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Original Query: Marcus Baltzer, UNDP Malawi
Posted: 4 February, 2005
 
Dear Colleagues, 
 
Re: The creation of a broad framework programme for the support of accountability institutions.
 
UNDP is currently supporting a number of accountability institutions in Malawi, including for instance parliament, the ombudsman's office, the human rights commission, the anti-corruption bureau and so on, through various projects, all with their own agreements, PSDs and all the rest that comes with a project. In many cases the support is co-financed by one or several donors. 
 
However, both our donors and we would like to change this set up. Instead of all these separate projects, we would like to have one big framework programme for the support of all the accountability institutions. The rationale for this has two aspects. First of all, we believe that such a programme would allow the various institutions to complement each other; after all, their ultimate goal is the same - to hold the executive accountable and in many areas their various constitutional mandates do
indeed overlap. Secondly, we believe that this kind of programme would provide better donor coordination in the area of democratic governance. 
 
My question to you all is if other offices have established this kind of programme, through which support is channelled to a number of institutions in the area of democratic governance, and if so, what the experiences have been. What went well, and where did you run into trouble? What are the lessons learnt? Any experiences or thoughts that you may have on this would be valuable. Maybe you think this is all a very bad idea, if so, why is it a bad idea? 
 
Your comments and advice on this issue would be greatly appreciated. 
 
With kind regards, 
 
Marcus 
UNDP Malawi


Responses were received, with thanks, from: 
· Corneille Agossou, UNDP Benin – NEW! 

· Zena Ali-Ahmad, RBAS Lebanon – NEW! 

· Else Leona McClimans, Oslo Governance Centre 

· Pauline Tamesis, BDP/DGG, NY 

· Sudarshan, Oslo Governance Centre 
· Benjamin Allen, Bratislava Regional Center 
· Jocelyn Mason, BDP/DGG, NY 


Summary of Responses: 
· UNDP’s Anti-Corruption Practice Note encourages a holistic approach to fighting corruption and strengthening accountability primarily by implementing reform interventions within a larger governance program. It was advised, however, that while putting all the accountability institutions together under one framework may allow for better integration of reform interventions and donor coordination (perhaps through basket funding), experience with integrated programs has shown that this is not automatic. UNDP must ensure the development of a framework for coordinating resources that is acceptable to all donors and does not lead to a reduction in national ownership. 
· In 2003 the Oslo Governance Center undertook a mapping of multi-sectoral governance programs that were nationally executed, involved partnerships or cost-sharing with at least three or more donors, and were focused on multiple sectors of governance. The second phase (yet to commence) will be to conduct in-depth studies of selected programs, in order to examine the extent to which they realized basic advantages of the program approach, and to identify capacity development needs in the context of shortfall from expectations of the program approach. Most problems identified in these programs were not due to fault in design, but encountered in the practical steps of the implementation. When properly implemented, it is expected that such programs could foster national ownership and enhance the effectiveness of democratic institutions in the achievement of human development. Countries flagged for future research included Ghana, Sierra Leone, Indonesia, Viet Nam, Pakistan, Kyrgyzstan and Ukraine. 
· Issues to consider in developing an integrated program include: 
· -          Ensuring full donor commitment/Donor coordination. The Oslo Governance Center’s mapping of multi-sectoral governance programs found that in a some instances, the programs were of such magnitude that it became difficult to find donors to fund the whole program. The solution became to let donors chose which elements of the program they wanted to support, which resulted in a fragmented program contrary to the holistic vision behind its development. CO Malawi should ensure that there is donor commitment to fund all aspects of the program, and not only the ones that donors feel are most important. Furthermore, experience has shown that donor coordination often depends on a well-functioning Resident Coordinator System or a donor round table process based on effective and timely information sharing and genuine collaboration among partners.

· -          National Coordination/Determining political will. Who has responsibility for the funds and the mandate to control the direction (under development as well as in implementation) of such a large program? Is there sufficient political will in all the involved national institutions to support such a comprehensive program? 
· -          Sequencing/timing of reforms. 
· -          Ensuring broad public participation. The advocacy role of civil society organizations (exerting pressure on government to implement reform) must not be lacking in the new framework. 
· -          Consensus building on strategic priorities based on systematic assessment of needs. 
· Based on the experience of CO Benin’s integrated governance program, it was advised that different consultants may be required for each of the institutions, as even if  they all deal with accountability issues, their scope, area of competency and mechanisms of action will differ. Therefore, a strong programme coordinator will be needed to harmonize the work of various actors. –  NEW! 
· It was suggested that CO Malawi review its own experience with SWAPs in sectors such as health and education. While these will have budgetary and programmatic implications of a different magnitude than those of the initiative currently proposed, such a review could help CO Malawi to get an idea of what to avoid, and how successful an integrated approach to accountability might be. Questions to consider include: How well has the government been able to coordinate donors and retain control over policy in SWAPs? How well have civil society and other non-governmental actors been able to participate in policy formulation and implementation? How reliably have the main donors provided promised funding, and what implications might an interruption or a delay in funding by one donor have on an integrated program? 
· Additional resources highlighted include an ODI working paper on The Status of Sector Wide Approaches, UNDP’s Practice Note on Public Administration Reform; and related DGPN consolidated replies, particularly DGPN Revised Consolidated Reply: Malaysia/ Comparative Experiences/Establishing an Integrity Institute and DGPN Consolidated Reply: Lesotho/Comparative Experiences/Integrated Governance Programme Proposals. Finally, Transparency International’s Sourcebook describes a National Integrity System, identified as a model similar to Malawi’s envisioned program. Under TI’s system of “horizontal accountability, "  a "virtuous circle" is developed, in which each actor is both a monitor and is monitored. 
 

Country Experiences with Integrated Governance Programs and Anti-Corruption Initiatives:
· UNDP Lesotho’s three year program of support to governance aimed to use an integrated approach and to avoid the development of separate projects. Key components addressed in the single proposal included: support to parliament, establishment of local government, anti-corruption, and support to public service reforms. Contact Joe Feeney for additional information. 
· In the Philippines, UNDP has supported various initiatives that promote ethical standards, transparency, accountability and integrity in government services, transactions and operations, helping to reinvigorate anti-corruption agencies, and supported the review anti-corruption rules and regulations by providing assistance to key independent integrity bodies such as the Office of the Ombudsman, Civil Service Commission and the Commission on Audit as well as the Presidential Committee on Effective Governance to achieve higher level of government performance in the delivery of core public services. 
· The Partnership for Governance Reform in Indonesia is another interesting example of an integrated, multi-donor program. Sudarshan kindly shared the project document. 
· Nigeria’s National Program on Governance for Sustainable Human Development includes as an objective “promoting transparency, accountability and integrity in the public and private sectors.”  The program was developed in a participatory manner primarily driven by stakeholders. UNDP was a key player in the governance agenda setting process with support from the country office and dedicated services from a senior adviser. For additional information, contact Samuel Harbor. 
· Other UNDP experiences with anti-corruption initiatives highlighted included Mongolia, where anti-corruption was prioritized in the governance agenda, and Tanzania, where a comprehensive anti-corruption reform agenda targeted the national anti-corruption commission, civil society participation, media and other horizontal accountability institutions. 


Related Resources: 
 
· Program Support Document - LEB/96/100-Support for the Regional Development Programme for Baalbeck-El Hermel. – NEW! 

· UNDP Practice Note on Public Administration Reform. 
· UNDP Practice Note on Anti-Corruption. 
· UNDP Anti-Corruption Intranet Site. Includes link to inventory of UNDP Anti-Corruption Projects and link to Draft Source Book for UNDP on Accountability, Transparency and Integrity. 
· Mapping of Multi-Sectoral, Multi-Stakeholder Governance Programs. Oslo Governance Center, 2003. 
· Ghana: Consolidating Democratic Governance Programme (CDGP). UNDP/Government of Ghana, 2002-2005. 
· Kyrgystan: Increasing the effectiveness of national governance in the Kyrgyz republic. Project Document KYR/01/003. UNDP/Government of of the Kyrgyz Republic, 2001-2003. 
· Nigeria: National Programme on Governance for Sustainable Human Development (NPGSHD). UNDP, 7 August 2001. 
· Pakistan: Pakistan Governance Programme (PGP). 
· Sierra Leone: Sierra Leone Interim Governance Project (IGP). Government of Sierra Leone and UNDP, 2002-2003. 
· Ukraine: Participatory Governance Programme (PGP) UNDP Programme Document, 2002-2005. 
· Vietnam: Public Administration Reform (PAR) 2001-2010 Master Programme. 
· TOR: Anti-Corruption Expert - Mongolia. 
· TOR: Technical Assistance for Government Procurement – Sierra Leone. 
· TOR: AC Policy Advisor – Bratislava RSC. 
· The National Integrity System. Transparency International Source Book, 2000. 
· National Integrity Systems: Country Studies, Transparency International . 
· Strategic and Priority Projects, National Programme on Governance for Sustainable Human Development, 2001, Nigeria. 
· National Integrity System Enhancement (NISE) – Mongolia. Project Document, Jan. 2004-December 2007. 
· Case Study on Anti-Corruption in Tanzania. UNDP. 
· Ghana: Consolidating Democratic Governance Programme (CDGP). GHA/02/001. UNDP and the Government of Ghana, 2002-2005. 
· Kyrgystan: Increasing the Effectiveness of National Governance in the Kyrgyz Republic. UNDP and the Government of the Kyrgyz Republic, 2002-2005. 
· Support to Capacity Development-Partnership for Governance Reforms in Indonesia. 
· Indonesia: Partnership for Governance Reform in Indonesia. Project Document, 3 April 2001. 
· The Status of Sector Wide Approaches. ODI Working Paper 142, Jan. 2001. 
· Anti-Corruption Agencies and Experience with Setting Them up. Transparency International Online Communications Team. Corruption Research and Information System Service. 


From the Network Archives:
· DGPN Revised Consolidated Reply: Malaysia/ Comparative Experiences/Establishing an Integrity Institute. 20 December 2004. 
· DGPN Consolidated Reply: Lesotho/Comparative Experiences/Integrated Governance Programme Proposals. 27 April 2003. 

· DGPN Consolidated Reply: HQ/ Comparative Experiences/ Strengthening National Audit Institutions. 26 August 2004. 
· REVISED DGPN Consolidated Reply: Ethiopia/ Comparative Experiences / Support to Anti-Corruption Commissions. 24 Oct. 2003. 
· DGPN Revised Consolidated Reply: Benin/Comparative Experiences/Knowledge Products on Corruption and the Fight Against Poverty. 4 June 2004. 
· DGPN Consolidated Reply: Burkina Faso/ Experiences & Consultants /Anti-corruption. 4 November 2003. 
· REVISED DGPN Consolidated Reply: India/ Comparative Experiences / Codes for Good Governance. 31 Aug 2004. 
· REVISED DGPN Consolidated Reply: Burundi/ Comparative Experiences / National Programme of Good Governance/ Study Tours. 3 November 2003 
 

Suggested Contacts:
· Joe Feeney, UNDP Lesotho, joe.feeney@undp.org 

· Turod Lkhagvajav, UNDP Mongolia, turod.lkhagvajav@undp.org 
· Lucie Luguga, UNDP Tanzania, lucie.luguga@undp.org 
· Emmanuel Buendia, UNDP Manila, emmanuel.buendia@undp.org 
· Henry Matos, UNDP Mozambique, henry.matos@undp.org 
· Marcia Kran, ECIS Regional Center, marcia.kran@undp.org 


Responses in Full: 
 
Corneille Agossou, UNDP Benin – NEW! 
At UNDP Benin, we had a huge Governance programme from 2002 to 2003 with different components: political, administrative and economic governance. Well, that is broader than what you are planning to do. But still, even though you are planing to focus accountability institutions, great attention should be paid to the following:

 

1) 1)       At the formulation stage you should try to identify different consultants for each of the institutions, because even if  they all deal with accountability issues, their scope, area of competency and mechanisms of action differ. One consultant will not be able to dig efficiently into the issues of accountability dealt with the institutions in question. 

2) 2)     The institutional framework should be designed with the same rationale. Unless you have a very 'smart' coordinator for the programme, if you want to ensure a delivery of quality, you need to recruit an expert to deal with each institution. Using such approach may lead to some economies of scale (number of cordinators, equipments etc.), but it requires a very good coordination.
 

From 2004, UNDP Benin has decided to set separate projects for institutions that we assist. On one side, it facilitates ownership and the quality of the planning and implementation process, but at the other hand, it seems to have accrued expenses for personnel.
 
Hope this will help.
Zena Ali-Ahmad, RBAS Lebanon – NEW!
Please note that we are in the process of developing such an approach in several countries in the region. 
 

We did this in Lebanon in several development schemes targeting different project components in one geographic regions. However, to date as far as I am aware, we have not initiated this for an overall governance intervention. Having said this, the mode of operation that we have used in Lebanon for the regional development projects could also be used in this instance. It consisted of developing a programme support document with several project components/outputs and several implementing agencies.  We have channeled support through one programme with an overall management structure. An example of such a PSD is enclosed.

 

Evidently, we ran into some trouble in terms of management of different outputs and different components. The programme was complex and we learned that need a lot of "controlling/monitoring" to do in such instances. 

 

I really think it is a good idea and would streamline activities into an overall programme approach, increasing coordination between different stakeholders and outlining the need to focus on a sector as a whole. 
 
Else Leona McClimans, Oslo Governance Centre
BDP has a number of key resources and people to consult with on such an issue. Both the UNDP practice notes on PAR and on Anti-Corruption (available here) are useful tools to consult when programming integrated programmes for integrity/ accountability-institutions. The anti-corruption practice note is in particular rich on resources. The policy advisers responsible for developing these are Jocelyn Mason (PAR) and Pauline Tamesis (anti-corruption). Pauline has a full overview of anti-corruption projects, so I suggest you get in touch with her in any case.  Also, the director of the Oslo Governance Centre, Georges Nzongola-Ntalaja developed through a broad consultative method a comprehensive governance programme in Nigeria, see programme in zip-file, and is a resource on these issues, especially in terms of lessons learned. 
 
The Oslo Governance Centre carried out a mapping in 2003 as part of a review of UNDP management of multi-sectoral governance programmes in Nigeria, Indonesia and elsewhere for good practices and lessons learned, aimed to synthesize some of UNDP’s key experiences in supporting the development of national multi-sectoral governance programmes into a report on the varying models used, how these are set up, negotiated and funded. My colleague Sudarshan is responsible for this programme, so you might want to contact him, but as he is currently in Indonesia supporting the Aceh reconstruction, relevant documents are outlined below.
 
The desk research suggested the following countries for a closer examination: 
· Ghana: Consolidating Democratic Governance Programme (CDGP) 
· Indonesia: Partnership for Governance Reform in Indonesia. 
· Kyrgystan: Increasing the effectiveness of national governance in the Kyrgyz republic. 
· Nigeria: National Programme on Governance for Sustainable Human Development (NPGSHD). 
· Pakistan: Pakistan Governance Programme (PGP). 
· Sierra Leone: Sierra Leone Interim Governance Project (IGP). 
· Ukraine: Participatory Governance Programme (PGP) 
· Vietnam: Public Administration Reform (PAR) 2001-2010 Master Programme 
 
Ben Allen (benjamin.allen@undp.org) in Bratislava has worked on similar programmes in the RBEC region, he might be another useful contact. 
 
From the initial desk research is seems as if few projects have been really successful, while not by fault of the design so through the implementation and the practical nitty-gritties.  In a couple of instances it seemed that the integrated programmes were of such a magnitude that it became difficult to find donors that would fund the whole programme. The solution became to let the donors choose which elements of the programme they wanted to support, which resulted in a fragmented programme, contrary to the holistic thinking behind the development of the programme. The national coordination of such a holistic programme is also an issue: who gets the responsibility for funds and direction of such a large programme? Is there sufficient political will in all the involved national institutions to be willing to support a comprehensive programme over time? Is there a full committment from the donors community towards such a programme securing that they will fund all aspects, and not only the select ones that they feel are most important?  Also, establishing nationally who has the mandate to decide the direction of the programme under development as well as during implementation is important to think through. The Indonesia partnership for governance reforms which is a highly interesting example, was critized in Gordon Crawford, “Partnership or power? Deconstructing the ‘Partnership for Governance Reform’ in Indonesia”, Third World Quarterly, Vol 24, No. 2, pp. 139-59, 2003. Crawford addresses the election procedures of the Indonesian members of the Governing Board and Executive Board; how representative are these individuals?  How are members of these boards elected?  Crawford argues that certain structural processes have been established, largely by international actors, serving to maintain and perpetuate their ongoing exercise of power. He also claims that the advocacy role of civil society organisations, exerting pressure on government to implement reform, is lacking within the Partnership itself.  The focus on selected priority areas relates closely to the international agenda of economic liberalisation. The construction of the Partnership’s decision-making bodies relatively ensures that the international agenda will not be seriously challenged. Crawford claims that behind the rhetoric of ‘partnership’ lies the continued exercise of power by international agencies.  Furthermore: Whose agenda? What is on the agenda, and what is excluded?  According to Crawford, critical issues raised by Indonesian actors are not included on the agenda of the Partnership, such as civil-military relations and the role of the military in government, in business and in society; past human rights abuses, including in East Timor, and issues of justice and reconciliation and constitutional issues.  Our colleagues in the Indonesia country office, as well as Sudarshan and Kim Henderson have been actively involved in this programme from the beginning may be able to provide a more balanced view of the background and lessons learnt in light of UNDPs experiences. 
 
UNDP supports anti-corruption programmes in a number of countries, such as Tanzania and Mongolia. In Mozambique, some support has been provided to the set-up of a separate anti-corruption unit, contact Henny Matos or Habiba Rodolfo. In the ECIS region, anti-corrution-work has been defined as a top priority, and a number of country offices are supporting various accountability-.institutions, such as supreme audits office, law enforcement agencies etc. Our colleagues in the Bratislava regional centre (contact Marcia Kran) has a list of these projects. I have attached a couple of ToRs for your reference. (TOR: Anti-Corruption Expert - Mongolia) (TOR: Technical Assistance for Government Procurement – Sierra Leone) (TOR: AC Policy Advisor – Bratislava RSC)
 
A number of previous queries on DGPN has dealt with issues similar to what you are asking, and some of the information contained herein can be of use to you, of which the most recent is :  DGPN Revised Consolidated Reply: Malaysia/ Comparative Experiences/Establishing an Integrity Institute. 

 

· DGPN Consolidated Reply: HQ/ Comparative Experiences/ Strengthening National Audit Institutions. 26 August 2004. 
· REVISED DGPN Consolidated Reply: Ethiopia/ Comparative Experiences / Support to Anti-Corruption Commissions. 24 Oct. 2003. 
· DGPN Revised Consolidated Reply: Benin/Comparative Experiences/Knowledge Products on Corruption and the Fight Against Poverty. 4 June 2004. 
· DGPN Consolidated Reply: Burkina Faso/ Experiences & Consultants /Anti-corruption. 4 November 2003. 
· REVISED DGPN Consolidated Reply: India/ Comparative Experiences / Codes for Good Governance. 31 Aug 2004. 
· REVISED DGPN Consolidated Reply: Burundi/ Comparative Experiences / National Programme of Good Governance/ Study Tours. 3 November 2003. 
 
 Please do not hesitate to contact us should we be able to be of further assistance to you, and good luck!
 
Pauline Tamesis, BDP/DGG
You pose a very interesting query in terms of developing an integrated framework that specifically targets strengthening of horizontal institutions of accountability (e.g. Office of the Ombudsman, Anti-Corruption Bureau, National Audit Office, Parliament's Public Accounts Committee, etc.) in one over-arching programme.  Most often, the issue of building or strengthening accountability has focused on one or two key institutions to take the lead whether it be explicitly to fight corruption, or implicitly to improve accountability, transparency, integrity and participation as part of a broader democratic governance reform process.  
 
In UNDP's Anti-Corruption Practice Note, we have encouraged a more comprehensive and holistic approach to fighting corruption and strengthening accountability primarily by embedding the reform interventions in a larger governance programme.  This usually entailed looking at the various processes and institutions of governance, which UNDP has for its own corporate purpose classified under 6 service lines (all of which you are familiar with, e.g. legislative strengthening, electoral support, decentralization and local governance, access to information, access to justice and human rights, and public administration reform and anti-corruption).  Using this approach, most of the institutions of accountability that you have mentioned tend to be addressed (either by UNDP or by other donors), as clearly their effective functioning are critical to ensuring a good governance system.  The issue of donor coordination (to ensure that programmes deliver the intended results and outcome) in this scenario,  often depend either on a well-running RC system or a donor roundtable process that is based on effective and on-time information sharing and genuine collaboration among partners.
 
In your proposal, putting all the accountability institutions together in one programme may allow for better integration of reform interventions and donor coordination (perhaps through basket funding), if again the interventions are based on a more comprehensive programme of governance reforms (vs. ad hoc).   Key issues that you need to consider:  determining political will, identifying champions, sequencing/timing of reforms, ensuring broader public participation, consensus building on strategic priorities based on systematic assessment of needs.
 
The National Integrity System espoused by Transparency International, seems to be the closest model that you may wish to look into.  The National Integrity System is the sum total of the institutions and practices within a given country that address aspects of maintaining the honesty and integrity of government and private sector institutions. Any attempt to address corruption effectively and sustainably involves an holistic approach, examining each of these institutions and practices and the various inter-relationships to determine where remedial action is required. Ad hoc reforms are unlikely to succeed.
 
Some other examples that you may want to review and consider:
 
 
LESOTHO (see also http://groups.undp.org/read/messages?id=45392#45392, contact: Joe Feeney, Policy Team Leader, UNDP Lesotho)
 
In 2003, the Lesotho CO was in the process of developing a 3-year programme of support to governance which aimed to use an integrated approach (and endeavouring to avoid the development of separate projects).  While the CO realized that all elements could not be addressed in a single proposal, the key components that they wished to see were:  support to parliament, establishment of local government, support to anti-corruption, and assistance in public service reforms which would make public service responsive to people's needs.  For the CO, the integrated approach would avoid the compartmentalized understanding of governance.  In this case, while support to anti-corruption was part of the programme that they sought to establish, it was only part of a package that would deliver a system responsive to the needs of people and one that would encourage full and active participation by its citizens.  That meant that the programme needed to address issues such as local democracy, role of women, role of civil society, support for instruments which monitor human rights, support to the judicial system and support to media. The above link represents the consolidated reply generated by this DGPN query.
 
NIGERIA (source: Strategic and Priority Projects, National Programme on Governance for Sustainable Human Development, 2001)
 
The National Programme on Governance for Sustainable Human Development (NPGSHD) is an example of a comprehensive governance reform agenda which includes as one of its  priorities -- the fight against corruption:
 
I.  Support to the legislature at the federal and state levels and to local government councils to enable them to legislate effectively in the interest of the people;
II. Support to the judiciary, rule of law and access to justice;
III. Support to the executive and  reform of the civil service, the police and other security forces;
IV. Support to civil society, political parties and the business community for civic education, political participation and conflict management;
V.  Strengthening the capacity of institutions and groups at the state and local government levels;
VI. Promoting transparency, accountability and integrity in public and private sectors;
VII. Support to economic governance – for better economic and financial management – at the federal and state levels;
VIII. Support for communications, information management and the media;
IX. Support for transparent, democratic and effective electoral mechanisms; and
X. Support for mainstreaming the cross-cutting issues of
A. Gender
B. Human Rights
C. Conflict Prevention, Management and Resolution
D.  Disaster Management
E.  Environmental Protection
 
The programme was developed in a participatory manner primarily driven by national stakeholders.  Once the agenda was put in place, the donor community organized themselves around the issues and coordinated who was going to take the lead on the key issues, to ensure effective implemenation and coordination.  UNDP was a key player in the governance agenda setting process (as well as the anti-corruption priority area) with support from the country office and dedicated services from a Sr. Adviser (Georges Nzongola, currently Director of the UNDP Oslo Governance Center).  Attached is a copy of the governance programme developed.  For more information, contact Samuel Harbor, UNDP Nigeria, ARR.
 
PHILIPPINES (excerpted from the speech of Ms. Debbie Landey, Resident Representative at the DGG Retreat in Manila,  November 2004. for more information, please contact Mr. Emmanuel "Boyie" Buendia, Programme Manager, UNDP Manila)
 
In the Philippines, to address corruption, UNDP supported various initiatives that promote ethical standards, transparency, accountability and integrity in government services, transactions and operations.  They helped reinvigorate anti-corruption agencies, and supported the review anti-corruption rules and regulations by providing assistance to key independent integrity bodies such as the Office of the Ombudsman, Civil Service Commission and the Commission on Audit as well as the Presidential Committee on Effective Governance to achieve higher level of government performance in the delivery of core public services. These initiatives have quite improved the implementation policy framework, strengthen penalties and sanctions, and streamline procedures for key agencies in the executive, legislative, and judicial branches of government.  This has also triggered initial dialogue for key anti-corruption agencies to establish an Anti-Corruption Framework under the leadership of the Office of the Ombudsman which is the lead anti-corruption agency in the country. 
 

UNDP has initiated support to the Government’s Reengineering Bill, a priority bill of the administration that would reorganize the bureaucracy to streamline and harmonize systems, processes and resources for improved delivery of services.  UNDP has supported institutional development and reengineering exercises of the Office of the Ombudsman, Department of Justice, Commission on Elections, Commission on Human Rights and the Philippine National Police to review institutional gaps and formulate reform agenda on how these agencies can best deliver their given mandates anchored on a rights-based and access to justice perspectives.
 

To ensure greater access to justice by the poor and disadvantaged, UNDP has supported the formulation and implementation of the Blueprint for Judicial Reforms as a roadmap for the Supreme Court, the first comprehensive agenda for reforms aimed at enhancing judicial conditions and performance for the improved delivery of judicial services at all levels. Support is also extended to the institutional review of the five pillars of justice to enable them to be more accessible and responsive to the poor victims and litigants.  Support to jail decongestion projects and alternative dispute resolution mechanisms have also provided immediate legal remedies for poor detainees and litigants.  
Over the years, UNDP has provided capacity development support to local government units to effectively deliver basic services to their constituents particularly the poor and disadvantaged by observing norms and principles of good governance in local governance work.  This has transformed some key cities and urban areas to be models of good urban governance and their good practices replicated in several more. More and more local governments are now aware of global issues and campaigns on global issues on human rights, MDGs and HIV/AIDS and how these can affect them locally. Support to local performance management systems are now more attuned and harmonized along the MDG achievement and good urban governance principles therefore making their systems and processes streamlined and focused.
In terms of reforming the political and electoral systems, UNDP has initially assisted the Commission on Elections to review its organizational structures and systems to manage the modernization process effectively in the coming elections.  In the last elections, civil society organizations was strongly engaged in voters’ education and lobbying for critical bills to ensure fair, honest and credible elections.  Our assistance has contributed to a large extent on how Filipinos voted in the last elections; has given a voice to emerging party-list groups, independent parties, and alternative leaders and candidates to break political dynasties; encouraged vigilance and citizen participation during the elections; and has given for the very first-time, the rights to suffrage for millions of overseas Filipino workers.
 
MONGOLIA
Mongolia illustrates the example of prioritizing anti-corruption in its governance agenda, and how it sought to address the problem given various entry points for horizontal accountability.  See the Draft prodoc.  For more information, contact:  Turod, Governance Specialist, UNDP Mongolia.
 
TANZANIA
Tanzania represents a comprehensive anti-corruption reform agenda which targeted national anti-corruption commission, civil society participation, media, as well as other horizontal accountability institutions.  Please see the case study on the experience of UNDP Tanzania.  For more information, contact:  Lucie Luguga, UNDP Tanzania.
 
Sudarshan, Oslo Governance Centre
The Oslo Governance Centre (OGC) undertook a mapping during 2003 of UNDP-supported programmes in the area of governance that were nationally executed, involved partnerships or cost-sharing with at least three or more donors, and were focussed on multiple sectors of governance.  
The second phase of this exercise (yet to commence), would be to conduct in-depth studies of selected programmes, in order to examine the extent to which they realised the basic advantages of the programme approach, and identify capacity development needs in the context of shortfall from expectations of the programme approach.  
If were are able to do a critical analysis of the experience with multi-sectoral governance programmes, we should be able answer your questions: "What went well, and where did you run into trouble? What are the lessons learnt? Is is a bad idea to develop such programmes, and if so why?"
Our initial expectations are that multi-sector, multi-donor supported programmes would foster national ownership, including stakeholders from civil society and the private sector.  That they would develop integrated governance reform proposals so that inter-connectedness of reform needs in different dimensions of governance are recognized. That they would develop a results-oriented approach so that the programme contributes to consolidation of democracy and enhances the effectiveness of democratic institutions in the achievement of human development (in particular, the MDGs). That they would enable institutionalization of both democratic accountability and "value" accountability (judicial review, ombudsman, are mechanisms for ensuring conformity to values and norms that are internationally recognized, and often incorporated in constitutions).  And, that they would foster national leadership for programmes, and national coordination of external assistance. 
The following programmes were short-listed for in-depth study (yet to commence):
 
· Ghana: Consolidating Democratic Governance Programme (CDGP) 
· Indonesia: Partnership for Governance Reform in Indonesia. 
· Kyrgystan: Increasing the effectiveness of national governance in the Kyrgyz republic. 
· Nigeria: National Programme on Governance for Sustainable Human Development (NPGSHD). 
· Pakistan: Pakistan Governance Programme (PGP). 
· Sierra Leone: Sierra Leone Interim Governance Project (IGP). 
· Ukraine: Participatory Governance Programme (PGP) 
· Vietnam: Public Administration Reform (PAR) 2001-2010 Master Programme 
 
You should be able to get from the concerned Country Offices programme support documents and evaluation reports, in case you want more details. I am also attaching a note on the Partnership for Governance Reforms, Indonesia, a venture that I know rather well, having been involved in its inception and evolution.
 

Benjamin Allen, Bratislava Regional Center
I'm sorry I didn't respond more directly to this query.  I'm in my last couple of weeks here in Bratislava, and I've been a bit overwhelmed with crises of one kind or another.  That said, I'd be more than happy to give some advice if you can send me specific questions or documents to review.  If in the next few days, send them to this address, otherwise to benjamin_allen@yahoo.com
 

Jocelyn Mason, BDP/DGG, NY

The extensive replies already recieved for this query pretty much cover the bases.  I am ready to help with follow-up questions, however.
 

The bottom line, as Sudarshan suggests may emerge from the work being done in the OGC, is that integrated approaches can foster national ownership.  But this is not automatic, and it is one of the key roles of UNDP to ensure that, in an effort to develop a framework for coordinating resources that is acceptable to all donors does not lead to a reduction in national ownership.  There are lesons to be learnt from the experience with Sector Wide Approaches, of which there are a number in Malawi. Obviously, SWAPs in such sectors as Health and Education are going to have budgetary and programmatic implications of a different order of magnitude from what you are suggesting .  Still, asking the following types of questions with regard to the Malawi experience of SWAPs may give you an idea of what to avoid and how successful an integrated approach to accountability institutions might be.  How well has the government been able to coordinate donors and retain control over policy in SWAPs?  How well have civil society and other non-government actors been able to participate in policy formulation and implementation?  How reliably have the main donors in this case provided promised funding, and what implications might an interruption or delay of funding by one donor have on an integrated programme?  
 

An interesting paper on the subject of governance and SWAPs, now a little bit old but still relevant, can be found at http://www.odi.org.uk/pppg/publications/working_papers/142.pdf


Thanks to all that contributed! If you have more information that you would like to share with the network on this topic, please send it to: surf-gov@groups.undp.org
View past consolidated replies: http://portal.undp.org/server/nis/4644624878589455
Democratic Governance Practice Workspace: http://intra.undp.org/bdp/workspaces/governance-network/index.htm
About UNDP’s work on governance: http://www.undp.org/governance/  or: http://intra.undp.org/bdp/oslocentre/index.htm 
