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Introduction
The Reality of Aid (RoA) Network is facilitating a series of regional and national consultation workshops on aid effectiveness for civil society organizations (CSOs) in Africa and Asia to provide them a venue to review and analyse aid effectiveness policy and its historical context, the modalities for aid reform and their practical implications to peoples and countries. 

One of these regional workshops was the Latin American Regional CSO Consultation Workshop and Multi-Stakeholder Consultation on Aid Effectiveness held on 18-20 August 2009 in Medellin, Colombia.

The workshop aimed to support the broad implementation of the Accra Agenda for Action (AAA) by developing CSO capacities in Latin America to engage in the aid effectiveness agenda.  

To achieve its multi-layered objectives, the workshop comprised three (3) separate but related segments. (Please see Annex A for details of the Programme and Annex B for the presentations and inputs.) The first segment had CSO participants sharing their respective country experiences in aid effectiveness issues and in the implementation of the AAA. The segment also included the development of indicative country-level plans for CSO engagement in the implementation of the AAA. 

The second segment in the morning of 20 August was a discussion of CSO issues on aid information transparency, accessibility and availability.  The third segment was designed to get the participation of CSOs, parliamentarians, donors, partner governments and other key stakeholders to discuss their respective insights and perspectives on aid effectiveness and AAA implementation; and, more importantly, to level-off on the role of CSOs in engaging other stakeholders in the implementation of the AAA. 

The RoA and Ibon International coordinated with the Asociacion Latinoamericana de Organizaciones de Promocion al Desarrollo A.C. (ALOP) for the preparation and conduct of the workshop.

Participation

There were 48 CSO participants, representing 31 CSOs, from nine (9) countries, who participated in the workshop.  They represented the sectors of women, labor/trade union, social organisations and national and regional CSO networks/federations.

Also represented were two regional CSOs (ALOP and Corporacion de Investigacion y Accion Social y Economica [CIASE]) and five international CSOs (Makaia, CooperAcció de Barcelona, Trocaire and Observatorio de la Cooperación – Alianza, and Confederación Sindical de Trabajadores y Trabajadoras de las Américas [CSA-CSI]). On the third day, the group was joined by five representatives from the Colombian national government and the agency for international cooperation.
(Please see Attachment 1 for the list of names of organisations and participants.)

Highlights of the IAIT CSO Consultation
The IATI module provided a brief background on the initiative (attachment 2).  The guidelines (attachment 3) for filling in the information requested in the three IATI tables were then explained.  Before the group workshops, the issue on CSO transparency was raised particularly in relation to the third IATI table on publishing aid information for CSOs.  It was clarified that the information requested pertained to aid provided by donors.  Mr Tujan added that the IATI is also about donors asking CSOs, governments and donors what they think about aid transparency; all outputs will feed into a process of drawing up definitions and standards for aid transparency.  

The group workshop presentations reiterated this issue on transparency:  They emphasized that transparency should also mean being very clear about what this survey is for and to explain what may happen if CSOs do not reply to the survey.  From the CSO perspective, formal transparency should be demonstrated by those who have the resources and funds.  The members of one workshop group expressed that they were against this formal transparency.

Below are the responses to the three IATI tables:

In the table on accessibility and availability of information on aid, the priority information needed by CSOs include:
a. the basic project profile and information on the contract/cooperation;  
· international agreements; complete project documents/ contracts

· different types of cooperation taking place in the country (ex. military, commercial)

· sources and ways of cooperation

· counterpart map – types and amounts 

· information on cooperation policies at regional and national levels

· criteria for selection and evaluation of projects

b. the profile, orientation and financial resources and plans of cooperation bodies; 

· organizational relationships and directories

· general data on implementing agencies

· available resources of donors in a country

· disaggregated budget information

· sources of financing

· use of financial products by donor agencies

c. the external and internal assessment reports in the languages of the country where the project is implemented and of the country supporting the project.
· external and internal assessment reports in the languages of the country where the project is implemented and of the country supporting the project

· external and internal assessment/monitoring and evaluation reports, feedback and approval or acceptance
· technical support for projects
· how sites are selected and prioritized
· all of the above information should be in the languages of the country where the project is implemented and of the country supporting the project

The current sources of these types of information are organizational and government websites; government and donor reports and directories; reports of consultations; informational workshops; and personal interviews with government and donor officials/representatives.
In the table on barriers to the accessibility of aid information, the responses can be grouped into:

a. equity of access to information

· asymmetry in information

· information is not decentralized

· restriction by some sources to provide information

· getting information is expensive but is important for CSO decision making; high cost of investigation/research

· people are treated as subjects of information and not as actors in accountability

· CSOs excluded in the dissemination of information

b. unsatisfactory quality of information

· information is not disaggregated by gender or by theme

· indicators are very complex and usually do not reflect reality

· no common criteria to characterize areas and ways in which programs are grouped

c. management of information by government and donors

· no national information system

· poor capacity or non-availability of public officials to provide the information

· lack of political will in publishing information

· consultations are not performed/conducted

· no system of information that is updated and timely

· information is in language that is not the language of the country/site where the project is implemented

d. management of information by CSOs

· CSOs are not empowered on how to use the information

· Culture of not demanding information

· Difficulty in understanding the information format

In the third table, the types of information that CSOs publish mainly concerned social audit results, global analyses of the impact of the EU network and analyses of multilateral cooperation.  Some of the challenges and issues in publishing aid information for CSOs were the high cost of investigation/research; lack of technical ability to study documents; and duplicity of efforts in research.

Recommendations to address the barriers in publishing aid information were:

a. improved information system which require –

· the creation of ann information system that delineates the responsibilities and roles of all actors – government, CSOs, donors 

· disaggregation of data

· inclusion of labor and environmental standards

· in project documents and reports, the use of the languages of the country where the project is implemented and of the country supporting the project

· use of technical terms that will be understood by the public

· planning of methodologies that are appropriate to the target groups

· validation of reports before publishing

b. broadening of the discussion from transparency to accountability

c. coordination of efforts by CSOs (division of labor)
d. promotion of alternative south-south cooperation.
After the presentation of the workshop outputs, there was a reiteration of the emerging shift in the debate from aid effectiveness to development effectiveness and that this should be the operating framework in the discourse on aid transparency.  
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