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central development documents have been praised for developing an understanding of marginal 
voices as well as identifying true priorities for development.  

The ownership of the document can however be contested. At the time of elaboration the 
government remained highly factious and was experiencing a time of extensive political activity as 
the elections approached. This compounded the government’s lack of capacity and caused the 
majority of preparation work to be conducted by specialist NGOs so the level of government 
engagement is uncertain. The government was also in a state of internal conflict and thus was unable 
to fully contribute to or define coherent and unified national development strategies. Ownership on 
behalf of the population and civil society is also difficult to quantify. The population as a whole has 
been largely disengaged from the political process, thus large scale consultations may have added 
more to the development of unrealistic expectations from peace than a sense of political 
empowerment. 

The elaboration of the CAF presented similar difficulties with ownership. The process began in 
February 2006, towards the end of the transitional government’s tenure. This caused development 
partners to see initial engagement with the government as inappropriate due to likely upcoming 
changes resulting from the election. Development partners also felt that it was important to develop 
international consensus both in terms of goals and a willingness to adapt their own programmes prior 
to engaging national authorities (Dwan et al, 2008).33 

This process of elaboration has resulted in discrepancies between the government perceived aims and 
approaches and those emerging from the development partner process. The government’s goals do 
not map directly to those of the PRSP or the CAF, and sector ministries have indicated that their 
needs are different from those stated in the PRSP.34 The President has declared his priorities known as 
the “cinq chantiers” which while similar to the five pillars of the PRSP and the priorities of the CAF 
are not in themselves coherent with them (Cahill, 2007). A subset of the CAF’s priorities has thus 
been merged with the “cinq chantiers” to create the PAP, which presents a set of short-term 
priorities, which remain coherent with the longer term objectives of the CAF.   

These processes have, however, provided framework documents behind which the new government 
can ask development partners to align despite their contestable ownership. This has allowed 
government, development partner coordination committees within the Ministry of Planning and 
thematic working groups to develop more effective leadership roles in engagement with development 
partners.35 Thus while compromising initial ownership these processes represent a realistic effort to 
develop framework on which national leadership and ownership can be built within the context of 
fragility which limits both the capacity of the government to lead and the legitimacy of the 
development goals that they may set independently. 

 

 

                                                
33 It is noted that UN and World Bank figures made considerable efforts to keep key members of government informed 
on the process of elaboration of the CAF as well as gaining feedback from them to reduce the feeling that development 
partners were coordinating in order ‘gang up’ on the new government (Dwan et al, 2008).    
34 Personal communication. 
35 The Ministry of Planning has been designated as responsible for overseeing implementation of the PAP and in 
February 2008 established 15 thematic groups intended to serve as the institutional framework for substantive sectoral 
coordination and programming (Dwan et al, 2008, and personal communication). 
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This compromise can however be criticised. From the government perspective. many officials see 
external aid coordination as an infringement of sovereignty (ICG, 2007; Ruffer, 2006). These officials 
still prefer to work bilaterally with individual development partners. The decision to initiate  the 
PRSP and the CAF, which are both medium to long term documents, during some of the most 
challenging political periods for the transitional and new government can also been seen as inhibiting 
any potential government involvement in the processes. It also resulted in a new government being 
presented with ‘its’ development goals by an external body upon election. Had development partners 
been willing to delay the process by one year or more there would have potentially been an 
opportunity to use similar approaches to that used in the CAF to assist the government in defining its 
own strategy.  

Box C.7 Ownership at what cost? 

The Governance Contract announced by the Prime Minister in front of Parliament in 2007, can be highlighted as an 
indication of state ownership of development processes. The development of the document however did not provide the 
same indication of ownership. The document was initiated and drafted by a working group of external partners, was 
reviewed by bilateral and multilateral donors and in parallel was sent to all candidates to the Presidency for information 
and comment. 

Source: EC and WB (2006) and Cahill (2007) 

C.3.2 Alignment 

Development partner alignment within DRC is still at a very early stage of development. 
Development partner alignment in 2006 was seen as weak (OECD/DAC, 2006). The absence of a 
clearly defined national development strategy and a weak administration hampered efforts to align 
development partner actions with government policies and systems. Major development partners 
claimed that their programming was in line with the Interim-PRSGP, however from the 
government side it was felt that national stakeholders were insufficiently engaged in the identification, 
commissioning and implementation of aid funded projects (OECD/DAC, 2006). Project 
implementation units were not only parallel to government but were unable or unwilling to provide 
information. When information was provided it was in a format not compatible with the 
government’s own budgeting systems.  

Box C.8 The Programme of Priority Actions 

Eighteen donors, civil society and the private sector have aligned behind the PAP. The programme has been designed to 
work for 18 months on:  

1) Establishing security;  

2) Reviving the economy;  

3) Reducing poverty.  

The PAP encompasses the PRSP, the CAF and the Governance Contract (PAP, 2007). In its nature it is thus a cross 
cutting document focused on addressing issues of state fragility but in so doing providing a guide to increase aid 
effectiveness. 

 

The development of the PAP from the CAF and the “cinq chantiers” presents a mutually accountable 
framework between national and international partners. The flexible nature of the thematic working 
groups set up by the Ministry of Plan to implement the PAP (and CAF) allow space for specific 
targets, costing and divisions of labour to be worked out , and allow development partners to more 
closely align with the objectives of the government while remaining within the overall strategy.  
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Development partners are also making efforts to reduce the number of parallel project 
implementation structures. TA is being located both physically and politically within ministries and 
government systems. Development partners have also begun to return financial management systems 
to Ministerial departments although they are still separately staffed by TA. The relocation of these has 
allowed for increased training opportunities, both technical and cultural, as well as a closer link 
between sector groups and the financial resources to which they have access. 

State capacity to manage funds, however, remains weak and development partners are reluctant to 
engage in direct budget support. Within some sectors this has created a tension for development 
partners between supporting state-building as opposed to civil society strengthening with regard to 
service delivery (EU, 2007). This is particularly true where civil society organisations hold a strong 
position within thematic groups, as well as having access to implementation capacity. 

Box C.9 Issues for Chinese engagement in the DRC 

In April 2008 the Chinese signed a US$9 billion bilateral agreement with the DRC, which promises 2000 miles of new 
rail lines and an equivalent amount of new roads. The money will also pay for 32 hospitals and 145 smaller health care 
centres, along with two large new universities and 5,000 new government housing units, all of which are to be 
constructed within 36 months.  

The deal is in accordance with the PRSP, which prioritises the rehabilitation of road and energy infrastructure. It also 
addresses dimensions of fragility by providing a highly visible peace dividend as well as tackling inaccessibility within the 
country which has been seen to increase the probability of violence recurring in post-conflict countries (Collier and 
Sambanis, 2005). 

In return for the work that will be conducted by Chinese firms the Chinese are to receive access to about 10m tonnes of 
copper and 400,000 tonnes of cobalt. The government of the DRC has thus essentially outsourced the development of its 
infrastructure. While impressive in terms of expected results, the programme fails to develop any tangible state capacity. 
The failure to develop this will also mean that at the end of the three year period the DRC will be left with infrastructure 
it does not have the institutions or financial resources to maintain. 

Source: BBC (2008) 

C.3.3 Harmonisation 

Development partner coordination has been challenging in the DRC. The high risk nature of 
intervening within conflict and post conflict states has increased political tensions within and between 
development partners approaches to assistance. These challenges have been further exacerbated by the 
high number (40) of development partners engaged in the country.  

A continuing challenge is the tension between harmonization and ownership. During the immediate 
post-conflict period, the International Committee in Support of Transition (CIAT), established by 
the Sun City Accords, acted as a means of political harmonisation. Members of this committee were 
also responsible for the elections steering committee and the steering committee for the UNDP 
basket fund for the elections. The concentration of authority for these aspects within a relatively small 
number of development partners had mixed effects. The group was particularly influential in the run 
up to the elections; however, although it helped to resolve conflicts between national actors and 
ensure election timetables, it was criticized for acting beyond the normal remit of development 
partners (ICG, 2007; Ruffer, 2006). In the post election environment different development partner 
coordination mechanisms are emerging to deal with the changing priorities and issues including the 
high levels of interest in natural resources between development partners (Vaux, 2007).  
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Box C.10 Development of the Country Assistance Framework 

The CAF originated from discussions in 2006 between the UN and WB who decided to set aside parallel preparations of 
their country strategy documents in favour of a joint strategy. Over the coming year many other key multilateral and 
bilateral development partners joined the process, bringing the total number to seventeen. Key elements in the successful 
elaboration of the CAF were: 

• A common starting point ; 

• A domestic policy vacuum; 

• A legacy of coordination; 

• A coordinated rather than joint strategy; 

• Substantive policy leadership; 

• Effective process management. 

Critical lessons learned from this process include the following: 

• Individuals matter but institutional buy-in is critical to adoption and implementation; 

• Multilateral institutions can exert a powerful pole of attraction where coherent and cohesive; 

• The development of strategic approaches may be facilitated by in-country process; 

• Clarity on the goals and intended outcomes of strategic coordination exercises is critical;  

• The elaboration of a strategic coordination framework does not automatically translate into coordination in 
implementation;  

• National engagement and commitment to a coordinated strategic approach is essential to implementation.  

Source: Adapted from Dwan et al (2008) 

 

 

The CAF is now the principal instrument for development partner harmonisation having evolved 
from efforts by the UN36 and World Bank in the DRC to present a more coherent set of strategies. 
The CAF now involves seventeen of the major development partners. The strength of this 
harmonisation has not however come from efforts to achieve harmonisation itself but rather an 
effective debate on “what needs to be done”, and to defined substantive challenges to development 
within the DRC. Discussions on the strategy took the PRSP as a starting point and looked to further 
prioritise its goals. The outcome was a focus on health, education and transport (Dwan et al, 2008) 
which while important also represent the traditional locations of development partner coordination. 
The process has also failed to engage China whose increasing importance as an individual 
development partner has reduced the impact of the CAF’s approach. 

Principles for better aid 
A large number of principles for better aid have been either piloted or adopted within DRC. 
Principles such as the Good Humanitarian Donorship, EU guidance for coordination and the Fragile 
States principles, while providing guidance to specific development partner agencies or within sectors 
have not obtained such a central role, and there is a danger of confusion or saturation of principles 
(Ruffer, 2006). A selection of these principles are used by development partners in conjunction with 

                                                
36 The UN Integrated office is alone responsible for eighteen funds, agencies and programmes (Dwan et al, 2008). 
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documents such as the PAP to help streamline their engagement within the country. An example of 
this is DFID, which is looking to reduce the number of areas in which it is physically engaged and 
focusing on sectors in which it is particularly strong despite current and future increases in funding 
(DFID, 2008). 

Thematic Groups 
This streamlining process has also facilitated the development of more specific working groups which 
engage along thematic, sectoral or geographical lines. The health sector provides an example of such 
strategies with an active donor coordination committee the “Groupe inter-bailleurs de santé” (GIB). 
The GIB contributes to policy discussions and deals with the recovery and transition of the health 
sector (WHO, 2008). This group has also assisted in aligning the health sector with the Strategy for 
the Reinforcement of the Health System (SRSS), and has provided a central trust fund to facilitate 
health programme financing. 

Box C.11 Whole of government approaches in the DRC 

Coordination and harmonisation are not only crucial between development partners but also across the governments of 
development partners. This is something that has become increasingly relevant with regard to peace keeping missions 
where political, military, economic, humanitarian, and developmental objectives overlap, and there may be tensions 
between them. In these situations coherent approaches are crucially important as they allow dimensions of fragility to be 
addressed effectively. 

Whole of government approaches are not limited to individual states, but are also used by multilateral agencies. Within 
DRC the UN Humanitarian Coordinator functions as the Head of OCHA (humanitarian concerns), the head of UNDP 
(political representative) as well as the Deputy Head of MONUC (military representative of the secretary general). This 
aids rapid and coherent decision-making. 

EU member states have had difficulty developing a shared approach at a political level despite functional technical 
coordination on the ground. Different EU member states have particular histories of aid giving and as a result are willing 
to develop individual relationships with host governments as well as those managed through the EU. EC (2007) notes 
that in practice coordination between European institutions in the field depends heavily on the personal relations between 
key individuals. 

Source: Adapted from Cahill (2007) 

 

Trust funds 
Trust funds have acted as a key tool to aid harmonisation in the DRC. Two important examples are 
provided here, the DRC Pooled Fund (DRCPF), and the Greater Great Lakes MDRP Trust Fund. 

The DRCPF was established in 2006 to help support humanitarian activities and enable the UN 
Humanitarian Coordinator to target funds to critical humanitarian needs, encourage early 
development partner contributions and enable a rapid response to unforeseen circumstances (UN, 
2007). The development of this fund combined with the broad remit of the Humanitarian 
Coordinator make the fund a powerful cross cutting tool. The success with regard to humanitarian 
objectives is however achieved through compromises in the levels of state ownership and capacity 
building with long term developmental aims being largely sidelined (Bennett, 2007). 

The Greater Great Lakes MDRP Trust Fund administered by the World Bank has a specific remit 
with a sole focus on ex-combatants. Its geographical reach encompasses Angola, Burundi, the Central 
African Republic, the DRC, the Republic of Congo, Namibia, Rwanda, Uganda and Zimbabwe. 
With a mixture of programmes including national programmes, special projects, and regional 
activities, the fund was designed to be flexible enough to tackle a complex region situation in a 
transparent and constructive way (Scanteam, 2007).  
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The fund has been criticized for being too narrow (only focused on ex-combatants) with issues of 
SSR, sustainability of new livelihoods and reconciliation between ex-combatant groups not being 
addressed in a systematic way (Scanteam, 2007). Despite this the fund has been able to deal with the 
complex issues of providing support at regional and national level as well as to areas outside of full 
governmental control. Its innovative set up, both with regard to regional approach and the ability to 
have a national programme and special programme running within the same nation, has allowed it to 
address both issues of fragility with regard to providing an immediate peace dividend, while also 
tackling aspects of state ownership and capacity building in regions where the state is able to request 
and become engaged with assistance. 

C.3.4 Managing for results 

The absence of effective implementation strategies and tangible targets to accompany them limits the 
scope for managing for results in the DRC. The IMF Joint Staff Assessment (JSA) of the I-PRSP 
recommended establishing implementation mechanisms and spelling out the details of participatory 
monitoring in the full PRSP. While improved levels of poverty diagnosis and base line data collection 
carried out for the PRGSP will facilitate monitoring, the structures and modalities required as well as 
the role of non-government entities in any participatory implementation and monitoring process are 
yet to be identified (IMF, 2007).  

The results matrices developed within both the PAP and CAF are also still hindered as management 
tools by a failure to fully identify actors responsible for monitoring and a lack of capacity to effectively 
conduct and report the results of such processes.  

C.3.5 Mutual accountability 

Mutual accountability is still at a very early stage within the DRC. While the population has become 
more interested in the development process, accountability still lies firmly between development 
partners and the political elite. One observer noted that the direction of state accountability was 
indicated when Joseph Kabila immediately embarked on an international tour to ensure support for 
his presidency, something that occurred instead of a tour of the country. 

An increasing trend towards mutually accountability is occurring. The development of the PAP has 
provided a framework for accountability and the emergence of additional development partners has 
increased state’s power to hold development partners to account. While this presents a positive 
development within some areas the absence of a strong democratic tradition combined with this 
modified power balance presents a threat to the development of a fully accountable state.  

C.4 The Paris Declaration and state-building in the DRC 

The DRC illustrates the challenges of effectively implementing the Paris Declaration principles 
within a highly fragile context. The country is undergoing a dynamic transition moving between 
ongoing conflict and post conflict conditions. Development partners have sought to engage within 
this fluctuating political terrain and have considered the Paris Declaration principles in their actions. 
These efforts while seeking to support developmental aims have not been fully conducive to processes 
of state-building. 

The example of the processes of PRSP and CAF elaboration show a failure to fully support the state-
building process. The PRSP was elaborated during a period of considerable political fluctuation 
during which politicians were preoccupied with the development of political relations opposed to the 
development of long term development strategies. The insistence of development partners to pursue 
the development of the PRSP during this period therefore resulted in a lack of national political 
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involvement and a consequent reduction in ownership. The timing of the CAF and the decision to 
exclude national politicians from the process has resulted in a similar lack of ownership.  

The utility of these frameworks in providing a starting point for government ownership and mutual 
accountability does not compensate for the failure to engage government in the development process. 
Indeed it is the process of framework development where development partners have negotiated and 
clarified objectives that the government should be involved in. It is this process that will help to 
modify cultures of patronage that currently dominate national political systems, and will also help to 
link national political power with technical development issues (Booth, 2008). Failure to address 
these systems reduces the relevance of the positive effects of technical frameworks that allow for steps 
towards alignment and harmonisation to occur.  

The process through which the CAF was developed and it’s resultant structure also illustrates two 
weaknesses in the Paris Declaration principles, within fragile states. The process of development was 
not based on a widespread desire to harmonise approaches but a pragmatic effort to identify what 
needed to be done (Dwan et al, 2008). This has produced a stronger coalition than any framework 
initiated from the basis of harmonisation. Secondly, despite its pragmatic approach it has failed to 
reach consensus on areas in which there is international disagreement, such as the security sector. Its 
failure to present a coherent approach in these areas or to engage the government in the development 
undermines efforts at state-building in other often less critical sectors. 

The implementation of the Paris Declaration principles within the DRC has thus failed to provide 
coherent support to a process of state-building. Development partners remain reluctant to expose 
themselves to high levels of risk through direct support to the government. They have instead relied 
on the development of a series of technical frameworks which while facilitating technical aspects of 
development have not engaged the political processes of state-building and accountability. These 
frameworks and approaches have also been used to satisfy international objectives towards the Paris 
Declaration principles, while failing to use the principles as a guide in addressing internationally 
contentious development challenges.  
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Annex D Nepal case study  

D.1 Dimensions of fragility 

Nepal is currently in the midst of a fundamental political transition following a ten year armed 
conflict, although a transition where the risks of political failure remain significant. This conflict had 
its roots in the concentration of power in the monarchy and more specifically, amongst males from 
small, historically privileged, social/ethnic groups (Moore, 2006:1). This created a system of 
governance that effectively excluded women, national, ethnic, and caste groups, and promoted a 
culture of impunity and corruption (IRC, 2007). The growth of the violent Maoist insurgency from 
1996 was in part a response by excluded groups. Over the next ten years, an estimated 13,000 people 
lost their lives (DFID, 2008:1) and there were widespread human rights abuses (ICTJ, 2007:13). In 
November 2006, a landmark Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) was brokered between the 
Maoist rebels and the Government of Nepal (GoN). 

One of the main conditions of the peace process was the abolition of the Monarchy in 2008. The 
problem with Nepal’s political structures is not simply that public authority has been exercised in a 
very hierarchical and exclusionary fashion. There is a major division between the capital Kathmandu 
and the rest of the country. The Maoist rebels and their affiliated political and social parties are, for all 
intents and purposes, the main authorities in rural parts of Nepal (ICG, 2007:1).  This problem is also 
further compounded by the perception that the public service in Nepal is oriented more to rule than 
to service delivery (Moore, 2006:1). Furthermore, the two armies that fought the war continue to 
remain intact, are politically suspicious, have no mutual trust, and maintain combat-readiness 
although the ceasefire has been maintained (ICG, 2008b:i). Unrest has also continued since the 
signing of the CPA in the Terai region (Chandrasekharan, 2008). 

Until there is comprehensive progress in integrating the various political groups into mainstream 
politics based on the April 2008 elections, the risks of destabilising political settlements remains very 
real. Although they won a decisive victory at the polls, to date “the Maoists have been unable to 
secure agreement on a new coalition government. Other parties, still struggling to accept their defeat, 
have set new conditions for supporting a Maoist-led administration” (ICG, 2008a:i).  

Despite the lengthy conflict and the fundamental challenges to the political processes in the country, 
Nepal managed over this period to record significant development progress. The proportion of the 
population below the absolute poverty line fell from 42% to 31%. Most of the MDG targets, with the 
exception of primary education and HIV-AIDS, are on track to be met by 2015 (Pokharel, 2008:3). 
Nepal’s human development index (HDI)37 has improved to the point that the country is no longer 
considered to be in the low human development bracket. In particular, since 2000, Nepal has steadily 
improved its Education and Life Expectancy scores in the UNDP’s Human Development Reports 
(HDR, 2007:236). As noted by a recent review of the Nepal Health Sector Programme, “Nepal has 
reduced under five and maternal mortality rates by about half between the early 1990s and the 2000-
2006 period” (Foster, 2007:16). Nepal’s development partners played a key role in this success story.   

 

                                                
37 HDI: A composite index measuring average achievement in three basic dimensions of human development - a long 
and healthy life, knowledge and a decent standard of living (HDR, 2007:367). 



The applicability of the Paris Declaration in fragile and conflict-affected situations 
 

 

 88 

D.2 Implementation of the Paris Declaration 

Despite significant volatility in bilateral assistance, overall ODA to Nepal since 2000 has increased 
significantly (Table D.1). Since the de-escalation of conflict in 2005 and the signing of the Peace 
Treaty in 2006, bilateral donors have begun increasing their assistance packages to Nepal yet further. 
DFID alone has committed US$120 million to Nepal for 2007/08, up from US$74.8 million in 2006 
(DFID, 2008:1, Annex 1). Sixty percent of Nepal’s development budget is donor-financed (DFID, 
2007:v). The top six donors in 2006 accounted for more than 60% of all ODA inflows to the country. 

Table D.1 ODA and humanitarian assistance to Nepal, (US$ million) 

Source: * Data from the OECD Statistics Database; ** Data from the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian 
Affairs Database. 

Although Nepal is a signatory to the Paris Declaration, the experience of implementing the Paris 
Declaration agenda has been uneven. Certain elements of the agenda have received a lot of attention 
from development partners and the government. The government’s focus has been on security rather 
than development in the ten years of the Maoist insurgency. As a result, the assistance provided by 
development partners has been primarily concentrated on two areas. For one, assistance has aimed to 
fill the void left by the lack of service delivery by the government (i.e. the SWAp on Rural 
Transport38). Alternatively, assistance has been provided by means of budget support to bolster 
existing government programmes (e.g. the DFID budget support to health programmes (DFID, 
2008:2)).  

The Ministry of Finance in Nepal is the lead agency responsible for coordinating development policy 
and managing relations with development partners. The primary consultation mechanism by which 
development partners are engaging in Nepal is the Nepal Development Forum (NDF) / Nepal 
Donor Consultation Meeting (NDCM). The Ministry organised the NDF between 2000 and 2004 
to coordinate work with the GoN’s development partners. The NDF was re-configured in 2008 as 
the NDCM. The NDF/NDCM enabled the government to outline its development priorities and 
encourage development partners to harmonise and align their interventions along these priorities 
(Cammack et al, 2006:75). 

How relevant is the Paris Declaration in the Nepali context?  

The 2006 pilot study of the Fragile States principles on Nepal concluded that the Paris Declaration 
agenda could provide an adequate starting point for engaging in development partner dialogues. The 
study further found that the Paris Declaration principles could be contextualised to adapt to the 
challenges facing states like Nepal, where the government lacks the capacity to achieve development 
outcomes (Fragile States pilot, 2006a:4). 

The Paris Declaration principles have been interpreted by the current interim government in Nepal 
based on the priority of stabilising the country following a decade of conflict. As a result, the focus has 
been primarily on ensuring the realisation of the various elements of the peace process, and building 
the capacity of critical institutions to promote rule of law.  

                                                
38 At the February 2008 NDCM, the GoN and the seven major development partners involved in development of the 
rural transport sector in Nepal signed a Statement of Intent to adopt a SWAp.  

 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
Official Development 
Assistance* 

387 390 361 463 427 425 514 .. .. 

Humanitarian Assistance** 0.6 3 7 7 9 14 76 90 31 
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It is worth noting that the Paris Declaration has mostly revolved around development partner-
government relationships in enhancing aid delivery and management. This narrow interpretation has 
excluded civil society as active stakeholders, and therefore has serious implications for aid 
disbursement. Nepali Civil Society Actors have commented that: 

“…the five principles in the PD are good starting points to address aid 
effectiveness but are compromised by realities on the ground such as 
the power relations between donors and recipients, and the neo-liberal 
policies that represent these relations, as well as corruption, inefficiency 
and lack of coordination among development actors. There is a gap 
between policy and implementation, and the differences in approaches 
to aid effectiveness of the major actors are not reflected in the PD.” 
(Reality of Aid (RoA), 2008) 

D.3 Key aid effectiveness challenges 

D.3.1 Ownership 

Long-term poverty-reduction objectives for Nepal have been integrated into the country’s Five-Year 
Plan cycle since 1997. The Tenth Plan – Nepal’s PRSP (2002-7) – was created by the royal 
government and parliament. The PRSP has set poverty reduction targets for 2016, and generated six 
sector plans – agriculture, rural transport, rural electrification, water supply and sanitation, health and 
education. However, the extent to which there can be effective national ownership of the PRSP 
targets in the context of fundamental political change is clearly uncertain (Whaites, 2005:6). Given 
the socio-cultural biases that created the governance structures before the peace-treaty of November 
2006, it is not surprising that research has found the PRSP to be conflict-blind and unable to be 
effective under circumstances of uncertainty (Cammack et al, 2006:80). The PRSP needs to be 
updated in light of the upcoming elections and the change in political and governance structures 
particularly in support of decentralisation.  

The 11th Plan, the Three Year Interim Plan (TYIP), was introduced at the NDCM meeting in 
February 2008 by the interim government (NDCM, 2008a). The TYIP focuses on the immediate 
aftermath of the cessation of conflict and facilitation of successful elections. It includes a priority focus 
on providing employment opportunities, post conflict reconstruction and rehabilitation, with a view 
to stabilising the country over the identified period.  

Annual reviews of the PRSP have continued to stress that country ownership of development 
strategies is the most effective way of realising development goals in Nepal. The IMF reviews have 
noted that “in order to realise the goals of the Paris Declaration, a systematic programme is needed to 
localise aid effectiveness commitments, developing national action plans, setting baselines and 
introducing more effective monitoring systems” (IMF, 2007:87). 
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D.3.2 Alignment 

Alignment with the GoN’s policies: The PRSP process in Nepal has provided a platform for 
development partners to align their assistance packages to the goals enshrined in the strategy (World 
Bank, 2006:4). Throughout the process of consultations, development partners have committed to 
aligning with government priorities and internal processes. However, the persistent conflict has made 
development partners cautious about the levels and avenues of engagement in the country.   

Development partners in Nepal have also drawn up a number of country-specific plans and strategies 
to ensure alignment with the government’s priorities. For example, DFID’s Nepal Country 
Assistance Plan 2004 – 2008 is based on the four-pillar approach of the Nepalese government’s 
poverty reduction strategy (DFID, 2008). Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) has 
established an office in Kathmandu to develop its programming in consultation with Nepali 
authorities. USAID’s comprehensive five-point agenda reflects the Nepali government’s focus on 
peace and security, and recovery from crisis (USAID, 2008). Multilateral agencies such as UNDP 
have implemented rolling country programmes – with lessons learned from previous programmes 
feeding into the development of newer programming (UNDP, 2005). The World Bank’s Country 
Assistance Strategy informs financing and advice for projects, which are “owned and supported by the 
Nepali people, and which are a logical part of a comprehensive and efficient overall development 
agenda” (World Bank, 2008). 

Alignment with the GoN’s systems: The GoN faces a number of major challenges in ensuring that 
inflows of aid are appropriately and effectively used. The 10-year conflict severely disrupted the 
service delivery capacity of the government (NDF, 2004:16). The weakness of the government’s 
internal institutions also represents a major barrier to making aid effective. As a result, there are major 
gaps in terms of what has been promised in sector strategies and what is actually delivered on the 
ground. To compound the problems further, there is poor coordination across the various 
government agencies, and synergies from successful projects are not adequately harnessed. Finally, the 
proposed processes of decentralisation – a crucial component of the peace process – have yet to take 
shape and direction. 

The Medium Term Expenditure Framework (MTEF) has been implemented in Nepal since 2002/3, 
and has proved an effective and credible framework for development partners to support development 
activities in the country. The MTEF has become a key instrument for the GoN to operationalise the 
PRSP. “By prioritizing the plan/programmes/project according to the changed resource situation 
and strongly linking the annual programmes and budget with the plan objectives and strategies it has 
been used as an effective mechanism for achieving PRSP's goals and targets” (NPC, 2006:1). The 
MTEF is currently on its fifth cycle in 2008. 

However, although the PFM system in Nepal has been assessed as “well designed”, development 
partners regard it as poorly implemented (PEFA, 2008:vii; ADB, 2007:4). Not surprisingly, 
development partner support has been unpredictable, and the percentage of aid that is managed 
directly by national procedures is still very small (PEFA, 2008:ix). There have also been issues 
surrounding the transparency of development partner practices in Nepal, which has further put a 
strain on alignment initiatives.  

In order to assist development partner alignment with the national systems, a new Public 
Procurement Law has been drafted which has incorporated best practices of international standards in 
procurement (IMF, 2007:87). Similarly, a number of country strategies have been prepared by 
development partners to ensure alignment with Nepali priorities. There are several programmes in 
sectors such as HIV/AIDS and water that have common operational and financial modalities and are 
jointly funded through external support. Two SWAps are underway in the education and health 
sectors (as described in the next section) and common financing and project operation modalities are 



The applicability of the Paris Declaration in fragile and conflict-affected situations 
 

 91 

being prepared in the water supply and local development sectors. “These activities are expected to 
better align aid with national priorities, systems and processes and help reduce reporting and other 
transaction costs” (IMF, 2007:87). 

There are a number of ongoing challenges to these processes of alignment. Development partners 
have continued to rely on their own systems of financial management and disbursement, creating a 
large number of parallel structures of accountability (PEFA, 2005). This has undermined existing 
systems and agencies relying on these systems, and further hampered the capacity of national 
processes to manage and disburse aid-funds. The UN Peace Fund for Nepal (UNFPN) is an example 
of development partners choosing to rely on development partner-led systems of funds-management 
rather than government channels, even though both are aimed at achieving the same outcomes.  

D.3.3 Harmonisation 

Development partners are not harmonised in terms of their own agenda and rationale for intervention 
and assistance in Nepal (Lockhart, 2008:19).  Despite identifying a number of Paris-compliant 
strategies over the various rounds of the Nepal Donor Forums (2000, 2002, 2004, and 2008), actual 
harmonisation and implementation of activities by development partners has been very uneven. 
These plans and strategies are often informed by donor foreign policy priorities and perspectives and 
not by frameworks such as the Fragile States principles. An example of this is the ongoing prohibition 
of engagement between America’s private sector and the Maoists by the US government. Despite the 
Maoists enjoying considerable popular support in Nepal, and winning the 2008 elections by a 
considerable margin, the US government has not changed its position. In addition to this, a recent 
review by Danida (2007) also noted that: 

“Despite an appreciation of the Paris Declaration on the harmonisation 
of donor activities, despite the numerous working groups or focus 
groups that have been established in Nepal, the main activity seems to 
have been a mapping of donor-supported projects, the setting up of 
data bases and the sharing of information. There is little evidence of 
engaging in joint planning and moving towards more basket funding.” 

The GoN and development partners have committed to using common arrangements and 
procedures to ensure harmonisation of interventions. A number of plans, management tools and 
action strategies have been initiated to ensure harmonisation of development partners to nationally 
identified priorities. They include the PRSP, Immediate Action Plans, sectoral business plans, joint 
portfolio performance review, poverty reduction strategy monitoring, Financial Management 
Information System, and consultative groups such as the Reform and Development Group (RDG) 
and the NDCM (formerly the NDF) (IMF, 2007:87).  

Consultative groups such as the RDG39 and the NDCM (formerly the NDF) have proved to be 
useful forums for discussion and prioritising.  Each of the rounds of the NDF have yielded agreements 
between development partners and the GoN on sector programmes, which have achieved a degree of 
success in harmonising development partner activity in the education, health and rural infrastructure 
sectors (NDF, 2004; NDCM, 2008). 

The RDG closely monitors the implementation of reform programmes, public service delivery, and 
implementation of the aid integration process (World Bank, 2006:7). Nepal has also regularly 
engaged with development partners to ensure harmonised approaches to addressing its development 
                                                
39 The RDG is co-chaired by the Government and the World Bank, and includes representatives from the National 
Planning Commission and the Ministry of Finance, and a number of donors; ADB, Denmark, the IMF, Japan, Norway, 
DFID and the World Bank. The RDG meets regularly to review the government’s reform agenda (World Bank, 2006:7). 
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needs through a series of Nepal Donor Consultation Meetings. The recently agreed SWAp on rural 
transport infrastructure includes frameworks for joint planning, monitoring and evaluation, and 
funding (NDCM, 2008b:1). In addition, a number of additional joint assessments have also been 
undertaken by development partners in Nepal. They include the Country Financial Accountability 
Assessment (GoN, World Bank, larger donors), Poverty Assessment and Gender and Social 
Exclusion Assessments (World Bank, DFID, and ADB) (World Bank, 2006:8). 

Development partners have been involved in supporting SWAps and pooled funding in health and 
education (DFID, 2008). In both these sectors, significant progress has been made to improve 
standards and the reach of services. The Nepal International Health Partnership (IHP) is one example 
of development partners working together to build the capacity of the government in improving 
service delivery. The IHP is a key component of DFID’s strategy on operationalising Paris 
Declaration principles in a specific sector. By supporting government-led initiatives and helping to 
effect tangible improvements in the sector, the programme is an important element of improving 
Nepal’s ownership of its own development strategies. 

DFID and the World Bank are also directly supporting the GoN to implement the Nepal Health 
Sector Programme (NHSP) (2004-2009) (DFID, 2007). Through this programme, the Ministry of 
Health intends to move towards a SWAp to managing the health sector, rather than having a series 
of projects with their own funding, management, implementation, and reporting arrangements 
(NHSP, 2003:47). Development partners and the GoN have also signed a Code of Conduct that 
operationalises harmonisation activities, ensuring Nepali ownership and development partner 
alignment (NHSP, 2003:48). Through the activities of the NHSP, Nepal is now on track to meeting 
its MDG commitments on reducing child mortality and improving maternal health (DFID, 2008:4). 
The NHSP has built in a Joint Annual Review (JAR) which has included development partners as 
well as NGOs and private sector stakeholders (NHSP, 2004:52). The Review of the NHSP has 
however noted that although the JARs have provided the Ministry of Health with recommendations 
for improvement, the process has not taken into account the ability of the Ministry to implement 
these reforms (Foster, 2006:3). There are still improvements to be made in ensuring that the NHSP 
is as effective as it can be. A recent review of the NHSP has found that: 

“…support has been unpredictable, far short of promised levels, with 
an unknown proportion funding activities that are parallel to NHSP-
IP and do not help to fill the funding gap. The pooled donors have not 
kept to the commitment to provide longer term, predictable support, 
with amounts advised early enough to inform budget preparation, and 
with assurance that it would not be interrupted during the budget year. 
There has been negligible progress on harmonisation and alignment, 
and the cost of managing the SWAP partnership has been additional to 
an undiminished burden of dealing with bilateral meetings and reports 
required in order to keep donor project funds flowing. The burden of 
coping with donor procedures has been a significant contributor to the 
low disbursement that has constrained performance in several areas, 
notably immunisation” (Foster et al, 2006). 

The Review also notes that the World Bank and DFID have provided pooled funding via the budget, 
but concerns over financial management have added extra layers of procedures on top of existing 
systems. This is in marked contrast to other development partners operating in the sector, who 
continue to rely on their own procedures of disbursement and accounting (Foster, 2006:3). 
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A recent review of the education SWAp - Education for All (EFA) programme40 - has also found that 
the EFA is one of the most useful instruments available to development partners as it reflects the 
Fragile States principles and directly addresses issues of exclusion (Vaux et al, 2007:2). The review 
however noted that a lack of consultation between funding, implementing and representative groups 
(such as teachers, communities and CSOs working on minority rights issues) has created a system 
that is unable to address the root causes of social exclusion in the education sector in Nepal. The 
report concluded that funding to this SWAp should continue at current levels. Additional resources 
should be made available to improve the capacity of CSOs working in these issues (Vaux et al, 
2007:4).  

D.3.4 Managing for results 

The Nepal Ministry of Finance has conducted joint portfolio performance review meetings and 
monitoring and evaluation of programmes and projects at all levels. As noted by an IMF report, 
“PRS [poverty reduction strategy] monitoring and a performance-based budget release system for 
projects have also been introduced” (IMF, 2007:87). There are also ongoing efforts to improve the 
statistical analysis of development programmes in Nepal. The World Bank is managing a MDTF for 
Statistical Capacity Building to enhance the Central Bureau of Statistics collect better data on MDG 
and PRSP targets, and conduct more efficient Public Expenditure Tracking Surveys (World Bank, 
2006:8). 

Although the GoN has initiated a number of processes that could provide a framework for results-
based management, all of these processes have been deeply affected by the conflict. The processes 
include the PRSP, SWAps, the MTEF, Immediate Action Plans, and poverty monitoring and 
analysis frameworks. 

The main challenges to managing for results in Nepal relates to capacity building. Specifically, there 
is a need to strengthen existing Action Plans and Strategies to reflect the evolving socio-political 
realities on the ground. The capacity of the various government departments and agencies, as well as 
CSOs also needs to be improved substantially if development targets are to be met. As with the other 
Paris Declaration principles, sustained development partner support is critical to ensuring the 
continuity of processes and programmes already underway. In addition, the government has also 
identified a need to decentralise planning and implementation processes in order to improve the 
overall outcomes of development interventions (IMF, 2007). Finally, both the GoN and 
development partners agree that stronger monitoring systems need to be put in place to ensure that 
programmes are heading in the right directions (ADB, 2005). 

D.3.5 Mutual accountability 

Mutual accountability requires the active participation of development partners as well as a legitimate 
and effective government. The interim government is continuing to facilitate existing plans and 
strategies so that progress achieved through these processes is not lost. In addition, it is important to 
continue delivery of critical assistance to the most vulnerable members of Nepali society. This in turn 
will continue to strengthen the legitimacy of the government which emerges from the April 2008 
elections (Mahat, 2008:3). NDCM have provided a framework for reviews of progress and mutual 
accountability. These systems have been integrated within the resulting SWAps and joint 
programmes (World Bank, 2006:9). In most cases, the Ministry of Finance has the overall 
responsibility to monitor progress, and ensure accountability to the Paris Declaration processes. 

                                                
40 Commissioned by the Embassy of Finland, Kathmandu. 
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A review of Citizens’ Voice and Accountability (CV&A) in Nepal was recently conducted by the 
Evaluation Core Group41. The review looks at the effects of a range of development partner CV&A 
activities on governance and on aid effectiveness in Nepal (Danida, 2007:1). The review identified a 
number of key government and development partner challenges on accountability, including: the 
future of the monarchy and the mechanics of a federalist structure; the implementation of intended 
decentralisation policies; inclusion of traditionally excluded groups like the dalits (untouchable castes) 
and the janajatis (indigenous peoples) and the role of the traditional elites; public oversight 
mechanisms; civil society and the media; and the existing aid architecture. 

The Review backed up the statistics by noting that development partners have been withdrawing 
somewhat from providing support to government or ad-hoc government institutions in the current 
uncertain political scenario (Danida, 2007:18). Instead, donors such as Danida, DFID, GTZ, and the 
Swiss Development Cooperation (SDC) have decided to provide support to CSOs and help integrate 
them into national planning structures and processes. The review also found that there has been little 
attention paid by development partners on accountability issues.  

D.4 The Paris Declaration and state-building in Nepal 

In February 2008, in his address to the NDCM, Nepal’s Minister of Finance in the Interim 
Government noted that “the first and foremost task before us is correcting everything that went 
wrong due to a decade-long armed conflict” (Mahat, 2008). His note outlined a number of priorities 
for consolidating the peace process and state-building, which included: rehabilitating ex-combatants; 
providing employment to rehabilitated or disqualified candidates; rebuilding critical assets and 
infrastructure; re-instating the government’s presence in rural communities; and deepening 
democracy to all levels of Nepali society.  

In February 2007, in order to designate conflict sensitive and preventative programming as a high 
priority on the development agenda, the GoN created the Nepal Peace Trust Fund (NPTF) to 
mobilise funds to strengthen the peace process. The fund aims to achieve a number of objectives, 
namely “the rehabilitation of displaced people and Maoist fighters, rebuild infrastructure destroyed by 
the rebels, hold the Constituent Assembly elections, support law and order, and maintain the 
cantonments in which former Maoist fighters are sequestered” (Bhattarai, 2007). The main donors to 
this fund include Denmark, Finland, Norway, Switzerland, and the UK.  

To complement the NPTF, the United Nations Peace Fund for Nepal (UNPFN) was created to 
“mobilize resources to the UN system in Nepal in support of activities of clear, short-term relevance 
to the peace process” (UNPFN). Through the Fund, UN agencies aim to support activities related to 
“cantonment/ registration, elections and governance, security, rights and reconciliation, and the 
needs of vulnerable communities where the absence of a 'peace dividend' would represent a proximate 
threat to the peace process” (UN Mission in Nepal (UNMIN), 2008a). To date, the total portfolio 
of the UNFPN is over US$9.5 million, with a total of 12 projects approved for funding within the 
priority areas. The UN has also maintained a presence in the country since the agreement of the 
CPA. The UNMIN was established by the United Nations Security Council in January 2007 to 
support the peace process in Nepal, “in particular, to assist in the conduct of the Constituent 
Assembly election in a free and fair atmosphere” (UNMIN, 2008b). To achieve its mandate, 
UNMIN conducts activities in a number of areas, including: arms monitoring, mine action, electoral 
assistance, ceasefire monitoring, human rights, gender mainstreaming, child protection, social 
inclusion, and coordinating the work of the various UN agencies. 

                                                
41 Established by seven development partners from Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland and the 
UK. 
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There is however a lack of donor-funded programmes in DDR, SSR, and JSR in the country. To 
achieve these objectives, donors must provide greater assistance to existing trust funds such as the 
NPTF and the UNFPN. Development partners should develop more comprehensive strategies in 
support of Nepali institutions and agencies that aim to deepen democracy, incorporating: support to 
the Electoral Commission; capacity building of political parties; support to parliamentary processes; 
capacity building of civil society organisations involved in CV&A; capacity building of local 
authorities and sub-district committees for planning development initiatives, support for minorities 
and marginalised communities to become fully engaged in CV&A; support to the media engaged in 
CV&A; promotion of a coordinated national civic education programme (Danida, 2007:40). 
Supporting the processes of decentralisation through technical assistance and capacity building are 
also a crucial component of enhancing the ownership of development strategies at both the national 
and the sub-national levels. This has been a government-identified priority from both the CPA as 
well as the 2008 NDCM, and will help to build the presence of the newly elected government in 
rural Nepal. 

The example of Nepal highlights several issues about the role of development partners in supporting 
state-building and the process of a successful political transition from conflict: 

• Development partner activity has to be politically and socially sensitive in order to understand the 
current state of affairs, and respond accordingly. Careful sequencing is necessary to ensure that 
ownership is maintained, and that development partner programming assists with the state-
building processes such as conflict resolution and restoration of democracy activities (Cammack 
et al, 2006:80). JICA and ADB have seen their development interventions as apolitical 
(Cammack et al, 2006:78).  However, a more nuanced and deeper understanding of the impact of 
their support to the education sector for instance would have revealed that programmes 
supported by these two development partners have helped to potentially re-create the conditions 
of social exclusion that led to the instigation of the conflict in the first place (Vaux et al, 2007:4). 

• Development partners themselves have not been able to agree on the role and legitimacy of the 
various stakeholders in Nepali politics. The US government has placed the Maoists on its list of 
Specially Designated Nationals, prohibiting American citizens and permanent residents from 
doing business with the party (OFAC, 2008). At the same time, the US, with the UK and India, 
has provided military assistance to the Royal Government over the course of the conflict 
(Amnesty International, 2005:8). On the other hand, DFID has been working in areas under 
Maoist control, which has required engagement with Maoist officials (DFID, 2008). 

• Other agencies such as JICA and ADB have considered their development interventions 
apolitical, and not commented on the political situation (Cammack et al, 2006). It will be most 
helpful if development partners are able to harmonise their views and strategies on Nepal.  

• There are very strong and positive lessons to be taken away from development partner 
engagement in Nepal in improving service delivery capacity in key social sectors despite ongoing 
conflict. The continuous engagement of development partners in the health and education sectors 
throughout the conflict managed to yield remarkable indicators in sector performance. Nepal is 
on track to meet several of the MDGs despite experiencing a fundamental transformation in 
political systems and society in general. Specifically, DFID has noted: 
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“Narrowly focused programmes that are directly managed or use 
established delivery mechanisms have proved effective in a fragile state 
environment. Short, quick impact interventions have also been 
appropriate, but setting longer timeframes does work in situations 
where committed, experienced partners can use this to build trust and 
show flexibility of implementation in response to the intermittent 
nature of conflict. The five largest programmes (in health, education, 
governance and roads) have had lower performance ratings, related to 
ambitious sector and governance reforms where Government 
leadership is weak; although in health and education, the sector support 
programmes are still quite new.” (DFID, 2007:vii) 

• The Fragile States pilot study found that there were tensions between the “do no harm” and the 
“state- building” principles in Nepal. “In a conflict environment “do no harm” may lead to a 
position akin to neutrality for donors, whereas “state-building” has implications of bias and risks. 
Equally the idea of “doing no harm” could become a rationale for inaction, leading donors to 
avoid risks that they perhaps should take” (Fragile States pilot, 2006a:3). 
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Annex E Data on aid to case study countries 

Table E.2 ODA, 2000-2006 (US$ million) 

Afghanistan 

  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 

Total ODA 136.0 404.6 1,300.5 1,590.7 2,171.1 2,752.1 2,999.8 

Total Debt Relief (DR) 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total Humanitarian Aid (HA) 87.6 313.8 601.0 378.1 363.6 269.6 277.7 

ODA less DR and HA 48.4 90.9 696.5 1,212.6 1,807.5 2,482.5 2,722.1 

        

        

Burundi 

  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 

Total ODA 92.6 137.2 171.5 227.4 361.6 365.2 414.9 

Total Debt Relief (DR) 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.4 53.2 9.6 10.8 

Total Humanitarian Aid (HA) 28.3 34.1 56.1 102.7 135.7 147.0 132.5 

ODA less DR and HA 63.5 102.5 115.0 124.3 172.6 208.7 271.6 

        

        

DRC 

  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 

Total ODA 177.1 243.1 1,175.0 5,416.0 1,824.1 1,827.3 2,055.7 

Total Debt Relief (DR) 6.8 7.7 126.4 371.7 790.7 508.7 874.0 

Total Humanitarian Aid (HA) 40.9 86.0 140.7 176.0 245.2 320.3 368.1 

ODA less DR and HA 129.4 149.4 907.8 4,868.4 788.2 998.3 813.6 

        

        

Nepal 

  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 

Total ODA 387.3 390.6 361.1 463.0 427.5 424.9 514.3 

Total Debt Relief (DR) 18.2 16.0 15.3 9.0 0.2 4.5 3.4 

Total Humanitarian Aid (HA) 3.8 6.9 14.7 9.8 22.6 26.7 35.6 

ODA less DR and HA 365.3 367.7 331.1 444.2 404.8 393.8 475.3 
Source: OECD/DAC Statistics Database 

* Sum of each row may not add up to totals due to rounding 
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Table E.3 ODA to Afghanistan, 2000-2006 (US$ million) 

  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 TOTAL 

United States 2.42 7.7 367.61 485.79 778.29 1 318.3 1 403.71 1641.8 

EC 17.73 45.79 143.72 208.03 212 256.62 220.9 1104.8 

United Kingdom 12.65 35.44 130.8 98.61 224.01 219.92 246.49 967.92 

IDA .. .. 20.17 72.24 95.09 200.47 140.72 528.69 

Germany 10.63 44.14 92.57 82.1 75.13 99.23 117.99 521.79 

Japan 0.21 0.58 31.7 134.42 172.52 71.05 107.42 517.9 

Netherlands 10.17 71.95 88.28 77.37 90.31 79.09 87.34 504.51 

Canada 6.66 14.23 35.81 73.13 56.24 89.47 140.27 415.81 

Norway 12.57 39.71 60.86 68.78 67.73 59.95 69.68 379.28 

Asian Dev. Fund .. .. 86.48 55.44 42.11 22.85 66.17 273.05 

Sweden 11.5 20.6 27.52 41.88 55.68 44.22 46.42 247.82 

Italy 0.71 22.11 28.34 38.16 37.31 27.39 32.5 186.52 

UNHCR 5.77 6.38 6.47 0.23 45.61 21.47 21.17 107.1 

Turkey 0.07 0.43 0.38 0.7 8.74 28.56 57.65 96.53 

Denmark 0.32 2.41 7.75 17.91 14.18 23.64 29.63 95.84 

Switzerland 5.11 7.47 13.3 15.04 18.81 17.67 17.58 94.98 

UNICEF 8.77 8.99 9.18 14.53 11.14 17.09 18.49 88.19 

Finland 4.96 8.72 15.26 13.57 15.45 14.57 15.26 87.79 

Australia 2.15 6.18 12.77 8.31 21.09 15.85 21.15 87.5 

France 0.71 9.61 11.86 12.45 15.03 19.46 14.62 83.74 

Spain .. 5.92 17.81 5.15 16.56 19 18.11 82.55 

Arab Countries 0.5 4.15 17.73 .. 13 0.23 31.68 67.29 

Korea .. .. 4.78 21.12 21.54 8.89 2.15 58.48 

Greece 0.06 1.38 8.95 8.61 9.61 17.28 10.91 56.8 

Austria 5.85 9.74 13.4 6.9 8.65 7.68 1.24 53.46 

UNDP 4.77 3.9 9.01 0.64 5.81 7.08 7.58 38.79 

Belgium .. 3.69 7 3.09 6.96 5.08 7.63 33.45 

Ireland 0.54 4.6 6.57 5.25 4.55 3.13 4.59 29.23 

UNFPA 0.75 0.77 9.03 6.02 3.27 4.88 4.06 28.78 

UNTA 3.36 3.6 4.18 4.09 3.92 4.81 2.96 26.92 

New Zealand 0.11 0.6 2.04 1.4 10.01 9.22 3.32 26.7 

Czech Republic 0.05 0.64 0.73 6.12 6.08 1.96 4.2 19.78 

Luxembourg 0.18 6.08 4.72 1.51 0.96 1.46 2.13 17.04 

WFP 6.67 6.68 1.96 1.46 -2.22 .. 1.5 16.05 

Portugal .. .. 1 0.24 1.98 5.55 6.58 15.35 

Iceland .. .. .. .. .. 2.91 4.42 7.33 

Global Fund .. .. .. .. 1.69 1.09 3.87 6.65 

Slovak Republic .. .. .. 0.18 0.38 4.41 1.54 6.51 

Other - Bilateral .. 0.16 0.15 0.02 0.07 0.14 5.38 5.92 

Hungary .. .. .. .. 1.63 0.07 0.39 2.09 

Poland 0.02 0.1 0.3 0.11 0.21 0.33 0.55 1.62 

Arab Agencies .. 0.19 0.3 0.1 .. 0.02 -0.24 0.37 

Thailand .. .. .. .. .. .. 0.05 0.05 
Source: OECD/DAC Statistics Database 

* Sum of each row may not add up to totals due to rounding 
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Table E.4 ODA to Burundi, 2000-2006 (US$ million) 

  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 TOTAL 

EC 9.16 62.56 36.44 47.8 69.06 85.11 47.06 357.19 

IDA 27.57 2.19 25.03 27.6 43.33 43.1 80.5 249.32 

United States 0.96 4.85 21.17 49.02 43.79 54.79 46.58 221.16 

Belgium 5.98 7.49 16.52 15.88 25.08 21.3 33.33 125.58 

Netherlands 4.39 11.68 9.59 12.67 23.33 22.87 16.98 101.51 

France 4.78 4.67 7.14 4.39 34.8 14.45 13.9 84.13 

Norway 5.34 5.66 10.17 12.15 11.85 10.28 13.08 68.53 

IMF -5.06 -6.22 -2.76 .. 39.12 21.11 21.04 67.23 

United Kingdom 1.74 1.69 1.19 3.51 9.46 14.78 26.9 59.27 

Germany 3.02 3.25 2.71 4.78 10.37 11.36 14.54 50.03 

UNDP 6.36 4.49 5.44 6.01 8.89 6.49 5.21 42.89 

UNHCR 3.29 6.45 8.9 7.81 7.24 .. 3.89 37.58 

Sweden 4.25 2.5 3.57 5.22 6.56 5.27 8.24 35.61 

Global Fund .. .. .. 2.78 9.58 12.16 9.66 34.18 

Italy 0.41 1.64 4.48 2.13 4.35 3.44 14.08 30.53 

WFP 2.05 7.94 5.36 6.78 3.81 1.7 1.48 29.12 

UNICEF 2.91 2.54 2.52 3.95 3.36 5.1 7.99 28.37 

Switzerland 3.39 3.9 2.43 3.28 4.9 4.62 5.36 27.88 

Canada 1.27 2.26 1.8 5.07 4.3 5.13 4.5 24.33 

Japan 0.24 0.29 0.09 0.09 0.4 0.49 15.42 17.02 

IFAD 1.76 1.61 1.65 2.64 1.58 2.87 2.56 14.67 

UNTA 2.9 0.52 2.06 1.81 2.1 2.69 1.66 13.74 

Ireland 1.01 1.34 1.24 1.15 2.88 1.96 3.7 13.28 

Denmark .. .. .. .. 0.09 5.24 2.99 8.32 

UNFPA 0.67 0.78 1.51 1.21 1.63 1.09 1.12 8.01 

Finland 0.97 0.84 1.18 0.02 1.49 0.87 1.33 6.7 

Austria 1.2 0.49 0.95 1.24 0.72 1.18 0.48 6.26 

Luxembourg 1.86 1.63 0.17 0.24 0.42 0.38 0.54 5.24 

Spain 0.08 0.51 0.19 0.33 0.8 0.69 0.22 2.82 

GEF .. .. .. .. 0.57 0.54 1.38 2.49 

New Zealand .. .. 0.05 0.03 0.12 1.25 .. 1.45 

Greece 0.01 0.01 0.01 .. 0.05 0.38 0.2 0.66 

Korea 0.03 0.03 0.03 .. .. 0.17 0.2 0.46 

Portugal .. .. .. .. .. 0.1 0.08 0.18 

Czech Republic .. .. .. .. .. 0.04 .. 0.04 

Poland .. .. .. .. .. .. 0.03 0.03 

Turkey .. .. .. .. .. .. 0.03 0.03 

African Dev. Bank .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 0 

African Dev. Fund -0.17 0.02 0.66 -0.91 -13.88 3.54 9.71 -1.03 

Arab Agencies 0.21 -0.47 .. -1.33 -0.59 -1.34 -1.03 -4.55 
Source: OECD/DAC Statistics Database 

* Sum of each row may not add up to totals due to rounding 
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Table E.5 ODA to the DRC, 2000-2006 (US$ million) 

  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 TOTAL 

Belgium 26.68 43.23 41.26 789.63 265.27 151.72 221.57 1539.4 

IDA .. -2.2 293.85 190.78 228.54 425.2 237.34 1373.5 

United States 12.75 20.23 79.99 1 415.45 189.63 143.64 838.47 1284.7 

EC 33.49 43.36 72.01 80.06 249.81 213.58 222.22 914.53 

Germany 12.76 12.92 21.11 541.56 59.29 51.09 35.7 734.43 

United Kingdom 8.03 17.04 14.93 22.66 300.97 77.57 139.93 581.13 

IMF .. .. 358.79 74.65 79.12 39.42 .. 551.98 

Netherlands 4.67 12 135.03 220.55 58.75 46.23 29.88 507.11 

Italy 0.96 1.59 3.87 428.98 23.8 1.02 1.27 461.49 

Japan 0.47 0.32 0.85 0.63 48.47 376.26 23.17 450.17 

France 8.21 7.94 0.82 1 274 134.68 87.96 57.24 296.85 

Sweden 7.69 5.46 7.69 170.97 23.3 23.71 39.98 278.8 

Canada 5.6 6.38 9.77 74.49 20.29 24.83 28.07 169.43 

UNICEF 16.64 17.97 18.83 17.5 18.72 21.64 26.12 137.42 

UNHCR 15.53 20.98 26.38 17.1 15.15 9.47 6.04 110.65 

African Dev. Fund -0.35 .. 31.89 -0.68 42.02 19.45 9.99 102.32 

Norway 5.66 3.87 12.47 17.1 18 19.29 20.71 97.1 

Global Fund .. .. .. 1.58 8.89 37.83 28.98 77.28 

Switzerland 3.98 4.38 4.41 34.71 4.85 7.3 7.65 67.28 

UNDP 3.12 3.71 6.2 8.93 11.66 14.93 15.23 63.78 

Spain 0.85 1.95 3.35 5.41 6.09 9.23 19.13 46.01 

WFP 2.07 11.7 10.32 11.45 3.38 0.45 1.95 41.32 

Ireland 0.59 1.31 2.28 2.41 4.08 5.89 12.79 29.35 

UNFPA 0.65 1.74 1.72 3.19 4.76 6.95 9.46 28.47 

Austria 2.65 3.05 5.44 5.06 3.04 0.32 4.41 23.97 

Finland 0.88 1.27 1.12 1.9 2.7 4.64 6.14 18.65 

UNTA 3.17 2.32 3.66 3.17 .. 3.44 1.97 17.73 

Portugal .. .. 4.7 2.4 0.17 0.51 1.82 9.6 

Denmark .. 0.17 .. .. .. 3.08 6.18 9.43 

Luxembourg 0.2 0.18 1.52 0.96 1.22 1.72 2.12 7.92 

Greece 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.15 0.32 0.35 2.54 3.57 

Australia 0.01 .. 0.27 .. .. .. 1.54 1.82 

New Zealand .. .. 0.06 0.47 0.07 0.22 0.05 0.87 

Korea 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.01 0.32 0.31 0.78 

Poland 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.06 0.14 0.48 

Czech Republic .. .. 0.1 0.04 0.07 0.09 0.16 0.46 

GEF .. .. .. .. .. 0.04 0.15 0.19 

Turkey .. .. 0.01 .. .. .. 0.03 0.04 

IFAD .. .. .. -1.22 .. 1.34 -2.89 -2.77 

Arab Agencies .. .. 0.03 -0.14 -3.15 -0.91 -0.61 -4.78 
Source: OECD/DAC Statistics Database 

* Sum of each row may not add up to totals due to rounding 
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ODA to Nepal, 2000-2006 (US$ million) 

  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 TOTAL 

Japan 99.93 84.39 97.45 60.61 56.43 63.38 41.72 503.91 

United Kingdom 23.01 33.15 36.92 53.1 65.79 61.63 74.81 348.41 

Germany 21.81 37.92 34.52 63.05 52.55 63.07 33.03 305.95 

United States 15.95 20.23 32.6 37.8 35.37 52.05 61.53 255.53 

IDA 34.37 29.65 14.45 79.32 45.85 15.8 34.16 253.6 

Asian Dev. Fund 75.18 41.17 8.41 11.6 -3.72 15.9 75.16 223.7 

Denmark 24.95 26.05 25.37 40.05 34.25 27.54 32.69 210.9 

Norway 8.91 11.49 13.11 20.22 23.02 25.12 25 126.87 

EC 14.76 11.1 13.41 16.21 22.14 9.79 24.37 111.78 

Switzerland 11.63 12.4 14.4 14.44 15.56 15.98 17.32 101.73 

Netherlands 5.74 13.42 7.29 9.9 14.1 12.04 4.2 66.69 

UNDP 8.23 8.41 6.49 5.43 7.38 6.31 7.8 50.05 

WFP 6.32 7.16 7.51 6.28 9.63 5.51 7.51 49.92 

Canada 4.15 4.34 4.15 6.08 7.73 10.18 11.07 47.7 

Finland 5.55 4.68 5.6 5.3 6.24 8.96 8.12 44.45 

UNTA 4.14 3.26 4.62 5.29 5.3 7.27 4.7 34.58 

UNICEF 3.68 6.04 3.26 4.2 5.43 4.86 6.32 33.79 

UNFPA 2.48 4.89 3.3 2.83 5.75 6.55 6.51 32.31 

Australia 4.06 4.53 3.48 3.24 3.76 3.12 2.39 24.58 

Sweden 1.23 13.64 3.6 1.21 1.05 1.15 2.11 23.99 

IMF -4.43 -5.45 -4.35 6.9 9.73 .. 20.98 23.38 

Arab Countries 0.99 4 18.38 -1.24 1.27 -0.32 -0.94 22.14 

UNHCR 4.12 4.69 5.16 4.63 .. 2.18 1.28 22.06 

Korea 2.33 1.62 2.13 1.53 1.68 1.78 2.04 13.11 

Austria 1.32 1.27 1.84 2.33 1.75 1.08 2.07 11.66 

Arab Agencies 3.78 1.44 -0.53 -0.13 -1.44 2.83 1.14 7.09 

Global Fund .. .. .. 0.17 0.78 0.6 5.49 7.04 

New Zealand 0.44 0.47 0.52 0.78 1.57 1.4 1.24 6.42 

Luxembourg 0.3 0.01 0.12 0.62 1.16 0.69 0.85 3.75 

Belgium -0.19 2.31 -0.09 1.87 -0.55 -0.33 0.61 3.63 

Ireland 0.14 0.16 0.34 0.31 0.55 0.52 0.95 2.97 

Italy 0.25 0.36 0.07 0.27 0.28 0.01 0.01 1.25 

Spain 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.09 0.1 0.19 0.51 

IFAD -0.12 2.09 -0.71 -0.41 -0.63 0.09 0.17 0.48 

Thailand .. .. .. .. .. .. 0.19 0.19 

GEF 0.03 0.07 .. .. .. .. 0.04 0.14 

Czech Republic .. 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.11 

Greece 0.05 .. .. 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.1 

Poland 0.01 0.01 0 0 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.07 

Slovak Republic .. .. .. 0.02 0 .. .. 0.02 

Portugal .. .. .. .. .. .. 0.01 0.01 

Turkey .. .. .. .. .. 0.01 .. 0.01 
Nordic Dev. 
Fund .. .. -0.12 -0.2 -0.21 -0.34 -0.32 -1.19 

France 1.97 -0.61 -1.92 -0.87 -2.24 -1.74 -2.38 -7.79 
Source: OECD/DAC Statistics Database 

* Sum of each row may not add up to totals due to rounding 
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