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Consolidated Reply: Indonesia / Incorporating Goal 8 into National MDG Reports

04 January 2008, Prepared by MDGNet Facilitation Team


Original Query: Owais Parray UNDP Indonesia 
Dear colleagues,

This is a quick query regarding the reporting on Goal 8 in the National MDG Reports. Are there examples from countries that have provided a status report on this Goal? If yes, what are generally the areas of focus? Considering the international dimension of this goal, it is complicated disentangling the indicators from international factors and putting it in isolation (so to say) within the national context. 

In Indonesia, we are currently assisting the government prepare the next MDGR. They are keen to provide more details on this goal. In 2004 national MDGR this goal was not discussed. We were thinking of narrowing it down to target 12, 15, 16, and 18 thereby concentrating on themes a) trade b) international aid & debt c) youth employment and d) access to technology. 

We would like to learn what countries incorporated these targets and topics into their national MDG Reports. 

Best regards.

 

Owais Parray
MDGs Support Unit
UNDP Indonesia
Tel: 3141308-514
Fax: 3929407



Previous related consolidated replies include: 

· Goal 8 in Developing Countries, January 2005; Nepal requested examples from other developing countries on activities in support of MDG 8, particularly in terms of mobilizing resources. Responses reflected ways to encourage developed countries to meet their financial and trade obligations, and activities to meet developing countries' obligations to improve governance and policy reform. 

· Thailand MDG 8 reports by non-OECD countries, August 2005; Thailand inquired if any other non-OECD/DAC country produced an MDGR exclusively on Goal 8. The summary provides an overview of initiatives and reporting activities of other emerging donors on Goal 8, such as Malaysia, Brazil, and Poland. 


Contributions were received with thanks from following 

1. Verena Linneweber, UN Lao PDR
2. Nguyen Thi Ngoc Van, UN Vietnam 

3. Abla Amawi, UNDP, Lebanon

4. Aki Hakanen, UNDP Bhutan
5. Amina Tirana, UNDP Thailand 
6. Saurabh Sinha UNDP Afghanistan

7. Adib Nehmeh and Elsa Salameh, UNDP, SURF-AS

8. Dasa Silovic, UNDP New York

9. Paul Lad, UNDP New York



Summary of responses
1. Introduction 

2. Important discussion points and issues raised 

3. Experience and examples from countries and regions 

4. Resources shared


1. Introduction

The discussion suggested that countries do report on Goal 8 on issues most relevant to their country context. For example in Vietnam reporting on Goal 8 focused on foreign trade; inflows of capital; development of new technology, especially ICT, jobs for youth. In Bhutan MDG 8 has been incorporated into the second MDG progress report and focused on targets 16 and 18, i.e. youth employment and access to technology. The discussion also pointed out that nearly all countries face challenges and the same amount of difficulty in measuring progress against the targets in reporting on Goal 8. 
[Donor nations are among the first countries to report on their contributions to Goal 8. For UNDP colleagues, summaries of and links to many of these initial reports are available on the MDGs Intranet at http://intra.undp.org/mdgs/partnerships/goal8reports.shtml]
The discussion highlighted number of important issues in reporting MDG8. These issues range from practical reporting on indicators at national level to global policy environment. The issues are discussed below.
Please click here to see MDG indicators and targets


2. Important discussion points and issues raised 
· Measuring MDG 8 beyond numbers
Reporting on progress of MDG 8 seems to present a practical challenge given the mix of qualitative and quantitative aspects to be covered. Even the reporting on partnerships in terms of their impact will require countries to go beyond mere numbers and also reflect on the impact of these partnerships on overall development and to specific issues. There are two specific issues concerning how to define impact and what to measure:
1) The current targets do not capture all the issues (for example migration is not included in MDG 8);
2) The current targets and indicators to measure the impact against these targets/ indicators are not particularly robust/practical/powerful.
Few of the Asian countries (Bhutan) have been pilot countries under the regional "MDG Initiative" project coordinated from UNDP Regional Center in Colombo that seeks to support countries to develop MDG based national development strategies/plans. Similar initiatives are/have been undertaken elsewhere. Yet, there does not seem to be an appropriate indicator under Goal 8 to take note of this important progress towards MDGs from the recipient countries' point of view. For instance, currently most of the ODA indicators focus on tracking the performance/ commitments of the donors, but there are no indicators to track developing countries' commitment to adopt national plans for achieving the MDGs. 
Also indicator 33 of the MDGs is: “Net ODA, total and to the LDCs, as a percentage of OECD/DAC donor national income”. This looks at the global aid effort and is not immediately relevant to any one country’s MDG financing gap or it’s ability to generate domestic resources (in addition to the fact that it doesn’t specify what the global benchmark should be; although it is implicitly assumed to be 0.7%). An alternative indicator might therefore be: “Estimates of the MDG financing gap after ODA, minus the potential for additional domestic resource mobilization (DRM)”.  

· Linking MDG 8 with Paris Declaration 
Since the MDGs were formulated there have been additional commitments made to improve the quality of aid which are not specifically reflected in MDG targets and indicators. These additional commitments are captured in the Paris Declaration and go beyond Indicator 35 of the MDGs on tied aid. 
One of the useful resources on donors and countries progress on MDG8 partnership is Paris Declaration Survey 2006. A new Survey for 2008 on the implementation of the Paris Declaration is under preparation and will be launched early in 2008. It will encompass countries that have already done the baselines Survey (to track any progress) and an additional number of countries that have decided to join in. For the latter group of countries this will be the baseline Survey. 2008 Survey results will serve to inform the Accra High Level Forum 2008 on Paris Declaration implementation progress.

[UNDP is an active participant in this process and will provide a Helpdesk for the 2008 Survey roll-out. The UNDP Aid Effectiveness team can be contacted at aideffect.global@undp.org.]
· National, regional and global dimension of MDG 8 reporting 
The MDG 8 is reported on three levels: global, regional and national. When reporting on Goal 8, it is important to take into consideration that Goal 8 has international dimension that calls for creating enabling environment (which has been referred to as global partnership) and national relevance that is reflected through adapting MDG targets and indicators to local context by many countries.
In this light following steps were proposed during the discussion:

1- To report on the specific implications of indicators related to national integration in the global partnership for development (targets 12, 13, 14 and 15).

2- To focus on the rationale of MDG 8 as the main guideline, because indicators tend to have different and even contradictory significance between donors and developing counties. For example: ODA in the developing countries’ point of view has a specific meaning (ODA received) that should be formulated accordingly. For the donors, it is ODA given as percentage of GDP. The new revised MDG framework distributed lately (September 2007) explains target 12 in a way to include the commitment to good governance, development and poverty reduction both nationally and internationally.

3- To report on targets according to national perspectives without limiting the procedure to indicators. 

4- To report on G8 as an entity, in a first stage (chapter on the national environment if it is conductive or not for achieving MDGs) and in a later stage, report on international and regional cooperation activities (treaties, partnerships...). In a 3rd stage, to report on specific implications of the targets on the national.



3. Experience and example from countries and regions

· Thailand 
Thailand reports on its contributions to Goal 8 in its MDG Report 2005. The report

Accounts how Thailand has contributed official development assistance to other countries. This includes the opening up of Thailand’s market to Least Developed Countries, as well as the provision of foreign direct investment for the building of essential infrastructure. The report suggests that such a middle-income country as Thailand has an increasingly important role to play in the global campaign to achieve the MDGs by 2015. It shows that the global partnership for development called for in Goal 8 is not only about the North helping the South, but also about solidarity and cooperation among countries of the South.

· Bhutan 
Bhutan UNDP incorporated goal 8 into the second MDG progress report by focusing on targets 16 and 18, i.e. youth employment and access to technology. The report can be found at http://www.undp.org.bt/mdg/MDG_PR05.pdf. 
· Vietnam 

Vietnam MDG 8 report focused on a number of selected issues including Foreign Trade; Inflows of Capital; Development of New Technology, especially Information and Communication Technology, Job for Youth, etc. Full report can be accessed at http://www.un.org.vn/undocs/mdg04/mdg04e.pdf 
· Barbados and OECS
UNDP supported Barbados in the preparation of its Voluntary National presentation and MDG 8, particularly partnership, was the focus of the report preparation and the consultative process at both the national and regional level (Barbados is also part of the Caribbean Community which is currently in the process of establishing the Caribbean Single Market and Economy). The establishment of CSME in the Caribbean region is also a partnership strategy for the region and for engagement with the global community. The ECOSOC itself focused on MDG 8 and how partnership efforts could enable the strengthening of the response in reducing poverty and extreme hunger. The Barbados report highlights some lessons and some best practices. The report represents an updated MDG report in 2007 and hence can provide guidance. The link is http://www.un.org/ecosoc/docs/pdfs/Barbados_national_rpt.pdf.  Certainly for the MDG process how “partnership” is integrated into the national development strategy also helps to guide the work towards MDG 8 and the reporting process. The Barbados report also speaks to this and the strategic vision given by its 20 year strategic plan 2005-2025. As part of Poverty and Social Sector development programme in Barbados, UNDP CO have also supported MDG Localization in the Eastern Caribbean. 

· Afghanistan 

In Afghanistan MDG 8 was covered in the 2005 MDG Report for Afghanistan, and mainly focused on aid effectiveness, trade and regional cooperation. The report also looked very briefly at youth unemployment, access to affordable drugs and ICT. Full report can be downloaded from the website of the Afghanistan National Development Strategy at http://www.ands.gov.af/src/src/MDGs_Reps/MDGR%202005.pdf.  The UNDP Afghanistan revised the global targets and indicators to tailor them to the Afghanistan context - please click here for the revised targets 15-19 and new indicators
 

· BDP/ UNDP, DfID and ODI
UNDP in collaboration with DFID and the Overseas Development Institute launched an imitative called ‘Global issues, external policies and country contexts: Country-level mappings’. The project attempts to do, from the perspective of a single developing country, is look outwards at the external policy environment relevant to that country, and filter those external policies and actions through the country context to understand the impacts.  It will do this through a qualitative narrative for each issue illustrated with additional country-specific indicators. Beyond aid policy -- which is clearly not important for a large group of countries -- the project will attempt to do this for trade, debt, investment, technology transfer, migration, the environment, security … and any other relevant issues that may be identified by country stakeholders.
· UNDP, SURF – Arab States 
In many countries in Arab states the overall unemployment rate is around 8-10%; however, the unemployment rate among youth is around 30%, thus 3 times higher to the national rate. In the revised MDG framework target 16 and indicator 45, were dropped and replaced by a new target in goal 1. The rationale is to stimulating employment to reduce poverty and thus it should be conceived within goal 1 while under goal 8, it was more directly attributed to a technical cooperation context.

The reporting on target 17 it is a very specific target and the indicators are mainly relevant for international reporting while for national purposes, we may consider other indicators that can be used for national monitoring, and they could be part of the health goal (goal 6).

Target 18 is about making available benefits of new technologies especially ICT. These are the selected proxy indicators to assess the availability of the benefits of new technologies. The proposed indicators show how much a population consumes technology products but not necessarily reflecting their impact on improving life standards or conditions. From a human development perspective it is more significant if we can tell how much a country is contributing to the production of new technologies or to their active and productive use in improving governance at the national and local levels (e-government etc.). Reporting on this aspect is essential, even through it reflects qualitative information and the selected indicators don’t reflect this dimension.

Indicators 47, 48A and 48B provide insight to the degree of the connectivity of the country. They do give us an image as to how many people are connected; nonetheless, alone, they stand in discontinuity with the general objective of, not only MDG 8, but higher objective of the Millennium declaration which is DEVELOPMENT. In that sense, it is not enough to look at the number of people using the internet or the number of telephone and cellular subscribers, it is crucial that these communication technologies are being integrated into the social and economic structures in a productive way leading to development of capacities and the creation of new opportunities. 



4. Resource shared

· A plan for action for localizing and achieving MDGs



· Two page summary of the initiative ‘Global issues, external policies and country contexts: Country-level mappings’ 


· Jordan National MDGR
· Dominica: A Plan of Action for Localizing and Achieving the Millennium Development Goals
Additional Resources

· MDG Toolkit by UNDG: http://mdgtoolkit.undg.org/mod/resource/view.php?id=215 



Responses in full
Adib Nehmeh and Elsa Salameh wrote:
Dear colleagues, 

Thank you for this interesting discussion and in an attempt to help clarify orientations of reporting on MDG8, it is worthy to look at two challenging points:

1)      The relationship between goal 8 and the other 7 MDG goals at the global level,

2)      and the national significance of MDG 8.

Goal 8 has a national significance and an international dimension. These 2 components should be treated with attention because they define our approach for localizing MDG 8.

On the international level, goal 8 implicates the existence of an enabling global environment to achieve their MDGs. This enabling environment is referred to in MDG8 as “a Global partnership for Development”.

A quick look at the structure of goal 8 reveals 3 different sets of indicators: indicators which are directly related to the global environment, indicators holding implications to individual countries in addition to other added indicators for reasons of convenience ( they do not relate to any other MDG goal), although not holding strong relevance to the global environment. 

Having said that, a comprehensive reporting on MDG 8 at the national level (or regional level) has to address all dimensions.

In this light we propose the following:

To report on the specific implications of indicators related to national integration in the global partnership for development (targets 12, 13, 14 and 15).

To focus on the rationale of MDG 8 as the main guideline, because indicators tend to have different and even contradictory significance between donors and developing counties. For example: ODA in the developing countries’ point of view has a specific meaning (ODA received) that should be formulated accordingly. For the donors, it is ODA given as percentage of GDP. The new revised MDG framework distributed lately (September 2007) explains target 12 in a way to include the commitment to good governance, development and poverty reduction both nationally and internationally.

To report on targets according to national perspectives without limiting the procedure to indicators. 

To report on G8 as an entity, in a first stage (chapter on the national environment if it is conductive or not for achieving MDGs) and in a later stage, report on international and regional cooperation activities (treaties, partnerships...). In a 3rd stage, to report on specific implications of the targets on the national level.

On a practical level, goal 8 should be regarded on the national level from a global perspective i.e.: How to build an enabling environment for achieving MDGs. Consequently, goal 8 at the national level can take the shape of an overall analysis of the macroeconomic and macro social contexts. So, reporting on G8 means reporting on the national policies at the macro level and on regional cooperation and integration in the global system.

Usually, national MDG reports start by an introductory chapter discussing context overview etc. highlighting the necessity of such an analytical framework but then end up dealing with goal 8 from a technical point of view or even drop it completely or report on a limited number of indicators.

On the national level, the urgency of building global partnerships presses. These partnerships are only made possible through national economic and social macro policies.

In other words, the responsibility of “Developing a Global Partnership for Development” is not a direct one way responsibility of the developed countries alone or the less developed alone. Several considerations should be highlighted before a well defined track for nationalizing of MDG8 is set.

In an attempt to analyze these considerations, target 16 (youth employment) will be taken as an example. This target can be split into 2 strategies: establishing partnerships with the developing countries and implementing strategies for decent and productive work for youth.

On the national level: creating job opportunities for youth does not merely depend on the unemployment rate of 15-24 year-olds indicator. A necessary and very enlightening comparison of this indicator with the general unemployment rate of the overall active population holds a valuable insight to the type of national economy structure we are dealing with. 

In many countries in our region (Arab states), the overall unemployment rate is around 8-10%; however, the unemployment rate among youth is around 30%, thus 3 times superior to the national rate. Such a high difference is not without analytical significance regarding the national economic structure. In a primary approach, the employment market is considered to be a static one reacting negatively towards the integration of new skills.  In a deeper approach, the Arab youth can be classified into 2 groups:

a)      Highly qualified 

b)      Poorly or not qualified

Degree holders and educated youth tend to engage for work in foreign neighboring markets mainly the Gulf countries or in Europe where the economies are growing at very rapid paces and are in need of new competences and skills. Those who stay in their country are those who are poorly or not qualified at all and are willing to undertake any available job not necessarily needing very high qualifications.

In the revised MDG framework target 16 and indicator 45, were dropped and replaced by a new target in goal 1. The rationale once again is that stimulating employment is one of the major tools to reduce poverty and thus it should be conceived within goal 1 while under goal 8, it was more directly attributed to a technical cooperation context.

As for reporting on target 17 (in cooperation with pharmaceutical companies, provide access to affordable, essential drugs in developing countries), it is a very specific target and the indicators are mainly relevant for international reporting while for national purposes, we may consider other indicators that can be used for national monitoring, and they could be part of the health goal (goal 6).

Target 18 is about making available benefits of new technologies especially ICT, and the chosen indicators reflect the level of connectivity using telephone lines, cellular phones and internet, it is a target for connectivity measurement through quantitative consumption indicators. These are the selected proxy indicators to assess the availability of the benefits of new technologies but their significance is very limited from a development-oriented point of view. The proposed indicators show how much a population consumes technology products but not necessarily reflecting their impact on improving life standards or conditions. From a Human Development perspective it is more significant if we can tell how much a country is contributing to the production of new technologies or to their active and productive use in improving governance at the national and local levels (e-government etc.).

Reporting on this aspect is essential, even through it reflects qualitative information and the selected indicators don’t reflect this dimension.

On the other hand, and from an international cooperation perspective, many questions should be asked as to the presence of trade cooperation agreements, between the countries and their regional contexts as well as the international market. These agreements are responsible for the transfer of new technologies and know-hows to the less developed which leads us to target 18 of MDG 8. Indicators 47, 48A and 48B provide insight to the degree of the connectivity of the country. They do give us an image as to how many people are connected; nonetheless, alone, they stand in discontinuity with the general objective of, not only MDG 8, but higher objective of the Millennium declaration which is DEVELOPMENT. In that sense, it is not enough to look at the number of people using the internet or the number of telephone and cellular subscribers, it is crucial that these communication technologies are being integrated into the social and economic structures in a productive way leading to development of capacities and the creation of new opportunities. 

Adib Nehmeh

PA for poverty reduction policies

UNDP, SURF-AS

adib.nehmeh@undp.org
cell: 009613566978 

 

Elsa Salameh 

Research Assistant

UNDP, SURF-AS

elsa.salameh@undp.org


Dasa Silovic wrote:

Dear Owais and Colleagues,

Thanks for the question and thanks Paul for the response. I would only like to add on the ODA side that the Paris baseline Survey 2006 (for the 34 countries that have conducted it) can be very useful in providing data and addressing the indicators for both the quantity and quality of aid. The 2006 Survey can be found at:

http://www.oecd.org/document/20/0,3343,en_2649_15577209_38521876_1_1_1_1,00.html
A new Survey for 2008 on the implementation of the Paris Declaration is under preparation and will be launched early in 2008. It will encompass countries that have already done the baseline s Survey (to track any progress) and an additional number of countries that have decided to join in. For the latter this will be a baseline Survey. 2008 Survey results will serve to inform the Accra High Level Forum 2008 on PD implementation progress.

I would encourage you to look at the 2006 Survey findings, especially the overview of results. 

UNDP is an active participant in this process and we shall, as previously provide a HelpDesk for the 2008 Survey roll-out. A message on the Accra HLOF preparations will be cross-posted on the networks shortly.

Regards to all and do contact us through aideffect.global@undp.org .

Daša

Daša Šilović 

Senior Policy Advisor

UNDP BDP/CDG

304 East 45th Street, 6th Floor, Rm 622

New York, NY 10017

Tel. 1.212.906-5329

Fax 1.212.906-5896

E-mail: dasa.silovic@undp.org


Paul Lad wrote:

Dear Owais

Thanks for your query. I wanted to respond because I’m working on a project right now that – hopefully – has the potential to contribute on MDG 8 reporting.

You’ll have seen from the Consolidated Reply of January 2005 that a number of countries are regularly addressing Goal 8 issues in their national reports. Quite correctly each country is focusing on the issues that are most relevant to them – but nearly all face the same difficulty in measuring progress against the Targets.  This is partly because the concepts within the Goal relate to partnership and therefore attribution is difficult. But there is also an issue in respect how the MDG Targets and Indicators have been framed, and how powerful they are in capturing progress.

The project that we’re working on with DFID and the Overseas Development Institute hopes to make a contribution on these aspects. It attempts to assess the quality and contribution of the ‘global partnership for development’ for individual countries.  A key aspect of the project is that our interpretation of this partnership goes beyond the issues that are strictly contained in MDG 8.  We do this partly for completeness (for example migration is not included in MDG 8); but also partly because the Targets and Indicators that are in Goal 8 are not always that powerful.

Taking ODA by way of example:

Indicator 33 of the MDGs is: “Net ODA, total and to the LDCs, as a percentage of OECD/DAC donor national income”.  This looks at the global aid effort and is not immediately relevant to any one country’s MDG financing gap or it’s ability to generate domestic resources (in addition to the fact that it doesn’t specify what the global benchmark should be; although it is implicitly assumed to be 0.7%).  An alternative indicator might therefore be: “Estimates of the MDG financing gap after ODA, minus the potential for additional domestic resource mobilization (DRM)”.  

Perhaps more importantly, since the MDGs were formulated there have been additional commitments made on improving the quality of aid.  These are captured in the Paris Declaration and go beyond Indicator 35 of the MDGs on tied aid.  So relevant additional indicators might include: (a) whether a country has developed and is implementing an MDG-consistent PRS or NDS; (b) the proportion of aid that is ‘programmable’ (assumed as budget or sector support); (b) projections of predictable aid over the following 3-year period; also as a proportion of the MDG financing gap; and (c) the proportion of donors that deliver their budget and sector support aid in the first quarter of the financial year; and proportion of those aid flows delivered in Q1.

What the project attempts to do, from the perspective of a single developing country, is look outwards at the external policy environment relevant to that country, and filter those external policies and actions through the country context to understand the impacts.  It will do this through a qualitative narrative for each issue illustrated with additional country-specific indicators.

Beyond aid policy -- which is clearly not important for a large group of countries -- the project will attempt to do this for trade, debt, investment, technology transfer, migration, the environment, security … and any other relevant issues that may be identified by country stakeholders.

Taking two more examples:

Indicator 39 of the MDGs looks at the “Average tariffs imposed by developed countries on agricultural products and textiles and clothing”.  To make it country specific one could look at “ The tariff rates and non-tariff barriers imposed by developed countries on (a) the top 5 export products (by total value) of the country in question; (b) the top 5 export products of importance to poor people; and (c) the top 5 export products of importance to women”.

For migration one could look at the “Proportion of OECD countries (or other key destination countries) that have established codes of conduct on the recruitment of health-workers and teachers”.

This won’t give a comprehensive analysis of trade or migration in Country X, but it should yield some useful quantitative and qualitative information on whether international policies – broadly defined – are supportive of development.  This could then be used to report against MDG 8 progress in national MDG reports.

I’ve attached a 2-page summary of the project – which I’d welcome feedback on – but we’re not at the stage yet where I can attach full project documentation.  We’re currently developing ‘templates’ that will outline an approach for mapping each issue in a country.  These form the heart of the project and contain ideas for country-specific indicators.  From September 2007 to March 2008 we intend to pilot the approach in 4 countries.  It is our expectation that the country reports will primarily be of use to domestic policy makers as they grapple with the effects that external policies have on their ability to implement their own NDS.  Beyond that they should also contain lessons for policy coherence at the international level.  

I’d be happy to answer any follow-up questions that people have: paul.ladd@undp.org
Best wishes

Paul
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	Paul Ladd
UNDP Bureau for Development Policy
FF-1192, 304 East 45th St, New York 
Tel:  + 1 (212) 906 6113
Fax: + 1 (212) 906 5313






Leisa Perch wrote 

Dear Owais:

This is a very important issue and seems to be one of the more challenging for national reporting on the MDGs. Reporting on progress for MDG 8 seems to present a practical challenge given the mix of qualitative and quantitative aspects to be covered. Even the reporting on partnerships in terms of their impact will require countries to go beyond mere numbers but to also reflect on the impact of these partnerships on overall development and perhaps to specific issues as well.  For SIDS – which is an entire issue in itself and also captured in MDG 8 countries may need to define how “success” will be determined. And equally countries must grapple with youth unemployment which also falls into this MDG goal. I am perhaps adding more questions than answers here and myself am interested to learn how other countries are tackling this issue and how UNDP offices are supporting these efforts.  How we integrate across these issues for an overall “progress assessment” of MDG may differ across countries.

The MDG Guidance and Toolkit developed by BDP with the inputs of Craig Fagan and others may be useful to you.

With respect to the issue of reporting specifically – I suggest reviewing the documentation on this year’s ECOSOC Annual Ministerial Review in Geneva earlier this month. Our office supported Barbados in the preparation of its Voluntary National presentation and the issue of MDG 8 in particular partnership was the focus of much of the report preparation and the consultative process at both the national and regional level (Barbados is also part of the Caribbean Community which is currently in the process of establishing the Caribbean Single Market and Economy). The establishment of CSME in the Caribbean region is also a partnership strategy for the region and for engagement with the global community. The ECOSOC itself focused on MDG 8 and how partnership efforts could enable the strengthening of the response in reducing poverty and extreme hunger. The Barbados report highlights some lessons and some best practices in this area. This report represents an updated MDG report in 2007 and hence can perhaps provide guidance to you in your efforts. The link is http://www.un.org/ecosoc/docs/pdfs/Barbados_national_rpt.pdf. The reports from the other 5  countries which range across Africa and Asia may also be helpful to your efforts.

Certainly for the MDG process how “partnership” is integrated into the national development strategy also helps to guide the work towards MDG 8 and the reporting process. The Barbados report also speaks to this and the strategic vision given by its 20 year strategic plan 2005-2025.

As part of our Poverty and Social Sector development programme at the Barbados CO – we have also supported MDG Localization in the Eastern Caribbean. I am sharing with you here how Dominica addressed the 8 Goals including MDG 8 and hope that it too may be useful to you.  

I look forward to hearing from the other colleagues particularly their suggestions and experiences. 

Warm regards

Leisa

Leisa Perch 
Programme Manager - Poverty Reduction/HIV-AIDS Focal Point
UNDP/SRO Barbados & the OECS 
Tel: (246) 467-6005 
Fax: (246) 429-2448 
Email: leisa.perch@undp.org 

Website: http://www.bb.undp.org/poverty.html


Amina Tirana wrote: 

Dear Owais:

Donor nations were among the first countries to report on their contributions to Goal 8. Summaries of and links to many of these initial reports are available on the MDGs Intranet at http://intra.undp.org/mdgs/partnerships/goal8reports.shtml. 
Thailand was also an early report on its contributions to Goal 8 in its MDG Report 2005. The report:

… accounts how Thailand has contributed official development assistance to other countries. This includes the opening up of Thailand’s market to Least Developed Countries, as well as the provision of foreign direct investment for the building of essential infrastructure. The report suggests that such a middle-income country as Thailand has an increasingly important role to play in the global campaign to achieve the MDGs by 2015. It shows that the global partnership for development called for in Goal 8 is not only about the North helping the South, but also about solidarity and cooperation among countries of the South.

MDG Reports from other countries, including Sri Lanka, South Africa and Liberia and others, have reported on Goal 8 in a variety of ways and depth.  Some, like Thailand, include a focus on support provided to other countries. Others focus on the status of Goal 8 indicators within that country. Many MDG Reports are available on the UNDG website (undg.org). [Facilitator’s Note: Donor MDG Reports] 

Regards,

Amina

Amina Tirana

Advisor, a.i.

Executive Office

UNDP



Aki Hakanen wrote:

Dear Owais Parray,

 

In Bhutan we incorporated goal 8 into the second MDG progress report by focusing on targets 16 and 18, ie. youth employment and access to technology. You may find the report at http://www.undp.org.bt/mdg/MDG_PR05.pdf.

 

I would also like to take this opportunity and raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the goal 8 targets/indicators. Bhutan and a few other Asian countries have been pilot countries under the regional "MDG Initiative" project that seeks to support countries to develop MDG based national development strategies/plans. Similar initiatives are/have been undertaken also elsewhere. Yet, there does not seem to be an appropriate indicator under goal 8 to take note of this important progress towards MDGs from the recipient countries' point of view. For instance, currently most of the ODA indicators focus on tracking the performance/commitments of the donors, but there are no indicators to track developing countries' commitment to adopt national plans for achieving the MDGs. 

 

Naturally this issue can be taken into account at the national level when it comes to the progress reports, but I believe this is something that should be acknowledged also at the global level in terms of the targets/indicators under goal 8. 

 

Best wishes,

Aki Hakanen

Poverty and MDG Unit

UNDP Bhutan



Abla Amawi wrote: 

Dear Owais

One good reference is the Jordan National MDGR which covered Goal 8. You can see it on the CO website and I am attaching for you the chapter. 
[Facilitator’s Note: Please, review Jordan National MDG Report 2004]
Hope this is useful.

Abla  

	


	Abla amawi, ph.d. Regional coordinator & capacity development adviser.   The capacity development/capacity 2015 programme for Arab States.  
Capacity development group, bureau of development policy/undp, surf-as, beirut/lebanon , undp, un house, beirut, lebanon; tel:  +961 (0) 1 978 752 / cell: +961 (0) 3 229 559; e-mail: abla.amawi@undp.org; http://www.c2015as-iln.org




Nguyen Thi Ngoc Van wrote:

Dear Owais,

 

A quick feedback during Summer holidays. Suggest you check the Viet Nam MDG report 2005 prepared by the Government of Viet Nam and submitted during the September Summit 2005. On MDG 8 the report focused on a number of selected issues including Foreign Trade; Inflows of Capital; Development of New Technology, especially Information and Communication Technology, Job for Youth, etc... For full MDG report pls check the link below: 

http://www.un.org.vn/undocs/mdg04/mdg04e.pdf
 

Cheers, Van


Nguyen Thi Ngoc Van 
Strategic Advisor 
Office of the UN Resident Coordinator 

25-29 Phan Boi Chau str., Ha Noi, Viet Nam 
Tel. (84) 4 942 1495 ext. 120 
Fax. (84) 4 942 3304 
Mobile (84) 903 345 5619 
Website: www.un.org.vn 

 Please consider the environment before printing this email. 



Saurabh Sinha wrote:  

In addition, Thailand specifically had a status report on Goal 8 since it has moved into a middle-income còuntry category and is a net donor rather than being an aid recipient.

Saurabh Sinha



Verena Linneweber wrote:

Dear Owais,

We covered MDG 8 in the 2005 MDG Report for Afghanistan, and mainly focused on aid effectiveness, trade and regional cooperation. We also looked very briefly at youth unemployment, access to affordable drugs and ICT. You can download the full report from the website of the Afghanistan National Development Strategy at http://www.ands.gov.af/src/src/MDGs_Reps/MDGR%202005.pdf. We revised the global targets and indicators to tailor them to the Afghanistan context - please see below the table of the revised targets 15-19 with their new indicators and baselines.     

 

I hope this helps. Write to Clark Soriano (clark.soriano@undp.org ), Nicholas Hercules (nicholas.hercules@undp.org ), Saurabh Sinha (saurabhsinha04@yahoo.com ) or me if you have more questions.

 

 

 

[image: image3.jpg]AFGHANISTAN'S REVISED MDG TARGETS, INDICATORS AND BASELINES

Target

Target 15. Deal
comprehensively and
influence the provision of
forelgn aid through
appropriate measures to
enable Afghanistan develop
sustainably i the long term

Target 16. Develop an open
ule-based, predictable, non-
discriminatory trading and
financialsystem that includes
acommitment to good
govenance, development
and poverty reduction

Target 17. Develop and
implement strateges for
decent and productive
work for youth

Target 18.In cooperation
with pharmaceutical
‘companies, provide access
to affordable, essential
drugs

Target 19.In cooperation with
the private sector, make
avallable the benefits of new.
technologies, especially
information and
communications

Indicator Baseline
year

Proportion of total bilateral, sector-allocable  MOF
DA of OECD/DAC donors to

basic social services (basic education,

primary health care, nutrition,safe water

and sanitation)

Proportion of bilateral ODA of 2004-05
‘OECD/DAC donors that s untied
DA received s 3 proportion of GDP 200405

Proportion of ODA provided to help build
capacity

Percentage of total export to countries
with which Afghanistan has a preferential
trade agreement

Unemployment rate of young people
aged 1524 years, each sex and total

Proportion of population with access to 1999
affordable essential drugs ona
sustainable basis

Telephone lines and cellular subscribers 2003
per 1,000 population

Personal computers in use and Intemet
users per 1,000 population

Data
source

MOF

MOFIMF

WHO

Baseline
value

Tobe
decided

2%

49%

Not
avallable

Not
avallable

Not
avallable

50-80%

168
375

Not
avallable

Targets
2015 2020
Tobe
decided
100%
120




Kind regards,

Verena (formerly Afghanistan, now Laos)

_______________________________
Verena Linneweber
Head, Office of the United Nations Resident Coordinator in Lao PDR

Mobile: (+856) (0)20 551 9970 

Landline: (+856) (0)21 213 394, Ext.: 227
