more clearly roles and responsibilities between donors and GoDRC, and remains a reference for aid coordination in DRC. 

Following the Agenda de Kinshasa, the PGAI was reinforced and reinvigorated, and the Ministry of Plan moved on to developing a code of conduct signed between GoDRC, donors and civil society, explaining in turn their obligations to the PGAI and their rights as users, however this code was largely ignored. 

Following criticism from donors that they were being approached by too many central ministries for information, and there was no rational coordination between Plan, Finances and Budget, these 3 ministries came together and developed an Arreté Interministeriel which was signed by the 3 Ministers and brought into law in December 2011. The arreté provides definitions on key terms before laying out roles and responsibilities for GoDRC and partners, with regard to how they provide their aid information, who to and at what times, how it is used and what all stakeholders can expect as a result. During early 2012 workshops were being held to raise awareness of the arreté and allow stakeholders to know their rights. Donors were however underrepresented at the workshops.

	2.23 How much attention is paid to / is aid data used in setting macro policy?
	Very little, this is due to the unavailability or unreliability of the data which DPSB receives for forward budgets from PGAI (or directly from donors if they bypass PGAI). It is a major concern of Ministry of Budget that they rarely know how much money is coming into the country in the next budget year.

It is also worth noting by contrast that the exceptional budget support which was provided by some donors in 2009-2010 had a strong focus on maintaining macroeconomic stability, with corresponding high level engagement with the Ministry of Finance, and was lauded by some donors as having achieved many of its (albeit limited) aims while engaging the GoDRC in ways which no aid had managed previously (or since).

	2.24 How much attention is paid to / is aid data used in setting sector/agency ceilings
	Very little.  The elaboration of the national budget is currently undertaken essentially on national resources because aid indications are not available during the budget preparation process. Sector ceilings are set in 2 letters (indicative, final) but these letters are not always sent (PEFA 2008). In theory the agences d’execution, all of which operate under a ‘home’ ministry, and which often dispose of multiannual budgets for which forward aid information should be available, could contribute to the discussion on ceilings, by at least providing detailed sectoral provisions, but in practice a mixture of weak capacity within ministries, poor relations between ministries (despite a Ministry of Budget staff member present in all line ministries, with responsibility for budget preparation), poor communications, and a general low level of understanding of the budget preparation process, means that aid information plays a very limited role in this process. Also because of a lack of credibility in the budget preparation process, the ceilings discussion is not taken seriously at line ministry level.

	2.25 How much attention is paid to / is aid data used in the planning cycle (central and line ministry)?
	Due to the lack of availability of detail on aid during the budget preparation process, aid is simply placed in the investment budget as and when information on it becomes available. In addition, the national counterpart of the investment budget is similarly ignored, as this budget has been sacrificed completely to cover recurrent costs and make up for overspend in recent years, to the extent that it is rarely executed at all. 

	2.26 How much attention is paid to / is aid data used in detailed budgeting (central level and line ministry level?)
	The national budget is a tool for covering basic recurrent expenditures, onto which the development budget often forms a layer of basic social service provision which could arguably be considered equivalent to national policy-making. Despite this assertion posing sovereignty issues, aid is not factored into such budget preparation, because aid rarely if ever goes towards funding civil servant salaries (apart from when the donor is providing all the rest of the social service e.g. building and running a hospital). The WB’s exceptional budget support in 2010 was earmarked to the payment of teachers’ salaries, after a severe dip in the DRC economy caused by among other things the drop in the price of copper left the state risking severe shortfalls in available cash.

	2.27 At which points (and documents) is aid information brought into the budget process within government. Is this primarily through the line or the centre, or both? Are these formal processes in the budget process, or is it ad hoc and informal? Who are involved (i.e., who asks whom for what information, when?)
	The Tableau Recapitulatif des recettes exterieures (overview table of external receipts) is published with the budget documentation in October. The document is prepared by the Ministry of Budget, which starts requesting forward aid data in April-June of N-1. The data is provided to DPSB by PGAI, along with whatever other data sources (personal relationships within organisations etc) DPSB may be able to exploit. Figures are not verified with donors. The expenditure annexes are prepared on the basis of the receipts, but the relationship between the two sets of figures with regard to aid is unclear. The Dépenses d’Investissement sur Ressources Externes (Investment expenditure from external resources) lists known projects under corresponding government ministry/agency, although this attribution is made manually by DPSB and does not imply collaboration of the GoDRC counterpart, or in some cases knowledge. It is also often inaccurate.  

Ministry of Budget keeps working at entering data into the budget document until the last moment when it is taken away for cabinet approval. Given the delay in forming a government of DRC following the November 2011 elections, DPSB personnel were still entering projects into the development budget in mid-April of the budget exercise year. They claimed also that, during the discussion period of the budget by Parliament, deputies can occasionally approach them to provide information about some development project or other of which the deputy was aware but which was not included in the documentation.

	2.28 Is the data shared manually from the AIMS with budget officers or is there an automated push to budget IFMIS, if so, what kind of system-link, what kind of IFMIS etc?
	In theory the PGAI would share the forward aid data manually with the DPSB in the Ministry of Budget. They do this by printing off a list of projects against commitments, which they give to DPSB. PGAI has recently installed a computer in the DPSB office so in the future at least the DPSB will be able to look at the PGAI projects on the screen as opposed to on a page. However the data provided by PGAI is weak – for the reasons provided above -- and with the manual entry by DPSB which requires certain ‘upgrading’ for missing information, the figures which are put on budget are not reliable. 



	2.29 Are there forums, committees, meetings etc that are formally set up to bring aid information in? Are these donor/ government or intra-government institutions?
	There are no forums to bring aid information in. There is a ‘budget conference’ in July each year to bring together ministries and budget officials, but aid does not play a role in this meeting. 



	2.30 What formal rules are there in the budget process for aid information?
	There is now the Arreté Interministeriel (since Dec 2011) but there is little evidence for the time being that this will be any more successful in getting donors to provide quality information than previous and current formal and ad hoc attempts

The budget calendar, circulated in the budget circular, is not respected by ministries, and only once in recent years has the finance law been voted before January of the exercise year. In 2012, albeit with exceptional circumstances surrounding the national elections and extended lack of government, the Finance Law was had not been passed by mid-April.

	2.31 WHO OPERATES THE SYSTEM?

Data entry - Is the entry of data via excel form with ministry staff transferring it to the AIMS? Do donors have a portal?

Verification – ministry team? Sufficient?

Training and support – provider only, ministry staff training donors, how frequent?

System update and maintenance – provider only? Local staff? 

Report generation – regular reports made? Ad hoc reports, who?
	Data entry is done either by donors directly who have access to the PGAI database and a unique login and password which allows them to input and modify their own projects, while being able to see all other projects. In most instances, donors – pressed for time and not committed to providing detailed information – hand over a spreadsheet or word table of their own projects, which is then entered manually by PGAI staff, with frequent ensuing error (capacity issues in PGAI). 

Verification is undertaken by PGAI staff but is irregular, and unreliable. There have been instances of erroneous PGAI data such as DFID being accorded millions of $ of BS (they have never provided any to DRC) and France having some $30million extra accorded to their contribution (about the same size as their annual programme)

Development Gateway is responsible for technical maintenance and update of the PGAI.

The PGAI is capable of producing various reports but the data is such that the quality of any report is likely to be very low.

	2.32 WHAT REFORMS AND WHY?

Over the last five years, what changes were made to improve the flow of aid information into the budget preparation process? (Centrally, but also are there good sector examples of reforms?) Why were the changes necessary; what was the catalyst for making changes?


	See answer above on initiatives 2.22

	2.33 Does the current system work? Is aid information used in budget decision-making (macro fiscal and allocative) by the central budget office? And by line ministries (allocative)? What problems do budget officials (centre and line) face to use aid information when making budget decisions? What can donors do differently to make it easier to use aid information in budget preparation (macro-fiscal and allocation processes)?
	The system does not currently work. There is no competent repository of aid information in DRC, and a lack of data therein means that integrating aid into the budget preparation process is impossible. Budget decision making does not account for the significant contribution of aid, but then budget decision making is itself flawed, and one could say that budget execution does not pay attention to budget decision making at preparation stage. 

As a consequence, aid information is scrambled, often at the last minute, through informal or ad hoc networks, which results in inaccurate and incomplete data. It is therefore academic, although of critical importance, that the budget decision-making process in DRC is also weak, and that sectoral envelopes are not founded on needs analysis, sector strategies, or spending capacity, but rather end up as relatively arbitrary figures covering costs and other obligations whose execution rarely resembles their prevision. In this context it hardly comes as a surprise that ministry officials feel powerless to produce competent work, and it amounts to a system where diligence is uncommon. Donors play their role in this dysfunction, lacking the capacity, momentum and willingness to provide quality information which would allow even the most perfunctory overview of the aid environment in DR Congo. 

	2.34 What incentives do donor officers at country level face to provide aid information for and share and use aid information in the planning/budget preparation decisions, and to reflect it in documentation.
	Donors are not incentivised to provide aid information in DRC. There are many reasons for this, both interrelated and stand alone, including that the system into which they are  meant to input their data is not fully functional and not yet of practical use to them. They know that if they take the time and effort to provide quality aid data in the format which the PGAI wants, it will only get lost against a backdrop of weak or missing data. 

This would suggest that, if only all donors could be incentivised to provide quality data, the problem could go some way to being solved. However: 

· donors know that their portfolios are uncoordinated to an extent that they wouldn’t believe such a coming together would be possible – they do after all participate in the Country Assistance Framework (CAF), the coordination network which also struggles to make progress;

· they have little confidence in the PGAI and its ability to manage the data. They have been disappointed by examples of where the PGAI has – in an attempt to put together some figures from the scraps given to them by the donor community – made errors, omissions and duplications. 

· those donors who seriously engage with PFM reform would prefer a PGAI of which the primary function is to integrate aid information into the budget, in preference to functions of aid coordination and management. 
· donors themselves have not shown motivation to engage in serious aid effectiveness reforms in DRC, clear from their general ignorance of initiatives brought in good faith by the Ministry of Plan, or from the weakness of the CAF Secretariat for donor coordination, or from their inability to engage in a division of labour exercise proposed by Ministry of Plan in the 2009 Agenda de Kinshasa. 

· many donors poorly understand the budget, the budget cycle and the need for the recipient country to have and own aid information. Moreover their risk management strategies, which steer their financial contributions away from government agencies and capacity, appear to blinker them from the zero-risk obligation to share information. Many donors generalise and see zero obligation to the GoDRC as being a natural corollary to not working more closely with state institutions.

Nevertheless, some donors have an interest in having a functional PGAI which can map and analyse sector level aid. Within the agriculture theme group, donors have taken the time to prepare a mapping exercise of their interventions in the sector, and would likely prefer to have an aid management system which would allow them to avoid such duplicatory exercises

	Aid management officers at the centre


	The staff of the PGAI operates under unclear guidance as to what the main purpose of aid information is. They intend to produce reports in 2012 on aid in DRC from 2001-2010, on aid to DRC in 2011, and on the impact of aid over this period, but may be hampered in producing complete and quality reports by the quality of data in the PGAI. They would like to be prominent in aid coordination structures, but complain that they cannot get an invite to the CAF, and the PGAI Coordinator does not have the authority to make ministerial-style demands for aid information. They are interested in having more forward aid data from donors, which they would then pass to Ministry of Budget for inclusion in budget planning exercises, but the sense is that they would prefer in the first instance to demonstrate their own, self-contained worth, and this is disappointing to some donors, and certainly to Ministry of Budget officials.

PGAI staff must also be disincentivised by a budget process which they see as futile, and prefer perhaps to focus on those items over which they can exert some control – the collection of aid execution data to allow self-contained reports on aid use, and perhaps to facilitate aid coordination in a potentially mutually-reinforcing relationship with donors.

	Budget officers at the centre
	Budget officers in the Ministry of Budget have been stoic in their support for PGAI’s position as the sole recipient of aid information, although they have been known to liaise directly with donors in the search for reliable forward aid data. In any case, their own efforts to gather reliable aid data have hardly been more successful than those of the PGAI. To date the Ministry of Budget has encountered the following difficulties: weak capacity of the government levels involved in the process; frequent changes in the macroeconomic framework during budget preparation; lack of a standard format for presentation of the MTEF; lack of involvement of some sectoral ministries in the preparation of forecasts; modest resources; lack of a firm political commitment on the part of managers; delay in the completion of the new program nomenclature; difficulties relating to the definition of subprogrammes; mismatch between public expenditure execution procedures and the requirements of the MTEF (IMF PFM Blog).

	Aid management officers and programme managers in line ministries
	Line ministry aid managers are more likely to work in the employ of the Agence d’execution rather than the ministry itself (although the two in theory are state agencies) and have good knowledge of the aid relative to their sector, which is managed entirely by Agences d’Execution under the ministry’s tutorship, but the ministry has no control over that aid (managed through donor oversight and donor systems) because the sector strategies are driven from the Agences. Overall, these factors contribute to poor incentives to provide information. 

The lack of strategic planning at the Ministerial and sector levels means that there is little by way of leadership and direction proposed by the government outside of the DSCRP. Ministries are reportedly absent from the identification to implementation through to evaluation of the projects (World Bank, 2010)

Agences d’Execution have been mandated by the Arreté to provide forward and execution aid data on their projects to the PGAI, which has not previously been the case, these Agences remaining detached from central planning and data collection procedures, somewhat curiously.

	Across the descriptions and analysis above, what are emerging good practices, blockages to effective use and reflection of aid information in the budget preparation process? (gather evidence of the quantity and quality of aid information over the past three years budgets)

What do you think are the implications for international IATI Standards? How much can alignment of aid information for country budget preparation purposes depend on country-level processes? What guidance can be provided to donors on practical steps to ensure better alignment with country budgets?
	There have been a number of initiatives by the PGAI to raise the profile of their work, and foster momentum for better aid data provision, and address previously identified problems. However no intervention has succeeded in changing behaviour dramatically enough to make solid improvements. 
At the root of the blockages lies the lack of credibility in the national budget and related systems, and in the Congolese state more broadly. 
As humanitarian programmes gradually give way to development programmes across the donor community, and a broad consensus emerges that supporting the state is preferable to ignoring it, whatever the risk, it is possible that donors can be further incentivised to engage more usefully with the PGAI. 
This is precisely where IATI can play an important role. DRC has perhaps a unique potential for IATI, insofar as the current baseline for aid data provision is so low that IATI does not risk representing duplication or an added burden for donors: IATI data could become the standard for providing aid data in DRC without getting in the way of existing mechanisms. 
The IATI mission of April 2012 has already demonstrated that IATI data (from DFID) is superior to what is available locally (timeliness, frequency, accuracy, detail), and DFID, along with the World Bank are the standard bearers in DRC for the provision of aid info. The caveat is of course that DFID is currently one of only a few donors who are in better compliance with the IATI standard, and it will take perhaps several years for other major donors to DRC to get up to that level. However, it is worth arguing that imperfect IATI data is no worse than the very imperfect local data which the PGAI collects at the present time, and it reduces the burden on those donors who provide their data, and removes excuses from those who don’t. Another incentive resulting from the import of IATI data is that donors would for the first time be able to rely on the data as supplied by IATI (coming as it does directly from the donors’ headquarters) in a way currently unavailable, and perhaps this could provide a first solid foundation upon which to build up the additional uses of a aid management platform, including on the execution and use of aid. 

There would still need to be local verification of the data, further country specific geographic granularity added, and some work done by the PGAI to facilitate alignment with country budget classifications. However this work would be no more burdensome to donors than is currently the case, is likely to be less burdensome, and would not risk duplicating or overshadowing current practice. 

In conclusion, IATI represents perhaps the best available opportunity for a competent provision of aid data in DRC, and is at the very least worth pursuing in parallel to on-going aid data collection efforts in DRC, in the hope that some sea change might improve the current situation. 


3. BUDGET APPROVAL

	Aid information for ex ante oversight

Quality of Information, Institutional Arrangements (processes, roles and rules) and incentives

	AID INFORMATION in BUDGET DOCUMENTATION

3.1 How does aid appear on the country budget? 
3.2Which budget (recurrent or development)? 
3.3How is it classified (explain whether it is by vote, by administrative units within votes, by budget sub-vote structures, by aid programme/project, by donor, or whether it uses the exact budget classifications as for government funded spending; or any combination of these. 
3.4 Is it possible for Parliament, in other words, to see country budget allocations against commensurate aid allocations?
3.5 What aid is included on budget: only aid that is managed through country systems? Or also aid that is either managed by the donor itself, or disbursed to a third party, like a managing agent or an NGO?
3.6 Are emerging donors included on budget? Are vertical funds / private foundations included?
3.7 Does the country vote aid allocations (i.e. do they appear in the financing law?
	External resources are synthesized as an annex to the documents comprising state receipts, and laid out as projects in a long list in the development budget under expenditures. There is no general or sector budget support so this development budget encompasses the entirety of the aid capture in the budget. 

It is classified by project in the development budget. DPSB produce an economic classification for the projects (not provided by donors) to contribute to annexes of state expenditure by nature. Given the source data that DPSB receive from which to make these conjugations, it is virtually impossible for this classification to be accurate. 

Parliament can see country budget allocations alongside a long list of projects, placed under administrative unit but not necessarily belonging there, and there is rarely enough information on those projects included to be of use.

All aid which is provided “for the benefit of structures of the state” should be put on budget, according to the Arreté. The main implication of this is Agences d’Execution. However in practice, all aid which can be identified with a future financial commitment is placed in the investment budget. Furthermore, not all aid committed to the Agences d’Execution is included on this list. This makes the investment budget unreliable.

Two agencies exist to monitor the Chinese contract, the Bureau Central de Coordination et de Suivi du Programme Sino-Congolais (BCSPC – Central Office for Coordination and Monitoring of the Sino-Congolese Programme), and the Agence Congolaise des Grand Travaux (ACGT Congolese Agency for Public Works). The contract with the Chinese is opaque, however, and loosely monetized - $6billion worth of minerals in exchange for a vast infrastructure development programme whose exact details (barring numbers of hospitals, schools, kms of road etc) have never been revealed.

The Global Fund provides substandard information on aid to the PGAI.

The development budget as an annex to the Finance Law is voted by Parliament. 



	3.8 Does Parliament have any legal powers to require adjustments to aid (i.e. reject) in the budget approval process? Has it ever exercised these powers? Does it do so regularly?

3.9 How much attention does Parliament pay to aid? Through which committees, if any? Does this happen as part of considering the budget for approval, or outside of it? What are the processes, if any? 
3.10 Alternatively, do complementary aid flows enter the picture when parliament considers the executive’s budget proposal? At portfolio / sector committee level? 
3.11 Any changes recently in how parliament considers aid? Why were changes made? Were they successful, why or if not why not? 
3.12 What are the obstacles to parliament fully considering and tracking the use of ODA (all modalities, all donors, all types of flows) and holding the executive to account for aid agreements with donors?
	Parliament is competent to request adjustment to the Finance Law before voting it, but in practice has never tampered with the aid allocations. Because the entirety of the development is projectised and all of the projects will have been agreed and signed prior to their inclusion in the development budget, lawmakers could argue that they have no remit to adjust these projects. However the discussion does not take place.

Parliament does not pay any significant attention to aid in the Finance Law. Some recorded statements by parliamentarians from 2009 (by Jean Saidi Bamanisa, Deputy of Kisangani) on the discussion of the Finance Law indicate occasional reference to donors and their interventions, but the references are broad and lacking detail, which illustrates the information available to parliament. 

It has been claimed in discussions that Parliament has been increasingly open towards debate since the 2006 elections (albeit backward steps were taken in the lead up to and wake of the 2011 presidential elections)

Clearly, the absence of reliable aid data represents an obstacle to Parliament, as does the opacity of deals with China and unreliability of previous execution reports and data on how aid has been spent. It has been known for Parliament to approach donors for information on projects location/budgets etc, but it is difficult for Parliament to exert control over aid. 

	3.13 What are the incentives that either hinder or encourage parliament and citizens to engage with forward aid projections and plans?
	Broadly, Parliament is disincentivised to engage with the development budget (or the state budget more generally) by the fact that it is a divided institution with its members constrained by political allegiance. Imperfect information further discourages debate.

Of those Parliamentarians who would pay attention to the voting of the state budget, many must know that its execution is rarely based on provided amounts, and that their involvement in the process is merely an administrative rubber stamping. 

Parliament, in keeping with literature on fragile states, is marginalised in these normative functions by the weakness of its institutions and accountability mechanisms, and the divisiveness, in the case of DRC, of the political parties represented. 

	3.14 What the incentives are for the executive to enable such engagement to occur.


	Reformers within the executive would like to see Parliament uncover the reasons behind the irregularities in the budget, or at least dig deeper. Government would see in a greater engagement with Parliament and a strong set of country systems an opportunity to improve tax receipts, currently minimal.

However, the argument can be made that the Congolese elite are satisfied with the status quo as it allows free reign in the executive, and this filters down to Ministry directors. Donors often speak of a lack of high level government interest in improving the affairs and mechanisms of the state. Regardless, the overall dysfunctionality of the oversight system must seem intractable to the most well-meaning ministry staff.

	3.15 What the incentives are for donors to allow aid information (comprehensive, accurate, timely) to reach country citizens.
	Donors have little problem advertising with large and elaborate roadside and construction site signs that they are responsible for funding certain pieces of work. Perhaps they see their direct communication of their work to the citizenry as more important – certainly more effective – than showcasing how their aid is effectively put to use to the benefit of the Congolese state to parliament. 

Secondly, donors know that citizen engagement with the budget is minimal, and in fact popular distrust of government processes could, inversely, tarnish a donor trying to build country systems. 

Nevertheless DFID, UNDP and the EC are planning to initiate a workshop in 2012 on participatory budgeting to obtain some baseline data on the extent to which civil society engages with the budgeting process.

	3.16 Across the descriptions and analysis above, what are emerging good practices, blockages to effective use and reflection of aid information in parliamentary processes to approve the budget? What do you think are the implications for international IATI Standards? How much can alignment of aid information to ensure transparency and accountability in the allocation of the budget for budget approval depend on country level processes? What guidance can be provided to donors on practical steps to ensure better alignment with country budgets for this purpose?
	It was difficult to identify good practice here. The overall public finance system is still weak, and lack of quality aid information contributes in a limited way to the issues. In March 2010 the GoDRC did decide to overhaul the entire public finance management system and introduce good international practice. Some of these reforms have been implemented, including a new revenue and expenditure classification, improvement of the budget preparation process, clearer procedures and a computerized process for expenditure execution, a computerized payroll system, which is intended to be the only basis for the remuneration of civil servants, the adoption of a new public procurement code, and the establishment of a system for the production of budget tracking statements (PFM Blog 2012).
IATI’s impact is more limited here. As mentioned before the IATI Standard could have the potential to secure a solid base upon which much improvement to the PFM system could build, if it was able to provide reliable data for DRC’s donors, and if the PGAI were able to capture and use the data effectively. It is not outlandish to think that Parliament could be incentivised to take the role of aid more seriously if more accurate information is provided on donor inputs into a vast country. But, as yet, there is no evidence that this would be the effect. 


4. BUDGET EXECUTION

	Aid information for budget execution

Quality of Information, Institutional Arrangements (processes, roles and rules) and incentives

	DATA on AID DISBURSEMENTS

4.1 What data is collected by the country on aid disbursements? 

4.2 Does it cover all donors, all disbursement channels (UCS, managed by donor, third party?) 

4.3 How is this data collected (i.e. does the donor send notification, or does the country keep record i.e. through the Central Bank for UCS, through its line ministries; is it recorded in the AIMS)?

How regularly?
4.4 What are the problems with the current system? What works well in it?


	The PGAI aims to capture quarterly disbursement data on all its projects, which is to say all modalities from all donors. Donors are asked to enter disbursement data into the PGAI every quarter, are reminded of this obligation via email and telephone on the dates. However timely information is rare and often the PGAI personnel receive a spreadsheet from the donor for them to complete the data capture themselves, with resulting interpretation and capturing errors. 

For Agences d’Execution: Article 18 of the Arreté Interministeriel states that Agences d’Execution should transmit their Plan du Travail et Budget Annuel (PTBA Annual Workplan and Budget) annual disbursement plans, and annual procurement plan to the cabinets of the Ministries of Finance, Planning and Budget, to the DTO (Dept of Treasury), DPSB and PGAI twice per year, end of October and end of June. 

Article 24 places responsibility on the Agences d’Execution for reporting aid disbursements (rather than the donors who provide their funding) and article 25 provides details on what disbursement data is required (funds received, funds disbursed, disbursement rate). 

Meanwhile, the Cellule de Suivi des Programmes et des Projets (CSPP - Unit for Monitoring Projects and Programmes) which is part of the Ministry of Finance, is responsible for monitoring all projects executed by the Agences d’Execution and reporting their progress to central Ministry of Finance, DPSB and PGAI. 

Other aid: For aid not channeled through agencies d’execution it is the responsibility of donors to communicate disbursement amounts and rates (article 27).

The PGAI collects this information in monitoring reports which is transmits to DPSB and DTO for integrating into the expenditure chain (chaine de la depense). A copy is also transferred to the Director of Accountability (Direction de la Reddition Generale des Comptes) and Court of Audit (Cour des Comptes) (Art 28). The DPSB is responsible for translating this information into the appropriate budget nomenclature and inserting into the chaine de la depense. The DTO integrates the information into the Tableau des Operations Financieres de l’Etat (TOFE - Table of State Financial Operations) and extracts the level of deposit accumulation in commercial banks by producing bank balance sheets, which it transfers to the Banque Commerciale du Congo for monitoring the integrated cash situation.

All of this makes for a very complicated network of information exchange, imperfectly understood, and often imperfectly executed. Under the system described above, there is already significant duplication (Agences d’Execution are asked for execution data by 3 different ministries, in addition to their principal reporting duties to their donors), and the potential for error is acute. It is further complicated by the fact that new practices are constantly being evolved to replace old, dysfunctional ones (the CSPP is new since Dec 2011, Agences d’Execution are mandated by the Arreté to report to PGAI on their projects, not their financing donors etc), without a focal point of authority to clarify roles and responsibilities definitively. On top of this then comes the fact that the information which is the lifeblood of this network – project disbursement data – is often hard to come by, incomplete, potentially held to ransom by politicized relationship management between agencies, and late. DPSB notes that they only receive information from 2 – 3 Agences d’Execution.

Ministry of Budget mentioned that Agences d’Execution often refused to cooperate with central government ministries seeking information on their disbursement and activities. It was claimed that they were interested only in reporting to donors, and it is true that Agences d’Execution report hardly at all to the PGAI. One example was given of the national HIV/AIDS institution, previously funded by the World Bank, during which time it never gave any information to DPSB. However when the World Bank stopped the funding the very next day the director was at the office of the Minister of Budget, trying to convince him it was an agency of the state and should receive national resources.
More broadly, overall execution of the budget is low, estimated at around 70% (DigitalCongo 2012). The difference what is budgeted and what is executed per institution is also troubling: PEFA (2008) reports that the 10 most over-executed ministries spent between 241% and 890% of their budgeted amount in 2006. The 10 least executed ministries spent only between 6% and 35% of their budget allocations in the same year. Finally, the two sectors on which poverty reduction most heavily depends, health and education (education being a presidential priority too), are among the most under-executed.

	DATA on USE OF AID (i.e. spending of disbursements on aid-funded activities)

4.5 Is data collected and centralised (for aid management purposes) on actual use of aid? Is this for all donors, all aid (type and disbursement channel?)? If the country has an AIMS, is this information recorded in the AIMS against initial project information?

Frequency of collection?
4.6 For aid that is disbursed through country systems, is information collected on how much has been used by country institutions? 
	The PGAI purports to be the receptacle for data on the use of aid, but it is asking a lot given the paucity of information it holds on projections and disbursements. Project files in the PGAI have fields for M&E, but they are rarely completed. In theory however, the PGAI database tool is equipped to capture detail on project attainment of objectives, and collate evaluation reports. 

The PGAI is planning to release 3 reports before mid-2012 on the use of aid. One will be an overview of aid from 2000 to 2010, the next will be a more detailed look at the aid environment in 2011, and the final one intends to evaluate the impact of aid in DRC over this period. It is difficult to see how this will be accomplished with the data from the PGAI. As PGAI has only been in existence since 2008, and while it imported data from other local sources when established and now reaches back to 2000, the data quality gets weaker the earlier the year. However, it is acknowledged that producing the reports is a step forward, and their regular production may be an incentive for donors and other role-players to provide better information.

	4.7 Have there been any changes in how aid information is managed in country for the aid disbursement, aid implementation phase of the project cycle? What was the catalyst for reform – why was the change made? Did it address the issue? Why, or why not?
	The Arreté provides some direction on managing aid information at disbursement stage, although the situation remains confused with regard to who reports to whom.

	During the fiscal year, what attention is paid to aid disbursements and the availability of aid money, or actual use of aid money in implementing activities, in
4.8 the macro-fiscal (including borrowing) monitoring and decisions of the Ministry of Finance (or equivalent)
4.9 Ministry of Finance cash releases to spending agencies

4.10 forward cash planning by ministries, departments and agencies?

4.11 monitoring by sector desk officers of spending in their institutions and/or in requesting virement or additional funding 

4.12 implementation of budgets and spending programmes by line ministry programme officers (or division heads) and financial management officials 

4.13 submitting cash flow forecasts / cash draw down schedules? 
4.14 Are all aid flows considered in these processes or only some (e.g. UCS / basket funding etc money)? 

4.15 What are the mechanisms by which information on disbursements and actual use of aid is collected to include in any one or all of these processes? (if not described below as part of internal reporting)
	Macrofiscal concerns are addressed and monitored in the Ministry of Finance, which is one degree removed from the aid information cycle. There is no evidence that the Ministry of Finance seek or conceive their own figures/estimates on aid amounts, despite the risk of relying on PGAI capture of future financial inflows.

There is no evidence that aid information features in cash releases to spending agencies, forward cash planning by the agencies or within agency execution processes.

The transfer of funds between budget agencies is murky, and quite widespread, given the wide variance between budgeted and actual execution figures. However there is no evidence that aid information plays a role in the decisions around virement.

	4.16 Does the COA allow for identifying different sources of funds (a fund coding) that allows the identification of a flow as originating from a donor? How sophisticated is this segment? 

4.17 Does it allow for the identification of the specific programme/ project?

4.18 Do spending ministries, departments and agencies use the system? 

4.19 Are all aid included, or only UCS?
	It is not clear the extent to which any donor funds are captured in C2I, the GoDRC financial management system. The DRC does not yet have an integrated COA.



	4.20 Are spending ministries, departments and agencies required to report on actual use of aid, internally, against their budgets? For all aid? Where is the limit (UCS and PIUs under their control?) 

4.21 Does the central aid management unit report internally to the budget office/expenditure management / treasury on aid disbursements and use for internal central budget management purposes? 
	According to the Arreté, PGAI collects disbursement data from all partners (donors, agences d’execution, NGO, UN, China) and produces aid monitoring updates, which is passes to DPSB (for monitoring execution) and the Treasury (for expense chain). The Accountant General and Auditor General also receive copies. It is not clear if this has ever been done. 



	4.22 What changes have been made in these systems over the last five years? Why? Were they effective? Why or why not?
	A noteworthy change came about upon the provision of budget support to the GoDRC in 2009-2010 in order to compensate for an unexpected balance of payments deficit. The IMF negotiated an Enhanced Credit Facility (ECF) for 3 years, the EC provided V-Flex funding for 2 and the WB and AfDB for one. The total sum involved was approximately $300 million. The initial aims of the intervention were modest – to maintain macro stability in the face of several shocks – but the IMF and EC were able to incentivise and help launch a huge programme of public finance reform without having to impose stringent conditionality. It seemed like there was appetite for reform among the Ministry of Finance, and the enhanced relationship through negotiating BS helped facilitate this reform effort. 

It is too early to say if the reforms have been effective, but a large machinery has been put in place (including a committee under Ministry of Finances for managing public finance reform - COREF) and GoDRC has apparently been making more effort in recent years to balance its budget.

Besides the Arrete, however, the integration of aid flows into these reforms has not been made explicit.

	Incentives , on country, donor and implementation agency actors to provide, collect or use aid information in the budget execution process:
4.23 Donors / donor officials at country level

4.24 Programme managers in spending agencies

4.25 Financial managers and central management in spending agencies

4.26 Central ministry of finance
	Donors feel an obligation to publish disbursement data as a basic aid effectiveness courtesy. For instance DFID, which is strongly pro-transparency, is making much more effort to publish execution and results data for the benefit of its own constituency (on the DFID main and DFID projects websites, complimented by numerous new initiatives to “demonstrate results”, as well as making progress with IATI) than for the benefit of the GoDRC, where its compliance is satisfactory but timeliness, detail and accuracy sometimes lack. The DFID projects website publishes higher quality data on disbursement to the DRC than exists in the PGAI. Furthermore, during the IATI mission of April 2012, DFID IATI data was automatically transferred into the PGAI, with the result that the PGAI attained a granularity and accuracy at levels never seen before. IATI was able to provide monthly disbursement data on DFID projects, whereas current practice was that DFID came into the PGAI twice per year and submitted gross figures on disbursement (which turned out to be inaccurate to the tune of some £20million over one fiscal year). Given the divergence between the accuracy of the IATI figures, and the actual product in the PGAI, it is fair to state that incentive among even better practice donors is low in DRC.

The total non-compliance of Agences d’Execution in reporting execution data (and forecasts) to the Ministry of Budget, and the poor communications channels which exist between central ministries and these agencies, points to very low flow and use of aid execution data in the budget process. The Agences have failed to engage with the provision of aid data to GoDRC, preferring to concentrate their attention on the donor agencies (World Bank mainly) with the expectation that donors will do the reporting to PGAI and other central authorities. The donors do some reporting, but with the limitations and weaknesses as discussed. The Arreté is aiming to change this: it states categorically that Agences d’Execution will be responsible for reporting directly to the PGAI and the DPSB on their forecasts and execution. The CSPP will then work with the PGAI and DPSB to share information on the use of aid. This is seen as a sensible approach which promotes small increases in local ownership (that the Agences d’Execution should be considered more of national execution agencies) which may bring greater focus to the issue of aid information use in GoDRC.
The suite of public finance reforms may bolster the capacity of the Ministry of Finance to engage more thoroughly with aid information: however, the current confusing network of information exchange (between 3 ministries) also acts as a disincentive for Finance Ministry staff to seek and use data which is inaccurate and at best third-hand. 

	4.27 Across the descriptions and analysis above, what are emerging good practices, blockages to effective use and reflection of aid information in budget execution and fiscal reporting? What do you think are the implications for international IATI Standards? How much can alignment of aid information for country budget execution purposes depend on country-level processes? What guidance can be provided to donors on practical steps to ensure that budget execution is better informed by information on aid flows, and external accountability enhanced?
	It is difficult to identify good practice. Certainly the complexity of the information networks, particularly in a context where information-sharing is hostage to partisan relationship-building and patronage networks, serves to block a more free and useful flow of data. Capacity – the ability to use the data in a meaningful way – is another blockage. An excess of central ministries is a third, all the more so when the need to justify their relevance in a weak environment may provide an incentive to hold back information.

It is also important to recall the overall dysfunction not only in reporting budget execution, but in the spending process which allows some administrative agencies to spend 0% of their attribution, and others to spend 9 times more than what they were allocated. Progress in aid information management is implausible so long as the remainder of the system lags.
As mentioned above, the IATI mission in April 2012 was able to set up a proxy database into which DFID and Sweden’s IATI published disbursement data was automatically filtered: this piqued the interest of stakeholders in Ministries of Budget and Planning. They argue that much of their time is spent chasing information and then trying to interpret what they get, with the result that producing more meaningful outputs, such as useful aid use reports or a competent development budget, is ambitious in the current environment. The IATI data on disbursements integrated into the PGAI was of a significantly higher quality than what exists there currently (for the two participating donors, at least), and it was obtained without all the effort of pursuing donor focal points. For GoDRC, this is a win-win situation and the message for donors in such a context must be that IATI represents a huge opportunity to make inroads in aid information.


5. EX POST OVERSIGHT

	Aid information for ex post oversight

Quality of information, systems and processes for its collection, transmission and use, and incentives to do so

	5.1 Does parliament receive any information on the actual use of aid, from the aid management side?

Is this for all aid (all disbursement channels, all donors, all flows, all management mechanisms)? 

In what format is the information provided (how is it classified and grouped)?

How is the information collected?

What non-financial information is provided?

How is the information provided? Is it ad hoc on request, or a regular report?
	The three reports being prepared for the PGAI as mentioned in 4.5 will be made available to Parliament, and this will be the first time the PGAI has been able to produce reports on the use of aid for anyone, although data is still scarce and quality may be an issue.



	5.2 What aid information is included against budget reporting in in-year and year-end published fiscal reports, or reports submitted to parliament?
5.3 Have there been any changes to what aid information is provided to parliament in the last five years? If changes, what catalysed them? Were they effective? Why or why not?


	The DPSB publish execution reports on aid whenever they have the information (these are public, on www.ministeredubudget.cd). For instance, the execution report (Etat de Suivi Budgetaire – ESB – state of budgetary monitoring) on the first quarter 2012 (the latest available) shows a 0% execution rate on external resources. The current ESB for year end 2011 shows a 2% execution rate on all external financing in 2011. These figures are most likely to do with insufficient reporting by donors and partners, and slow chain of communication between the recipients of data (the PGAI) and the DPSB.

There is no evidence of changes to the situation, although the new reports to be issued by the PGAI would represent such change.

	5.4 Does parliament look at the implementation of aid activities (i.e. information on aid disbursements and actual use of aid) when it considers fiscal reports? 
5.5 Does parliament have specific institutions to consider aid flows ex post (i.e. separate from budget monitoring and oversight activities)? What are the processes and institutions? Are they routinized or ad hoc?
5.6 Do parliamentary researchers ever engage with aid issues? Are any hearings held on aid issues?

5.7 Does the public accounts committee (or equivalent discharge institution in Francophone countries) get to see audit reports (financial reports in Francophone) on UCS non-budget support flows? Are these reports considered together with audit reports on own expenditure?
Do portfolio / sector committees see audit reports on non-budget support UCS flows?
5.8 Have there been any changes in Parliament practice around ex post oversight of aid in the last five years. Why? Were these successful? Why, or why not?
	While PEFA (2008) suggests that the budgetary documentation provided to parliament is voluminous, it gives no evidence that Parliament looks at aid activities closely. 

However there have been recent initiatives by civil society organizations to approach certain parliamentarians with information on spending on the education sector, and how budget provisions are hugely underspent by the education sector, and policy promises have not been met. With support from civil society organizations working in the education sector, parliamentarians (usually from opposition parties) were able to draw the National Assembly’s attention to budget execution in sectors which involve large portions of donor assistance. This is anecdotal evidence of parliament taking note of budgetary processes in ways which could be encouraging for aid actors.

There is an Economic and Finance Committee in Parliament but it does not consider aid flows.

There is no evidence that parliamentary researchers engage with aid flows. 
The public accounts are submitted annually to the National Assembly by the government audit office, together with their comments (Article 163 of the transitional Constitution) (ipu.org); however there is no aid included in these reports. There is moreover an absence of much additional data on public services, seeing as they are often user-financed (healthcare, schools). There is also a huge informal tax system, leveraged locally (roadblocks, for instance, or tax on chopping wood) which is unaccounted for.

As part of the Public Finance Reform package in place since 2010 one of the government‘s primary goals is to provide the general public with greater fiscal transparency, given that the legitimacy of the new system and new public financial management methods will depend on the quantity and quality of the information made available to economic operators and average citizens. Making the finance law available on the internet was a good first step, but it needs to be complemented by further action. Furthermore, any increase in transparency must happen at both the central and provincial levels of public financial management. 

With respect to general budget and starting with the 2011 budget bill, the framework letter detailing government policies, priorities and constraints is available on the internet alongside the budget proposal submitted to Parliament. Later, mid-term and end-of-term budget execution reports detailing activities and outturns will also be made available, even before final accounting and review by the Audit Office. 

In the medium term, once the necessary informational structures and systems have been set up, the government will increase the dissemination of information relating to public financial management, for instance by regularly publishing the resources made available to ministries and the provinces (EC 2010). If better aid information can feed into these processes, the improved transparency architecture will allow better information on aid.

	What are the incentives on actors to provide information on aid in ex post oversight processes
5.9 For donors to want ex post oversight by country parliament / citizens on how ODA is actually used (think who benefits).

5.10 For Parliaments (MPs, committees, researchers) to want to engage with aid information ex post

5.11 For ministries to provide information on actual aid flows and usage to parliament

5.12 For the central finance ministry (budget, expenditure management) to provide this information against actual budget information

5.13 For the aid management unit to provide information on actual aid flows, use.
	See discussion on incentives under ex ante oversight and budget execution.


	5.14 Across the descriptions and analysis above, what are emerging good practices, blockages to effective use and reflection of aid information for budget oversight purposes (external to the executive)? What do you think are the implications for international IATI Standards? How much can alignment of aid information for country ex post oversight of the budget purposes depend on country-level processes? What guidance can be provided to donors on practical steps to ensure better alignment with country budgets for this purpose?
	The public financial management reform package may provide a good base – with its increased provisions for transparency – to improve ex post oversight and citizen engagement with the use of external resources in the DRC. A regular IATI feed – if it can provide for all IATI donors the better quality of information as provided for DfID and SIDA in the pilot – would assist in this process greatly by short-cutting and changing the incentives surrounding the currently unsuccessful local efforts to collect information.

The intention to publish the three aid reports in 2012 is also a positive step, but the quality of information and its disconnect from government spending remain a barrier to its likely effectiveness in stimulating better accountability for aid.


Additional information 

PEFA scores for donor behaviour 2008
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