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One of the things that often holds as back when we’re designing decentralisation programmes and programmes of support of local government, it is we start off by thinking first about our own operational modalities. And I think many development agencies have this approach. Instead of looking at what are we trying to achieve with this support, on the one hand and what are the local conditions on the other hand. So, I think really it is a false dichotomy to think: do we do a project? Or do we do it like this? Or do we do it like that? Instead one should look at what are the conditions in that country and what is the institutionally environment with which we are linking. Is there a set of institutions we want to strengthen? Is there an alternative framework we are trying to set off? What is the relationship between this activity and the institutional environment? And the second angle I think is what is the exit strategy. What we are trying to achieve from this particular intervention. Do we want this intervention to build capacity of local governments? Or do we want this intervention to have a demonstration effect for a national system? So, for example, if we are trying to build capacity in procurement and public financial management, the best way to do that is by testing, field testing, or road testing, the actual procurement rules. But if you do not trust the local government how can you test that procurement rules? That is simple, you set an account, you put money in that account, you can control that account, but you say that account would use their rules. So you test the rules yourself together with them, and then you can see what are the bottlenecks in those rules and if we can strengthen that bottlenecks maybe next time you move that money into the local government account. So you can have these various stages where you taste an idea through various forms of project support or external support through parallel systems, and you gradually move to work with the mainstream system. This can take many many years, or it can take 2-3 years, it depends. But I think one way to look at it, it is if you have a kind of a check list, where on one hand everything you do it is completely through the government and you just provided a blanck cheque and then they manage it. On the other side of the spectrum you have a completely separate project in which you manage every single transaction. And, how to get  from A to B and you can start saying we are on budget or off budget, what we mean by budget. Is it the budget approved by the parliament? Or is it the a budget which is jointly managed? Or is it on treasury, or off treasury? If we are on treasury is the special treasury account or is it the general treasure it account, what is it often called the consolidate account in many countries. Or we are on audit, or off audit? And if we are on audit, is it the special audit, or is it the normal public service audit? And do we trust that audit? And on plane or off plane? Does these resources with which we are working with approved by parliament? Are they accountable to the parliament? Or are they accountable to the development partner, to a separate relationship with the institutions. If so, what does it has said about parliamentary accountability? So you can have this checklist and you can gradually move your system on on on, but it will take time and there is no one answer, all depend on what you are trying to achieve on the one hand, and what is the condition you are working with in the other hand. I think it also important to reflect on what you are trying to achieve, because in many places there are multiple objectives and people are not very clear that these multiple objectives may be counterproductive. So in many places there are multiple objectives and we are not clear whether these objectives can be achieved together in the same intervention. For example, if you are really trying to build real local capacity to manage resources and build local accountability. If that is your initial objective, maybe you do not want to focus so much on the national system until you have not shown that local governments can do it, until people believe in them: yes they can manage money; yes they can be accountable to their citizens. Once that has been achieved then you can look the national system to make all local governments in a particular country accountable over the long term with proper financing so that they can actually implement development programmes. But you cannot do it both at the same time. If there is no trust and there is no belief at the beginning you cannot do the national system. And likewise if you are trying to look at the national system, then the focus should also be on the regulatory framework with the other ministries. You cannot work only with the ministry of local development. What about the ministry of finance? What about the sector ministry? What are the different financing streams that go down to the local level? And then you have to look at the combination of these uneven of fiscal sustainability of the effort. So initially in fact, when you are trying to build capacity, you may inject a lot of money into a small number of local governments to show their absorption capacity, their management capacity, and the capacity to respond to the citizens. But that amount of money cannot be fiscally sustainable in the long run. But doesn’t matter because this is the demonstration effect, and then later on you would have smaller amount which may be fiscally sustainable. So these are the kind of choices that one has to deal with.  
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