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1
Introduction

A workshop of Development Partners represented in the Local Consultative Group (LCG) on Agriculture was held at the Asia Pacific Hotel on 19th May 2003.  Attendance is given in Annex A.  The purpose of the workshop was:

"To create a mechanism by which donors can collaborate with government to support the development of the National Agriculture Policy Plan of Action (NAP/PoA) through a single policy and expenditure programme under government leadership, using common/partnership management and reporting procedures"

In essence, the workshop aimed at finding ways for donors to unite behind the NAP/PoA, in view of the iPRSP.  The following sections highlight each workshop session.

2
Opening Remarks

Bui Thi Lan, FAO Representative in Bangladesh, provided the opening remarks.  Reporting back from the recent Bangladesh Development Forum (BDF), it was noted that the GoB Finance Minister appeared strongly supportive of a programmatic approach.  In particular, the Finance Minister had identified that:

1. Donor driven projects had weak sectoral impact, and that Sector Wide Approaches (SWAp) address the weaknesses of projectised development.

2. Sectoral issues need to be discussed between government and donors in a frank and transparent way.

3. Development partners should support the design of programmes and SWAps based on the overarching iPRSP framework, as it moves towards a full PRSP.

4. Individual ministries should no longer approach the finance ministry with discrete project proposals, and should also follow programme and SWAp routes.

These trends provide a firmer foundation for progress, and the LCG (Agriculture) should think about moving forwards together.  This will require honesty and transparency.

3
Background Paper Presentation

Ray Purcell, consultant to DFID/FAO, presented the Background Paper (Purcell, May 2003), which should be read as an accompaniment to this workshop report.  The presentation is given in Annex B.  Dr. Mudbhary from FAO, Bangkok (task manager for PoA preparation) acted as a resource person.

4
Comments on Presentation

The following record captures the main comments in sequence, following the presentation.

FAO
PoA preparation was consultative and included PRA sessions in 12 sites.  This process led to the inclusion of 3 new areas, bringing the total number of programmes from 18 to 21.  Whilst agreeing that it is crops based, this was to conform to the mandate of the MoA.  Although the iPRSP views agriculture in it's broadest sense, it will be bifurcated during implementation into areas of ministerial mandate.  
PPSU
Danida, through PPSU, does support the PoA, which government has approved, and are using it on a strategic level for programme development in each of the 21 areas.

DFID
The PoA is not clear on the role of the private sector and institutional reform.  Most of the 329 actions in the second half of the document revert to government agencies, and the document is therefore not reformist.

FAO
Roles of government, private sector and non-government agencies are included on page 53.  However, it is true that in the matrix, it is mainly the responsibility of government agencies to implement the PoA.

DFID
Learning from the health sector SWAp, the PoA needs greater recognition of pluralism and the range of actors involved.  Also, learning from the development in the agriculture sector, it is clear that deregulation has provided an impetus for growth, and this indicates much greater roles for the non-government sector.

W. Bank
The iPRSP is still interim, with the final PRSP due at the end of 2004.  There is plenty of opportunity to influence the process.  The PRSP represents inclusive agriculture, while the PoA only covers crops.  Both documents lack prioritisation.  The PoA needs a poverty focus.   Donors can do more to articulate the pro-poor role of agriculture for the MDGs.  Achievement of rice self sufficiency has been at the expense of diversification, and should not lead to a sense of complacency.  It is about farmer income, not simply yields, and "wages" need to increase for poverty reduction. Further, there are a plethora of policies in Bangladesh, and the issue now is implementation and monitoring.  Even within the PoA, there are 329 actions and no mechanism to dialogue with government on progress.

DFID
The PoA does not provide clarity in terms of what GoB is really seeking from development partners, nor is it clear how GoB wishes donors to align.

PPSU
The Finance Minister has set a good basis for showing donors how to align behind the iPRSP, programmes and SWAps - individual ministries are still finding their feet and there is no clarity on what a programme approach really means.

DANIDA
The PoA skeleton is reasonable, but without the flesh it is difficult for any partner to get a clear picture of the envisaged future.  Learning in line ministries is still required concerning the meaning of a programme, and the role of such agencies remains unclear.  There are questions concerning the genuine participation of these agencies in formulation processes, which undermines genuine partnership.

FAO
Whilst recognising weaknesses, there is conviction that this has been the right process, and this has been validated by the comments of the Finance Minister at the BDF.

DFID
Donors need to recognise that they may have different positions.  As such, DFID is more concerned with being reformist, and as such whilst the front end of the PoA is rhetorically reasonable, the programme matrix is highly traditional with respect to the role of government, and as such some development partners would not be willing to invest.

FAO
Government has approved the PoA, and has expressed that a meeting with all concerned ministries should be held, perhaps through the co-ordination of the Prime Ministers Office / Planning Commission.  Further, the PoA is already being integrated into the GoB three-year rolling plan.

PPSU
In addition to governmental approval, the IADP has begun, and is the implementation vehicle for the PoA.  IADP is facilitating and acting as a secretariat to ensure that GoB is in the driving seat, and that ministries take ownership.  Copies of the May 2003 IADP Overview were provided, and copies of Volume I and II of the IADP Background Papers were circulated.  The Secretaries of both MoA and MoFL, and the Planning Commission have signed the Sector Review Agreement.  An additional strategic theme (farming systems and livelihoods) is in the process of being added.  The proposal to include other development partners in the working group was rejected by the Secretary MoA in September 2002.  

DANIDA
The original intention was for the IADP working group to include a range of development partners, and it was not seen as a means of pursuing Danida's individual programmatic interests.

USAID
Some means of converging the PoA with the poverty reduction priorities expressed in the iPRSP are required.

SDC
There is a distinction between strategy and implementation - surely if various partners are involved in strategy formulation, they do not all have to be involved in implementing.  As such, not all donors need to be involved in the IADP.

5
Group Discussions

Participants were divided into two groups, each tasked with identifying specific actions and recommendations as a framework for progress:

Group 1
Product - PoA/PRSP links, implementation and the poverty dimension.



Rapporteur, DANIDA



Resource Person, Dr. Mudbhary

Group 2
Process - Interaction between development partners and GoB.



Rapporteur, DFID



Resource Person, Ray Purcell

6
Plenary

Groups presented their initial discussions, and these were further defined in the form of an action plan.  The action plan comprises specific recommendations accepted by the workshop, and issues flagged for attention.

Agreed Actions

1 PPSU (Danida) will make further efforts to encourage MoA to include a broader forum of development partners in the IADP process.  Action: PPSU
2 Development partners outside of LCG are requested to share their positions on PoA support (if any) with the LCG.  Action: LCG Chair
3 The LCG (Agriculture) will establish a PoA Focal Point of key development partners with interest in the PoA, with the purpose of broad based sharing and engagement.  Action: LCG Chair
4 PPSU will ensure information about the IADP is circulated freely and frequently among LCG members, and in particular the PoA Focal Point.  Action: PPSU
5 LCG and PoA Focal Point members commit to responsiveness on IADP documentation.  Action: LCG members and LCG Focal Point members
6 The IADP will include poverty analysis in the Terms of Reference for developing the 22 PoA programmes
. This, along with consideration of the role of government, will help align the first and second parts of the PoA. Action: PPSU, with engagement of the LCG PoA Focal Point
7 Based on the 22 programme areas (when developed, and including poverty analysis, potential poverty impact and costing) development partners will decide their investment/alignment priorities.  Action: Development partners
8 Donors with similar interests with respect to each of the 22 programme areas (when developed) should form a task force or investment consortium to negotiate together with GoB.  Action: Development partners
9 Further effort will be made to include a GoB representative in the LCG (Agriculture) possibly as a co-chair based on the precedent in the Water and Environment LCGs.  Action: LCG (Agriculture) Chair
10 Development partners will seek to further engage the Prime Ministers Office and Planning Commission in bringing together all agriculture related ministries for engagement in taking the PoA forwards.  Action: LCG (Agriculture) Chair, PoA Focal Point and FAO Representative (with possible support from the Main LCG)
Agreed Flags / Observations

1 The PoA and iPRSP are both in place, and broadly accepted by donors.

2 For the PoA to be fully supported by a broad spectrum of donors, formal collaborative processes and mechanisms are a requirement, along with agreed mechanisms to move towards programmatic consortia.

3 The PPSU is a support unit for MoA and MoFL, it is not representative of their positions, but has been formally accepted by both ministries.  The issue of sustaining the process with respect to the availability of the Senior Sector Advisors was flagged.

7
Closing Remarks

Mr. Tim Robertson, DFID, and current LCG (Agriculture) Chair concluded the workshop.  The key observation was the major transition within the group over the last few years from being a project discussion forum towards programmatic and sectoral planning for the future.  This is a major achievement.
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ANNEX B

PRESENTATION

Development Partner Workshop 

 (LCG Agriculture) on PRSP and the Plan of Action for Agriculture (POA)

Framework for Progress

Dhaka 19 May 2003

1. Objectives of the Workshop and the Background Paper

2. POA at a Glance

3. Positives and Negatives in the Sub-sector Design Framework – A Readiness Assessment for Supporting the Plan Of Action for Agriculture

4. A Guide to the Integrated Agricultural Development Programme (IADP)

5. The Way Forward

Purpose of Workshop

“To create a mechanism by which donors can collaborate with government to support the development of the NAP/POA through a single policy and expenditure programme under government leadership, using common/partnership management and reporting procedures”

To find ways for the donors to unite behind the POA

POA at a Glance

The POA is a review and strategy document to support the National Agriculture Policy and represents the start of the implementation process. Its concern is to provide guidelines for the development of efficient instruments for implementing existing policies. It chalks out the broad outlines of a strategy rather than going into the fine detail, as a task left to specialist units within government. The POA itself will require regular review and updating ……….(POA Executive Summary)

POA identifies:

· six themes

· 18 NAP programmes 

· and an action matrix containing over 300 items.

POA Themes:

· Strengthening the partnership approach

· Improving the enabling environment

· Commercialisation of agriculture

· Increasing agricultural productivity

· Improving cross-sectoral linkages

· Improving institutional capacity to support reforms

List of NAP/POA Programmes

NAP Programmes

1. Crop production

2. Seeds

3. Fertiliser

4. Minor irrigation

5. Pest management

6. Agricultural mechanisation

7. Agricultural research

8. Agricultural extension

9. Agricultural marketing

10. Land use

11. Agricultural education and training

12. Agricultural credit

13. Support for production and contingency programmes

14. Food based nutrition

15. Environmental protection

16. Women in agriculture

17. Coordination among government, NGOs and the private sector

18. Reliable database

Plus added in the POA:

1. Agro-processing

2. Food safety

3. Decentralisation

On process, the POA team held consultations with a wide range of stakeholders, including government officials, farmers, NGOs involved in agricultural development activities, agribusiness firms and private sector associations, and the development partners.
A Readiness Assessment for Supporting the Plan Of Action (POA) for Agriculture

Readiness Principles

Used to diagnose gaps and divergences in looking for the “way forward”:

· Long term vision and policy in place with broad government and donor support

· Policy placed in a sound overall macro-economic and budget management setting

· GOB inclusive and transparent including strong government commitment to partnership approaches and open to donors playing a role in policy and resource allocation

· Donors prepared to make medium/long term commitments, on at least a programme basis

· Mechanisms for learning from experience

· Long term vision and policy in place (NAP/POA) with broad government and donor support?

Positive

· NAP and POA in place and approved by GOB.

· Most donors see POA as a basis for moving forward.

· POA proposes a programme rather than project approach.

· POA is seen by some donors as fitting well into PRSP.

Problematic

· POA inadequate in providing a long term vision.

· Question about GOB ownership of POA.

· POA not reformist enough.

· POA doesn’t address institutional reform

· Perception that POA consultative process not participatory enough at all levels.

· Needs additional theme on farming system and livelihoods to address poverty.

· Leaves cross-sectoral issues unaddressed – interactions with water, land, forestry, fisheries etc.

· Reduction, clarification and elaboration needed e.g. in relation to prioritisation and costing of 329 action items.

· Action Plan prepared before Strategic Framework in place.

· No poverty analysis or discussion in POA.

Policy placed in a sound overall macro-economic and budget management setting?

Positive

· PRSP in place and approved by most/all donors.

· PRSP advocates holistic approaches, and partnerships.

· PRSP seen as being “a good first step”.

· Some improvements made in the budget system.

· Perception by some that there has been a participatory process.

· There is an official GOB policy shift from projects to programmes.

· For some, POA has potential to fit well with PRSP e.g. both speak of diversification as a priority

Problematic

· For others, linkage between POA and PRSP is currently vague.

· Thematic comparison  of PRSP and POA not carried out

· Perceptions by some that PRSP top down and limited GOB ownership.

· PRSP limited on the way forward.

· PRSP mainly about trend analysis and generally there is little about poverty.characteristics and causal relationships.

· Negative perceptions in GOB of new sector planning approaches in the health sector.

· Weak GOB coordination structures.

· The agriculture section of PRSP has same weakness.

· No Medium Term Expenditure Framework (MTEF) to provide predictability to forward budget planning.

· GOB inclusive and transparent including strong commitment to partnership approaches and open to donors playing a role in policy and resource allocation?

Positive

· GOB adopted partnership approaches in principle and in practice. Prime example is in the health sector.

Problematic

· Quality of overall resource planning and management.
· Perceived negative experience of the health sector by large parts of GOB.

· MOA unwilling to send a representative to the LCG. 

· Donors prepared to make medium/long term commitments on a programme basis or subsectoral basis

Positive

· Donors in principle to buy-in.

· Possibilities exist where donor sector strategies overlap with POA strategies.

Problematic

· Some donors inhibited by content of POA.

· Some donors inhibited by process of POA.

· Some donors unclear or have hazy grasp of POA.

· Importance of donors working together.

· Weak GOB transparency and fiduciary standards

· Mechanisms for learning from experience

Positive
· Integrated Agricultural Development Programme (IADP) process has been approved by joint agreement of Secretaries of MOA and MOFL.  A Working Group is currently functioning.

· Can be a planning mechanism for sector wide and integrated approaches to planning for crops, livestock and fisheries.

· Possible to create informal IADP focus-groups.

Problematic

· IADP does not engage donors, formal membership of the WG is limited to one donor. The difficulty may be illustrated by the multiple drafts of the IADP Concept Paper.

· A (Danida) condition of moving forward through the IADP process is the completion of the Concept, Policy and Planning, and Institutional Framework papers.

· Doubts about sustainability of IADP process.

Summary Assessment

· The PRSP and POA both well received by donors 

· Linkage of POA with PRSP is vague - a thematic comparison has not yet been carried out

· Donors see the POA as a basis for moving forward though with significant gaps and inconsistencies

· Clarity needed on links between objectives, inputs and outcomes of POA

· A sub-sector implementation and investment plan needed

· No formal forum for dialogue between GOB and DPs on POA

· Commitment and support from GOB to dialogue is weak

· Hard for donors to access “the GOB rules of the game” and the key-decision making bodies of government

· Dialogue among donors themselves on the POA weak

· Little sense that POA is part of a dynamic process 

· DPs unclear on the role of the IADP process in moving forward

· A recent GOB policy shift from projects to programmes

· An MTEF not in place

Challenges as POA is taken forward are:

Process

· Building a GOB/DP dialogue/partnership process and structures

· Clarifying and harnessing the role and work under IADP in POA development

· Limited understanding of the POA among DP

· Articulating POA with GOB planning processes (ECNIC and Planning Commission)

· Creating a structure for the implementation of the POA

Product

· Exploring the links between PRSP and POA

· Carrying out a consistency comparison of POA with PRSP

· Strengthening explicitly the poverty dimension of the POA

Overall

· Might need two or more tracks to address different challenges e.g. engaging with government, strengthening government systems, harmonising donor approaches

The Integrated Agricultural Development Programme (IADP)

IADP Goal: the implementation of the national policies via the establishment and maintenance of an enabling environment for all stakeholders.

Specific Objectives: 

1. Ensurance of consistency between national policy goals, current regulations and implementation of intervention activities

2. Establishment and maintenance of an enabling development environment, where farmers as well as agro-business providers can act in both their own interests and in the national interest

3. Ensuring the management capacity in the public sector is equal to the task of overseeing that the goals and objectives are reached.

4. Ensuring the efficient utilisation of scarce resources in order to maximise benefits through reduction of resource wastage and duplication of development efforts

With planning public sector agencies and projects

IADP Process and Content

To be managed by four interlinked strategic frameworks

· Policy and Planning Framework

· Institutional Management Framework

· Information Systems Management Framework

· Programme/Project Implementation/Funding

Policy and Planning Framework

Purpose: to manage the processes involved in formulating the specific programme interventions

Management is by the Planning Wings of the respective Ministries

The methodology will involve:

The preparation of a national development programme for each NAP/POA programme area

Work in progress: 

· 17 policy background papers (one for each programme area) being finalised by PPSU/MOA and available shortly.

· the Planning and Policy framework paper is prepared in two parts – general and programmes. The general part is being worked on. Consultancy assistance on general crop production policies and price support and contingency policies is planned. Part two on TORs for the development of each NAP programme is not yet started.

The Institutional Management Framework

To develop processes and programmes to make the agencies more responsive as policy instruments. Comprises an institutional analysis of each agency to match the implementation responsibility implications. Would include action plans and budgets. Would borrow from ongoing or recent exercises such as that for NARS. An action plan developed but work not yet started.

Information Systems Management Framework

Analysis of financial, human resource, investment, and programme management systems with a view to their integration within a Strategic Information Management framework. Conceptualised but not yet started.

Programme/Project Implementation/Funding

Not yet conceptualised.

IADP Inter-Ministerial Coordination

Through existing GOB central coordination cabinet-based structures, the Ministry of Finance and the Planning Commission.

For MOA and MOFL, through the IADP Working Group?

Timing

2002: 
Building capacity for policy and planning

2003: 
Sector policy and planning framework 

2004: 
Implementation of 2003 framework.

Development of institutional and information management frameworks

2005:
Implementation of frameworks developed in 

2004:
Development and funding of programme

/projects implementation framework

Resources Required for IADP Process

Preparation of MOA policy and planning framework to the appraisal stage for the 17-20 NAP programme areas - $1.5 million.

Preparation of the other three frameworks over 4-5 years - $6 million.

For comparison, MOA total budget 2001/2 is about $140 million. Thus over 4-5 years, IADP costs would be about 1% of total budget resources.
� Comprising the original 18 programme areas in the National Agriculture Policy (1999), the additional three proposed during PoA preparation, and the additional 'farming systems and livelihoods' area being proposed by PPSU.
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