Concept note on “Tracking CAADP support flows”
1. Context
1.1. Rationale
1. The DPTT Work plan 2013-2014, foresees stocktaking (mapping) of existing initiatives supporting the CAADP processes to prepare a common position on future support.
2. There is also a felt need for a database of donor support to the agricultural sector in Africa so as to better identify flows in support of CAADP implementation and on the basis of this knowledge improve donor coordination. Such knowledge could also help identify related experiences and improve experience sharing and lesson-learning.
3. Moreover, as noted in the Social Development Direct report (February 2013) commissioned by the World Bank, lack of information and structured data collection, particularly on Regional Economic Communities’ portfolios, increases the potential for double, or even treble counting. 
4. A tracking (or mapping) exercise could contribute to provide support to countries or RECs in accessing CAADP support mechanisms, initiatives and tools. It could also inform AU about donor initiatives.
1.2. Objectives
5. The objective of CAADP support tracking would be to:
- List existing flows according to a set of criteria (thematic activity, geographical spread, time span, donor, funding available)
- Improve planning coordination and increase donor complementarities, identify possible gaps or weaknesses with respect to priorities
- Support networking and experience comparison as well as sharing between similar actions
- Draw lessons from experiences and identify what works so as to feed the dialogue between CAADP partnership stakeholders.
6. From the DPTT’s point of view, the CAADP support tracking exercise can be considered to contribute to two of its three identified objectives:
- It supports its efforts to increase aid efficiency
- It feeds the dialogue which the DPTT develops with the African Union, NEPAD and the RECs.
1.3. Obstacles
7. Sources of information often present incoherences with significant differences in declared levels of support for certain countries or donors.
8. Multiple parameters are mapped with little consideration for comparability: Initiatives/funding mechanisms/programmes, projects, recipient countries or geographical regions, donor/institutional contributions, yearly contributions...
9. Defining what exactly constitutes agricultural support, what can be "CAADP-branded" (rural feeder roads, rural credit, trade support…) and the different views with respect to this complicates obtaining comparable and meaningful data.
10. Tracking financial flows has its specific difficulties:
- Institutions are frequently only intermediaries in a funding process. This is often source of double counting.
- Amounts are not always well identified in time.
- Amounts may be allocated to institutions and/or programmes only partly dealing with Africa (such as ACP related institutions and programmes or CGIAR centers)
- Documents frequently overlook specifying whether funds have been spent, disbursed by the donor, committed or simply represent a target.
- Donors may be unwilling or unable to disclose information on their type of support and amounts of funding.
- Some beneficiary institutions can be interested in maintaining a fuzzy view of the level of support they receive.
11. Identifying and tracking private sector support and investment in agricultural processes is notoriously difficult. For instance, the only information on private investment presented by the SD Direct report “is based on examples of funds cited in a Reuters report dated August 2010 and is therefore by no means comprehensive or up-to-date, it does give an idea of the scale of private finance and investment funds targeting African agriculture"…
12. Similar concerns exist for NGO interventions, remittances or non-financial (material or skills) support.
1.4. Cost efficiency: Need to focus on practical and realistic outcomes
13. Tracking CAADP support precisely taking into account cross allocations between countries and initiatives implies a very time consuming process of data gathering and crosschecking for inconsistencies between sources of data.
14. Moreover, tracking support flows requires a detailed understanding of the various donor funding mechanisms (particularly multilateral funding mechanisms).
15. The complexity and potential wide range of the task, as well as its potential for low cost efficiency, implies a preliminary reflection on the exact scope of what the DPTT could meaningfully attempt to do, what practical and realistic outcomes it should focus upon, and a clarification of the expected results of the “tracking CAADP support flow” exercise.
This is the object of the present concept note which also sets out to take stock of what already exists in relation to CAADP support tracking and what could be built upon.
2. Main characteristics of the tracking system
2.1. Principles for tracking support to CAADP
16. Viewing CAADP support only in terms of financial flows is too simplistic: strengthening human resources (TA, training both in Africa and internationally), technology transfer as well as development of trade and markets should also be taken into account. To a certain extent, political dialogue and agreements between states also play a role (in developing an enabling environment for private sector development for example).
17. Whilst it can be useful for communication purposes, continental level data is insufficient to fuel meaningful dialogue between CAADP stakeholders.
18. National level data should be left to national level donor/sector working groups. The DPTT and/or AUC should only contemplate possible coordination with these group and harmonisation of their practices so as to consolidate data at a regional and continental level, if sufficient data is available.
19. An amount looses much of its signification if it is not put into context (how much before, how much in future, how spread out is it geographically and thematically... A coherent set of numerical and topical data should be sought.
20. To go beyond a purely quantitative tracking of CAADP support, one will need to relate this support to CAADP implementation results (most probably through the CAADP results Framework). We should also aim at determining what instruments / processes / types of financing best support agricultural growth in consistence with the indicators provided in the CAADP Results Framework. In addition to amounts of support, cooperation, alignment and effectiveness should also be part of the picture.
2.2. Key questions
21. A series of key (and interrelated) questions will determine the type of system which can realistically be imagined.
- What type and frequency of information is needed to contribute to increase aid efficiency?
- What type and frequency of information is needed to feed CAADP stakeholder reflections on the best ways of supporting CAADP implementation and/or implementation support?
- Is the CAADP support flow tracking limited to continental and regional CAADP programme and institutional support or does it also aim at tracking support to CAADP at a national level?
- Is the CAADP support flow tracking system limited to DPTT support or should it also integrate non DPTT donor support, private sector support and investment, local support, etc?
- Is the CAADP support tracking process a DPTT led process or is it led by the African Union?
- How clear and comprehensive an idea of what exists do we want? This relates to the optimal level of precision we should seek bearing in mind cost effectiveness?
- How can CAADP support flows be put into relation with CAADP results and the CAADP results framework?
- Should we differentiate between grants and loans? And how? More generally, how should conditions associated to aid be taken into account (interest rates, conditionalities…)?
- Should we differentiate between funding which directly benefits African actors and funding which serves to pay foreign TA (or reverts to donor states in some form or another: equipment…)?
- How far do some support flows go both ways: Support providers towards Africa and Africa towards support providers? Should this be integrated in a tracking system? And how should “development paradoxes” be taken into account?
2.3. CAADP support flow protagonists: providers, recipients and intermediary management structures (see figure 1)
22. The following list of CAADP support providers can be proposed:
- African governments (regional and continental representations)
- Non African Donors (DPTT members and non-DPTT-members)
- Technical support and advisory institutions (DPTT members and non-DPTT-members)
- Development banks
- African Farmer organisations
- Private sector
- Civil society and foundations (Bill gates, Rockefeller Foundation...)
- Expatriates (which provide remittances)
23. The following list of CAADP support recipients can be proposed above the national level:
- Continental and regional CAADP coordination agencies: AUC, NPCA, RECs (COMESA, EAC, ECCAS, ECOWAS, IGAD, SADC, UMA), ReSAKSS
- Continental or Regional Rural Development coordination agencies: CILSS, IBAR
- Continental and Regional Rural Development networks: Hub Rural
- Continental and regional research institutions: FARA, ASARECA, CORAF/WECARD, CCARDESA
- Farmer Organisations: PAFO, EAFF, PROPAC, ROPPA, SACAU, UMAGRI, ESAFF...
24. The following list of CAADP support flow intermediary management structures can be proposed: 
- Managing flows of money:
- CAADP related financial instruments (CAADP-MDTF, CAADP-Pilar-4-MDTFs, GAFSP, AU Fund for Fertilizers, EU-Africa Infrastructure Trust Fund, …)
- Programmes and initiatives with a CAADP component (SUN, AGIR, New Alliance, L’Aquila Food Security Initiative (AFSI), Hunger initiative…)
- Development banks (to a certain extent)
- Managing flows of knowledge & skills (TA, training both in Africa and internationally) in addition to money:
[bookmark: _GoBack]- Technical support and advisory agencies (FAO, IFPRI, CTA…)
- African (RUFORUM, Harvest Choices, African Institute for Agrarian Studies, …) and non-African Think tanks (ECDPM, Future Agricultures, …)
- Research institutions (CGIAR)
- Managing technology transfer as well as development of trade and markets
- Managing political dialogue and agreements between states (AfricaForum, Africa-EU partnership, …)
25. A given institution can be both a donor and an intermediary management institution. However, differentiating between primary donors and secondary donors (i.e. institutions which function with funds obtained from primary donors) appears essential if one wants to avoid double counting and have a clear idea of how far commitments represent “new or additional support”. One could even speak of tertiary level donors in the case of a programme which funds a CAADP related activity through funds partially obtained through a multilateral institution which is itself funded by member governments.
This brings us to differentiate within international donors between: States, multilateral institutions
26. Within technical support and advisory institutions differentiating between public based (national or multilateral institutions), think tanks and scientific institutions appears relevant due to their different ways of functioning.
27. Differentiating between African and non African support institutions (private sector, civil society…) can be relevant for both theoretical and practical reasons but is not essential. In some cases, such as CTA, it is difficult.
28. From the DPTT’s perspective, differentiating between DPTT members and non DPTT members is necessary as its commitment cannot go further than CAADP support provided by its members.
29. Not all the above mentioned actors are relevant from a continental and regional point of view (remittances for instance should mainly be analysed at a national level) but a global estimate of their importance remains interesting at a continental and regional level to allow added value analysis.
30. A strong private sector is needed to underlie transformation in a sustainable way.
2.4. Dimensions of tracking
31. Types of support: CAADP support is not only financial, it is also related to human capital strengthening, technology transfer, developing enabling environments for private sector development…
32. Besides, support flows can be followed on a geographical, an institutional or a thematical basis.
33. All such dimensions can be relevant depending on the questions one wishes to deal with.
34. Each dimension can have differing scopes: geographical scope can vary from the continental to the sub national level; thematical scopes can be more or less specific, various levels and aspects of institutional organisation can be taken into account…
35. Relevant support periods and lengths or frequency of data collection can vary according to concerns.
36. It can be necessary to combine various dimensions of tracking to answer specific questions.
2.5. Existing data sources (see annex for details)
37. A series of potential data sources exist for tracking CAADP support flows:
- OECD Development database on aid from DAC Members: http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?datasetcode=CRS1
- AidData: www.aiddata.org
- International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI): www.iatiregistry.org
- Aidflows: www.aidflows.org
- Donor financial registars
- ReSAKSS ??
Amongst these data sources only the OECD database and Aiddata were used for the SD Direct study.
3. Implementing the CAADP Support flow tracking system
38. We propose a gradual approach to tracking CAADP support.
39. As a first step tracking should be largely limited to sharing information on what DPTT members are funding themselves and to regional and continental level support. Tracking support to CAADP related institutions should be the main initial focus of the exercise.
A register of other donor support, and of national activities can also be kept but only a general idea of what exists should initially be sought, as an indicator of tendencies. Only very general figures related to other types of investment (private...) should be registered if they are available at a reasonable cost (in terms of time and effort).
When specific issues arise a targeted more precise investigation related to a theme or a geographical region could also be contemplated but only on an adhoc basis
40. With the experience of regional and continental tracking of DPTT support, tracking could then be enlarged to non DPTT members if the African Union agrees to participating and being mutually accountable for results.
41. Alternatively, DPTT members could attempt to introduce the system at a national level, at least in a limited amount of selected countries but limiting themselves to DPTT support. If concerned governments proved cooperative, a national CAADP support tracking system including all CAADP support sources could be envisaged independently of the existence of a continental or regional system. However, this appears outside of the DPTT’s mandate.
4. Next steps
42. Step 1: Reach a consensus within the DPTT (or with the AU) as to what we expect from the tracking process (result and outcomes), what information we need for this, what information each member is willing and capable of sharing and in what way.
This, amongst other things, implies agreeing on the responses to the key questions presented above.
43. Step 2: Agree on the parameters (data) we will be monitoring:
- Are we monitoring support through projects and/or institutional support and/or initiatives…
- Are we tracking on the basis of geographical coverage, institution, thematical support or a combination of these?
- Where does Agriculture/ CAADP support start and finish (feeder roads…)?
- Are we monitoring financial support and/or TA and/or technology transfer…
- Do we limit ourselves to DPTT support exclusively?
- Which institutions should be the focus of our attention amongst the list of recipients ?
- Agree on basic rules of financial tracking: Do the financial flows taken into account correspond to money spent, disbursed by the donor or committed?
- Agree on how to deal with players which support both Africa and other geographical areas: CGIAR centers, ACP related institutions or programmes…
Whatever the choices, a coherent set of numerical and topical data should be agreed upon.
44. Step 3: Determine a list of support provider institutions, recipient institutions and CAADP support flow intermediary management structures (programmes, initiatives, technical support agencies, think tanks, financial instruments…) which should be tracked.
45. Step 4: Devise common data collection templates to be filled at regular intervals and associated modes of data collection as well as its future treatment/analysis/mapping and presentation formats… forming a CAADP support tracking system.
46. Step 5: Implement a test CAADP support tracking system, assess its functioning and adapt it
47. Step 6: Launch the CAADP support tracking system.

