Annex 2e: RWANDA QUESTION and REPORT MATRIX

Context

	Country and aid context
	Country context

Rwanda is a low income country making strong progress in economic growth and towards the Millennium Development Goals, and against Paris Declaration indicators. With 10.6 million people, GNI per capita has risen from USD430 to USD520 between 2008 and 2010 (OECD 2012). This rate of GNI growth, if continued, will see Rwanda reach its Vision 2020 objectives of becoming a middle income country ahead of time. Rwanda currently ranks 166 on UNDP’s Human Development Index of 187 countries. Life expectancy is 55 (UNDP 2012)

The Government’s fiscal year is July 1 – June 30. This was changed in 2009 from the calendar year in order to align with the East African Community (EAC) standard

	
	ODA volumes

Net ODA to Rwanda in 2009 totalled approximately USD 934 million and USD 1034 million in 2010 (source OECDStats 2012)
For fiscal year 2011/2012, donor support grants for the Rwandan budget have been estimated at RWF444.7 billion (USD 731million) as against RWF 372.5 billion (USD 615million) received in fiscal year 2010/2011 (MINECOFIN 2011).

The figure for 2011/2012 represents financing for about 42% of total expenditure and net lending compared to about 38% in fiscal year 2010/2011 (ibid).

ODA modalities
Rwanda receives support from about thirty (30) donors, the largest being the USA, World Bank, UK, EC, and the AfDB. Support is delivered through three main aid instruments: (a) general budget support (Gbudget support); (b) sector budget support (Sbudget support); and (c) project-based funding. An increasing level of aid is being channelled through general and sector budget support in line with the Government’s Aid Policy of 2007 (WB 2010)
Using country systems

Rwanda has achieved 8 of the 13 indicators in the 2011 Monitoring Paris Declaration Survey, with a number of the remainder being very close to their target. Progress has been recorded in ownership, mutual accountability and a number of alignment indicators – in particular: alignment with national priorities; use of country public financial management systems; predictable aid and the use of common arrangements or procedures. All harmonisation indicators have met the targets for 2010. At 50%, Rwanda has not met the 2010 target of 59% of country PFM systems used. (OECD 2011)
Donors

Donor coordination in Rwanda is extensive, existing on several levels of the development plane, from high level representatives to technical working groups. Similarly, a monitoring system also exists on several levels, measuring performance and guiding coordination from the technical level up to the donor level. Lastly, a formal Division of Labour guides the GoR and development partners in the placement of development assistance.
The top 5 donors provide 58% of Rwanda’s core ODA (OECD 2011). 


1. COMMON CLASSIFICATION

	1.1 Would more comprehensive, more accurate data but in a format that still requires some work to align perfectly, be preferably to how the country receives information currently, in respect of formats, accuracy, timeliness etc. 
	It has already been established by the IATI mission of June 2010 that the IATI standard can bring value added to the aid information environment in Rwanda. Primarily these advantages involved accuracy and timeliness of data, bringing in non-resident donors, reducing burden on donors, while some issues over specific detail remain, such as how to bring multi-donor projects into a single project on the DAD. There is work ongoing (by Synergy, the developers of the Rwanda DAD) to map the Development Assistance Database (DAD), Rwanda’s aid information management system, into the SmartFMS, the Government of Rwanda’s (GoR) integrated financial management tool: this work is due to take place in mid-2012. This raises questions over the point of entry which an IATI common classification would assume, i.e. if Synergy develops a mechanism to map data in its current DAD format into the SmartFMS, which includes economic classifications, then what is the added value of the common classification, and of IATI overall? 

The earlier IATI work has answered this question: a common classification would just make it more compatible with country systems, than an IATI feed with no means to map from donor classifications to country classifications (from IATI 2010): 
· Significant time saving: All donors (interviewed: DFID, GoNetherlands, WB, UNDP) stated that the large amount of time taken to report aid information on a quarterly basis was a significant barrier to effective reporting (one donor said it takes 3 days a quarter to do this). All agreed (with possible exception of World Bank) that the ability to report directly from donor systems would be feasible and much more efficient.
· Reduced parallel reporting: Most donors said they report similar data to different Government actors, and agreed the IATI approach had the potential to limit this practice. 

· Greater consistency: The multiple databases that currently exist all have ‘different versions of the truth’ and are usually inconsistent with donor systems which can cause problems. IATI could help resolve this.
· Political pressure: IATI will raise the profile of the importance and value of providing information on donor aid flows. This should add political pressure and incentive 
· Greater breadth of information: IATI-standard reporting could extend the breadth of data stored in the DAD and make it more useful to line ministries.

· Consistency: If all of Government systems use IATI data as their source, there will be greater consistency of data being used across Government. 

	1.2 Would the proposed common classification system enable better / faster / more comprehensive / more efficient translation, alignment and absorption of aid information for budget preparation purposes, budget execution decisions and budget reporting purposes at both or either central and line ministry level? Does it provide a better fit with the country main vote structure than current classifications used by donors?
	Major obstacles to adequate management of aid information in Rwanda include timeliness and comprehensiveness of data, and multiplicity of demands from different agencies. If the common classification were able to provide regular and on time data on commitments and disbursements, this would be an improvement over current practice, and it might help eliminate the multiple requests, which are the result of mistrust in the quality and accuracy of data held elsewhere. Similarly, the IATI CC can bring into the DAD data from donors who are not physically present in Rwanda, which the DAD currently cannot do (only resident donors have access to the online database). 
Some of the GoR’s  information needs are not currently met by IATI standard without the common classification: more details about where money is spent (e.g. what is flowing into country, and what are admin/unit costs)
IATI will also provide a greater breadth of data, for example on forward looking project and country programme budgets, and more coverage of projects that do not go through Government (e.g. support channelled through NGOs). This latter point is currently one of the major preoccupations for the Government of Rwanda (GoR), which captures competently aid disbursed through country systems throughout the budget cycle, but struggles to put non-UCS aid on budget (even if some coverage is provided on plan), or have it use national procedures. Execution data on projects is also a problem.

Some consideration of information management practices such as validation of data will also be required.

	1.3 Would the proposed common classification aid parliamentary ex ante and ex post oversight, ie by providing an independent flow of information that can be aligned with budget formats by parliament itself?
	Parliament takes an active interest in aid and in the budget of Rwanda more generally, is aware of the importance of aid within that budget and of the risks to macroeconomic stability if the large amounts of budget support are not disbursed on time. GoR has also enhanced the role of Parliament, bringing it in to aid effectiveness discussions, using its legitimacy to further the cause for mobilizing effective aid from partners. In addition, GoR lead by the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning (MINECOFIN) push development partners hard towards providing increasingly programmatic aid, with a stated aim of receiving as much aid as possible in the form of general budget support, which they want to put entirely into the budget cycle, from on plan to on report (they want to put all other aid on parliament too, wherever applicable, or at least on budget). In this context, therefore, all initiatives to enhance the possibility of aid going on budget are welcomed by GoR, and IATI can, as mentioned above, provide important improvements to the quality of aid data. 

One of the most prominent challenges for donors and GoR now is to bring project aid onto budget – both CABRI (2008) and AidInfo (2009) have attested to the longevity of this problem. Project transfer into Rwanda country systems is currently weak, and a competent common code should be able to overcome the issues which prevent project based aid from being captured more concisely in budget preparation processes, most notably by providing forward and execution data that is not forthcoming otherwise at a time when the GoR can best use it. 

Whether or not the common classification could provide an independent flow of information for the benefit of parliament is moot. GoR would likely not see the benefit in a parallel information channel, and it is not in bypassing the AMP that information will more likely reach Parliament. It is furthermore unlikely that Parliament will download IATI data independently, unless it loses trust in the ability of the executive to do so.

	1.4 Does the current format and/or process in which aid information is received from donors -- either for the aid management central unit, central budget unit, or line ministry aid management and budget officers – hinder/slow down/render inaccurate its absorption into budget preparation, execution and reporting processes? 
	Although there are a number of areas where improvements can be made, the current format works quite well in Rwanda. Problems which are not unique to Rwanda can be identified – donors providing late, incomplete or inaccurate data, having to be chased by FRMU staff, an excess of demands placed on them by a multiplicity of GoR units who could coordinate better, etc (all areas where IATI could bring immediate succour) – but the large proportion of budget support, the competent and broad network of coordination structures put in place by a willing government and donor community, lead strongly by MINECOFIN, means that aid information passes well through the system, does receive attention from Parliament, and is competently managed and recorded by improving PFM systems. 

The main issue for GoR concerns the level of capture of information on projects: there are projects on budget (worth 20-30% of GoR budget spending) which suffer from poor execution updates (and therefore disrupt national reporting and forward planning processes), and projects which should be on budget but aren’t, and also do not have enough commitment/execution updates in the DAD. All projects could be more finely detailed by inputting donors. Finally, GoR wants to bring NGOs onto plan, and wherever possible onto budget, by setting resident NGOs up as users on the DAD. In sum, the major issue for GoR is one of comprehensiveness.

As a result of this step taken towards budget integration, although donor-financed projects will remain projects, and will remain specifically identified in the National Budget, it will be possible to present a global overview of the recurrent and capital expenditure, integrating both internally and externally financed ones. This should provide GOR with a much better overview of the composition of its budget. Regarding the functional and programmatic classification, projects have been following them since they were introduced in 2000. Nevertheless, the main issue there is that projects are not divided in sub-components. Therefore cross-programme, cross-sector or cross-ministry projects are not divided to be presented under the specific programme, sector or ministry to which they contribute. Donor-financed projects appear in the budget as one entity under the programme, sector and Ministry where they contribute most. This does not allow an accurate overview of which sectors and programmes the development budget contributes to, or how money flows.

	1.5 What is the process for converting donor information into country budget information?

1.6 Who converts aid information from the classifications used by the donor (by programme, project, activity) into information for inclusion in budget processes and in budget documentation (eg donors, aid management unit, line ministries, budget office)? 

1.7 When does it occur (how many times in the life time of a project, in the budget cycle?)

1.8 By what process?

1.9What is the burden on donors?

What are the problems they experience? How much time does it take? Would this process be assisted if aid information is delivered against the common classification? If donors enter the information, what is their capacity?
	Staff in the Budget Unit in MINECOFIN are responsible for preparing the budget documents. For this they use a variety of sources, both formal and informal, to acquire their information, although the major problem they have is gathering reliable data on projects. 

The first source of data is the DAD, into which donors input their data as projects via the internet interface. However not all required information is captured in a project, for instance projects are rarely classified by economic nature in the DAD. Other projects simply have missing content. 

Another (widespread) source of data comes from the donor coordination structures, which are comprehensive in Rwanda. At sector level, the Sector Working Groups (SWG) meet regularly and have a forward looking and a backward looking annual review, the purposes of which are to provide forward aid data on commitments for N+1 budget year, and review sector results, implementation and impact, respectively. These are supplemented by Sector Wide Approaches (SWAps) in nearly all sectors in Rwanda. There are Implementation Working Groups which operate at one remove from the sectors and cover multisectoral concerns. There is a Budget Support Harmonisation Group (BSHG) which involves budget support donors (and donors who are considering budget support as observers) during which forward commitments on budget support are provided, and overall effectiveness of budget support interventions discussed. Finally, there is the Development Partners Meeting, the highest level representation, which meets twice per year plus one retreat (during which forward commitments are confirmed for budget preparation purposes). All in all, coordination structures in Rwanda allow donors to monitor closely the implementation and effect of their aid, and allow GoR to procure data. 

Despite the preponderance of potential sources, it remains difficult for the National Budget Unit to obtain all the required information on projects, largely because donors do not record them effectively (in some instances, in the case of forward commitments, some donors claim not to know what their N+1 budget will be, or an unaligned home fiscal calendar may make forward projections even more provisional). As a result, many projects which should go on budget do not, and large amounts of cash coming into and being spent in Rwanda are not accounted for in macroeconomic planning, and many projects report at year end low execution figures, which is not to say they did not execute, but rather that they did not report.

The Budget Unit are responsible for preparing the budget using the national nomenclature. The data which comes from the DAD has already been classified according to the Rwandan programmatic classification, as projects in the DAD are classified this way (via dropdown). Projects are not classified by their economic classification and as such are lumped together into a project annex in the budget documents. Corresponding ministries are input into the DAD for all projects (working in SWAps, this choice is straightforward) and verified by Budget unit staff before committing this information to the budget.

For the DAD, donors input their own projects when they come on line, inputting forward aid data for the next budget year and for the following two years if available, when they have this data, but not after March in order to allow commitment to the national budget. Donors update the DAD with disbursement information: some do this as and when they make the disbursements, some do it quarterly, as is requested by FRMU. 

Donors also communicate their budget support and SBS envelope to MINECOFIN informally via mail during the budget preparation process. Furthermore, the Development Partners Meeting which takes place 3 months before the start of the budget year is another opportunity for donors to confirm forward commitments.

To report to the DAD, the donor staff member first accesses the data from their central systems, runs a report and then uses the data to complete the DAD data entry. This can be a timely process (one recipient stated it can take up to 3 days full time work every quarter) and possibly the reason why data is often not supplied on time or to the degree of detail required (IATI 2010). On the other hand, aid in Rwanda is quite unfragmented by international standards, with large portions of donor aid being spent in single transactions (or at least single projects) under a functional division of labour. 

Automatic transfers of data from donor headquarters to DAD via IATI would represent a huge improvement in accuracy, and save significant donor resources at country level. Donors would probably be obliged to input projects as they come on-stream, and check the programmatic details and local idiosyncrasies of the DAD, but so long as IATI could identify those projects, it could report projections and disbursement with much greater accuracy and timeliness than is currently the case. If this data were reliable then the automatic transfer which is planned between DAD and SmartFMS could in fact be extended to incorporate donor data from headquarters on disbursement interfacing with the SmartFMS via IATI and the DAD.  Donors in Rwanda have expressed their preference for such an automatic transfer. 

	1.10 How accurate is the translation? Would the common classification assist in terms of the accuracy of recording aid against the budget?
	Differences between data in HQ systems and the data in the DAD are typically due to DAD not being updated accurately.  This forces central budget officers into duplicate and additional work in order to assure accuracy in the budget documents. The Budget Unit has been known to disregard DAD data which it thought unreliable and pursue data directly from donors.

IATI has the potential to add significant value to aid information management processes for both Government and donors by eliminating this inaccuracy, increasing timeliness, consistency of the data and reducing transaction cost for all parties of providing and collecting data. It can be particularly useful for projects, which is the modality most difficult to transfer accurately and reliably into budget systems. If projects were brought up to IATI standard this would improve the situation in Rwanda significantly.

IATI will also provide a greater breadth of data, for example on forward looking project and country programme budgets, and more coverage of projects that do not go through Government (e.g. support channelled through NGOs).

However, should Rwanda want to make use of an automatic IATI feed to feed through to government systems, a common classification would be required to map IATI data into the DAD with more ease and accuracy than a feed without a means of mapping. The DAD/SmartFMS interface which is due to be set up in mid-2012 will then map data in the DAD with national budget requirements. The exact details of the DAD/SmartFMS mapping are yet to be finalised. If the IATI data feed does not include a means to map to country budgets, more work would be required at country level to first import and classify the IATI data for use through the DAD.


2. BUDGET PREPARATION

	Aid Information for Budget Preparation

Quality of information, processes to collect, distribute and use it, and incentives to do so

	RWANDA AIMS

2.1 Does the country have an aid management information system (in other words, an aid database)? 

What kind? 

2.2 What classifications (note key segments – sector, location, economic chapter etc) are used in the country AIMS? What country-specific classifications are used?

2.3 How long is the current system in place? Why was it started? What is it being used for in government: what is its main purpose? Who is funding it?

2.4 Where is it placed?(both institutionally, and where the technology/server is located – assuming web-based)

2.5 In terms of software, can it / does it link to the country’s budget / accounting system software?

2.6 Identify the staffing/support has the ministry assigned to the operation of the AIMS (how much of the operation is run by local staff) - if data entry is first done by donors, how trained are they, are they local staff etc.

2.7 Who has access to it with what edit/view rights? Finance ministry – which departments? Planning ministry? Line ministries? Parliament? Donors? Public?

2.8 To what extent is there an aid strategy and is the AIMS an integral part?
	Rwanda has the Development Assistance Database (DAD – https://dad.synisys.com/dadrwanda/) which was established in March 2006 and is provided by Synergy International Systems. Management of the DAD is the responsibility of the Financial Resource Management Unit (FRMU – previously External Finance Unit) which sits in MINECOFIN, the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning. The DAD covers all resident government donors but no non-resident donors, and no NGOs.

CEPEX – the Central Projects and External Finance Bureau – was responsible for monitoring projects (donor and domestically funded) and produced demands for data on donors and in particular line ministries. However CEPEX was merged into MINECOFIN in 2010 when IFMIS allowed a more integrated approach to monitoring projects.

The full data set of the Rwanda DAD with explanation is laid out in appendix 1. These are the fields in the DAD per project: 

Title, Description, Program, Using Parallel PIU?, Approval Date, Start Date, End Date, Duration, Implementation Status, Sectors, Is this a multi-country project?, Locations, Donor Agencies, Implementers, National Counterpart Agencies, Relevant Project Contacts, Project Cost Amount requested for the project implementation, Commitments and Disbursements (with dates), Activities, Notes / Comments, Project Missions, Analytic Works, Other Attachments, User Activity Log
Currently, information is requested on sector and sub sector, province and district. 

The sector choices available in the DAD mirror their EDPRS/GoR programmatic classification equivalents, and the following mapping is applied: 
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For aid which is not budget support, no economic classification is requested. 

The DAD is in the process of being strengthened. New additions to data requirements include a ‘MTEF Module’ which will capture rolling 3 year forward commitments, and integration of the DAD data into the GoR SmartFMS financial management tool, which is scheduled for mid-2012. This will included mapping to the GoR Chart of Accounts, integration and cross-referencing of disbursement and execution data with SmartFMS, and a new module on NGO execution. The main areas of interest to the GoR financial management software are commitments, disbursements, expenditure, and modality. It is currently planned that, while data transfer will be automatic between the DAD and SmartFMS, there will be manual inputs of economic and administrative classification details wherever necessary. SmartFMS is interested primarily in identifying the donor assistance and then pulling out commitment and expenditure data, which it can cross check with information from bank account accruals etc and confirm/update the DAD information. Clearly, timely and accurate commitment and disbursement information is critical. MINECOFIN is generally wary of the quality of the data in the DAD so that comprehensive verification will be required.

The DAD has been in place since March 2006. It was set up in MINECOFIN under the External Finance Unit (EFU) in order to provide expertise in alignment, aid management and coordination, and harmonization among donors. UNDP through the Aid Coordination Unit provided technical assistance in the form of 3 staff: an Aid Coordination Specialist and an AIMS Specialist and a National Project Coordinator. The EFU has since been renamed the Financial Resources Management Unit (FRMU), and will receive programmed assistance from UNDP until end 2013.  

The DAD was set up to be the primary receptacle of aid information and the outward looking EFU/ FRMU were to be the primary points of contact between donor focal points and MINECOFIN as well as having some capacity for resource mobilization. (The Ministry of Foreign Affairs – MINAFFET – retains some responsibility for managing overall relations with donor agencies including some resource mobilization.) This has largely been the case, but the gaps in data in the DAD, coupled with the detailed information demands of GoR and in particular the National Budget Unit in MINECOFIN, have often lead to the FRMU being bypassed or overlooked, and MINECOFIN staff liaising directly with donor counterparts for information. This has weakened the DAD.

The FRMU and DAD are located in MINECOFIN. FRMU sits underneath the office of the Chief Economist in MINECOFIN. The Aid Coordination Unit, the outward facing donor-liaison unit funded by UNDP, also sits with FRMU in MINECOFIN.

The FRMU has approximately ten staff, with in addition 3 UNDP funded technical assistants in the ACU. Data entry is carried out by donors, the interface is relatively user-friendly. The DAD user log suggests that staff responsible for data entry tend to be local staff. Synergy has produced a User Manual for the DAD, which is also available to download from the main DAD access page.

Access to the DAD is granted to users from donor agencies, MINECOFIN, line ministries – all can modify projects under their management or control. The DAD is also open to the public on a view only basis. Members of the public can see lists of projects by donors, committed resources and executed resources, and in theory information about the project/funding and its intended results. In practice many of the narrative sections of projects are empty.

The GoR developed the Rwanda Aid Policy in 2006, which was approved by Cabinet in the same year. It sets out the GoR’s vision for improved aid management and enhanced aid effectiveness (GoR 2012).  It makes specific reference to the EDPRS, requiring that all aid be aligned established priorities (PEFA 2010). The aid policy establishes among other directives a preference for budget support and a strong sense of national ownership of external resources, particularly by MINECOFIN. Both these trends remain strongly characteristic in the current day.

	AID DATA for PLANNING AND BUDGETING 

2.9 What forward aid information is collected (in the AIMS or otherwise)? 

And/or in country budgeting processes? 

Please describe the format, horizon, which donors, coverage (UCS aid, or also aid that is management by the donor or disbursed to a third party such as an NGO or a managing agent)?

How?

When? Is this a routine collection, or ad hoc as projects come on line?

2.10 Are there aid modalities / aid management mechanisms for which aid information is easier or less easy to collect? 

2.11 Easier sectors? Why?

2.12 Are there donors for which information is easier / more difficult to collect? Why?

2.13 What processes to verify the information?

2.14 Is there any narrative included – particularly to support the information in the AIMS and linking this information to government policy? (In the absence of anything but the highest quality of aid information, this is often far more useful than the info itself).

2.15 Does the AIMS support a discussion between government and donors on the use of aid / or is it merely a mechanistic recording of aid.
	For all projects entered into the DAD forward aid commitments are required. A new module in the DAD, which is linked to the MTEF, requires rolling forward commitments for 3 years, although it is aggregated by donor, according to the likelihood and reliability of their information. The GoR has distinguished three main groups of donors, and have asked the latter two groups to engage with their headquarters in order to move their practice to that of the first group. (Kigali Statement of Action 2010) 

i) Belgium, EC, Germany, Netherlands, South Korea and UK make three-year non-binding commitments on a rolling basis and communicate this information to MINECOFIN.

ii) AfDB, WB, Global Fund to fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria, Sweden make three-year binding commitments on a non-rolling basis and will immediately communicate this information to the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning.

iii.) US Agencies, UN Agencies, Canada, IFAD, France, Luxemburg, Japan and Switzerland can make only indicative (ie. Non-binding) commitments.

However in practice the DAD is not the trusted recipient of all forward aid data. The Development Partners Meeting (DPM) is held 3 months before the start of the financial year and is the forum in which donors provide confirmed financial commitments for the upcoming year, which may already exist in the DAD, or are consequently added or updated, or sometimes don’t exist at all. This information is often treated separately to the forward indicative commitments, which are shared according to the budget calendar about 6 months before the start of the financial year. The National Budget Unit, responsible for budget preparation, frequently bypass the DAD in order to get their forward data from donors directly, or from the DPM.

Donor funded projects to general government, but implemented by non-government partners, are recorded in the DAD, but incompletely. Disbursement information to the NGO is often available with nothing recorded against expenditure. 

In terms of timeliness of the provision of information during the budget preparation, budget support donors in Rwanda all have multi-year programmes and commitments (although not always rolling therefore not always providing a multi-year perspective). This allows budget support to be very well captured in the budget, and information to be generally available in time for inclusion in the macro-economic framework and budget preparation. Collecting aid information on general and sector budget support is straightforward in Rwanda because a strong coordination environment, set up specifically to gather and discuss programme based aid information, allows such information to be transmitted to the relevant stakeholders in a timely manner. The Rwandan Government’s stated desire to receive as much budget support as donors are prepared to provide is complemented by a system which allows the collection, monitoring and discussion of this data. The progressive shift made towards Gbudget support and Sbudget support has contributed to the increased volume of ODA on budget as well as the % of ODA on budget (DPAF 2010). Specifically, the Development Partners Coordination Group meets every 2 months with an annual retreat (the DPM); the Budget Support Harmonisation Group meets quarterly. There are also Implementation Working Groups and Sector Working Groups which meet more regularly. Importantly, particularly higher up the system (DPM etc), senior representation is required and does occur. 

Donor funding which finances NGOs and other local partners (i.e. which has no or weak links to an overseeing GoR institution or ministry) is more difficult to capture, particularly with regard to execution (the donor agency doesn’t know or doesn’t receive information on NGO expenditure and the NGO doesn’t report to the DAD). By its very nature this modality is often less easily aligned with government priorities and programmes and it is less clear if it should be put into the budget and Finance Law.

Those sectors which offer the most comprehensive costed sector strategies and coordination mechanisms (SWAps), such as education, are better positioned to be aware of external contributions regardless of the modality or implementing partner.

Less than half of DPs are able to deliver all of their ODA through multi-year binding agreements of at least three years. Through the Budget Support Harmonisation Group, non-binding indications of future aid flows on Budget Support is now communicated for three years on a rolling basis. However, broader and comprehensive indication of future aid flows has not always been made, except at sector level where the functions of SWAps are strong. According to the above, those donors that provide the largest proportions of budget support (EC, DFID, Netherlands) are most able to provide information comprehensive and capturable data. The US, which disburses none of its aid as budget support and practically all of it to NGOs, is less well disposed to providing data. 

In addition, the DAD has no means of collecting data from donors that are not physically present in Rwanda, but who nevertheless might provide financing to INGOs/NGOs for work there. This is an area where IATI would have a distinct added value.

The FRMU personnel verify the information in the DAD and as such it is verified when passed on to the Budget Unit. However, this is not done comprehensively.

DAD allows a field for narrative information on each project, but the opportunity is only fitfully taken by inputers, and when it is, it is often a cut and paste from the project document. This is not necessarily a bad thing – no significant language issues arise in Rwanda, where French and English language is accepted in the DAD and understood with a preference for the latter – but the information does not as such conform to any particular format or contain standard data, and as such isn’t really useful.

It would be inaccurate to state that the DAD informs a discussion between GoR and donors, simply because there are a number of other functional forums in which aid data is discussed, shared, analysed and projected, which operate relatively independently of the DAD and the information therein. Nevertheless the DAD forms part of a successful aid coordination machinery, albeit a part that can sometimes be overlooked or bypassed.

	2.16 What are the formats in which it is collected from donors? 

2.17 Is there evidence of aid information included in country planning documents and in the submissions of line ministries to the centre of government? Of what quality is it (immediate FY, future FYs) If not, why not? If it is, what assists in it being there?

2.18 Are there forms of aid, aid modalities or aid management mechanisms for which forward aid information is reflected better?
	See above for the formats in which information is collected for budget information via the DAD. 

Rwanda has 7 Sector Wide Approaches (SWAps) (Agriculture, Education, Energy, Environment, Health, Justice, Transport) which are broadly inclusive of all partners active in the sector, and as such responsible ministries have access to financial and other data on all activities by development partners. SWAps all have detailed Sector Strategy Plans (SSPs)and MoUs; most have Monitoring and Evaluation plans, costing plans, and a Management Information System (MIS—in the case of the education SWAp) or a partner tracking system (in the case of the Health SWAp). This is held together by a Development Partner Assessment Framework (DPAF) which is a tool of mutual accountability and contains numerous (PD-linked) indicators against which donors are held to account. All in all, very strong coordination mechanisms abound at sector level and line ministries are able and willing to include aid information in their strategies, plans and reports. Because of the close relationships between sectors and donors, the quality of information is high.

Nevertheless it is worth noting that the projects which are brought into the planning process at sector level are done so after they have been designed, agreed and signed, and therefore cannot be amended in the SWG, and have to be admitted as such into the budget documents. This is therefore an admittedly inevitable problem of project support in the planning process. 

Within the context described above in 2.10, forward aid information on budget support and SBS is captured with a higher degree of accuracy (donors are measured in the DPAF on their disbursement rates according to commitments, with an across the board target of 83%). However sector working groups are working on integrating project aid to similar levels of reliability, and bringing participating NGOs on to plan wherever possible. However it is likely that forward aid information will remain trickier to capture in these contexts. 

	2.19 For budgeting purposes, what other problems besides the format (ie classification misalignment) of information hinder aid information from being used in the budget process and reflected in budget documentation (think coverage, timeliness, financial year, accuracy).
	Comprehensiveness and accuracy remain issues for the DAD, which prevents fuller integration into budget documents. Some 67% of ODA to the government sector was on the 09-10 budget (DPAF 2010), and some of this 67% was likely not captured correctly in the DAD, given the tendency of budget officers to search additional information from donors.

A poor understanding from some donors on what aid should be included in budget documents, and therefore emphasised in their reporting to the DAD, explains further why not all aid on budget is captured. Information on projects, whether implemented through or with GoR or not, is less well covered in the DAD than information on aid delivered through GBS or BS.

The 2009 AidInfo report describes wide discrepancies between the different sources of aid data as to the amount of aid provided to Rwanda. There are differences in coverage, i.e. donors appearing in some repositories but not others. For example there are 12 donors who appear in the CRS, but who are missing from the DAD and a further 8 donors who appear in the DAD but not the CRS. In general, the DAD is better at capturing information from multilateral donors, whereas the CRS contains information from smaller bilateral donors, who are often missing from the DAD. There are also wide differences in the financial amounts attributed to each donor. For the 16 donors who appear both in the DAD and the CRS, there is a total difference between the aid disbursements recorded in the two systems of $96million in 2006 and $166million in 2007.

There are a variety of reasons for these discrepancies including: 

· The DAD is typically missing data from donors whose aid agency does not have an in-country mission 

· There is relatively poor coverage of multilateral donors in the CRS 

· There is a lack of consistent definition of key terms. For example USAID staff in Rwanda use a different definition of ‘disbursement’ when reporting to the DAD to that used by USAID headquarters staff when reporting to the CRS. The differences in US reporting alone caused a total discrepancy of $93million between the two systems over the two years 2006-07. 

· There seems to be a difference in data provided to the GoR for aid interventions where in-country donor staff have greater autonomy compared to those situations which involve a high degree of central control by donor headquarters. 

· Countries with multiple aid agencies may not capture data on all of their aid interventions when reporting to the DAD. 

· There appeared to be human error in some of the data entered into the DAD which resulted in some projects having unrealistically low levels of disbursements.

	2.20 If the country has an AIMS, how up to date, comprehensive and accurate is aid information in the AIMS (can it at any time at the press of a button release complete and accurate information for budget purposes on all forms of support from all donors?)
	Financial information, including its completeness and timeliness, provided by the donors for the budgeting and reporting on project and program aid still remains weak (PEFA 2010). 

The DAD can produce immediate reports on all projects recorded in the database, but this would not provide a complete picture of the aid environment in Rwanda, for reasons mentioned above. The DAD is currently the best source of aid information however, and works as a public resource whereby members of the public can access live data on a read-only basis.


	2.21 What are the problems faced in keeping it up to date (donor-centred and government-centred)? Is this different for different forms of aid (usual list) or different donors.
	See above

	2.22 Across the dimensions listed above, what initiatives have there been recently either by donors or the country to address aid data issues, why, and were these successful? Why or why not?
	There is currently ongoing work to map the DAD to the SmartFMS GoR financial management tool, and to have the SmartFMS interface with the DAD in return to provide and/or confirm data on disbursement and execution (for budget support into GoR accounts at the Banque National du Rwanda (BNR))

The GoR is extremely proactive in promoting ownership of development initiatives, and extolling the merits of donors putting their aid into and through country systems. GoR makes a strong case for having aid on budget, because there are sufficient functional institutions and coordination systems in place to harvest the benefits of strong alignment of aid portfolios with GoR and EDPRS policy. At DPM, for instance, donors are vocally encouraged to provide budget support wherever possible – as prescribed in the Aid Policy. Non-budget support donors are allowed to participate as observers in the Budget Support Harmonisation Group, and new commitments by donors to move towards more programme based approaches are broadcast. The GoR reserves the right to refuse donor projects which do not meet strict criteria of alignment to national priorities, and limit donors to only 2 projects per sector, while rigorously enforcing division of labour principles and refusing projects with a value of less than USD1million unless pilots. Another good initiative is the Development Partner Assessment Framework (DPAF), which is integrated into the DAD (donors self-report) and provides information on the extent to which donors achieve aid effectiveness aims such as putting aid through country systems, providing predictable forward flow information, and participating in joint missions. The DPAF has had a strong peer pressure effect on donors – the results are discussed communally at DPM and the traffic light system of targets met or not met displayed to all participants. 

All these initiatives, increasingly enforced, reinforce an outlook in which the provision of aid information and its inclusion in the national budget, are increasingly becoming de rigeur. 

	2.24 How much attention is paid to / is it used in setting macro policy?

How much attention is paid to / is it used in setting sector/agency ceilings

How much attention is paid to / is it used in the planning cycle (central and line ministry)?

How much attention is paid to / is it used in detailed budgeting (central level and line ministry level?)
	The Macroeconomic Policy Unit (also within MINECOFIN) requires information on actual and projected aid inflows in order to prepare and track performance against Rwanda’s macroeconomic policy framework. Data on aid are also used to calculate key macroeconomic statistics such as foreign exchange reserves, GDP, balance of payments figures, etc. The data held in the DAD and CEPEX databases are not considered to be sufficiently reliable to use, so the Macroeconomic Policy Unit go directly to donors and the BNR for information on aid inflows. The Macroeconomic Policy Unit also compares the data it has gathered with data obtained by the Budget Unit to achieve consistency between the two units. The data on budget support are considered to be reasonably reliable (although there is some unpredictability around the disbursement of budget support payments). However, obtaining accurate data on project support aid has proved extremely difficult and the Macroeconomic Policy Unit is forced to use ‘guesstimate’ figures for anticipated and actual project support aid payments.

For line ministries, see also against 2.17. 

At the beginning of the budget cycle, when budget ceilings are sent out to line ministries, they are based on an estimate of domestic revenues and external support over the next three years. For each Ministry, levels of sector budget support and projected disbursements of on-going projects are taken into account. The MTEF is then refined during the budget preparation process, focusing in particular on the budget allocations per sector/ministry for the budget year.

	2.25 What are the processes by which aid information is collected from donors for the budget preparation process, if any?

2.26 At which points (and documents) is aid information brought into the budget process within government. Is this primarily through the line or the centre, or both? Are these formal processes in the budget process, or is it ad hoc and informal? Who are involved (ie, who asks whom for what information, when?) 

2.27 Is the data shared manually from the AIMS with budget officers or is there an automated push to budget IFMIS, if so, what kind of system-link, what kind of IFMIS etc?

2.28 Are there forums, committees, meetings etc that are formally set up to bring aid information in? Are these donor/ government or intra-government institutions?

2.29 What formal rules are there in the budget process for aid information?
	The Rwanda Budget Calendar is included in the additional information section at the end of the matrix. 

Indicative information on planned general and sector budget support is collected from donors at the Development Partners Coordination Group in January, and confirmed Development Partners Meeting Retreat, which takes place in March. These figures are reinforced by, or go towards reinforcing the DAD, but as the DAD is not able and does not need to provide further granularity to budget support commitments, the DAD adds little extra value in aid information terms. Budget Unit staff brings these figures into the budget documentation. In cases where donors are unable to make confirmed commitments in January or March of N-1, a window exists just prior to the voting of the Finance Law in June where planned donor forecasts can be added. 

Line and central ministries work in concert to make the required data available, by using the sector coordination structures (Joint Sector Reviews) and then the Joint Budget Support Review, with a specific aim to collect forward aid data. By participating in these reviews, and by leading the whole budget preparation process, MINECOFIN has first-hand access to the data, while their representation also highlights the importance to the GoR of bringing aid in to national budget systems. This importance is emphasized in the Budget Calendar Instructions (MINECOFIN 2011). 

The budget preparation process of the GoR allows those external funds that are not executed by the Government to be included in the budget documents as an information annex. This provision is made to enhance transparency of external resources provided to the Government sector, even if such resources are not executed by the Government agencies (DPAF 2012). However, lack of an economic classification prevents further integration on budget.

The data in the DAD are not the raw data from which budget support commitments and estimates are taken, however the estimates in the DAD are updated or entered following the above-mentioned forums. 

The GoR recently upgraded their financial management software to SmartFMS. SmartFMS is a web-based software designed for the GoR budget agencies for managing budget preparation, budget implementation, cash management, commitment control, accounts payables, accounts receivables, general ledger and reporting for all Government Budget Entities. It replaces Legacy Sage Pastel which has been in place since 2007 (GoR 2010). As mentioned above, a mapping exercise which will eventually see the DAD interface automatically with SmartFMS is underway.

A clear, well established and respected budget calendar exists, is adhered to, is distributed to MDAs with the Budget Call Circular, and allows MDAs over 8 weeks to complete their submissions. For the 2010/2011 budget preparation cycle, further initiatives have been taken by the NBU to enhance the MDAs’ capacity to submit meaningful budget submissions (PEFA 2010). Both the Budget Calendar and the supporting Budget Calendar Guideline reference the role and participation of donors. Aid information is included in the Budget Framework Paper.

Forums in the Budget Process that support good aid information are set out in the box below (from PEFA 2010)

Development Partners Meeting (DPM)

The DPM is an annual high-level strategic forum for dialogue between the GoR and its Development Partners (bilateral and multilateral donors, international and local NGOs, private sector). The DPM is focused upon a central theme to frame the meeting discussion. The main objectives of the DPM are to provide a space for:

· Policy dialogue - between the GoR and its Development Partners. The Government openly engages in dialogue with donors on major policy issues and the strategic orientation of their partnerships.

· The Government - to showcase its major achievements and constraints in implementing its development programs; and to present its policies and strategic priorities for national development.

· Open discussion with regard to the management of external aid, including the extent to which that aid is moving toward the Paris Declaration Principles.

Budget Support Harmonization Group

The Budget Support Harmonization Group (BSHG) is a technical working group of the DPCG formed in 2003 under the GoR’s Partnership Framework for Harmonization and Alignment of Budget Support. It is open for participation exclusively to donors that provide budget support or are considering budget support. The Partnership Framework outlines commitments in three overarching areas: macroeconomic stability and the establishment of an economic environment conducive to growth and employment generation; comprehensive and effective public financial management; and strong policy formulation informed by M&E.

Joint Review System

With regard to the system of reviews in Rwanda, donors providing general and sector budget support participate in twice-annual Joint Budget Support Reviews (JBSRs), which serve as a forum to discuss general budgetary priorities and execution progress with the GoR. The JBSRs represent the culmination of a series of Joint Sector Reviews (JSRs), where the GoR and donors take stock of sectoral progress and policy and budgetary priorities. Policy actions and performance information discussed during the JSRs make up a Common Performance Assessment Framework (CPAF), which donors providing budget support use to inform their disbursement decisions.
The budget process is orderly and transparent and Ministries and Sub-National tier governments are given clear instructions on the economic and other assumptions to be used in preparing their budget submissions. This has been done in 2009, by sending two BCCs to provide MDAs with more information and instructions on how to complete their submissions (PEFA 2010) 

The current structure of the budget preparation cycle ensures sound and participatory bottom-up and top-down process. Besides the various forums for budget discussion that Ministries participate in the context of the MTEF (see PI-12), the preparation of which is integrated with the budget preparation process, Inter-Ministerial Consultative Meetings take place on final draft budget allocations. The weakness in the current preparation process in Rwanda lies with the lateness of political involvement: Cabinet only reviews and approves the budget ceilings after MDAs have completed their submissions, and there is no pre-approval by Cabinet of a preceding proposal for budget allocations earlier in the preparation process (such as through a budget outlook paper). Nonetheless, the budget has been consistently approved by Parliament before the start of the new FY for the past three years. The budget preparation cycle was found to be orderly at the district level as well (PEFA 2010)

	WHO OPERATES THE SYSTEM?

2.30 Data entry - Is the entry of data via excel form with ministry staff transferring it to the AIMS? Do donors have a portal?

2.31 Verification – ministry team? Sufficient?

Training and support – provider only, ministry staff training donors, how frequent?

2.32 System update and maintenance – provider only? Local staff? 

2.33 Report generation – regular reports made? Ad hoc reports, who?
	Donors have access to the portal and a unique username, which is recorded each time they modify data. Donors can modify only their own projects but they can, like any member of the public, view all projects. 

Synergy undertakes technical maintenance of the system.

FRMU verify data in theory, but in practice this may not occur systematically.

The DAD provides regular external assistance execution reports.

	WHAT REFORMS AND WHY?

2.35 Over the last five years, what changes were made to improve the flow of aid information into the budget preparation process? (Centrally, but also are there good sector examples of reforms?) Why were the changes necessary; what was the catalyst for making changes?
	See 2.22

The efforts to integrate the development budget and the recurrent budget have taken a great step forward with the new chart of account and the new budget presentation in the 2008 National Budget Law. Nevertheless, in terms of integration of projects into the National Budget, a few essential steps remain to be taken in the coming years: training of project coordinators and line ministries to ensure that the new budget classification is applied appropriately to projects, and sub-dividing big, multi-sectoral projects in project components in order to ensure they are accounted for where they belong (sector, ministry, programme) instead of being lumped in one place, and provision of information on economic classification so that projects can be merged into the integrated budget, instead of being listed separately.

	2.36 Does the current system work? Is aid information used in budget decision-making (macro fiscal and allocative) by the central budget office? And by line ministries (allocative)? What problems do budget officials (centre and line) face to use aid information when making budget decisions? What can donors do differently to make it easier to use aid information in budget preparation (macro-fiscal and allocation processes)?
	There are a certain number of issues for improvement in the overall management and use of aid in Rwanda. The complexity of databases, all of which contain some aid information, could be streamlined or the bases could be merged (planned with the integration of SmartFMS). The GoR would like to, and appears to have the technical expertise to be able to, put more aid onto the budget and more meaningfully into the budget planning and preparation process. Timeliness and quality of aid information is a problem for some donors, and further work needs to be done on definitions so that projects which are in the government sector and therefore ‘budgetable’ can be captured with greater reliability. GoR has been very strong in pushing donors towards budgetable aid, and providing the coordination means by which this increasing slice of aid can be integrated into budget processes. 

However, despite these areas for improvement, it is correct to say that the system works quite well, and that outstanding problems are from more of a quantitative than structural nature. The high level of budget support requested and received by GoR, coupled with a dense network of sectoral working groups, allows line ministries and central government to monitor aid implementation, allocate with a reasonable overview of the totality of sector intervention, and plan future strategies around more or less steady commitments from development partners. Mutual accountability frameworks provide a coercing environment for donors to perform more effectively. Allocative efficiency is somewhat tarnished by the pre-agreement of projects before budget year, but given the sector coordination and GoR limits on projects (none for less than $1million, maximum 2 per DP per sector), the degree of slack is reduced. 

Donors can nonetheless do two things to improve overall levels of useful aid on budget: they can make more overall effort to put the non-budget support (particularly off-budget project) aid they provide into more useful formats and with respected timelines so that GoR can use it and they can move more aid towards budget support and use of country systems aid. GoR is pushing donors towards as high levels of use of country systems / programme-based approaches as possible, to the extent of mandating non-complying donors to search out legal justification at their headquarters for why they cannot put more aid through country systems. At present there is some inconsistency in the data supplied to the Government of Rwanda between cases where donor staff in-country exercise greater control over aid interventions and where control resides with staff in the donor headquarters (AidInfo 2009). Steps need to be taken to ensure consistency of data in all cases. There is a requirement for clear guidance on how to report consistently on aid interventions for all non-budget support donors in general, and for those projects funded by multiple donors through joint projects, trust funds, etc.

	What are the incentives that apply for the provision, distribution and use of aid information in budget preparation processes?

2.37 Donor officers at country level


	Donors are incentivised and encouraged to work within GoR structures for using country systems: at sector level, within budget support coordination groups, with implementation working groups, at national level with Development Partners meetings. They are incentivised by strong and improving GoR PFM systems which allow them to use country systems with acceptable levels of credibility, and by the oversight structures which allow them to monitor, analyse and evaluate their contributions. At project level, there are SWAps in nearly all ‘donor-friendly’ sectors and therefore incentives for donors to participate in countrywide approaches which allow data to be captured on their activities, and allow these activities to be coordinated and planned within the sector’s purview. In principle, therefore, providing data to DAD should be a logical and straightforward extension to existing practices, and for most donors, most of the time, it is. But data capture on projects and aid not to the government sector is weak and needs work. Reporting to the DAD and other Rwandan agencies may also represent for some donors a heavy workload where perhaps other priorities reign. It is interesting to note that two donors that have among the highest percentage of aid on budget according to OECD data are the ones that have set up a specific mechanism to ensure data on project disbursements are well communicated to CEPEX: the EC has the BAON, and Belgium has set up a link between its internal project monitoring software and the SMARTGOV. Nevertheless, it should also be noted that the EC’s BAON, although instrumental in ensuring good quality data is provided to Government on EC project disbursements, comprises of seven people, which is much more than MINECOFIN can afford to put on one donor (CABRI 2008).

The data in the DAD are entered directly by in-country staff of those donor agencies that have a presence in Rwanda. Thus the DAD is missing data from those donors whose aid agency does not have an in-country mission. Whilst these are mostly small donors, some of the figures are quite significant (e.g. nearly USD8 million from Spain in 2007). Furthermore, a number of donors have tended to report only on ODA deemed to be for the government sector, excluding the assistance that they channel through the non-governmental sector.

There seems to be a lack of a consistent approach from the various agencies of the UN system, with some reporting to the CRS but not the DAD, others reporting to the DAD but not CRS and still others reporting to both.
MINECOFIN should seek to rationalise the requirements imposed on GoR and donor staff for reporting to in-country repositories of aid data. In practice this would probably mean, subject to feasibility, donors reporting only to the DAD. Then either the DAD could feed data into CEPEX, or the CEPEX database could be merged into the DAD.

	2.38 Aid management officers at the centre


	Staff of FRMU who manage the DAD are a sub-unit of MINECOFIN under the Chief Economist, as an outward looking interface with donors, but nevertheless in the service of the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning. Also, the unit is not and cannot be self-serving – their outputs are for other users, and not for their own benefit or prestige. These two features should serve as incentive for FRMU staff to gather and provide quality aid information. The Aid Coordination Unit within the FRMU, which also funded by UNDP (with 3 staff), perhaps have slightly perverse disincentive towards fuller IATI implementation because it would remove – or at least they may perceive that it removes – a significant part of their work, which is to collect aid information, a process which they complain is often long and strenuous. They may perceive that automatic data transfer could eliminate their jobs. Currently the ACU project at UNDP is due to expire in 2013 and it is not known if it will be continued.

Donors are sympathetic to the cause of collecting and using aid information in Rwanda, where the outcomes insofar as it is used are obvious. This should incentivise aid management officers further.

On the other hand, FRMU are likely disincentivised by a) the fact that other MINECOFIN units have been known to bypass the DAD to get information directly from donors and b) other repositories of aid information exist.

	2.39 Budget officers at the centre
	The GoR takes the aid effectiveness agenda very seriously, and at the highest levels of government, and this is reflected in the policies and priorities of GoR down the chain, where in particular MINECOFIN staff work hard to persuade donors to provide budget support, and to provide all necessary aid information. The provision of aid information plays a critical part in a relatively well-functioning budget cycle and sector level coordination network, and external resources provide so much of Rwanda’s national budgetary resources that moving backwards, or even loosening their grip on current levels of compliance is unthinkable. However budget officers are also aware – specifically mentioned in the 2006 Aid Policy – that the current practice of multiple demands on donors, and multiple repositories for data, and resulting inaccuracies, is unsustainable, and that an improved system which perhaps lessened their own interactions with donors while strengthening the DAD’s, would be preferable.

	2.40 Aid management officers in line ministries

2.41 Programme managers (or division heads) in country line ministries

2.42 Budget officers in the line ministries


	Line ministries track the funding and execution of projects in their sector and report on this to CEPEX. Due to the number of aid-funded projects controlled by line ministries, these ministries are often approached for information on project support aid by a number of other actors (e.g. Macro Policy Unit, Budget Unit, etc.). They also participate in a dense network of sector coordination (and higher up, Budget Support Coordination) which gives them wide exposure to aid information, and its uses. Within the strict guidelines of the SWAp, (and even where there is not a SWAp, sectors are often tightly managed), aid management officers are strongly motivated to procure, transfer and use quality aid information.

Some ministries or public entities may be reluctant to provide information on projects/programmes they have during the preparation of the budget, in order not to lose out on the national budget allocation. No actual evidence of such behaviour was found, and the 2010 PEFA states that Parliament has threatened penalties to any ministry found to be failing to report on donor commitments and expenditure in their sector (PEFA 2010).

	2.43 Across the descriptions and analysis above, what are emerging good practices, blockages to effective use and reflection of aid information in the budget preparation process? (gather evidence of the quantity and quality of aid information over the past three years budgets)

2.44 What do you think are the implications for international IATI Standards? How much can alignment of aid information for country budget preparation purposes depend on country-level processes? What guidance can be provided to donors on practical steps to ensure better alignment with country budgets?
	Starting with the national Aid Policy in 2006, the GoR has strongly advocated for increased budget support and PBAs more broadly and often reminds donors of their international commitments to do so. Importantly however, it has backed these demands with significant improvements to PFM systems (PEFA 2010 shows a solid and progressive improvement from PEFA 2007), which encourage and incentivise donors to comply. GoR has also set up a broad network of coordination structures which allow donors to monitor and analyse their programme-based contributions, and contribute to dialogue and government-wide performance assessments which satisfies both parties (apart from in the cases where donors for whatever reason hold back budget support tranches, upsetting the GoR and their cash reserves in the process). 

The consequence of increasing levels of budget support, and increasingly inclusive donor and DP involvement in national planning and implementation, is that increasing levels of aid are captured in the national budget, and the net which captures quality aid information is cast more widely. The corollary is that dwindling project-based aid, which uses no country systems, means exponential reductions in the parallel structures, procedures and demands which can detract from GoR’s performance and efficiency. This has been a strongly GoR-driven process and it has largely been successful (PEFA indicator D-1 on predictability of donor budget support improved from 2007 to 2010 from B+ to A). However there remains work to be done: PEFA indicator D-2 on financial information provided by donors for budgeting and reporting on project and programme aid also improved, but from D to D+.

Where there are blockages, these mainly come from donor head offices, which are legally incapable or unwilling to move towards national execution of their financing (PEFA indicator D-3: Proportion of aid that is managed by use of national procedures, no change from 2007 to 2010 D). In terms of aid information, it is clear that provision of information for projects lags behind that for programme support, despite the rationale for doing so being the same, and despite increasing attempts to bring projects into sector planning and monitoring exercises in the same way that budget support donors are.

GoR works hard to obtain timely and accurate aid commitments for macro, policy, allocative and sector reasons, but the result of that is often multiple demands on donors, from various sources, some confusion over who should do what and some mistrust of ‘competing’ units within the GoR. If IATI was able to provide forward commitments in a timeframe which suited the GoR (ideally Feb-March before implementation from July 1), it could go a long way to correcting the issues of timeliness and accuracy. IATI could thus strengthen the DAD, and possibly even hasten the merger of aid databases such as CEPEX, which seeks the same information in several instances. Providing that the DAD is linked to SmartFMS in mid-2012 and beyond, and that satisfactory mapping is established between current DAD fields and GoR CoA and SmartFMS requirements, IATI could provide a further automatic link in the chain which would eliminate the potential for human error, improve timeliness and coverage, and lessen the burden on donors locally, and on FRMU for chasing after donors for information. It would also include the non-resident donors who are not currently captured in Rwanda. For this to work however, IATI would need to increase the reliability of its own data, and the likelihood would be that local verification by donors would still be necessary, and by MINECOFIN staff regarding alignment to GoR classifications. But in that case donor and GoR effort would be to improve the quality of existing data, rather than exchanging first data. Therefore, the potential for IATI to feed into the structures already in place in Rwanda is substantial.


3. BUDGET APPROVAL

	Aid information for ex ante oversight

Quality of information, systems, roles, processes and rules to use it, and incentives for its use

	3.1 How does aid appear on the country budget? 

3.2 Which budget (recurrent or development)? 

3.3 How is it classified (explain whether it is by vote, by administrative units within votes, by budget sub-vote structures, by aid programme/project, by donor, or whether it uses the exact budget classifications as for government funded spending; or any combination of these. 

3.4 Is it possible for Parliament, in other words, to see country budget allocations against commensurate aid allocations?

3.5 What aid is included on budget: only aid that is managed through country systems? Or also aid that is either managed by the donor itself, or disbursed to a third party, like a managing agent or an NGO?

3.6 Are emerging donors included on budget? Are vertical funds / private foundations included?

3.7 Does the country vote aid allocations (ie do they appear in the financing law?
	Capital and current grants are captured as headlines in the voted Finance Law, as well as project loans (all loans have to be approved by Parliament). Funds are appropriated by economic classification. In the annexes, budget support is captured in the State Revenues annex (annex I) as either capital grants by Foreign Government/International Organisation, or as current grants by Foreign Government/International Organisation. Figures are given for the upcoming budget year as well as for 2 years in advance. 

In the expenditure annexes, annex 2.3 lists all recorded projects in the development budget by agency. Only the upcoming financial year data is provided. There are many gaps in this annex, reflecting both a lack of available data, at least in time for budgeting, and administrative errors (for instance, there are 8 separate “One Laptop per Child” projects, only 2 of which have any financial data in them). Projects are inserted into the annex in the format they were received, with spelling errors, a mixture of English and French, and crucially a frequent absence of information which could inform decision-makers what the project is actually about.

Until the 2007 budget, all development projects were classified in the development budget using a specific economic classification which did not allow the separation of recurrent and capital expenditure. The 2008 budget started using the new chart of accounts which no longer provides for a separate ‘development budget’, but clearly separates recurrent and capital expenditures (CABRI 2008). Annex 2.3 of the budget documentation with the Finance Law provides a detailed listing of projects, which are aggregated and presented in annex 2.2, by programme, sub programme and economic category. 

Budget annexes are:  1) state revenues; 2.1) Expenditure by Budget Agency; 2.2) Expenditure by Programme, Sub Programme and Economic Category; 2.3) Expenditure by Agency, Project and Funding Type (i.e. grant or loan); 2.4) Expenditure by Agency and Economic Classification; 2.5 – 2.9) forward 3 year expenditure profile according to classifications as above.
By using the budget annexes and cross checking the longer list of projects (annex 2.3) with the expenditure by programme (annex 2.2), it is possible to have an overview of how aid contributions sit alongside their GoR counterpart. Article 39 of the OBL states that the budget document submitted to the Chamber of Deputies shall include:

· A statement on the projected macroeconomic assumptions, the medium term budget framework and policy priorities and new revenue and expenditure policies proposed to be enacted in the context of the annual budget.

· Analytical summaries of revenues and expenditures including financing of the budget balance if a deficit is projected; if a budget surplus is projected, a statement on how the surplus is to be used shall be provided.

· Data projections for the two years following the budget year.

It is possible for Parliament to see: national revenues broken down by source, including grants and loans in the form of budget support broken down by donor; allocations from these revenues made by programme (aligning with the EDPRS), budget agency, economic classification, function; and a list of projects annexed to the expenditures categorised by responsible agency, although detail on these projects is limited. 

ODA on Budget is defined in the context of Rwanda as ODA (external grants and loans) included in the Finance Law, which is approved by the Parliaments in accordance with the Organic Law no. 37/2006 of 12/09/2006 on State Finances and Property (“the “Organic Budget Law”). The aggregate volume of ODA on Budget by DPs participating in the DPAF has been increased to 364,378,069,542RWF [2011-12 FY] (GoR 2012).  All aid managed through country systems is included on budget. In principle, all projects providing aid to the government sector should be considered in the main budget documents, but this is in fact rarely the case. 

Aid managed by the donor itself, or disbursed to third party implementers such as NGOs, is not considered, although GoR would like to integrate more fully these types of aid into national processes. A considerable proportion of aid (57%) remains outside country systems, as it is not delivered in the form of general and sector budget support. Several donors continue to cite headquarter regulations or domestic legislative constraints as the main reason for not using national systems (PEFA 2010).
67% of ODA to Government sector is on budget, and continues to be below the DPAF target as well as the Paris Declaration target, and it is off-track to meet the Paris Declaration target of at least 85% of ODA to Government Sector on Budget. This may be due to the fact that considerable amount of ODA to Government Sector is not executed by Government Agencies (GoR 2012).

All loans have to be approved by Parliament, and GoR is currently borrowing from the Governments of India, China, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, as well as OPEC and the Arab Development Bank. Rwanda also receives grants from the Arab Development Bank, the Saudi Arabian Fund, and OPEC. All these transactions can be found in annex to the Finance Law. 

Grants from Global Fund, GEF, are also included in annex I State Revenues. 

Parliament approves the Budget Law as a whole, including budget support. The budget is voted according to state revenues, on which only grants and loans are considered. Projects are not generally included. In the 2011-2012 financial year external resources comprised 39% of state revenues.

	3.8 Does Parliament have any legal powers to require adjustments to aid (ie reject) in the budget approval process? Has it ever exercised these powers? Does it do so regularly?

3.9 How much attention does Parliament pay to aid? Through which committees, if any? Does this happen as part of considering the budget for approval, or outside of it? What are the processes, if any? 

3.10 Alternatively, does complementary aid flows enter the picture when parliament considers the executive’s budget proposal? At portfolio / sector committee level? 

3.11 Any changes recently in how parliament considers aid? Why were changes made? Were they successful, why or if not why not? 

3.12 What are the obstacles to parliament fully considering and tracking the use of ODA (all modalities, all donors, all types of flows) and holding the executive to account for aid agreements with donors?
	Article 79 of the Constitution sets out the roles and responsibilities in respect of submission of the draft Finance Law to Parliament, its adoption, and the submission of a yearly financial report to the Auditor General. Article 91 limits the legislature’s ability to modify the Finance Act by providing that ‘Bills and statutory amendments which have the potential to reduce Government revenue or increase State expenditure must indicate proposals for raising the required revenue or making savings equivalent to the anticipated expenditure’. The Senate has a consultative role in the adoption of the National Budget Law (CABRI 2008).

The Cabinet, as the Executive, is responsible for the formulation, preparation and submission of finance bills to the Chamber of Deputies. The Executive is also responsible for budget execution once the bills have become finance laws. Furthermore, the Chamber of Deputies is responsible for approving external borrowings by the central government as well as setting limits or ceilings of such borrowings. Such borrowings are contracted by the Minister responsible for state finances on behalf of the government. This applies to grants as well. To complete the accountability cycle, the Chamber of Deputies is entitled to receive, direct from the OAG, audit reports and audited budget execution reports, and financial statements, review, debate and provide oversight function on the executive (PEFA 2010).

The GoR is increasingly vocal however about their need for sovereignty of aid, and for streamlined coordination structures which disincentivise non-aligned projects: “if the aid proposed is not working against the implementation of national/ sectoral/ district plans, MINECOFIN and Line Ministry will consider” its acceptance (GoR 2012).    

The public financial management legislation has provision for over two months to review the budget proposal: on April 5, the Cabinet receives the BFP and the draft budget. During April and May, Parliament calls the ministers to discuss and review the BFP and the draft budget. By the end of May, Parliament finishes the consultations and submits recommendations on the budget to the Executive. Those recommendations help to finalize the Finance Law. By the 5th of June, Parliament receives the draft Finance Law for review and approval (PEFA 2010).

Parliament approves all loans and all external resources committed to the Finance Law (see above), as is its constitutional obligation. Parliament has a double oversight role which is relevant to aid information: it pays close attention to national budget execution and also to the achievement of EDPRS objectives, which are prioritized in the GoR’s spending portfolios. Regardless of aid modality, Parliament exercises an oversight role over value for aid money (GoR 2011).

There are 11 standing committees in the Chamber of Deputies, of which the Committee on Budget and National Patrimony is one. This committee is primarily responsible for the oversight of state finances, including detailed budget proposals, execution reports and audit reports. The 2010 PEFA states that the Budget Committee has expressed concern about their inability to review off budget funds and that the Auditor General should address the issue (PEFA 2010). 

PEFA and various documents from GoR point to increasing oversight by Parliament of development assistance. A self-assessment of the Rwandan Parliament by the International Parliamentary Union (IPU) in 2009 suggests that one of the biggest improvements of the last 5 years has been the quality of budget scrutiny, borne of criticism of Deputies that they were not paying close enough attention to the programmatic areas defined by the committees (particularly gender, which is of high importance in Rwanda, which has the world’s highest proportion of women parliamentarians). The report suggests that budgetary oversight has become much more assiduous, in addition because civil society has since realized the opportunity for influencing policy through parliament (IPU 2009).
The executive (cabinet) retains a strong leadership role over aid intervention, reserving the right to accept or deny new aid proposals, negotiating and signing all MoUs on aid agreements with donor governments, and giving approval to the aid allocations which do or do not appear on the Finance Law. In this sense, Parliament is restricted to overseeing and discussing only that which cabinet provides. Nevertheless, Parliament has access to regular budget execution reports, all monitoring of EDPRS implementation, and sector strategies. Therefore existing rules do permit Parliament to play an important role. Exercising their role is, though, held back by internal capacity, resource and structural issues.

	 3.13 What are the incentives are that either hinder or encourage parliament and citizens to engage with forward aid projections and plans
	Parliament is incentivised to engage with aid plans because it is also mandated to monitor the achievement of the EDPRS objectives, which themselves form the basis of GoR’s programme-based budgeting, and the backbone of sectoral allocation discussions. The Kigali Statement of Action (2010) states that “the Government of Rwanda and the Rwandan Parliament commit to engage in regional and global aid effectiveness dialogue to contribute substantively to the High-Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Busan, as a focus country and will work with the OECD-DAC Working Party on Aid Effectiveness in informing the HLF 4 in Busan. Development Partners in Rwanda welcome the Government of Rwanda’s leading role in this regard.” 

Therefore Parliament is involved in aid planning. Enough time is allocated to Parliament’s consideration of the budget. The political environment in Rwanda, with little discernible opposition, makes the focus of Parliament more united in their activities, and budget discussions for instance are not held hostage to politicking, as is the case in other, split parliaments (eg DR Congo).

However it is difficult for Parliament to engage with aid planning outside of budget support because the information available to them is of poor quality. 

Citizens are encouraged to pay closer attention to the budget through the annual publication of the “Citizens’ Guide to the Budget” by MINECOFIN, which lays out broad figures of expenditure and provides cursory rationale for these allocations. It is not necessarily a tool for critical dissection of GoR allocations so much as a PR exercise, but it does open the door to greater public involvement in the national budget, which is a good thing.

	3.14 What are the incentives for the executive to enable such engagement?
	As mentioned, the executive is clear about what it puts before Parliament, and is careful to include only aid which can be confidently ascribed to the government sector; however the executive is also vocal about wanting as much aid as possible on budget. Inclusion of Parliament in international discussions on aid effectiveness, as quoted from the Kigali Statement of Action in 3.13, points to the fact that the GoR likely sees legitimacy in parliamentary involvement in aid, and sees increasing involvement as a further strengthening of country systems. 

	3.15 What are the incentives for donors to allow aid information (comprehensive, accurate, timely) to reach country citizens.
	The mechanics of putting aid on budget is often more complex than some donors imagine, which perhaps explains why their compliance with the DAD and its array of input fields is less than satisfactory.

Nevertheless transparency was one of the biggest winners from Busan, and most of the resident donors in Rwanda have signed up to IATI, so it is fair to say that donors, at least in word, believe in the value of more transparent aid and its consequent advantages for democratic processes

	3.16 Across the descriptions and analysis above, what are emerging good practices, blockages to effective use and reflection of aid information in parliamentary processes to approve the budget? What do you think are the implications for international IATI Standards? How much can alignment of aid information to ensure transparency and accountability in the allocation of the budget for budget approval depend on country level processes? What guidance can be provided to donors on practical steps to ensure better alignment with country budgets for this purpose?
	Rwanda has made important progress in including the legislature in the aid environment. Most importantly, increasing the levels of aid on budget has helped, as has a strengthening of coordination structures and the concomitant commitment to transparency, whereby sector documents, DP documents, and GoR documents are made public without delay. Parliamentarians have access to aid information, and to national and sectoral planning documents which make use of aid delivered as budget support. This in turn creates legitimacy for (western) donors who can see their use of Rwandan country systems respecting democratic processes.

The credibility of the budget is foremost in Rwanda’s 2008-2012 PFM Reform Strategy.

The implications for IATI revolve around the potential for IATI data, which is more accurate and comprehensive than what is currently on offer (timeliness is not so much of an issue because current practice and the IATI standard would both ensure that commitments are received in time for budget preparation), to increase the level of aid on budget. It would do this by reducing the incomplete or erroneous project data currently in the DAD and replacing it with data which not only the GoR can use with confidence but also which can map directly to the DAD and from there to the GoR’s SmartFMS. This would mean that the data complete an entire journey from donor HQ financial management systems to partner government financial systems with less opportunity for human error. This is a very compelling argument for high quality data in the IATI registry.


4. BUDGET EXECUTION

	Aid information for budget execution

Quality of information, processes, rules and roles for its use, and the incentives to use it

	DATA on AID DISBURSEMENTS

4.1 What data is collected by the country on aid disbursements? 

4.2 Does it cover all donors, all disbursement channels (UCS, managed by donor, third party?) 

4.3 How is this data collected (ie does the donor send notification, or does the country keep record ie through the Central Bank for UCS, through its line ministries; is it recorded in the AIMS)?

How regularly?

4.4 What are the problems with the current system? What works well in it?


	The DAD is not necessarily the first recipient of information on disbursements (it may get its data from Budget Support Harmonisation Group, or CEPEX), but in principle it is the “sole repository of aid data in Rwanda” (GoR 2012). However it is probably true to say that, owing to the strong focus on budget support resources which are channelled through GoR accounts (and as a result captured in SmartFMS and central GoR systems) and to the weak data on projects, the DAD does not bring value added at the present time to the area of aid execution reporting.

Execution of budget support is reported in quarterly and annual budget execution reports (BER) produced by the National Budget Unit (pulled directly out of SmartFMS). Actual disbursements by donors are monitored on a quarterly basis by the Sector Working Groups.

Development partners generally do not provide quarterly reports on disbursements [to CEPEX] within the required two months of the end-of the quarter. Line ministries manage the implementation of the donor funded programs and projects in most cases, and information is often exchanged at SWG level (PEFA 2010). 

PEFA (2010) states that the 2009/2010 BER does not report expenditure for donor-funded project loans or project grants. As a result, there is no consolidated figure on actual donor-financed expenditure, nor is a breakdown provided between loan and grant donor financing. Moreover, the BER report itself highlights the absence of information on donor-funded loan and grant project actual expenditures: “primary expenditures only include total recurrent expenditures, domestic capital and net lending. Thus, the weakness in the current reporting process in Rwanda lies in the fact that actual/executed donor-funded expenditure for both loans and grants is not included in fiscal reports.”
CEPEX provides reports on a quarterly and yearly basis, including in FY 2009/2010, which do include information on donor-funded development projects. 

Although the CEPEX Unit is in MINECOFIN and is linked to the NBU, the information from CEPEX’s 2009/2010 reports is not included at all in the Budget Execution Main Report or Annexes. 

In conclusion, while much of the data on donor execution exists somewhere, it is often not in the right place at the right time to contribute towards more comprehensive BERs.

The DAD captures all aid activity in Rwanda except aid executed directly by NGOs and by non-resident donors – respectively, NGOs have not yet agreed to put their information into the DAD, and the DAD has currently no competent way of capturing non-resident donor aid. It is working on both these areas. However as the DAD is not necessarily the primary collector of this data (CEPEX for projects, BNR for budget support), the DAD often receives information late or mechanistically, and stores it as opposed to receiving it and using it. 

The staff in FRMU spends considerable time reminding and supporting donor staff to update their data in the DAD, but it is a battle because there are a number of competing forums and databases for donor aid information. CEPEX also liaises with donors in order to collect information on project disbursement. CEPEX maintains its own database of project disbursements which is provided to them by line ministries and donors.

The BNR keeps a record of funds that flow from donors into government bank accounts. The funding of general budget support payments are broken down by donor on a monthly basis. This makes the records of the BNR a very useful source of data to verify the data relating to budget support in other repositories such as the DAD. The data on project support payments held by the BNR is however highly aggregated in its nature which makes it extremely difficult to reconcile the data on project support with that contained in other data sources (AidInfo 2009). It is the National Budget Unit who publishes Budget Execution Reports quarterly and annually.

While the DAD records actual disbursement reported by donors, such information requires verification to become official public account information. As such, the record of disbursement is based on the public account information, which is made available on an annual basis. 
With SmartFMS, budget execution reporting on general and sector budget support is optimal.  With the DAD and CEPEX chasing donors for information on project disbursements, when the donors’ focus is often on programmatic approaches and their coordination, execution reports are much more prone to weakness. 

Development project support disbursed outside of treasury system poses significant challenges in recording receipt of disbursements as they are made into more than 150 different development project accounts.

	4.5 Is data collected and centralised (for aid management purposes) on actual use of aid? Is this for all donors, all aid (type and disbursement channel?)? If the country has an AIMS, is this information recorded in the AIMS against initial project information?

Frequency of collection?

4.6 For aid that is disbursed through country systems, is information collected on how much has been used by country institutions? What formats is this information collected in (classification) and is it collated back to donor-provided information? When is this information collected and how?

Are there some forms of aid (usual list) for which it is more difficult / easier than others? Why?

What reports are provided internally on actual use of aid? Is the information in the reports provided in formats that can be related to budget formats (please fill this out only if there are separate reports for aid that flow between line and centre, or between aid management and other government institutions at the centre – aid implementation information as part of budget reporting is covered in the next column)?
	There is a dense network of coordination structures which permit GoR and donors to monitor, analyse, evaluate, discuss and report on programmatic interventions within SWAps (of which there are 7). There are Sector Working Groups, Implementation Working Groups (each encompassing a number of sectors and working to implement EDPRS priorities), the Budget Support Harmonisation Group (ensuring budget support is being used effectively and transparently) and the Development Partners Coordination Group (high level forum for dialogue on aid issues in general). In other words, there is plenty of opportunity for data to be shared and discussed, before it reaches the DAD database, including and in particular on the actual use of aid, even for projects which have not appeared in the budget, and even for third party implementing partners such as NGOs who participate in the SWAp. Furthermore, in some cases this data had already served its purpose (on the use of aid, or has been taken off for budget preparation, or has been captured by CEPEX or by the BNR accounts) before it reaches DAD and is no longer used following its input, if indeed it is ever input. This possibly explains some of the missing data in the DAD and the lack of incentive for DAD staff to pursue its compliance with vigour. In that sense ex post data entry in the DAD can be seen as something of a mechanistic exercise. 

Nevertheless the Aid Policy requires that donors report to the DAD on disbursement quarterly, as soon after the end of month as possible. The use of budget support is effectively monitored at both the forecast and disbursement phase (PEFA 2010). Quarterly disbursement estimates have been agreed with donors before the beginning of the fiscal year and actual disbursement delays (weighted) have not exceeded 25% in two of the last three years (PEFA 2010). Quarterly BERs indicate how much budget support was received against planned commitments, and provide a concise overview of quarterly spending, with justification for any diversion. At sector level, budget execution is discussed in the SWGs. SmartFMS allows budget execution data to be accessed in all available budget classifications, but BERs are laid out with economic and functional classifications.

See above for other questions.

	4.7 Have there been any changes in how aid information is managed in country for the aid disbursement, aid implementation phase of the project cycle? What was the catalyst for reform – why was the change made? Did it address the issue? Why, or why not?
	SmartFMS has opened up new opportunities for managing aid disbursement information, because it permits (and will have in mid-2012) an automatic interface to the DAD, so that budget execution information can be transferred without the FRMU having to seek this information manually from donors, at least for on-budget projects or projects managed by government institutions. This only solves some of the problem, however, because there have been few changes to the capturing of execution data on projects, and this remains troublesome for the GoR. 

SmartFMS has come about as part of a PFM Reform programme.

	During the fiscal year, what attention is paid to aid disbursements and the availability of aid money, or actual use of aid money in implementing activities, when 

4.8 MINECOFIN undertakes macro-fiscal monitoring and decisions?

4.9 The MINECOFIN releases cash to spending agencies

4.10 Forward cash planning by ministries, departments and agencies?

4.11 Sector desk officers monitor spending in their ministries, departments and agencies and/or considers requests for virement or additional funding from spending agencies

4.12 Line ministry programme officers (or division heads) and financial management officials implement their budgets / spending programmes?

4.13 Does aid feature on cash flow forecasts / cash draw down schedules? 

4.14 Are all aid flows considered in these processes or only some (eg UCS / basket funding etc money)? 

4.15 What are the mechanisms by which information on disbursements and actual use of aid is collected to include in any one or all of these processes? (if not described below as part of internal reporting)
	Close attention is paid to disbursements and the availability of aid support cash, uniquely in the case of budget support. This is because budget support provides such a significant segment of GoR’s expenditure that unrealized commitments, delays to disbursements, or changes in donor policy can be damaging to the Rwandan macroeconomic framework. For instance, the BER 2010-11 reports that delayed budget support disbursements from donors upset the cash flow and cost the GoR RWF 2.3billion in interest payments on a BNR overdraft and the sale of Treasury bills and bonds (representing about 1% of the total budget support grants from donors). Such delays can be caused by the GoR not fulfilling agreed criteria for disbursement or by the donors withholding funds. In-year predictability of disbursement is still a problem for donors (MINISANTE 2010).
Both the macroeconomic framework and the budget of the GoR contain estimated figures for project-based aid that adversely affect their reliability. The uncertainty over the amount of project-based aid also affects key economic measures such as GDP and the balance of payments (DPAF 2010).
The BNR maintains a forecast of expected cash inflows for the current fiscal year which is based on information from donors. This forecast is updated with actual amounts that flow into the government bank accounts each month. Commercial banks also inform the BNR of money paid by donors to accounts in the name of NGOs or private firms. However the BNR concede that their knowledge of aid funds paid to actors other than the Government of Rwanda is incomplete.

Cash flow forecasts are prepared for the fiscal year and updated quarterly, on the basis of actual cash inflows and outflows (no mention of aid in PEFA). Overall, most cash balances are calculated and consolidated at least weekly, but some extrabudgetary funds, such as the donor accounts, remain outside the arrangement.

Overall, only budget support is considered in these in-year processes.

	4.16 Does the COA allow for identifying different sources of funds (a fund coding) that allows the identification of a flow as originating from a donor? How sophisticated is this segment? 

4.17 Does it allow for the identification of the specific programme/ project?

4.18 Do spending ministries, departments and agencies use the system? 

4.19 Are all aid included, or only UCS?


	The new Chart of Accounts provides for recording expenditures on all projects currently included in the development budget, and classifying expenditures per type and source of funding (Loan, Grant, externally financed). 

In practice only aid that flows through government accounts is included.

The Law on State Finance and Property in its article 70, and the Manual of Policies and Procedures for Financial Management and Accounting, Volume 4 provide for the necessity of the financial reports to include a bank reconciliation statement. This provides an incentive for the Budget Agency to report on revenue that were not budgeted for, in particular donor projects that provide funds to Government accounts but were not included in the budget. Over the medium term, this dynamic should provide for a progressively improved coverage of the externally financed projects in the development budget.

	4.20 Are spending ministries, departments and agencies required to report on actual use of aid, internally, against their budgets? For all aid? Where is the limit (UCS and PIUs under their control?) 

4.21 Does the central aid management unit report internally to the budget office/expenditure management / treasury on aid disbursements and use for internal central budget management purposes? 


	See above. 

Each sector has a Sector Strategic Plan (SSP) which is costed, and has a results framework. Budget support donors use country systems and therefore financial information is readily available. However in the education sector, for instance, less than 50% of aid uses national financial reporting and auditing procedures (MINECOFIN 2012). In the health sector, NGOs have been incorporated into joint working plans, and the sector has a resource tracking tool for all partners. However the sector suffers from project proliferation. 

Nevertheless, sectors are able to report using national systems on the execution of budget support, and in the Sector Working Group participants are able to get a good understanding of all partners’ interventions. 

	4.22 What changes have been made in these systems over the last five years? Why? Were they effective? Why or why not?
	In September 2008 the Public Financial Management Reform Strategy (2008-2012) of the Government of Rwanda was presented and along with its detailed Action Plan, was approved by Cabinet in December 2008. The aim of the PFM Reform Strategy 2008-2012 is to have, by 2012, an "Enhanced Public Financial Management System" that is efficient, effective, transparent and reduces opportunities for corruption.
The PFM Reform Strategy has a comprehensive whole of government approach that deals with the overarching strategic issues in a structured and sequenced manner. The overall goal of the PFM Reform Strategy is to ensure efficient, effective and accountable use of public resources as a basis for economic development and poverty eradication through improved service delivery. The PFM process encompasses the whole range of activities including planning and budgeting, budget execution and expenditure control, audit and inspection (internal and external), reporting and accountability, and oversight arrangements. Some of these are managed or implemented by line ministries, Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning, Ministry of Local Government (MINALOC), Ministry of Public Service and Labour (MIFOTRA), the districts, Rwanda Revenue Authority (RRA), the Rwanda Public Procurement Authority (RPPA), the Office of the Auditor General (OAG) and Parliament.

PEFA scores Rwanda quite highly on improvements to PFM systems between 2007 and 2010: no indicator dropped, D scores went from 11 to 5, and A scores went from 3 to 10. 

	What are the incentives to 

· Provide

· Collect

· Publish (or submit to parliament)

Information on disbursements and actual use of aid against the budget, for

4.23 Donors / donor officials at country level

4.24 Programme managers in spending agencies

4.25 Financial managers and central management in spending agencies

4.26 Central ministry of finance
	The big budget support donors are woven into a system in which their disbursements as planned are crucial for smooth macroeconomic functioning, and allow the implementation of the activities and initiatives in their given sector for which they will have been a strong advocate. If they hesitate or change direction, damaging consequences are likely. In this context donors are incentivised to play their role in that system, which includes the provision of aid information. 

For other donors who are funding projects or NGOs in the same sector, the incentive is less clear. They already will play a role in sector level coordination, potentially sharing aid information informally or even formally as part of being ‘good partners’, but the stakes on their own interventions are less high. This is no doubt perpetuated by the strong focus which GoR puts on the importance of budget support as an aid modality. 



	4.27 Across the descriptions and analysis above, what are emerging good practices, blockages to effective use and reflection of aid information in budget execution and fiscal reporting? What do you think are the implications for international IATI Standards? How much can alignment of aid information for country budget execution purposes depend on country-level processes? What guidance can be provided to donors on practical steps to ensure that budget execution is better informed by information on aid flows, and external accountability enhanced?
	A clear problem concerns the poor capture of project execution data.

The added value of IATI in the area of budget execution is clear cut, if it can provide better data on project execution. Disbursement of budget support is already monitored by GoR through the interface to BNR accounts (in the case of Gbudget support, the Single Treasury Account) so GoR knows in real time when budget support disbursements have been made by donors. IATI reporting on disbursement of budget support tranches will make no difference to how the GoR currently monitors this modality. 

Monitoring project disbursements has lost focus because it compared poorly to budget support monitoring at a time when increasing budget support was a strong national priority. However IATI could potentially bring value added to the monitoring of projects on the condition that projects would need to be more carefully input and detailed in the DAD, which could then act as the recipient of primary data, and feed it to necessary sectors – a reverse of how data currently travels.


5. EX POST OVERSIGHT

	Aid information for ex post oversight

Quality, processes, roles and rules for collection and use and incentives to do so

	5.1 Does parliament receive any information on the actual use of aid, from the aid management side?

Is this for all aid (all disbursement channels, all donors, all flows, all management mechanisms)? 

In what format is the information provided (how is it classified and grouped)?

How is the information collected?

What non-financial information is provided?

How is the information provided? Is it ad hoc on request, or a regular report?
	AOB The Law on State Finance and Property (art. 67) requires the Ministry of Finance to prepare monthly, quarterly and six-monthly reports on revenue and expenditure.  Quarterly reports are submitted to Cabinet, and six-monthly reports are submitted to the Chambers of Deputies (art. 68).

Regarding non-financial reporting, it is not clear whether or not ministries include donor-funded project achievements in their annual reports (report on implementation of annual action plan, report on performance contracts for districts). There is clearly no systematic or specific reporting by ministries or by districts on performance of donor-funded projects

In-year execution reporting has taken the (limited) form of quarterly reporting. The quarterly reports cover general government as a whole, and are broken down by the three classifications: programmatic; economic; and functional. Expenditures on external disbursements are also included in these reports.

The classification of data in the report does allow a comparison to the original budget in detail. This includes a comparison between estimates and actual under the following areas: overall revenue performance; realization of external inflows; performance of major (recurrent) economic items of expenditure; public debt; and arrears

	5.2 What aid information is included against budget reporting in in-year and year-end published fiscal reports, or reports submitted to parliament?

5.3 Have there been any changes to what aid information is provided to parliament in the last five years? If changes, what catalysed them? Were they effective? Why or why not?
	There has been a progressive improvement in the use of auditing procedures since 2008. More than half (53%) of ODA to Government sector uses GoR auditing procedures. While general budget support and sector budget support are subject to audit carried out under the responsibility of the OAG, project funds can also be subject to audit done under OAG responsibility. Funds are not necessarily required to be audited by OAG; however, an alternative audit arrangement needs to be agreed between the OAG and responsible Budget Agencies. Several DPs have made conscious policy decisions to use the country audit procedures, including the World Bank. Their projects are submitted to OAG to be included in the audit plan of the OAG, and if the OAG is unable to audit the projects, an alternative arrangement is agreed between the OAG and responsible Ministries. However, there are many cases where project support is subject to additional / parallel audit arrangements for some DPs (DPAF).

The Budget Committee of the Chamber of Deputies provides overarching budget and budget execution oversight. This is part of the PFM Reform programme 2008-2012 (DPAF).

	5.4 Does parliament look at the implementation of aid activities (ie information on aid disbursements and actual use of aid) when it considers fiscal reports? 

5.5 Does parliament have specific institutions to consider aid flows ex post (ie separate from budget monitoring and oversight activities)? What are the processes and institutions? Are they routinized or ad hoc?

5.6 Do parliamentary researchers ever engage with aid issues? Are any hearings held on aid issues?
5.7 Does the public accounts committee (or equivalent discharge institution in Francophone countries) get to see audit reports (financial reports in Francophone) on UCS non-budget support flows? Are these reports considered together with audit reports on own expenditure?

Do portfolio / sector committees see audit reports on non-budget support UCS flows?

5.8 Have there been any changes in Parliament practice around ex post oversight of aid in the last five years. Why? Were these successful? Why, or why not?
	See 3 above.

Civil Society Organisations’ (CSO) access to information on aid to Rwanda is poor. CSOs glean much of their information from the broadcast media as they get almost no information from official sources. There is however a real desire on the part of many CSOs in Rwanda to get more information on aid for the purposes of advocacy, research and increasing their awareness of opportunities to act as delivery partners in aid-funded projects (aidinfo).

The Public Accounts Committee was only recently established in Parliament. Audit reports have been produced and submitted to Parliament since 2000 and their quality has gradually improved. Coverage of audits is still limited but improving (the Auditor General’s report for the year ended June 30, 2010 covers 33 percent of public entities representing 70 percent of total government expenditure) (IMF PFM Blog).
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6. Additional Information and References

Analysis of information needs, and sources of information

	Information need
	Unit/ System
	IATI
	Donors (overview)
	Donors systems

	Language (English and French
	 DAD
	Phase 1
	
	

	Project alignment with DAD
	DAD
	 
	
	

	DAD Project
 ID
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	

	Donor project ID
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	

	Title
	DAD, CEPEX, LM
	Phase 1
	
	

	Description
	DAD, CEPEX, LM
	Phase 1
	
	

	Program
	DAD
	
	
	

	Approval Date
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	

	Start Date
	DAD, CEPEX
	Phase 1
	
	

	End Date
	DAD, CEPEX
	Phase 1
	
	

	Duration (months)
	DAD, CEPEX
	Phase 1
	
	

	Implementation Status
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	

	Sectors (aligned with budget classification)
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	

	% distribution of funds
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	

	Is this a multi-country project?
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	

	Locations (province & district)
	DAD
	Phase 3
	
	

	% distribution of funds
	DAD
	 
	
	

	Organisations / Agencies donor agencies, implementers, national counterpart 
	DAD, CEPEX, LM
	Phase 1 
	
	

	Project Contacts (by Organisation/Agency)
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	

	 Project Cost 
	DAD, CEPEX
	Phase 2 
	
	

	Commitments
	DAD, CEPEX, Budget
	Phase 1
	
	

	 Disbursements
	DAD, CEPEX, Budget
	Phase 1
	
	

	Activity title
	DAD, CEPEX
	In IATI Phase 1, but in practice in the DAD this is rarely recorded
	
	

	Activity description
	DAD
	
	
	

	Objectives of activity
	DAD
	
	
	

	Start date
	DAD
	
	
	

	End date
	DAD
	
	
	

	Notes / Comments
	DAD
	
	
	

	Attach Documents
	DAD
	Phase 2 
	
	Unknown

	Missions / analytical (at project and donor level)
	DAD 
	 
	
	

	Annual Budget
	DAD, Budget
	Phase 2
	
	

	Parallel PIU
	DAD 
	Phase 3
	
	

	Expenditure
	CEPEX, Budget
	Phase 1
	
	

	Counterpart funding
	CEPEX, Budget
	Phase 1
	
	

	Traceability
	 LM
	Phase 2
	
	

	Admin/unit costs
	 LM
	
	
	

	Details of where money is going: chart of accounts alignment, % arriving in country
	Budget, LM
	
	
	

	Results
	CEPEX, LM
	Phase 3
	
	

	Funding type classification
	CEPEX, Budget
	
	
	

	Donor projects implemented through NGO 
	CEPEX, DAD, Budget, LM
	Phase 1
	
	


Data Items in Rwanda DAD

Project General Info 
	Field Name 
	Instructions 
	Required? 

	Title 
	The official name of the project used in project documents and approved by the competent agency. 
	Yes 

	Description 
	A short overview of the project, understandable for the general public. The project description should preferably consist of: a. Contexts/background, b. Goals/objectives, and c. Key activities/components Project description can be several paragraphs of free text. 
	No 

	Program 
	The parent program serving as an umbrella for the given project 
	No 

	Approval Date 
	The date when the agreement for the implementation of the given project was signed. 
	No 

	Start Date 
	The date of initiation of project activities as per the approved project document. 
	Yes 

	End Date 
	The date of conclusion of project activities as per the approved project document. 
	No 

	Duration (months) 
	The actual or planned time-span for the project. 
	No 

	Implementation Status 
	The current phase of the project (e.g. pipeline, registered, etc.) in terms of its implementation 
	No 

	Sectors 
	The Sectors/Sub-sectors of the economy to which the project contributes. 
	No 

	% distribution of funds 
	The portion (in %) of the total project cost that will be contributed to support each sector/sub-sector. 
	No 

	Is this a multi-country project? 
	Whether the given project is implemented in other countries as well as Rwanda 
	No 

	Locations 
	The geographic locations within Rwanda that are intended to benefit from the project activities. 
	No 

	% distribution of funds 
	The portion (in %) of the total project cost that will be contributed to support each location 
	No 


Project Contact Information 
	Field Name 
	Instructions 
	Required? 

	Organisations / Agencies 
	The organisations that are relevant to the project according to the role they play in the project implementation. 
	No 

	Project Contacts (by Organisation/Agency) 
	The contacts within each specified organisation that are associated with the project. 
	No 


Project Financial Info 
	Field Name 
	Instructions 
	Required? 

	Project Cost 
	The amount requested for the project implementation. This should include contributions of all parties, i.e. Funding Agencies, Government Bodies, etc. 
	Yes 

	Commitments 
	Detailed financial information on the project commitments grouped by each Donor Agency that was selected for the project comprising: 

- Implementer to which the commitment is made. The user should select the appropriate instance from the drop-down list containing the Implementers selected in the Organisations and Contacts section. 

- Date when the commitment took place. 

- Currency in which the commitment was made 

- Commitment Amount 

- Terms of Assistance (grant or loan). 

- Modality of Funding for the project 

- Additional information on the loan (e.g. conditionality, etc.) 
	No 

	Disbursements 
	Detailed financial information on the project disbursements grouped by each Donor Agency that was selected for the project comprising: 

- The combination of Implementer – Terms of Assistance that link the disbursement to a set of valid (recorded) commitments 

- Date when the disbursement took place 

- Currency in which the disbursement was made 

- Disbursement Amount 
	No 

	Potential Additional Funding 
	Information about the amount of funding expected for the extension of project. 
	No 


Project Activities Info 
	Field Name 
	Instructions 
	Required? 

	Activity title 
	The title of the activity 
	No 

	Activity description 
	A brief description for the activity 
	No 

	Objectives of activity 
	A description of what objective(s) the activity pursues 
	No 

	Start date 
	The activity start date 
	No 

	End date 
	The activity end date 
	No 


Notes and Project Related Documents 
	Field Name 
	Instructions 
	Required? 

	Notes / Comments 
	Any additional comments that are relevant to the given project. 
	No 

	Attach Documents 
	Attached documents which may contain project-related information. 
	No 


User Activity Log 
	Field Name 
	Instructions 
	Required? 

	User Activity Log 
	Provides information about the recent changes that were made to the Data Entry of the current project – identifies the user and the date/time that modifications were performed. 
	Automatically Generated 
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� This matrix was compiled by Gareth Graham, drawing on existing documentation for Rwanda and on selected interviews and exchanges with government staff and donors. The research was undertaken in May 2012. Any errors, omissions and views in the report are the responsibility of the author alone.


� Note: the term ‘project’ within the DAD is synonymous with ‘activity’ in IATI. In the DAD ‘activity’ is a sub-project component, which the IATI standard also caters for.
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