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REVIEW OF THE FUNCTIONALITY OF

SECTOR WORKING GROUPS IN MALAWI
Executive Summary

The report sets out the results of a short study undertaken by a consultant, October – November 2014, on the workings of a development and aid coordination mechanism in Malawi known as Sector Working Groups.  The objective of the assignment was to review the overall performance of the Groups and to make recommendations that would improve their utilisation for development programming in Malawi. The report and its accompanying outputs are intended to feed into implementation arrangements for the current Development Cooperation Strategy for 2014-2018.  The study has been carried out at the request of Ministry of Economic Planning and Development - now the Department of Economic Planning and Development within the Ministry of Finance, Economic Planning and Development.  The work has been supported under the Joint Development Effectiveness and Accountability Programme of UNDP, several other UN Agencies and the EU.

A major output of the study has been the carrying out of a further revision of existing Guidelines for the conduct of Sector Working Groups, guidelines that were issued November 2008 by the Chief Secretary.  Further Guidelines on SWG management had been drafted in June 2010.  These earlier works were extensively re-drafted by MoFEPD September 2014.  

It is important to stress that the recommendations appearing in the report are simply that – recommendations.  At the time of drafting they do not carry a stamp of approval from Government or from any other stakeholder.  Before proceeding to a decision on which recommendations to accept and which not, Government will wish to canvas opinions from a wide range of stakeholders.

The report first reviews the purposes of Sector Working Groups (SWGs) and their subsidiary Technical Working Groups (TWGs) in respect of their expected contribution to aid and development coordination, the planning function, the monitoring of development effectiveness, and achieving a reduction in waste.  The report also provides a snapshot of several kinds of stakeholder that, based on the agreement fashioned by the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness held in Busan in 2011, should be involved in development planning, implementation and monitoring.  These include not only central Government but also Non-Governmental Development Organisations (NGDOs) and other civil society groups, the private sector; the academic community; the legislature; and local governments.  

Chapter 4 of the report provides an assessment of the SWG system.  Table 1 gives a bill of health for each of the 16 SWGs that were formalised in 2008.  Of the total, four or five can be said to be active: those in Agriculture; Health; Education; Trade, Industry and Private Sector Development; and (depending on one’s definition of a SWG) Roads, Public Works and Transport.  Two SWGs are active but meet infrequently: Information, Communication and Technology, and Water, Sanitation and Irrigation.  Six Groups are dormant: Gender, Youth and Sports; Democratic Governance; Public Administration; Environment, Lands and Natural Resources; Water, Sanitation and Irrigation; and Vulnerability and Disaster Risk Management.  Four others can be described as insipient – meaning looking to start up but not yet active: Integrated Rural Development; Tourism, Wildlife and Culture; Energy and Mining; and Economic Governance.  These classifications however do not necessarily reflect on the TWGs, which tend to follow their own trajectories and require a separate bill of health.

To provide a more in-depth view of some aspects of the more successful SWGs five mini-case studies were undertaken.  The main factors influencing successful operations of SWGs were found to be (i) the availability of strong but open leadership; (ii) the availability of dedicated personnel to staff the SWG Secretariat; (iii) the availability of financial resources to cover meeting costs as well as the implementation of planned activities ; (iv) early agreement on a sector strategy; (v) arranging regular meetings with consistency of attendance; (vi) a good mix of participants – i.e. not only from Government; (vii) a constructive use of time in meetings; (viii) the adoption of evidence-based approaches to discourse;  (ix) a willingness to cross sectoral boundaries; and (x) pre-meetings among, and a division of labour between, development partners.

In deciding what approach to take for the future it is easier to think in terms of two single categories: those SWGs that can be described as fully active (four or five Groups), and the rest.  Lumping together the output of the 11 or 12 laggards it would be hard to identify any significant contribution to verifiable development action on the ground that has so far been achieved and that would justify continuing  with the status quo.  This does not mean that there have been no benefits accruing in the past, simply that evidence of usefulness is hard to identify.  Further, it does not mean that particular Groups cannot be resurrected; such would depend largely on the availability of the first three numbered conditions mentioned above. 

For TWGs, more active participation by Government at an appropriately senior level is called for, as also greater sensitivity to the views of non-state actors in the summing up of discussions.  A breakdown in the chain of communication between the TWGs and their SWG, and between the SWG and senior levels in Government, has led to a waste of Group effort and a loss of interest among participants in attending further meetings.  The Health and Education sectors have allowed the creation of a large number of TWGs and subsidiary committees, some of whose functions are no longer required; a culling of groups is called for.  However, in as much as some of the groups have professional value for their participants the process should be handled with care.

Joint Sector Reviews have been carried out differently in different sectors, apparently with different objectives in view.  The rigour with which the reviews are executed in relation to the plans cast is a matter that merits further investigation.  It is recommended that JSRs (i) include a rigorous and detailed examination of demonstrable outcomes against plans made; (ii) that the opportunity be taken to involve the legislature and local government in the consideration of results; and (iii) that the results be made public.

It is recommended that SWGs be re-structured in conformity with the nine Key Priority Areas appearing in the MGDS II.  The approach has at least the advantage of reducing the number of meetings that Government officials are called upon to attend.  If the national strategy document is to have meaning it needs institutional arrangements that are aligned with it.  Future iterations of the MGDS may be formulated using different categories, but a re-configuration after five years could be advantageous from several points of view.  Joint Sector Strategies would continue to be linked with the national development strategy and would keep pace with adjustments in the key priority areas.  
The structuring of SWGs in this way does not need to be the only approach.  Subject to interest and funding available the possibility should be kept open for SWGs to be formed outside the nine KPAs.  Entities that feel the need to be associated with decision making in a particular subject area – one not catered to by the KPAs – should be free to form their own Group.  The approach starts from the premise that it is institutional interests that define the sector, not necessarily the sector that defines the institutions.  
The nine priority areas are divided into 20 sub-priorities.  It is proposed that each of these form the basis for a Technical Working Group; others may be added if necessary.  To ensure that CSOs, NGDOs and the business community have the opportunity to share their experience, it is proposed that arrangements be made for them to participate more actively in TWGs.  Procedures are also required to ensure that the TWGs feed into the decision making process handled by the relevant SWGs.

The report encourage more open governance arrangements for the SWGs and the TWGs.  This it is suggested will provide Government and its implementing partners with a larger pool of active resources on which they may draw for planning and managing development action.  Being sector wide and drawing its members from a variety of organisational backgrounds, the SWG and the TWG would have a more encompassing view of what is needed and what is possible than would a single government entity.  

To limit the number of Group participants so that all may expect to be involved in discussions it is proposed that the maximum number of available places be limited to 24, with flexible quotas agreed for the number from Government, the development partners, civil society, academia and research institutions, and to the business community.  Government members of the SWG and the TWG would be selected as now; other stakeholders would need to arrange their own selection mechanisms and ways of reporting back to their constituencies.
It is proposed that SWG and TWG meetings be used primarily for the discussion of problems or issues on the basis of which observations, advice or recommendations are formulated for consideration by Government and its implementing partners.  This is slightly different from the more collegial approach that has been adopted heretofore.  The existing practise has its merits and can work, but it also has its limitations.  The approach recommended is based on the concept of a separation of powers and responsibilities: the SWG serving as a giver of advice and monitor of progress, with Government clearly carrying responsibility as overall manager of the development action.

To avoid a conflict of interests, it is proposed that leadership of the SWG be re-arranged so that Government occupies the Co-Chair position, with the Chair being taken by a person selected jointly by Government in consultation with a second Co-Chair.  In the case of a basket funded SWAp the second Co-Chair could come from the development partners, or if not might be elected by the SWG members.  The Chair would need to be an independent expert with good standing in the field, and /or appointed from the academic community, the business community, or from one of the civil society organisations.

There are arguments for maintaining the present arrangement, with Government firmly in the lead in all areas.  Any change would have to be considered carefully and arrangements made to ensure proper discharge of the new roles.  Recognising the radical nature of the proposals, and also the fact that decisions made necessarily impact on the Government’s budget, it may be accepted that serving Chairs continue in office until such time as their appointments come to an end.  When a new appointment is needed the key Ministry may consult with the SWG members on whether they wish to adopt the new approach or continue with the existing. 

The approach proposed is not so much to change what is already being attempted through the SWGs but, rather, to allow Government and all stakeholders the possibility of knowing - and being able to demonstrate - that their efforts are worthwhile.  Dialogue alone rarely solves a problem; usually action is needed.  What is being recommended are ways of tightening up on the principle of mutual accountability so that the outputs of the SWG meetings become crystal clear and, so, are capable of being tracked for their effect on action. 
The large agenda for change set out in the report and the revised Guidelines should not suggest that change is beyond reach.  First, decisions will have to be taken on whether and to what extent the findings and recommendations should be adopted.  Not everything has to be agreed and some experimentation is likely to be required.  The recommendations do not need to be applied all at once or, indeed, to all SWGs at the same time.  A step by step approach is more appropriate.  
The needs and the personalities in each sector are not the same and different SWGs may prefer an approach to dealing with their business that is different from that used by others.  This is not necessarily a bad thing.  By recording what works well and what does not one may by incremental steps move towards indentifying what is the most useful way to proceed.  In the first instance one or two new pilot SWGs might be established, each with an associated one or two TWGs.  With or without the changes, to secure improved system health, counselling and support will need to be provided.  
The lack of financial resources for SWGs and TWGs will also need to be addressed.  Economies can be made in the way meetings are organised but there must be a budget to cover at least the minimum operational requirements. 

It is recommended that any action to improve the way the SWG system operates be accompanied a dedicated monitoring process.  Stage One would be to track the conduct of the SWGs and TWGs, recording particularly the outcomes of their deliberations in relation to changes in policies and behaviour.  The costs should also be recoded.  Stage Two would be in the form of an impact evaluation, tracing backwards from any substantive changes in the lives of Malawi’s people to identify those policies or behaviour that may have contributed to them.  The whole process should be allowed a period of three, possibly four years, after which a further review of the cost-effectiveness of the SWG system should be undertaken.  
1. Introduction

This report sets out the results of a short study undertaken by a consultant, October – November 2014, on the workings of a development and aid coordination mechanism in Malawi known as “Sector Working Groups.”  The objective of the assignment was to review the overall performance of the Groups and to make recommendations that would improve their utilisation for development programming in Malawi.  The origin of the study is described further below under History.  It is however important to mention at the outset that the report and its accompanying outputs are intended to feed into implementation arrangements for the current Development Cooperation Strategy (DCS) for 2014-2018.  

The study has been carried out at the request of Ministry of Economic Planning and Development - now the Department of Economic Planning and Development within the Ministry of Finance, Economic Planning and Development (MoFEPD), supported by UNPD under the Joint Development Effectiveness and Accountability Programme.

The consultant arrived in country 2 October and remained until 22 November 2014.  During this period relevant documentary material was examined and interviews carried out with informants who had been responsible for, or had knowledge of, one or more of 16 working groups that were formalised by Government in 2008.  Their status was noted and opinions solicited concerning the reasons for their success or otherwise.  In an attempt to identify lessons from the functioning of the more successful groups additional information was collected through the observation of meetings, and by consulting with representatives of relevant donor coordination groups.  Material from these more in-depth inquires has been synthesised into mini-case reports that are attached to this report as Annex 2.

Information gathering meetings were held with a number of other bodies and individuals.  These included separate round table meeting with development partners and civil society organisations.  Three meetings were held with personnel from different units within the Office of The President and Cabinet. Two district visits were made, one to Dedza and one to Zomba, were local government and NGO personnel were invited to share insights relevant to the study.  Annex 4 provides a list of individuals and offices consulted.

During the course of the study several consultation meetings were arranged with personnel from a variety of stakeholders.  For MoFEPD a briefing was held 3 October, and on 6 November a workshop to discuss changes to the Guidelines on the Management of Sector Working Groups.  An Inception /Reference Group meeting was held 14 October for personnel from MoFEPD, the Office of The President and Cabinet, representatives from development partners and the academic community.  Following circulation of a draft final report a further meeting of the Reference Group was held 17 November attended only by Government.  A final consultation meeting was held 21 November at which the consultant made a presentation before a mixed audience including Government, development partners and NGOs.  These events provided opportunities for stakeholders to become familiar with what was being proposed, to share their views and guide the consultant in useful directions.
In addition to the collection of material from Malawi, for the purpose of tapping into development aid coordination and sector working group experiences in other countries a survey was conducted of available documentary sources.  From this survey insights and approaches used were garnered from (primarily) Tanzania, Rwanda and Bangladesh, with supplementary material from Sierra Leone, Lao PDR and Nepal.  The consultant’s own previous experience of sector working groups in Afghanistan, Viet Nam and Somalia has also been factored in.  None of these cases are directly comparable to the situation as existing in Malawi.  Even so, when in the report it appears useful to make specific reference to recorded international experience this is achieve by providing a reference in footnotes.

From the international sources mentioned it possible to conclude that in many cases problems are encountered in the management of SWG, arising in the main from their voluntary nature, i.e. members usually see their participation as additional to their main responsibilities, from which they do not received any extra benefits. Communications between the SWGs and the executive arm of government – usually the implementing Ministries – is another big problem area. The countries that have developed strong SWG arrangements appear to have benefited from either political leadership that is well attuned to modern management practises (e.g. Rwanda) and /or from well developed coordination arrangements among the development partners (e.g. Tanzania).  
An important output of the study has been a set of recommendations for a change in the way Sector Working Groups are conceptualised, the way in which their functions are defined, and the way in which they are managed.  Several of the recommendations encourage an opening up of governance arrangements for the SWGs and the TWGs so as to provide Government with a larger pool of resources on which it can draw for planning and managing development action.  Additionally, the opportunity is taken to emphasise the importance of the Results Based Management approach and to advocate for stronger and more specific mechanisms for achieving mutual accountability.  
It is important to stress that the recommendations appearing in the report are simply that – recommendations.  At the time of drafting they do not carry a stamp of validation from Government or from any other stakeholder.  Before proceeding to a decision on which recommendation to accept and which not, Government will wish to canvas opinions from a wide range of sources, a process that may take some time.
The possibility of Government being able to move forward in implementing any of the recommendations in this report, or indeed any of its own plans that it may formulate in relation to development and aid coordination, will inevitably require financial resources beyond those of which it presently disposes. The costs may not be large, but given the very limited flexibility available to Government at the present time it may not be wise to press ahead with a programme for change in the absence of at least a minimum budget. 
A major output of the study has been the carrying out of a further revision of existing Guidelines for the conduct of Sector Working Groups, Guidelines that were issued in 2008 by the Chief Secretary, and extensively re-drafted by MoFEPD personnel September 2014.  The latest version of the Guidelines is attached as Annex 4.  The new version is necessarily based on the assumption that many of the consultant’s recommendations will be accepted.  It would not have been possible, for example, to re-draft the Guidelines working with several different scenarios simultaneously.  What is provided can however be slimmed down or adjusted to conform with whatever decisions may made in relation to the options that have been presented.  
Thanks are due to several personnel within the MoFEPD who gave their time to assist the consultant.  A particular thank you should go to Ms.Elsie Salima, Mr William Simwanza and Ms Charity Gambatula, who helped greatly with the tedious business of making appointments, attending interviews and updating records.  Ms Magdalena Kouneva of UNDP was also invaluable in linking with the development partner community. 

Malawi localized the Paris Declaration principles on aid effectiveness through the Malawi’s Development Assistance Strategy (DAS) for the period 2006-2011, approved in September 2007.  Overall aid management and coordination is responsibility of Debt and Aid Division (DAD) under Ministry of Finance; the DAD has a separate unit for donor coordination – the Development Assistance Coordination Unit (DACU).  Malawi Growth and Development Strategy (MGDS) serves as the medium-term instrument for achieving the aspirations of the long-term Malawi Vision 2020.  In April 2012 the Government approved a second medium term national development strategy for the period 2011-2016 known as MGDS II with an expanded list of priority areas.  
Structures for dialogue under the DAS include a High Level Forum on Aid Coordination and Sector Coordination Groups, among others.  As a means for implementing DAS and strengthening implementation of MGDS, in November 2008 the Government issued guidelines on institutionalizing 16 Sector Working Groups (SWGs), a document that came to be known as the Green Book.
  Prior to this some of these groups had been meeting, some since 2006.   
In 2012 the Ministry of Finance carried out a thorough review of DAS implementation which included and assessment of the SWGs.  Only some SWGs seemed to be working reasonably well while others had hardly ever met.  The review acknowledged that the SWG process has not evolved as planned and recommended that in future the Groups should be given much greater support - not for the cost of meetings but with guidance on good practice.  These findings were echoed in a 2013 internal review of SWG processes.
  

Given the perceived importance of SWGs as a mechanism for aid and development coordination, the DAS Review recommended a thorough examination of experiences with SWGs and that appropriate changes be made.  Accordingly, the Department of Economic Planning and Development (DEPD) within the Ministry of Finance Economic Planning and Development commissioned the present study.
Sector Working Groups are one of the instruments that were referred to in the DAS 2006-2011 and reiterated in the Development Cooperation Strategy for the period 2014-2018.
  The DCS is informed by the new and more inclusive way of working endorsed by the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness that was held in Busan, November – December 2011.

The main objective of the Development Cooperation Strategy is to improve the quality and effectiveness of development cooperation and ensure that the support provided by development partners and other stakeholders is coordinated, harmonised, focused on results and aligned to national priorities, institutions and systems.  The DCS has 10 guiding principles that underpin all development cooperation in Malawi:
· Inclusive development partnership;

· Country leadership and ownership of development priorities;

· Alignment of development partners to national systems and priorities;

· Focus on development results;

· Mutual and domestic accountability;

· Transparent and responsible cooperation;

· Harmonisation and simplification of procedures used by development partners;

· Private sector and development;

· Domestic resource mobilisation; and

· Cross-cutting areas.
1. Purposes of the Sector Working Groups

Contributing to the Cooperation Dialogue Architecture
The Development Cooperation Strategy (DCS) 2014-2018 includes a description of the dialogue structures that are intended to operate at various levels.  These includes (i) a once-a-year High Level Forum (HLF) chaired by the Minister of Finance, Economic Planning and Development and Co-chaired by development partners through a Troika arrangement and including non-state actors; and (ii) a Development Cooperation Group, meeting bi-annually, bringing together Government with development partners at a senior operational level.  This latter body is supposed to prepare the ground for and follow up discussion at the HLF.  

Feeding into this structure are several other intended arrangements, some of which are not yet operating or in embryonic form.  These include a Group on Financial and Economic Management (GFEM); a public-private dialogue forum for Government with the private sector; district development dialogues; and a platform for non-state actors looking at development effectiveness.  In the same list appears Sector Working Groups that, as per the other proposed instruments, are expected to serve as a dialogue platform that feeds into the development dialogue at higher levels.
To connect with the dialogue architecture more broadly conceived it will be necessary for the SWGs to decide what issues or messages they need or wish to communicate up the chain.  The identification of such issues is best served by the creation of opportunities for participants in the SWGs (and TWGs) to come together shortly before the Development Cooperation Group meets for its bi-annual deliberations.  To make such timely coordination possible it would be necessary that a timetable be established by which the Sector Woking Groups are to feed in to the work of the Development Cooperation Group.  Annex 4 to the DCS provides a development cooperation calendar which may be used as a starting point.
It is widely accepted that, in conformity with the Paris Declaration of 2005 and subsequent international agreements on aid effectiveness, aid that is provided to Malawi by the international community must conform to national objectives.  It is also agreed that, to the extent possible, its use should follow national systems and be guided by national leadership.  The SWG is one of the principal instruments intended to ensure that this approach is adopted.  Although this is not current practise, having in the same SWG representatives of Government, the development partners and non-state actors, any anomalies or difficulties encountered could perhaps be resolved.  This might be in addition to or instead of the mechanism currently operating under the leadership of the Chief Secretary.  In the few cases where this is not possible the matter may be referred to the bi-annual Development Cooperation Group.
The Planning Function
Hitherto, there has been an assumption that Sector Working Groups were created for the purpose of planning and monitoring development activities organised across a whole sector.  Although SWGs were not created specifically for the purposes of managing basket funds provided under the Sector Wide Approach, in practise they have often been used primarily for that purpose.  Inexorably, this has led to a situation where the SWGs have come to be seen, at least in some quarters, as responsible for guiding if not also managing the development action.  
At the time of writing, following the “Cashgate” scandal of November 2013, there remains considerable uncertainty about whether and how a basket funding approach to development aid might be reinstated.  For some, there appears to be a readiness to return to project type of funding.  However, this option too is hooked on doubts about the reliability of Government procedures for the management of funds.  
The responsibility for planning and managing development action rightly rests with Government, and it is the Coordinating Ministry for the sector that convenes meetings of the SWG to assist in that process.  In most cases the overwhelming majority of participants in the SWG are Government employees, the minority being made up of representatives from development partners, occasional civil society organisations and academics.  
The 2008 Guidelines provides a list of nine outputs for which the SWG is responsible.
  These are the preparation of or, in most cases, the validation or approval of

· A consolidated medium-term Sector Strategic Plan

· A consolidated annual Programme of Work and budget

· A sector report on donor alignment and harmonisation

· Annual contributions to the MGDS Annual Review

In addition the SWG should

· Initiate and report on the division of labour

· Oversee implementation of the Harmonised M&E and reporting system

· Oversee periodic performance reports to relevant institutions
· Initiate and organise an Annual Joint Sector Reviews; and

· Organise Annual Development Aid Reviews.

Perhaps the most significant task on the list is the first, viz. to produce a medium-term Sector Strategic Plan.  To complete this task can be challenging and time-consuming and not all SWGs achieve this.  Four of the items relate largely, although not entirely, to matters of coordination and cooperation between the development partners and Government: alignment and harmonisation, division of labour, harmonised reporting; and the aid review.  This is explained no doubt by one of the important objectives of the SWG system, which is to facilitate development cooperation and coordination.  Other responsibilities relate to the production, validation or approval of documents or the overseeing of some activity that is handled by civil servants.  
Some of the SWGs have a heavy work load, and four or five of them do meet more or less quarterly and do contribute to enhance the work of Government.  But in many cases there is perhaps an unrealistic expectation concerning what a group of people meeting quarterly can be expected to achieve.  Information sharing alone can be found useful, but arranging large meetings mainly for that purpose or for validating draft reports is a rather expensive way of going about things.  The picture is not uniform and there is a danger of over-generalising.  In the meetings matters are discussed and participants share their views.  But other than as a forum for dialogue and some gentle steering of Government’s actions it is not always clear what may be the added value of the meetings that are held and what may be the roles expected of those present.  

Currently, most of the Secretariats that are supposed to service the SWGs are inactive, and meetings are not arranged for want of a budget that is believed to be necessary, and /or because senior officers find other priorities on which to focus their attention.
The strength of a SWG lies in two features, the first being the collective experience of its members and the expertise that it is able to bring to the table.  Being sector wide and drawing its members from a variety of organisational backgrounds it is likely to have a more encompassing view of what is needed and what is possible than would a single government entity.  Secondly, given the fact that the SWG members do come from different parts of Government and from development actors outside of Government (development partners and non-state actors) it is well placed to coordinate development activities.  
Taking Government as a whole there are a great many plans, strategies, frameworks, guidelines, instructions, workplans and other documents that purport to provide direction for development action.  There is also the Malawi Growth and Development Strategy II covering the period 2011-2016.  The MGDS II is quite detailed in terms of its goals, medium-term expected outputs, constraints, actions and activities expected under each priority heading.  While the Strategy is seen by many as not entirely adequate, it is the nearest thing available to a national plan.  It is interesting to note however, that for the most part the SWGs and their subsidiary TWGs do not focus on this document and do not see it as their role to advise Government on its implementation.  

Where sector strategies have already been formulated these may need to be reviewed for consistency with the MGDS II; in any case regular review would be normal to take into account changes in circumstances and the accumulation of experience.  Where a sector strategy has not been drafted then the SWG and its TWGs should award the task top priority.  In the absence of an agreed sector strategy it will be very difficult for the SWG and TWGs to provide meaningful guidance on implementation.

It should be noted that at the time of writing the end of 2016 is only two years away.  Work will soon need to begin on the preparation of the MGDS III for the period 2016-2020.  Thus, although recommendations are included in this report for the clustering of SWGs, the possibility of a re-structuring of sectors in line with the MGDS III should be kept in mind. 

The SWG will need to compare what is prescribed in the MGDS II with what Government and the development partners, as well the NGDOs and the business community - i.e. the parties represented in the SWG - are doing with their resources.  In as much as all development actors are supposed to focus on achievement of the national priorities, anything that costs resources in any form (capital, human, or financial) and that is not justified by the MGDP II, will merit scrutiny.  This may include looking at Government’s own operating costs in an effort to determine where the necessary resources are to come from to implement the sector plan.

In the presently constrained financial environment it is also likely that some of the goals and outputs set out in the MGDS II maybe found inappropriate, unreachable or impractical.  In this case the task of SWG /TWG will be to recommend the adoption of priorities – with supporting reasons, to find a ways around the problem(s), and /or to recommend alternative objectives that are equally desirable but perhaps less expensive.
The Monitoring Function
The monitoring of progress on plan implementation is a long-established function of the SWGs and TWGs.  To the extent possible the monitoring and data collection systems established by Ministries and other relevant government bodies should be used.  These however may be supplemented by data from other sources.  As a minimum the SWG should encourage implementing partners to cooperate in collecting and /or making available data of the type that is specified in the MGDS II Monitoring and Evaluation Matrix.

An integral part of the Malawi DCS is a results framework having two types of indicators. The strategic development results indicators are a sub-set from the current MGDS II result framework.  These can be used to form the basis of a joint review of progress in the annual High Level Forum and the by-annual Development Cooperation Group meetings.  These are complemented by a prioritized set of development effectiveness indicators along the lines of the global Busan monitoring indicators. 

TWG are already noted as groups having particular responsibility for monitoring progress against the sector strategy or implementation plan.  This role should continue.  However, the type of monitoring that would be appropriate to a TWG is more likely to be of the qualitative kind that is not easily provided by statistically based monitoring systems.  Based on the observations of TWG members, a call may arise for a closer investigation of some issue that could indeed be illuminated by the data available.  However, a particular issue might benefit more appropriately from a simple enquiry that can be made at less cost while providing results more quickly.

According to the writers of Malawi’s National Monitoring and Evaluation Master Plan of March 2012 

“There appears to be a lack of systematic use of monitoring-related data for decision making.  As a result, monitoring data on development initiatives do not appear to influence strategic planning decisions or budgetary allocations from year to year.  This has been aggravated by inadequate appreciation of M&E as a management tool at all levels.”  From this, the writers go on to assert that there is “an extremely important role for communication and advocacy … as well as an appropriate institutional framework which ensures that information reaches policy makers, planners, implementers and beneficiaries”
 

Advocacy and lobbying for the creation of an appropriate institutional framework should indeed be an important role for the SWGs and TWGs.  The above quoted report goes on to stress that monitoring data is useful only if it is disseminated and put to use to effect change, and that strategic communication entails much more than simply drawing attention to the data that is or ought to be available.  It is a two-way process of information flow that aims to generate a consensus among key stakeholders about the direction that the national development strategy should take.  This has to be achieved through a continuous process of sensitisation of Government officials, of politicians, CSOs, beneficiaries and other stakeholders.

Detailed recommendations on how the SWG and their supporting TWGs should perform their proposed roles are outlined in Annex 3.

Achieving Cooperation and Reduction in Waste

It is often stated that SWGs can promote cooperation and coordination between the organisations there represented.  In Malawi there is abundant evidence that SWGs have facilitated the coming together of stakeholders around a common framework.  This makes it easier for the organisations represented to avoid stepping on each others’ toes and to see synergies in their efforts.  There is also good evidence of cooperation and coordination among specifically the development partners that have agreed to a division of labour in their dealings with the SWGs and with Government generally.
Notwithstanding the genuine benefits noted, it seems that the opportunities available for cooperation and coordination are not so available as is often assumed.   Cooperation tends to arise where there is a meeting of minds (i.e. between individuals rather than between institutions), where there is an absence of competition – real and imaginary, and where financial and administrative circumstances allow.  Unfortunately, even where the first desideratum is in play it rarely happens that the second and third are also available.  In any case, the volume of waste arising from an apparent duplication of effort is often overstated.

Waste in the use of development resources is however a serious problem, whether this originate with government funds or those of donors.  While the problem is large and the resources of a SWG and a TWG very small, it is appropriate for these Groups to pay attention to the issue and to draw attention to situations where losses could be avoided and savings made.
Malawi is currently struggling to establish a system of government that would allow its citizens to hold government to account.  The post-colonial one-party system of governance built a small elite to run the bureaucracy, providing high levels of accountability upwards but with none downwards to the community, except that which could be arranged through patron-client relations.  The accountability upwards has to some extent been undermined by the introduction of democracy but there are still few incentives for individual performance, and within the civil service little or no accountability for output.  Thus, although efforts have being made to introduce performance monitoring that operates at an institutional level (Ministry by Ministry), establishing a credible, effective and sustainable system that provide accountability at the individual level is still some way off.  This is not a simple matter and is not likely to be introduced in the absence of more fundamental changes in civil service culture.
, 
  This in turn will depend heavily on disrupting the patron-client bonds that tie the civil service to the political elite.
2. A Geography of Stakeholders
Since the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness held in Busan, November – December 2011, a wide range of organisational types have been recognised as important actors in bringing about social and economic development and achieving development effectiveness.  These include civil society organisations; the private sector; the academic community; the legislature of each country; and local governments.  Sector working groups are seen as an important means of mobilizing these stakeholders at national and district level and, as such, are reconfirmed as participants under Malawi’s new Development Cooperation Strategy for 2014-2018.  

This section of the report examines the geography of stakeholder that have been involved to date in sector working groups, as well as some that have not been so heavily involved but that perhaps could be.

Government Ministries
To the present, the largest group of participants in SWG meetings has been made up of civil servants coming from the Ministries that are directly involved in the sector.  In most cases these have originated with several departments of one Ministry only; sometimes two, rarely three Ministries.  From the point of view of the participants on the Government side the SWG meetings provides mainly an opportunity to hear the views of the development partners, who are also represented and regarded as key players.  In most cases meeting participants from other sources – academia, civil society, etc. - have played a rather minor role.
During the six year period since the issuance of the 2008 Guidelines many of the Government Ministries that had been allocated responsibility for leading a SWG have been re-formed under new names.  In many cases this has occurred several times, splitting, re-forming and then spitting again, adding new responsibilities and moving some to other Ministries.  Although an infrequent occurrence, such events tend to be serious in terms of their impact on the functioning of the SWG system.  Where a Ministry is split it is not necessarily clear which of the new Ministries is to take responsibility for providing secretariat services to the SWG; given the prevailing shortage of funds there is usually no rush to volunteer. 
There has nevertheless been an underlying assumption that SWGs “belong” to particular Ministries.  Even where more than one Ministry appears to be involved in the sector there is always one Ministry that is presumed to be responsible for its maintenance.  This is unfortunate, if only because the arrangement diminishes the prospect of thinking and acting along lines that are determined by the need of the sector rather than the needs of an existing institution.  Elsewhere in this report it is recommended that the number of SWGs be reduced from 16 to nine.  If this recommendation is followed the problem referred to would be aggravated.
To counter this problem, secretariat services for all SWGs and TWGs might be de-coupled from particular Ministries and housed instead under one roof.  Such a unit could be located within the Department of Economic Planning and Development within the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning.  Alternatively, if the recommendations in this report concerning the desirability of moving faster to introduce the concept of individual accountability, then a department within the Office of the President and Cabinet may be regarded as more suitable.  OPC already carries an oversight role for SWGs so a movement in this direction would appear appropriate.
In the case that responsibility for providing secretariat services to SWGs and TWGs is to continue to be the responsibility of the technical Ministries, then the responsibility should be agreed between the parties concerned, gazetted, and the appropriated budget allocated so that it is accessible to those who must discharge the function.
 

Development Partners
Malawi’s Aid Atlas for 2011-2014 shows 38 development partners, including 10 United Nations funds, programmes and agencies; 16 bi-lateral donor agencies; and a collection of 12 multi-lateral and other bodies.  As might be expected, this “international community” comprises a great variety of institutions, ideological and practical interests, working methods and temperaments.  Accordingly, it is not possible easily to generalise on common objectives, way of working or disposition.  It is however certain that as a whole the development partners play a very significant role in the functioning of the sector working group system.
From a Government and civil society perspective development partners are viewed variously as necessary, helpful and well-intentioned, but sometimes as unreliable and culturally myopic.  The assumed motives and behaviour exhibited by development partners are often misunderstood and frequently resented by the national counterparts on whom the DPs depend for their effectiveness.  Although there is a great deal of talk about partnership, cooperation and the need for national leadership in development action, in practise there exists much misunderstanding between what the development partners are looking for and what most officials with whom they must deal are able or ready to deliver.  This may not be true of the higher echelons in Government but it is certainly true among some of the middle and lower level cadres.
In the absence of in-depth understanding of perspectives on both sides it is very difficult to cooperate on practical matters, including finding ways of getting the sector working group modality to operate as expected.  The funding challenges brought on by “Cashgate” scandal of November 2013 has introduced additional difficulties.  Development partners are anxious to overcome the hiatus that has arisen but feel powerless to move forward at a pace faster than the new Government can manage.  Shared Government /Donor Partner commitments to overcome the current problems are encouraging, but at lower levels in the system there remains a lack of understanding of what will be needed to get the development processes moving.  
Until such themes as accountability for the use of resources can be discussed openly there appears little likelihood of significant progress being made in relation to the institutionalisation of development dialogue, of which the sector working groups are supposed to form a part.  This point relates not merely to the use of financial resources but – equally important from a development effectiveness perspective - includes resources in terms of the function and use of the time and energy of civil servants.  
Civil Society Organisations
 

Civil society organisations are, in principal, represented by CONGOMA – the Council for Non-Governmental Organisations in Malawi – a body with which all civil society organisations are required by law to register.  Under this umbrella several different types of organisation can be identified, including professional and business associations, lobby groups, philanthropic organisation, Malawian non-governmental development organisations, and international non-governmental development organisations (NGDOs).  A large number of CONGOMA’s member organisations seek to deliver services in particular sectors – health, agriculture, education, etc.; some can be described as having an interest in development policy; a few also aspire to hold government to account for progress made.   

The mechanisms by which civil society organisations have been recruited to serve on SWGs and TWGs is disputed.  Some believe that there was (at least initially) a process of self-selection.  Others believe that CSOs have appeared in the SWG system largely as the result of invitations issued by departmental Directors within the relevant sector ministries, or as the result of nominations made by development partners that have chosen to channel their funding through particular NGOs.  Civil society participation however has been confined largely to the Technical Working Groups, with membership of SWGs being confined in most cases to representatives of Government plus the bi-lateral and multi-lateral development partners.
  In cooperation with the respective Coordinating Ministry some of the TWGs have accreted members representing additional organisations working in the sector.
Although the link between Technical Working Groups and Sector Working Groups has operated, under present arrangements the link has not been particularly strong.  Very often the TWGs have operated in a semi-independent fashion, providing adherents with the opportunity for congress and collegiality that, while socially and professionals useful, is not always linked to the need for policy formulation or monitoring.
  If TWGs are to continue therefore, it would be wise to introduce a mechanism by which their outputs are tied to the needs and function of the SWGs.
The mechanisms by which non-state actors are selected to participate in the SWG system does not provide Government with access to what may sometimes be the most relevant contributions to discussions on sector strategy and implementation.  For example, over the past 50 years the international NGDO community has acquired vast experience, both in Malawi and in other countries, that enables many of such organisations to advise on useful development processes and approaches.  The international NGDOs as well as a large number of much smaller national and local organisations are active at district level throughout Malawi, and in some cases make a significant contribution to social and economic development working in close cooperation with District Councils and the District government officials.
To tap into this reservoir of development activists and those Malawian inspired groups that would work for democratic accountability, places will need to be made available on the SWGs and at the TWG level.  To make such an arrangements possible a mechanism will have to be created that enables the most capable representatives to be selected; some form of electoral process will be required.  Also, there will need to be a mechanism by which the elected individual(s) can obtain the views of the organisation(s) that they are supposed to represent; and a way for them to provide feedback to their constituencies based on the TWG and SWG proceedings.
The Private Sector

Hitherto, sector working groups have been formed mainly around issues that can be described broadly as social rather than economic, including work in fields such as health, education, water, gender, and democratic governance.  This is not to say that economic issues have received no attention – obvious example are to be found in the agricultural sector; simply that the balance has been heavily on the social side.  The explanation appears to be that it is in these humanitarian and governance areas where development partners have shown the greatest interest. 
The above described tendency notwithstanding, economic interests are now more to the fore.  A Sector Working Group on Trade, Industry and Private Sector Development was created in 2012.  In the past three years this has attracted considerable attention from a number of development partners including the European Union, DFID, UNDP, and the African Development Bank.
  
In addition to the SWG on Trade Industry and Private Sector Development, several other SWGs have embraced representation from the private sector.  These include SWGs dealing with Agriculture, Health, Education, Youth and Sports, and Tourism.  With few exceptions however, great difficulty has been encountered in engaging participation of the private sector in SWG discussions.
Private sector organisations are happy to participate in dialogue with government and other partners so long as they can see some benefit.  The private sector faces many challenges and if companies can see a Government addressing the issues that they must confront then they will be enthusiastic participants in the relevant SWGs and TWGs.  However, since 2013 the private sector in general has formed a dim view of the capacity of Government to deliver what is needed.  Repetitive meetings in the absence of action and a visible commitment to change has not inspired confidence in the idea of ongoing “dialogue.”
  Added to this, many of the larger companies appear perfectly happy to continue in the clientelistic relationship that they have enjoyed for many years with the higher echelons of government.
  In comparison, what is on offer through SWGs holds little attraction. 
A more businesslike and time-efficient way of proceeding in the conduct of meetings could do much to engage business sector interests, especially in those areas such as trade, industry, transport, communications, technology, research, energy and mining.  It would also be necessary to unblock the communications pipeline that would feed issues of concern to the private sector up to the levels in Government where decisions may be taken to address them.  Fomenting stronger business associations that effectively represent business interests could do a lot in helping to represent these concerns.
On top of this it is necessary to address what might appear to be a relatively minor problem, but one that is often cited as a reason for inaction.  Much of the business community is located in the country’s business hub of Blantyre.  For meetings held in Lilongwe, most invitees from out of town do not receive official allowances to cover travel and accommodation costs.  If a meeting is arranged in Blantyre the same problem holds for Government officials. The current lack of liquidity within Government contributes to the stasis.  Development partners have stated that funds for the support of meetings are readily available but that the meeting organisers do not apply for them.  The truth of this claim merits further investigation.
Other Stakeholders
To the present, with odd exceptions (for example in relation to HIV /AIDS) parliamentarians have not played a significant role in Sector Working Groups.  It may however be advantageous to establish working relationships with the national legislature – notably the Public Account Committee and the Finance and Budget Committee.  The objective would be to ensure that so far as possible the plans cast by the SWG conform with what is likely to pass muster and obtaining funding approval at that level.  With this in mind, the draft Revised Guidelines attached as Annex 4 includes proposals for engaging legislators in the workings of the annual Joint Sector Reviews.

Certain SWGs have benefited from the involvement of academics knowledgeable in technical spheres, especially where they have had an interest in policy making.  However, much more could be done to identify individuals that might make a contribution to the work of SWGs and TWGs and to solicit their involvement.  A proposal included in the draft Revised Guidelines is that persons from an academic background in the relevant sector be considered for appointment as SWG Chair.  It must be noted however that the payment of fees and expenses would almost certainly be required.

To date, local government officials have only rarely had the opportunity to participate in SWG meetings.  However, where they have – for example in the health field – they have made what has been regarded as a very worthwhile contribution.  Given Malawi’s 28 districts it does not make sense to provide space in SWGs or TWGs for all of them.  However, depending on the topics appearing in meeting agendas it could be advantageous to invite representatives from particular regions or districts to take part.  This however, presumes some knowledge of the situation at district level and a mechanism for identifying suitable invitees. 

3. An Assessment of the SWG System

Sector Working Groups - a Bill of Health

The currently approved list of sector working groups is the list that appeared Guidelines of November 2008, viz.

1. Agriculture;

2. Integrated Rural Development;

3. Environment, Lands and Natural Resources;*

4. Tourism, Wildlife and Culture;

5. Water, Sanitation and Irrigation;

6. Trade, Industry and Private Sector Development;

7. Vulnerability, Disaster and Risk Management;

8. Health;

9. Education;

10. Gender, Youth Development and Sports;

11. Roads, Public Works and Transport;

12. Information, Communication & Technology and Research & Development;

13. Energy and Mining;

14. Economic Governance;

15. Democratic Governance;

16. Public Administration.

Attached in Annex 1 is a table providing details of each of these groups as supplied by the Department of Economic Planning in October 2014.  The entries are organised according to the six Themes that were prescribed in the Malawi Growth and Development Strategy II.  Although efforts have been made to update the table the contents cannot be guaranteed as correct in all respects.
  
Frequent re-organisation of ministerial responsibilities has contributed to something like a roller-coaster ride for sector working groups.  In an effort to reduce the number of ministries to manageable Cabinet proportions there have been several amalgamations, sometimes bringing together ministries that had previously been spit off and made independent.  Occasionally, the recent changes have produce strange bed fellows, for example Mining now goes with Environment, and Sports with Gender.  This has made the functioning of SWGs dependent on a ministerial structure that was not originally envisaged.  

Where ministries have been amalgamated, each having their own SWG, doubts have arisen over who should be doing the work or, indeed, whether it is appropriate to continue with more than one group.  While these uncertainties might appear to be a small matter, inaction on the part of a Secretariat can be, and often is, a major contributing factor to the non-functioning of the SWG system as a whole.

So far as concerns the health of the SWGs, in summary the situation is as follows.  
SWGs that can be said to be fully active (meeting usually once a quarter) are those in

Agriculture;

Health;

Education;

Trade, Industry and Private Sector Development; and
Roads, Public Works and Transport.
 
SWGs that are occasionally active (meaning meet once or twice a year) are
Water, Sanitation and Irrigation; and
Information, Communication and Technology.
Those which can be classified as dormant (meaning have operated in the past but appear no longer to be doing so) include


Water, Sanitation and Irrigation;

Gender, Youth and Sports;

Democratic Governance; 

Public Administration;

Environment, Lands and Natural Resources; and


Vulnerability and Disaster Risk Management.

Those which can be classified as insipient (meaning looking to start up but not yet active) include


Integrated Rural Development;

Tourism, Wildlife and Culture;

Energy and Mining; and

Economic Governance.

The above classification says little about the Technical Working Groups.  In some cases, even when the SWG has experienced difficulties in meeting, some or all of the associated TWGs have continued to meet.
Additional information is set out in the Table appearing below. It must however be stressed that the dividing line between some of the categories used is somewhat arbitrary.  Although definitions are given for each category, what for example constitutes “active” may be disputed, and the classification says nothing about either the quality or usefulness of the work that is undertaken or, indeed, the group’s chances of survival.
   Given the movement of Government personnel between posts, the informant(s) on whom it was necessary to rely for a report on the situation were themselves not always informed of the actual situation, so errors of interpretation and classification may well appear.  Where misrepresentations are noted they should not be taken to imply any criticism of the Groups or individuals concerned.  The objective has been to demonstrate merely that there are different reasons that explain the situation.
The “insipient” category contains four sectors, some of which seem to have been stimulated to action by a letter received recently from the then Ministry of Economic Planning and Development attracting their attention to the need to set up a SWG.  Again, the sustainability of some of the initiatives remains in doubt.

The consultant has been asked by Government
 to give an opinion as to whether, in principal, SWGs in general are worth keeping.  The reply must be that, indeed, they definitely are worth having in cases where they can be made to work.  Referring back to three most important determinants of success therefore, one would be looking to make sure that there is available (i) quality leadership, (ii) funds with which to operate, and (iii) dedicated personnel to staff up an active secretariat.  Where such inputs cannot be guaranteed then it would be better to let the Groups expire.

In deciding what approach to take to the present arrangement it is easier to think in terms of two single categories: those groups that can be described as fully active (four or five SWGs, depending on a definition), and the rest.  Lumping together the output of the 11 or 12 laggards it would be hard to identify any significant contribution to objectively verifiable development action on the ground that has so far been achieved and that would justify continuation of the status quo.  However, this does not necessarily mean that particular Groups cannot be resurrected; everything will depend on the availability – especially - the first three numbered conditions mentioned above.

What to do with the four or five achievers is a slightly more difficult question. There is no doubt that in those areas where a SWG has been made to work, significant contributions have been made to planning and to the monitoring of plan implementation.  In addition to this, SWGs have been used for drawing attention to cross-cutting issues the importance of which might otherwise have gone unnoticed.  For example, a Working Group in the Health Sector has been able to draw the attention of Ministry of Internal Affairs to the importance of road safety – a health issue that can only be addressed through measures that are not within the purview of Ministry of Health.  Food security has been another health-related issue on which the Health SWG has been active.

Further below in this report proposals are made for re-configuring the SWG system so that it is more in line with the MGDS II.  This would allow a smooth transition into new categories for Agriculture, Health and Education.  However, the presently combined interests of Trade, Industry and Private Sector Development might have to be split between two new sectors, viz. on the one hand Energy, Industrial Development, Mining and Tourism, and on the other Transport Infrastructure.  The advantages and disadvantages of proceeding in this direction would need to be discussed with the interests concerned.

Table 1: Status of SWGs as of October 2014
	Sector
	Status as at October 2014

	Agriculture


	Active: See the case studies included in Annex 2

	Health


	

	Education


	

	Trade Industry & Private Sector Development 
	

	Gender, Youth and Sports
	

	Roads, Public Works and Transport


	Active but not using SWG nomenclature.  A Joint Transport Technical Committee meets quarterly, involving all departments and directorates of the Ministry of Transport and Public Works.  A Technical Committee also meets quarterly.  An Annual Sector Review is undertaken and includes non-state actors, e.g. Passengers Association and Transport Association.  Ministry prepares  annual work plans and in November each year reviews progress against them. Secretariat provided under the direction of the PS.  European Union a major contributor, without which the planning and monitoring arrangements may have difficulty in continuing.



	Information, Communication and Technology


	Occasionally active: Meets once a year, usually Aug –Sep.  Separated from Research and Development in 2010.

Lack of funds prevents more frequent meetings.  Members include Ministry of Information and Tourism; Malawi Broadcasting Corporation; and Postal Operations.  No civil society participation.  No sector strategy but instead is formulating a National ICT Policy and Master Plan (work in progress).  Office of e-Government serves as Secretariat.  e-Government Bill in process to be consulted with SWG. 

 

	Water, Sanitation and Irrigation
	Occasionally Active: two meeting in 2014: May and November.  Secretariat provided by Planning Section, Department of Water Development and Irrigation, Ministry of Agriculture Irrigation and Water Development.  Operates separately from SWG on Agriculture.  No sector strategy in place but a National Water Development Programme drafted approximately two years ago.  Seven TWGs, most of which hold meetings quarterly.  Main difficult is paucity of personnel able to provide secretariat services.



	Democratic Governance


	Dormant: Substantial work on policies and structures undertaken.  Documents produced include (i) Policy Framework Paper; (ii) Strategic Sector Plan; (iii) Sector Capacity Assessment 2012; (iv)  Baselines Survey on Administration of Justice; (v) Baseline Survey on Accountability, Oversight and Citizen Participation.  Funding not currently forthcoming for implementation of activities foreseen, or for the holding of further meetings.  Ministry of Justice holds quarterly staff meetings at which current situation is discussed but without resolution.  Min of Justice requests guidance from Department of Economic Planning and Development.




	Public Administration


	Dormant:  SWG constituted 2010-2011 but no follow up consequent on change of Government, change in PS, and change in priorities.  Civil society and DPs wish to see resurrection of the SWG.  

Sector benefits from a Public Service Capacity Development Programme Working Group in which are active 2 PSs, 2 DPs and 2 civil society organizations.  The WG mirrors aspects of what is expected under the SWG system but does not report as per expectations on a SWG.  Travel costs are covered from the project.



	Environment, Lands and Natural Resources



	Dormant: A SWG believed to have existed in the past related to “Natural Resources, Environment and Climate Change” but no records available and thought to have been meeting for Government personnel only.  Efforts to re-start a SWG began August 2014 but initiative stuck for want of release of a budget believed to exist for meeting costs.  Responsibility rests with the new Ministry of Natural Resources Energy and Mining; but see under “Energy and Mining” above.



	Vulnerability and Disaster Risk Management


	Dormant:  SWG met once in 2013; further meeting anticipated November 2014 to prepare a sector report.  Other arrangements exist for coordination in the sector, viz. Civil society leads a National Disaster Preparedness and Relief Committee including representation from Government.  This body serves functions similar to those expected of a SWG.  District, Area and Village Level Committees are constituted threunder.There is no formal Secretariat.  Eight or nine National Sub-Technical Committees meet as and when needed.  Lack of funds available to cover meeting cost limit functioning of the National Relief Committee and Technical Sub-Committees, as is the case currently with the SWG system.



	Integrated Rural Development



	Insipient: IRD touches on the responsibilities of many organization; therefore difficulty in defining parameters of the sector so as to constitute a meaningful SWG. Discussions bogged down in lack of clarity concerning mission and purpose.



	Tourism, Wildlife and Culture



	Insipient; lacking sustainability and managerial energy: Launch meeting for the SWG held October 2014 for approximately 20 participants but almost entirely from the lead Ministry itself.  No civil society or private sector participants answered call to attend, the latter based mostly in Blantyre.  In the absence of fuel allowance even those in Lilgongwe are unwilling to travel.  Secretariat composed of personnel from three of lead Ministry’s departments but burden falls on Department of Planning.  No attempt so far made to engage support from DPs.  Even if wider participation could be secured for a second meeting, appears doubtful that interest of non-public sector could be maintained in absence of a return to their economic interests.  List of DPs, CSOs and PSOs in the above table is entirely speculative.  



	Energy and Mining


	Insipient: Inaugural meeting of SWG held Sep 2014.  Earlier action to get a SWG going was paralyzed by a splitting of the earlier ministry and a consequent disagreement over which of the new Ministries should finance meeting costs.  Uncertainty prevails concerning whether one or two SWGs are needed 



	Economic Governance


	Insipient: Leadership with MoF Sector Policy Analysis Unit, Economic Affairs Division.  Value of a SWG not hitherto recognized within the Ministry.  However, an informal group on Economic Management has been meeting fairly regularly.  Cashgate scandal has stimulated interest in the importance of economic governance.  Economic Affairs Division seeking guidance from DEPD, including help in drafting ToRs and experience of SWGs in other sectors.


The Case Studies

Annex 2 contains five mini-case studies that illuminate some of the specific achievements and difficulties that have arisen in the course of several years.  The cases deal with Agriculture; Education; Health; Trade, Industry and Private Sector Development; and Gender Youth and Sports.  The consultant had been asked to focus particularly on success achieved and try to identify lessons that could be adopted elsewhere.  The first four of the mentioned Groups were selected on the basis that they were known already as being among the more active of the 16 SWGs that had been formed.  As it turned out, the four were the only groups that, in October – November 2014, could be described as active.  

Of the five cases selected only Agriculture, Education and Health had profited from basket funding.  Trade, Industry and Private Sector Development has profited from a number of projects funded by development partners but, in spite of what may be suggested by the commonly used name “TIP-SWAp”, has not yet adopted a Sector Wide Approach nor received basket funding.
  Gender Youth and Sports received project funding.  The main conclusions to be drawn from the cases are as follows.

The experience of the SWGs has not been linear; for a variety of reasons, in most groups there have been periods of activity interspersed with less.  Among the many factors that have contributed to the more successful operational periods have been the following.

First and foremost has been the availability of strong and open leadership from senior figures in Government.  A willingness to solicit and listen to new ideas appears to have contributed greatly to the effectiveness of the SWG meetings.  The attitude has helped to build something of a team spirit and, hence, to enhance the quality of the Group’s output.

A second important factor has been the availability of dedicated personnel to staff the SWG Secretariat.  This has helped to create a business-like way of working and maintain momentum.  It is noted that in many cases this has been achieved notwithstanding the high staffing vacancy rates that have prevailed.

The third important factor determining the success of a SWG has been the availability of financial resources.  All SWGs have required funds to cover the cost of meeting, and in most cases this has been difficult.  However, where the lead Ministry has had access to a basket fund made available under a SWAp arrangement the process of drawing down has been relatively easy. In other cases it has been possible for the relevant Ministry to manage the meeting from its own resources.  Beyond meeting costs, the availability of pooled funds has also lent weight to the idea that the planning of activities occupying the SWG has had a point, in that there was a reasonable expectation that the programmes discussed would be implemented.

Other factors contributing to the success of the SWG approach have included the following.

Where a SWG has been able to formulate a sector strategy and do so from a relatively early date it has been much easier to get the business on track.  Although the formulation of the strategy may take some time and involve more than one iteration, once in existence the strategy makes the business of the SWG more comprehensible and more manageable.  This is not to say that policy issues do not arise after a strategy is agreed but, rather, that attention from then on tends to focus on how best to make the practical arrangements for implementation.  

With the exception of election periods, in general the SWGs selected for the case studies have maintained (or resumed) a programme of quarterly meetings.  

The manner in which SWG meetings have been conducted has been another feature of the more successful groups.  Many of the more successful meetings have been those that have provided for participation from stakeholders in addition to those from central government.  Representatives from the Districts Councils and Departments, from international non-governmental development organisations, and from the business community have contributed to lively debate.  It has been found that allowing time for questions, discussion, and contributions from the floor has been more productive than listening to activity reports delivered by representatives of different departments.  Two of the case studies (Health and Agriculture) suggest that the adoption of an evidence-based approach to decision making has also instilled confidence and interest in the way the group operates.

A sector wide approach has been complemented in some cases by a readiness to cross boundaries that are set by ministerial responsibilities.  For example, discussions in the Health sector have touched on the responsibilities held by the Ministry of Education; and discussions in the Agriculture SWG have touched on issues being addressed by the Ministry of Trade Industry and Private Sector Development.

The role of the development partners has played a part.  The number of development partners that has taken an interest in the (case study) sector has contributed to their success.  There is not necessarily a correlation between the number of agencies interested in the sector and the volume of resources available, but a list of eight or ten DPs actively supporting these sectors compares favourably with the one or two or none that have expressed interest many of the non-case study sectors.  This is explained by the interest in social welfare issues among many development partners and, although this is changing a little now to encompass the economic sector, the balance of interest overall is still on the social side of the development equation.

The practise, recently adopted, by which the Development Partners Group nominates representatives to the SWG has helped greatly to limit the number of DPs needing to participate in SWG meetings.  On many occasions these DP spokespersons serve in the role of Co-Chair, although this is not always necessary.  The willingness among the DPs to divide labour, with individual agencies allocating their attention to certain sub-sectors, has also been found helpful.
  In a number of cases development partners have been the ready to make available technical assistance.  This has been found useful especially in the early period when the sector has been getting organised in a way that was not previously possible.  

Both the education sector and the health sector have created a large number of Technical Working Groups, 13 in the case of Education and 17 TWGs plus 30 sub-committees in the case of Health. Many of these groups are considered now to be superfluous to current needs, but the fact that initiative was available in the first place to create the groups suggests that they did answer to a certain need among the relevant professionals. The process of disbanding selected TWGs should therefore be tackled with care. 

One of the problems arising with TWGs has been the lack of participation by Government personnel at a sufficiently senior level so that they can inform the discussion.  Another problem is that sometimes the opinion of private sector or civil society participants has been ignored when the issue has been processed by the Secretariat for elevation to the SWG.

Those Sector Working Groups attached to Ministries that have been able to absorb the proposals and advice coming from the TWGs (e.g. in Health and currently Agriculture) have fared much better than those which have been unable to do so (for example Trade Industry and Private Sector).  Lack of responsiveness appears to be attributed in part to a breakdown in the chain of communication between the SWG and those levels in Government where the necessary decisions have to be taken.  In those cases where the SWG is unable to secure the results advocated by its members, the interest in participating in the SWG tails off.

Joint Sector Reviews have been carried out differently in different sectors, apparently with different objectives in view.  The rigour with which the reviews are executed in relation to the plans cast and, and in relation to advice given by the SWG, is a matter that merits further investigation.
  Attention also needs to be given the scheduling of Joint Sector Reviews.  At present it happens that JSRs for different sectors are sometimes set to take place on the same day, or clash with other high-profile meetings.  The Development Cooperation Strategy 2014-2018 includes an annual calendar of tasks that might be developed further to avoid such clashes. 
Technical Working Groups

Under each SWG is convened a number of Technical Working Groups.  The number of TWGs varies greatly from sector to sector; Guidelines recommend the creation of five, but in the Health Sector 14 separate TWG are recognised.  In the less active or dormant SWGs (e.g. Youth and Sports) only two are listed but neither of them meet.

Given the number of technical working groups subsumed under the SWG system it has not been possible to collect more than anecdotal evidence concerning their functioning.  TWGs do have a great many adherents and they appear to answer the need for congress and collegiality that many professionals feel.  To this extent they perform a useful function – being a kind of club that meets every few weeks for a chat and moral support.  They also facilitate an exchange of experience and sometimes achieve cooperation between individuals and their parent organisations that would not otherwise meet.  The same benefits accrue whether the working group meets under the auspices of an official SWG or whether it meets under a civil society led arrangement.

The assumption persists that somehow the proceedings of the TWGs should feed into the SWG.  Reports are fed from the TWGs to the SWG through the Secretariat, but it is not clear to what extent the discussions at the lower levels have actually influenced decision making at the higher level.  Indeed, other than receiving quarterly reports from the TWG, it remains doubtful to what extent the SWGs have managed any substantive discussions or decision making of importance.  When a sector strategy has been formulated it has been much easier for discussions to be focussed on matters of implementation, but in the absence of such the content of meetings has been apt to wonder and be of little relevance to policy formulation.

At present the role of the TWGs is not well defined; at least a good deal of confusion seems reigns over what they are supposed to do.  A common belief is that a TWG is expected to limit unnecessary duplication of effort, perhaps by implementing joint activities or projects; another idea is that the TWG is to help in fashioning sector strategy.  Others deny some or all of these assertions.  The 2010 Guidelines casts the TWG as an instrument for doing things that come only after the sector strategy is agreed, e.g. coordinating implementation, reporting on progress, proposing adjustments, and submitting progress reports.
  The word “monitoring” is not used, but this could well be an implied function.   However, capacity to perform monitoring, other than by impressionistic means, would be determined by the composition of the group and it access to institutionalised monitoring resources.
4. Proposals for a Re-Structuring of SWGs and TWGs
Sector Working Groups

As was made clear in the forgoing section of this report, only four or five of the 16 intended SWGs can be described as active, viz. Agriculture; Health; Education, and Trade, Industry and Private Sector Development, and Roads, Public Works and Transport.  A few others hobble along with infrequent meetings, while a larger number make a pretence at action in order to conform to expectations laid upon them from above.  
Terms of reference have invited the consultant to “analyze the SWG concept as a whole, including definition of sectors and choice of SWGs.”  Discussions taking place with MoFEPD and other Government officials has revealed serious unease about the way in which the SWGs, as presently cast, meet the development needs of the country.  In this context the consultant was asked to provide a definition of a “sector” and, if possible, to suggest ways of adjusting the clustering so as to cater to the un-address sectors or sub-sectors.
Providing a definition is the easy part.  The Oxford English dictionary defines a sector as 

“a distinct part or branch of an economy; an area of industry or of an economic activity.”  

A Google search brings up “an area or portion that is distinct from others.”

Unfortunately, there is no each way in which to slice the national development cake; from one point of view or another almost any way of clustering subjects into SWGs and Technical Working Groups would be found unsatisfactory.  In principal it would be possible to tinker with the same structure as was planned in 2008, perhaps adding a SWG here or there, or splitting others. Where the case for continuing with a particular SWG appeared weak then it might be sacrificed.  But even then there would be dissenters.  Going down that road might change things but it would be unlikely to improve them; the problem is that there is no objective logic to be had on the basis of which consensus could be built.  
Attempts in other countries to provide a universally applicable definition of what may be regarded as “a sector” have not met with much success.  Obvious technical areas such as “education”, “water”, or “agriculture” do not present much of a problem; stakeholders can generally recognize whether their interests do or do not connect with such topics.  Difficulties arise more generally in relation to such subjects as “governance”, “gender”, HIV/AIDS and “integrated rural development”, etc., where borders are less well defined and where the whole subject may cut across a great variety of other sectors – which may themselves be more and less clearly defined.  Understandably, such topics are often called “cross-cutting”, but whether they are also to be labeled as “sectors” is more a matter of opinion than science.

Defining a sector as “an entity on the basis of which policies, strategies and plans are formulated and implemented and dialogue is organized” – as is done in Tanzania
 - may appear tautological, or at least unhelpful if one believes that there should be some universal characteristics by which segmentation or the clustering of subjects can be undertaken.  Yet, such an approach offers a very practical way forward.  A “sector” then may be defined as a grouping of interests shared by a number of stakeholders that feel they have something in common that they need to discuss.  

The consequence of this approach is that those entities that need to be associated with decision making in a particular subject area are automatically included in the dialogue forum.  It is the institutional interests that define the sector, not the sector that defines the institutions.  In other words, instead of trying to define SWGs from the top down on the basis of principles that are in any case illusive, it appears better to work from the bottom up and allow the institutional arrangements to grow in response to felt needs.  

Clearly, the approach described would only work where at least the principal actors – the appropriate Government Ministry or Ministries and the relevant development partners –  agree to participate.  There also must be the possibility that the key stakeholders are able to meet on a regular basis, that secretariat services can be provided, and that funds are available to cover the cost of meetings, etc.  Sometimes those who are already participating in the dialogue may need to draw in others who do not immediately recognize that they have a role; this is already what happens in some of the TWGs that meet, and there is no reason why the principal should not be extended to SWGs.  

Aside from the epistemological issues, two other factors counsel a more fundamental restructuring the way in which sectors are defined.  First is the need to reduce the number of meetings - and the number of people who should participate in meetings - to a level that merely satisfies the purposes assigned.  Civil service life in Malawi is dominated by the need for officials to attend meetings, to such an extent that there is little time left for actually doing productive work.  Accordingly, the opportunity should be taken to slim down the number of groups in any revised system.

The second factor counselling a restructuring of the SWG table relates to one of the most important purposes of the SWG, viz. that they contribute to implementation of the MGDS II as well as the Sector Strategy that is supposed to support it.  It is said that many of the SWGs were consulted in the formulation of the MGDS II for 2011-2016.  Whether true or not, the SWGs are expected to contribute to an implementation of this national development plan, including monitoring of its progress.  Meeting this objective will not be possible unless there is a coincidence in the way the SWGs and their Technical Working Groups are structured with the way in which the MGDS II itself is structured.  

The approach suggested does not meet with the approval of some officials who, correctly, point out that their particular field of operation does not figure prominently, or perhaps at all, in the MGDS II.  It is also noted, again correctly, that the current Strategy is due to expire at the end of 2016, with the expectation that the MGDS III will be structured somewhat differently.  These objections are noted, but it is suggested that not structuring the SWGs along the lines that are set out in the MGDS documents undermines the validity and usefulness of having a national development strategy.  While no one would argue that the MGDS II is a perfect plan meeting all the needs of Malawi, it is at least a strategic plan around which resources can be mustered; and it can and will be adapted in light of experience acquired.  
It may in fact be suggested that the bottom-up approach to sector definition described above may prove helpful in identifying what may need to be included in the MGDS III.  By leaving open the possibility that a range of stakeholders having common interests can come together for dialogue and the formulation of policies, strategies and plans, one may very readily identify those additional areas that may need to be included in the new MGDS.

A flexible approach is recommended, but not only for filling gaps already recognised.  The past 20 years has seen the opening up of a wide variety of new development interests hitherto unanticipated.  Also, there is increasing recognition of the synergies and other interconnections that exist or that should exist between sectors.  For these reasons also it would be better to allow a more organic growth of institutional arrangements than to attempt to prescribe today what will only be recognised as needful tomorrow.
The MGDS II is structured around six broad thematic areas and nine key priority areas (KPAs).
  For SWG purposes the KPAs provide the most convenient framework, comprising 

1. Agriculture and Food Security;

2. Energy, Industrial Development, Mining and Tourism;

3. Transport Infrastructure;

4. Education, Science and Technology; 

5. Public Health, Sanitation, Malaria and HIV and AIDS Management;

6. Integrated Rural Development;

7. Green Belt, Irrigation and Water Development; 

8. Child Development, Youth Development and Empowerment; and

9. Climate Change, Natural resources, and Environmental Management.

Figure 1 from the MGDS II document, reproduced below, shows the intended relationship between the KPAs and each of the six broad themes and their associated sub-themes.
 Using the key that is included with the diagram it is easy to identify also the expected connections between the individual KPAs.  
Some experimentation is likely to be required.  In the first instance it is recommended that one or two new pilot SWGs be established each with an associated one or two TWGs.  This will be necessary especially in view of the need to adopt a new set of Guidelines as described in Annex 4.  From this, it should be possible to ease the transitions to the new approach without adding unnecessarily to what could be a challenging experience.

The newly Revised Guidelines contain detailed instructions concerning the roles that it is expected the newly formulated SWGs and TWGs will perform, plus the manner in which it may be most convenient to discharge those roles.  However, a degree of flexibility is desirable.  It is impossible to prescribe procedures that fit the circumstance of every sector and situations do evolve over time.  In fact it is desirable and expected that a good deal of learning take place leading to an adjustment or modification of the procedures recommended so as to obtain best value for the effort invested.  

This noted, there remains the issue of how the SWGs are to be held accountable for the discharge of the roles that they are called upon to perform.  To this end it is proposed that The Secretariat of each SWG draft an annual report on (i) the outputs contributed by the SWG in terms of the observations, advice or recommendations that it has made available to Government and /or to other implementing partners, and (ii) the results that have followed from the SWG’s outputs as identified by the recipient bodies (Government and /or other implementing parties).  The report should be forwarded to the Chief Secretary under 
signature of the combined Chair and Co-Chairs of the SWG.  A suitable deadline should be established for the submission of the reports, after which the Chief Secretary may convene a meeting of all Principal Secretaries responsible for SWGs, at which outstanding issues can be identified and, so far as possible resolved.
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Figure 1

Technical Working Groups

Annex 2 of the MGDS II document – the Operational Matrix, lists the nine priority areas each further divided into sub-priorities.  Although some experimentation may be required to ensure an allocation of time and human resources in the most advantageous fashion, initially it would make sense to convene a new Technical Working Groups along the lines that are indicated by the sub-themes.  Ignoring the possible advantages in having Technical Working Groups to address sub-sub-themes, using this approach one would begin with some 20 TWGs.  The proposed TWGs would then look like the following
1. Agriculture and Food Security;

1.1 Agricultural Productivity and Diversification

1.2 Food Security.
2. Energy, Industrial Development, Mining and Tourism;

2.1 Energy

2.2 Industrial Development

2.2.1 Trade

2.2.2 Agro-Processing

2.3 Mining

2.4 Tourism.

3. Transport Infrastructure and Nsanje Inland Port

3.1 Road Infrastructure

3.2 Rail Transport

3.3 Inland Water Transport Infrastructure

4. Education, Science and Technology; 

4.1 Education

4.1.1. Basic Education

4.1.2 Secondary Education

4.1.3 Tertiary and Vocational Education



4.2 Science and Technology

5. Public Health, Sanitation, Malaria and HIV and AIDS Management

5.1 Public Health

5.2 Sanitation

5.3 HIV and AIDS Management 
6. Integrated Rural Development;

7. Green Belt, Irrigation and Water Development; 

7.1 Green Belt Irrigation

7.2 Water Development

8. Child Development, Youth Development and Empowerment;
8.1 Child Development

8.2 Youth Development and Empowerment.

9. Climate Change, Natural resources, and Environmental Management

9.1 Climate Change Management

9.2 Natural Resources and Environmental Management.

To ensure that the deliberations of Technical Working Groups feed into the decision making process handled by the relevant Sector Working Group, it is recommended that in preparation for the quarterly SWG meetings each TWG be required to provide at least one and but not more than three recommendations for consideration by the SWG.  The SWG meeting shall be required to reach a decision on the TWGs’ recommendations and to communicate its decision and its reasoning back to the relevant TWG.
It has been explained that the methods currently used for facilitating inputs to the SWG process from civil society organisations – particularly from the non-governmental development organisation – do not take advantage of the richness of experience available with such organisations.  Accordingly, it is proposed that (i) the number of places for NGDOs on TWGs be increased to six; (ii) that a CSO representative be appointed as the Co-Chair of every TWG; (iii) that the Co-Chair of every TWG be included as a member of the relevant SWG; and (iv) that the NGDO community – both national and international – be invited to set up a formal selection procedure under which they may nominate members to fill the aforementioned positions.

6. Proposals for a New Approach to Managing the SWGs
Composition of the Groups
A Sector Working Group represents a cluster of institutions and organisations whose mandates connect with the national development agenda.  Membership of SWGs already included Government and development partners and a number of other stakeholders.  But it is proposed that a more determinate composition be striven for, drawing on a wider cross-section of society.  Being sector wide and drawing its members from a variety of organisational backgrounds, the SWG and the TWG would have a more encompassing view of what is needed and what is possible than would a single government entity, even one supported by development partners.  

An important objective of a revised working group system therefore, would be to ensure that all sections of society have the opportunity to influence the way in which development policy is formulated and executed.  Under the agreement fashioned at the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness that was held in Busan, end of 2011, and to which Malawi is a signatory, the following types of organisation are regarded as important stakeholders.  These are in addition to government entities that in any case carry the prime responsibility for development planning and execution.

· Civil society organisations, including but not limited to non-governmental development organisations (NGDOs);

· Development partners, that include bodies providing funding and /or technical assistance for development;
· The private sector, meaning corporate and private business interests; 
· Academia – universities and research institutes, etc.;

· The legislature – in Malawi meaning Parliament; and
· District Councils and Local Government Authorities.
It is not possible to prescribe exactly the number of people from each type of stakeholder that should serve in SWG or TWG meetings; some people will belong to more than one type of organisation, and in some cases it may be difficult to fill slots that are allocated to particular types of stakeholder.  However, to limit the number of participants so that all may expect to be involved in discussions, it is proposed that the maximum number of available places be limited to 24, with the expectation that a smaller number of people would normally be available to meet.  The limit could apply to both SWGs and their subsidiary Technical Working Groups (TWGs).
Of the total maximum of 24 members, it is proposed that the number of places allocated to government personnel should be limited to six (25%); to development partners - four (16.5%); to civil society personnel, including those from NGDOs - six (25%); to local government – two (8.3%); to academia and research institutions three (12.5%) and to the business community – three (12.5%).  However, where a SWG or TWG is to deal with subjects that would profit from a greater level of participation from one kind of stakeholder rather than another (for example needing a greater representation from research and development experts, business interests, or social welfare specialists), then the SWG or TWG should have the power to adjust the quota accordingly.
Government members of the SWG and the TWG would be nominated by the Principal Secretaries of the relevant ministries.  Government’s representation in a SWG would generally be led by the Principal Secretary of the Government Ministry having the largest share of responsibility within the sector.  
To ensure that all other types of stakeholder is adequately represented on the SWG, the relevant associations or informal grouping such as a chamber of commerce, a civil society umbrella body, or a meeting of development partners; etc., should arrange to nominate its representatives.  This should be done in conformity with the customs and practice of the group.  Each stakeholder group would need make its own arrangements to ensure that the representatives chosen are adequately briefed concerning the views of other members of the group and that the group as a whole receives adequately briefing on the SWG’s proceedings and the decisions made.
Purpose and Form of the Groups

It is proposed that SWG and TWG meetings be used primarily for discussions of problems or issues on the basis of which observations, advice or recommendations are to be formulated for Government and its implementing partners on what should be done in the interests of the sector and the people of Malawi. This is a slightly different approach to that which has been adopted heretofore.  
To the present a more collegial style of work has been preferred, in which Government has sought partnership with development the partners, where possible through a sector wide basket funding approach or, if not, on a project basis.  This way of working has its merits and can, indeed, generate a dynamic that is creative and rewarding for all parties.  The problem with this approach however, is that while responsibility for the delivery of development is shared it is nearly impossible to hold any party to account for the results.  
The approach now recommended is based on the concept of a separation of powers and responsibilities.  There is no doubt that Government is and should be in the lead when it comes to determining the national development strategy as well as the sector strategies.  Government is also responsible, it is suggested, for making sure that the strategies and all the plans that flow from them are implemented.  Development partners and others may assist but, in the end (the principle has it) that it is Government that is responsible and accountable to Parliament for the results.  Parliament however, does not have the technical expertise necessary to provide Government with the advice that it needs to manage the development process, nor the resources to check on what is actually being achieved with the public purse.  This is where SWGs and TWGs can play a role.

 Appointment of Chairpersons and Co-Chairs
To be able to give advice, review and assess progress made, it is suggested that SWGs and TWGs need a degree of independence from those who carry responsibility for managing the action.  It may become self-serving and counter-productive for the advisory and monitoring function to be placed to be under the “leadership” of any party that is called upon to manage the work and whose performance is subject to scrutiny.  This would apply in the main to Government, but also to implementing partners that take on responsibility for executing some aspect of development that is included in the sector plan.

While custom and practise has for a long time dictated that Government should take the lead in Sector Working Group proceedings, continuation of the practise would not be consistent with a separation of powers.  An modest degree of independence for the SWGs can be rendered possible only by the Chair being taken by a person who is not in a position to be unduly influenced by either of the two major players, viz. on the one hand Government and on the other hand the development partners.  Under this scenario, for each SWG the Chair position would therefore have to fall to a person coming from the academic community, the business community, from one of the civil society organisations, or an independent expert with good standing in the field.

The argument is not all on one sided.  The contrary argument, advanced in support of the status quo is that, in the absence of Government control of SWG proceedings, Government would not pay attention to the Group’s recommendations, especially if they were seen to come from what might be seen as a “committee” made up of individuals who appeared even slightly antipathetic to Government.  This argument has to be taken seriously because, in the absence of complete and enforceable arrangements by which Government has to take notice, it probably won’t.  
Such a position, if sustained, would seriously weaken the possibility of securing the benefits that would come from enhanced public participation in achieving accountability for development action.  It would also vitiate the meaning of the Busan agreement, to which Malawi is a signatory, that requires the “operationalizing of democratic ownership of development policies and processes.”
  
To secure their relevance and effectiveness it is clearly important that Government play a key role in the management of the SWG.  It is suggested that this be achieved through three measures, one already used and two new.  The first new measure would be that the Principal Secretary of the key Ministry be appointed automatically as one of two Co-Chairs.  With the responsibilities recommended
 a good Co-Chair can be almost as influential as the Chair.
  The second new measure would be that the selection and appointment of a suitable Chair be by agreement between the two Co-Chairs.  The existing measure would be that the same key Ministry manage the Secretariat for the SWG and for its TWGs, a practical matter that allows for the exercise of considerable influence.
Under the arrangements proposed, appointment of the second Co-Chair would depend on the following.  Where the sector benefits from basket funding arrangements under a Sector Wide Approach, the Co-Chair should be nominated by the Development Partners’ Coordination Group.  The arrangement is intended to balance the distribution of power between the major players without providing either with the opportunity to steer discussions or commander the decision making process.  Where the sector does not benefit from basket funding the second Co-Chair should be selected by nomination and voting among the regular members of the SWG.  

For Technical Working Groups, the proposal is that the Chair be selected by nomination and voting among the regular members of the TWG.  To ensure that the TWG profits from the richness of experience available within the non-governmental development organisations, where the Chair does not originate with that community, one of the Co-Chairs must be so selected. 

Recognising the radical nature of the proposals above and also the fact that the cost of operating the SWGs and TWGs falls to Government, it may be accepted that existing serving Chairs continue in office until such time as their appointments come to an end.  When a new appointment is required then the SWG and the key Ministry in the sector should be expected to consult on whether they are ready to try the new approach as described, or whether they wish to continue with the existing method. This arrangement would avoid a situation where stakeholders – especially Government – are forced into a situation with which they feel uncomfortable.  In any case, in the absence of enthusiastic commitment to the principles outlined, the proposals outlined will not work.
7. Implementing Change
After considering the foregoing arguments, Government may decide that it does not wish to give up the established custom and practise but, rather, maintain control of the SWG agenda and ways of working.  This of course is Government’s prerogative; after all it was Government that created the SWGs and no outside body should presume to rob it of the possibility of continuing if it so wishes.  In any case, any change entails risk and the perceived benefits may not be greater than the perceived costs.   
Government does not however have to fashion policy entirely a priori; it can experiment a little and see what happens.  If only one existing SWG were willing to try new ways then some kind of experiment could be launched; two pilots would be better.  Given the present slow pace of work in some sectors this could certainly do no harm and would in any case generate some valuable experience on the basis of which further experimentation could proceed.

The following is a collection of observations and recommendations that focus on the difficult task of helping Government and other stakeholders to adopt new ways of thinking and working.  Some of the points raised below have informed the latest Revised Version of the Guidelines; others stand alone.
Ensuring Support to SWGs from the Centre of Government 
, 

Several informants, including most notably those within government having experience of SWGs in more than one sector, have argued that there is need for a stronger steering of the process.  The 2008 Guidelines were issued under the auspices of Ministry of Finance and Ministry of Economic Planning and Development.  Notwithstanding that instructions on the need to use the system were posted above the signature of the Chief Secretary, neither of the two commissioning ministries has been able to require others to cooperate in its deployment.  Further, although the former Ministry of Economic Planning and Development made periodic efforts to secure a response, for the most part its efforts have been ignored. At best its moves have resulted in the holding of a single review meeting but with little or no follow up.
It is easy to conclude that the problem is a lack of leadership.  Certainly, in those cases where the SWG approach has taken off and produced worthwhile outputs one can identify as an important contributory factor the availability of well motivated leadership at the Principal Secretary level, as well as solid back up from a dedicated Secretariat.  However, the problem cannot be reduced entirely to one of “the right kind of personality.”  
Equally important is an expectation that those who carry responsibility for action actually discharge the responsibility and that, failure to do so results in consequences that are unwelcome.  From this angle, a solution to the lack of performance among SWGs must depend on the effectiveness of the human resources management mechanisms that are available for securing performance.  Within the civil service “institutional performance agreements” appear now as standard instruments; what seems to be still missing however, are agreements that are set up and enforced at the level of the responsible individuals.
The Office of the President and Cabinet is believed to be the only civil service body that can hold individual ministries to account.  Unfortunately, OPC is already a large body performing a variety of functions.  Through its Policy Department it does nevertheless hold an oversight remit for SWGs.  Also, the Division of Performance Enforcement is currently working with the Chief Secretary to reinforce the mechanisms that are available to secure greater responsiveness of Principal Secretaries.  Given this background it may be useful to maintain contact with these parts of Government with a view to coordinating initiatives.

Annex 5 carries a check list that may be useful to Economic Planning and Development personnel when visiting and observing the work of the SWGs and TWGs and their respective secretariats.  Certainly, their comments and support would be very much welcomed by those who have the job of recreating a viable SWG or TWG.
Advice and support does not need to be limited simply to encouraging implementation of the Guidelines; more strategic kinds of intervention are also possible.  Funding difficulties affect not only the convening of Group meetings and their follow up.  In sectors where aid is meagre there appears little possibility of moving to implementation of the strategies and recommendations that are cast by the SWG.  So the question arises: how can the SWGs’ momentum be sustained without substantial external assistance?  The answer to this question may lie in a re-focussing of responsibilities.  Instead of assuming that the SWG’s task is to formulate programmes of action whose implementation would depend on the availability of donor funds, the emphasis might be shifted further towards identifying policy measures that would enable Government to obtain better development value from its existing overall budget.

Developing Active Planning Skills

It may be that key officials have not been aware of the processes that need to be followed for a SWG to generate a joint strategic plan, and from that to formulate an implementation plan, and a monitoring and evaluation plan.  While both the 2008 and 2010 Guidelines concentrate on form and structure, with the partial exception of chapters 3 and 4 of the 2010 Guidelines little help has been provided on what is supposed to happen at the SWG meetings.  
While it is not possible to describe all in this report, it seem likely that the lack of “facilitation skills” in government service has been a major impediment to moving forward.  The phrase refers to a set of skills that are customarily used by trained group leaders or “facilitators” working in non-state actors – NGOs and dynamic business environments.  Whereas the traditional role of Chairperson remains valid in many situations, to stimulate creative thought, cooperative behaviour and team-building, a wide variety of techniques is available, techniques that are not well known or understood in traditional civil service environments.  Leadership development training of the kind available at good public service training institutes could help.
, 
  

In relation to this need, greater representation in SWGs from civil society organisations – including particularly the national and international NGDOs – could also help.  Such organisations generally have a lot of experience in facilitating decision making, although this tends to be mostly decision making at the community level.  Whether they can adapt their approach to work in a civil service environment remains to be tested.  But it is worthy of note that individual activists with civil society experience – and including here representatives from District Councils and District Authorities - can be a great stimulus to change.  Such people are not so beholden to civil service culture as are central government officials.  So providing an opportunity for the right people to give voice to their concerns and those of their constituencies could generate interest and commitment where it is presently lacking.

Addressing Expectations

In the interviews carried out for the present study, more than any other single factor the most common reason given for little SWG activity was the lack of financial resources that would enable the convening of meetings.  This included funds to cover the cost of travel and overnight accommodation for participants who come from out of town, the hire of a meeting room and lunch at an hotel.  Information varies as to whether such costs are normally included in Government budgets, but there is an expectation that these should be borne by the development partners.  Government could, and sometimes does, organise such meetings in its own conference rooms but, having established a custom and practise, most ministries now find it difficult to move to a more economical way of working.
In brief, if Government believes that pushing forward with the SWG model is what it wants to do, then it must provide at least the minimum resources necessary.  In as much as development and aid coordination is a government led project then it is clearly Government that should budget for it.  This does not imply the need to return to the old ways of holding meetings at five-star hotels, but at least some resources will be needed to be set aside to get the ball rolling again.
Mobilising Understanding through the Economic Common Service
One of the major challenges associated with re-forming the way in which SWGs and TWGs work will be in communicating the new ideas on a restricted budget.  For this reason it may be useful to take note of the fact that the Department of Economic Planning and Development is custodian of the Economy Common Service, a body of professional economists whose services are made available to Government units though the secondment of its members.  
Most of the Directors of the Planning Units within the line ministries are members of this Service, and it is these units that are mostly required to take responsibility for providing secretariat services the SWGs.  While the Directors of Planning report to the Principal Secretaries in their assigned Ministry they also owe allegiance to their professional Service.  Given this arrangement, it is reasonable to ask whether the Economy Service could not play a part in encouraging the mobilisation of SWGs in their new guise? 
The Importance of Monitoring and a Flexible Approach
The present report constitutes a further attempt at getting SWGs underway and on the right track; none of the previous efforts have done the trick in sustaining them.  One might reasonably ask whether the current initiative is likely to do any better than those that have gone before.  So what has to happen to ensure that the present effort makes any difference?  
If there is an answer to this question it will be found in terms of implementing the good intentions that are already visible.  Dialogue, strategies and plans alone will not be enough to justify continuing with SWG meetings.  For the strategies and plans that are formulated to yield benefits, changes will have to be made in the way business is conducted – and particularly the way in which the deliberations that take place in meetings are converted into action that is judged to be worthwhile.  Although some of the recommendations contained in this report may appear quite radical, fundamentally, the intention is not to change what is being attempted but, rather, to allow Government and all other stakeholders the possibility of being able to know - and to demonstrate - that their efforts are in fact worthwhile.  What is being recommended are ways of tightening up on the principle of mutual accountability.
A new set of Draft Guidelines has been produced (Annex 4) and many additional observations have been included in this report.  These should help.  But at the end of the day what works and what does not will depend on the creativity and spirit of enquiry that Government ministries, development partners, civil society and others, are willing and able to bring to the table.  The Guidelines are only that – guidelines; a lot of thought has gone into their formulation but they are not law and in a good number of cases they will have to be adjusted to fit the political, financial and practical realities that must be confronted.  There has to be learning along the way and a willingness to surmount the obstacles that litter the path ahead.  Sitting back and waiting for others to solve the problems will not contribute to anything except continued paralysis and a waste of public resources.
One must not be too cowed by what seems like a very large agenda for change.  Although the draft new Guidelines contain over 150 individual recommendations they do not have to be applied all at once or, indeed, to all SWGs at the same time.  A step by step approach is recommended, beginning with one or two volunteer pilot sectors, each with a very small number of TWGs attached.  The needs and the personalities in each sector are not the same and each SWG may prefer an approach to dealing with its business that is different from that used by others.  This is not necessarily a bad thing.  By recording what works well and what does not one may by incremental steps move towards indentifying what, in general, is the best way to proceed.

Given the experimental nature of the current effort, it is recommended that any further attempt at reforming the way in which SWGs operate be accompanied by a two-sage monitoring process.  Stage One should be designed to track the conduct of the SWGs and TWGs, watching out particularly for the outcomes of their deliberations in relation to stakeholders’ policies and behaviour.  One should also try to quantify the costs involved.  Stage Two would be in the form of an impact evaluation, tracing backwards from any substantive changes in the lives of Malawi’s people to identify those policies that may have contributed to the changes.
  
The whole process should be allowed a period of three, possibly four years to run.  But if at the end of that time it is difficult or impossible to show results from the SWG approach that are cost-effective, the Government and its partners should be driven to find alternative approaches to achieving development cooperation and development effectiveness. 
 

SECTOR WORKING GROUPS

   2013/14 MGDS SECTOR REVIEW

	Sectors

(Main Unit of Analysis)
	Government Institutions + Parastatals
	Development Partners
	Civil Society Organizations
	Private Sector Organizations
	Key Priority Areas (KPA)
	Head of Sector Working Group (SWG)/

MEPD Facilitators



	Theme 1: Sustainable Economic Growth

	1. Agriculture 
	Ministry of Agriculture, Irrigation and Water Development,

Ministry of Trade and Industry

LUANAR Bunda,

OPC,

Ministry of Finance, Economic Planning and Development

Ministry of Transport and Public Works, MoLGRD

MLHUD
	AfDB, EU, USAID, World Bank, JICA, DFID, IFAD & Norway;  WFP, CIDA ICEIDA, FAO, Irish Aid, IFPRI
	CISANET, MEJN, NASFAM, FUM, World Fish Center
	
	KPA 1: 

Agriculture & Food Security (i.e. Agriculture Productivity, Food Security, Agro-Process
	Head, SWG: Mrs Erica Maganga

Coordinator : Mfitizalimba Ngoma

Phone:  0888307368

Facilitator: Kumbukani Ng’ambi

E-mail:  

Phone : 

	2. Integrated Rural Development
	MoLGRD
	World Bank, EU, KfW, JICA, ADB, Norway, GTZ, IFAD 
	WVI, Clinton Hunter Foundation
	
	KPA 5: Integrated rural Development
	Head, SWG: Mr. Kaphaizi

Coordinator: Walusungu Kayira
E-mail: wvkayira@yahoo.co.uk
Phone: 0999198913
Facilitator: Martin Mwale

E-mail:  martinmwale4@gmail.com
Phone:  0999259565



	3. Lands Housing and Urban Development
	Ministry of Lands, Housing and Urban Development, City Assemblies (Lilongwe, Blantyre, Zomba & Mzuzu) Malawi Housing Cooperation, National Herbarium & Botanic Gardens
	CIDA, ICEIDA, ADF, EU, UNEP, UNFPA; World Bank , UNDP
	World Vision, Compass II, Coordination Unit for the Rehabilitation of Environment (CURE) Action Aid, WESM, Malawi, Land Net, Habitat for Humanity, CCODE, Malawi Environment Endowment Trust (MEET)
	The Private Sector/ Tour Operators
	
	Head, SWG: F.E. Zenengeya

Coordinator:   David Chunga/ Francis Mukhupa/ Mike Chigowo
E/mail: 0994 105 152
chunga david@yahoo.co.uk
francismukhupa@yahoo.com/ 

chigowo@yahoo.com
Facilitator: Martin Mwale

E-mail:  martinmwale4@gmail.com
Phone:  0999259565



	4. Tourism, Wildlife and Culture
	Ministry of Information, Tourism and Culture,
National Herbarium and Botanical Gardens, Ministry of Lands, Housing and Urban Development, Ministry of Natural Resources, Energy and Mining,  Malawi Institute of Tourism, Malawi Investment Promotion Agency (MIPA), Copyright Society of Malawi (COSOMA) Min. of Information and Civic Education.
	UNESCO, International Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW), World Bank, UNDP, Peace Parks Foundation, Danish Hunters Association, UNFPA, Commonwealth Secretariat, NORAD, EU, CIIMDA (Music and Dance Practice), French Cultural Centre, British Council 
	Wildlife and Environmental Society of Malawi, Coordination Unit for the Rehabilitation of Environment (CURE) Action Aid, WESM, Malawi Environmental Endowment Trust (MEET), COMPASS, Heritage Foundations, Art Association, Heritage Trust, Malawi Society
	Tour Operators in National Parks and Wild Reserves, Tour Guides, Africa Parks Networks, Malawi Tourism Association, Sunbird Hotels Ltd, Protea Ryllas Hotels, Hotels, Lodges, Travel Agents, Car Hires, Airlines, Events Organizers
	KPA 2:

Irrigation & Water Development, Wildlife Conservation, Ecotourism Development, Development and Promotion of Tourism, Development, Preservation and Promotion of Culture.
	Head, SWG: Jeffry Kanyinji

Coordinator: Mr. Nyirenda/ Mr Chisi

Phone: 01922995/0888 596 692
E-mail:jknyirenda@wildlife.mw.net

Facilitator: Simon Mulungu
E-mail: smulungu@yahoo.com

	5. Water, Sanitation and Irrigation
	Ministry of  Agriculture, Irrigation and Water Development 
	JICA, FAO, EU, World Bank, DFID, IFAD, DANIDA, ADB, Arab Bank, USAID;


	Action Aid, Red Cross, MASAF, Oxfam, WVI and Water Aid.
	
	Irrigation and Water Development
	Head, SWG: S. Maweru

Coordinator : R. Malata/ Mphatso Nyekanyeka

E-mail: rmalata@yahoo.com/

Facilitator: Robert Msuku
Email: rmsuku@gmail.com

Phone:0999344889

	6. Trade, Industry  and Private Sector Development
	Ministry of Trade and Industry, Ministry of Labour 

Malawi Investment and Trade Development of Malawi Trade Trust

 Malawi Entrepreneurship Development, 

Small Enterprise Development of Malawi
	World Bank, EU, DFID, JICA, USAID, GTZ, CIDA, UNCTAD, WTO, ITC, Commonwealth Secretariat
	
	MIPA, MEPA, MCCCI, CAMA, 
	
	Head, SWG:  Mr. N.H. Kumwembe

Coordinator: ------
Phone:  01770244/337/614
email:
Facilitator: Hermis Mauwa
E-mail: hmauwa@yahoo.com

Phone: 0999566107

	Theme 2: Social Protection and Disaster Risk Management
	

	7. Vulnerability & Disaster Risk Management
	Department of Disaster and Relief Management 

Office of the President and Cabinet 

 Persons with Disabilities and the Elderly 

Malawi Council for the Handicapped

Youth Council MEPD, 

Social Protection Unit, 

Ministry of Gender,Children, Disability and Social Welfare, 

Min. of Agriculture, Irrigation and Water Development, MoH, MoE, MoLGRD

Department of Environmental Affairs
	DFID, WFP, UNICEF, World Bank, UNDP, EU, Irish Aid
	Concern Universal, Concern Worldwide Save the children, Care Malawi, Plan Malawi,  Emmanuel International, Evangelical Association of Malawi, COOPI, Malawi Red Cross Society, Christian Aid, OXFAM, GOAL Malawi, World Vision Malawi, ADRA, Canadian Physician for Aid and Relief (CPAR) and Action Against Hunger, salvation Army, CAVWOC, CADECOM, Livingstonia Synod
	
	
	Head, SWG: L.D. Ng’oma

Coordinator: Mateso Kazembe
Phone: 0888544817
E-mail :kamateso@gmail.com

Facilitator: Simon Mulungu
E-mail: smulungu@yahoo.com

	Theme 3: Social Development

	8. Health
	 Ministry of Health, 

Dept of Nutrition, HIV and AIDS

 National AIDS Commission

Pharmacies, Medicines and Poisons Board

Health Services Regulatory Authority 

 Kachele Rehabilitation Centre

Min. of Local Government and Rural Development

 Min. of Irrigation and Water Development

Min. of Youth Development and Sports 


	CDC, JICA, ADB, CIDA, DFID, GTZ, MSH, Norwegian Govt, Global Fund, UNICEF World Bank, FAO, UNFPA, WHO, WFP, UNDP, USAID
	CHAM, BLM, PSI, MSF, Red Cross, REACH Trust, Oxfam, LATH, ICEIDA, AIDS Malawi Organization, YAO, ECOYA, MHEN, Malawi Interfaith, AIDS Association (MIAA)
	Malawi Business Coalition on HIV&AIDS (MBCA
	Prevention and Management of Nutrition Disorders, HIV &AIDS (i.e. HIV and AIDS Prevention and Management, Nutrition , HIV and AIDS)
	Head, SWG: Chris Kang’ombe

Coordinator: Dr. Dalitso Kabambe/ Robert Mwanamanga
Phone:  

E-mail: 

Facilitator:  Robert Msuku

E-mail: rmsuku@gmail.com

Phone: 0999344880
	
	Head, SWG: ______________

E/mail: 

Cell:

MEPD Facilitator: Mrs. Victoria Geresomo / Ms. Suzgo Luhanga

E/mail: vcgeresomo@yahoo.com  &

sluhanga@gmail.com 

	9. Education
	Ministry of Education, Science and Technology

University of Malawi

Malawi Institute of Education

National Library Services 

National UNESCO Commission

Malawi National Examination Board

Scholarships Fund

Malawi College of Health Sciences 

Mzuzu University

National Resources College Trust

University Student Trust Fund 

University of Science and Technology
	ADB, CIDA, DFID, GTZ/KfW, JICA, UNICEF, USAID,  World Bank
	MACOHA, ACEM, ECM, Evangelical Association of Malawi, PRISAM, FAWEMA, Teachers Union of Malawi, etc.
	PRISAM, CSCQBE
	
	Head, SWG: M. Chitimbe

Coordinator: Wathando Mwandila/ 

Phone: 0999576763
E-mail: wathando94@yahoo.com lukajaphetnyirongo@yahoo.com
Facilitator:  Robert Msuku

E-mail: rmsuku@gmail.com
Phone: 0999344880



	10. Gender, Youth Development and Sports 
	Ministry of Youth Development, Sports  and Culture 
Gender and Child Development

National Youth Council

National Sports Council
	UNICEF, UNDP, Norway, CIDA, UNFPA, UNESCO, Common Wealth Youth Program (CYP), ILO, EU, GTZ, WFP, FAO, JICA, British Council, USAID (Malawi Bridge Project), KELLOG Foundation

	Oxfam, ICEIDA, Action Aid, CRECOM, Self Help  Internation I-Ireland, BLM, World University Service of Canada (WUSC), University of Norwich, VSO, FPAM (Family Planning Association of Malawi), MANET PLUS, World Vision Malawi, Plan Malawi, Outreach Scout Foundation (OSF) NAC
	NICO, MRFC, TNM, SOBO, Limbe Leaf Tobacco Company, Africa Invest Ltd, Toyota Malawi, Real Insurance, RK Plastics, Standard Bank, OIBM, Chipiku Stores, Xerographics, Malawi Sun Hotel, Ching’onga Estate Agency, Universal Industries, Press Trust
	
	Head, SWG: Dr. Mary Shawa Coordinator: Mr. Chakhame

E-mail:richardchakhame.gmail.com
Facilitator: Martin Mwale

E-mail:  martinmwale4@gmail.com
Phone:  0999259565



	Theme 4: Infrastructure Development

	11. Roads, Public Works and Transport
	Ministry of Transport and Public Works

Road Fund Administration

Roads Authority
	EU, BADEA, OPEC, SDI, WFP, JICA, Arab Donors, World Bank
	
	
	Transport Infrastructure Development (i.e. Road  Transport , Water Transport)
	Head, SWG: Mr. F.B. Chinsinga

Coordinator: Owen Nalivaka/Mercy Msowoya
Phone:  0999224760
E-mail: nalivakaob@yahoo.com

Facilitator: Stevier Kaiyatsa

Phone:  0999113954

E-mail: skaiyatsa@gmail.com

	12. Information, Communication and Technology (ICT) and Research & Development (R&D)
	Information and Civic Education

Malawi Broadcasting House 

Malawi Industrial Research and Technology
	SADC, World Bank, Rockfeller, UNESCO, EU, UNIDO, World Bank, UNDP, Japanese, Govt, 
	Forum, for Agricultural Research, MACRA
	Seed, Fertilizer & Agrochemical Companies, ZIAN, MTL
	
	Head, SWG: J. Kalirangwe

Coordinator:  Mr P. Machika/Hiwa
Email: patricmachika@information.

gov.mw

Phone:0888  842  402

Facilitator: Robert Msuku

Phone: 0999344880

E-mail: rmsuku@gmail.com

	13. Energy and Mining
	Ministry of Energy & Mines

Geological Surveys

Mines Department 
	UNDP,/GEF, JICA, GTZ
	Malawi Women in Mining Association (MAWIMA)
	
	Energy Generation and Supply
	Head, SWG: B. Botolo

Coordinator:  Hestings Chipongwe / Yona Chawanje

E/mail: ychawanje@gmail.com

Phone: 0999473899

Facilitator: Stevier Kaiyatsa

Phone:  0999113954

E-mail: skaiyatsa@gmail.com

	Theme 5: Improved Governance
	

	14. Economic Governance
	National Audit Office

Directorate of Public Procurement

 Ministry of Economic Planning and Development

National Statistical Office

Ministry of Finance

Accountant General 

Malawi Revenue Authority
	IMF, World Bank, Norway, SIDA, EU, KfW, JICA, ADB, GTZ, IFAD, DFID
	MEJN, ECAMA, SOCAM, WVI, Clinton Hunter Foundation
	
	
	Head, SWG: Mr Ted Sitimawina

Coordinator: Hamilton Kamwana/ Tamara Mughogho / Saulos Nyirenda
Phone: 0994720900
E-mail: kamwana@yahoo.com

E-mail: snyirenda@pfemmw.com
Phone: 01 789 355

Facilitator: E. Salima

Email:elsiesalima@yahoo.com

	15. Democratic Governance
	Judiciary

 Ministry of Defence

 Malawi Defence Force

Financial Intelligence Unit

 Ministry of Home Affairs &  Internal Security

 Police

Prisons

Immigration 

Ministry of Justice

Director of Public Prosecution and State Advocate

 Registrar General

Administration General

 Legal Aid

Human Rights Commission

Anti-Corruption Bureau 

 Office of Ombudsman

 Law Commission
	DIfD, Norway, EU, USAID, UNICEF, FAO, GTZ, UNDP, ADB, CIDA
	Body of Case Handling Institutions, (BCHI), ACTION AID, HRCC, YAO
	
	
	Head, SWG: Anthony Kamanga SC

Coordinator: G. Kamvazakazi/Chipiliro Thombozi
Phone:  0999 950 416
E-mail: cthombozi@yahoo.com
Facilitator:  E. Falinya

Phone: 0888394602

E-mail: efalinya2008@gmail.com

	16. Public Administration
	Presidency

State Residences

National Assembly

Office of the President an Cabinet

Human Resource Management and Development

Public Service Commission

 Office of the Vice President

 Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

 Electoral Commission
	DIfD, Norway, EU, USAID, UNICEF, FAO, GTZ, UNDP, ADB, CIDA
	Body of Case Handling Institutions, (BCHI), ACTION AID, HRCC, YAO
	
	
	Head, SWG:  Mr. Chiunda
E/mail: cliffchiunda@yahoo.co.uk

Phone:

Coordinator: Mr. Chiunda
Phone: 0999 228 626
E-mail:

Facilitator: Hermis Mauwa
E-mail: hmauwa@yahoo.com

Phone: 0999566107


Annex 2
MINI-CASE STUDIES OF SECTOR WORKING GROUPS

AGRICULTURE

The Sector Working Group for Agriculture has been meeting since at least 2010.  However, in the few years up to and including 2013 the Group was less active than has since been the case.  In many ways the Agriculture SWG may be described as a phoenix, achieving a new lease of life. The factors leading to a resurgence of activity include the following.

A new Minister of Agriculture and a new Principal Secretary appointed to the Ministry in 2014 has introduced a style of management that is considerably more open than that which had earlier prevailed.  This has included a willingness to delegate authority to Secretariat personnel, as well as a willingness to listen to and take into account the views of, members of the Sector Working Group.  

In spite of the high cost of research, a commitment to evidence-based policy planning and assistance on the research side from the international community (e.g. from IFPRI) the Ministry of Agriculture – and the SWG - is now positioned to deal with a number of policy issues of long-standing.

Notwithstanding the high staffing vacancy rate additional personnel have been made available to staff the Secretariat, increasing the number from one to three, with two additional staffers taking care of SWAp matters.

The manner in which SWG meetings have been conducted has also changed, with less time being devoted to the presentation of reports on activities by department and more time to the discussion of important issues.  Meetings now generally work towards achieving agreement on priorities.  The change in the tone of meetings has resulted in a more responsive attendance.

It is expected that the SWG be made up of the following; actual attendance at meetings may however vary.

· A representative from the Donor Committee on Agriculture and Food Security (DCAFS)

· Representatives for the DCAFS Troika

· Representatives from the Civil Society

· Representatives from NGOs

· Three representatives from academia

· Two representatives from research institutions

· The Principal Secretaries from MoAIWD, EPD, MoFEPD, OPC, and Irrigation. 

· The Agriculture Sector Wide Approach (ASWAp) headed represented by the Head of the ASWAp Secretariat.

The ASWG meets normally four times a year.  In addition to these quarterly meetings, two Joint Sector Reviews are undertaken annually, using the performance indicators set out in the Sector Strategy.  To focus the agenda the topics to be addressed in each of these meetings is agreed and made known to participants 14 days in advance.  The JSR is chaired by the Minister of Agriculture; on one occasion a Member of Parliament attended although this is not general.  The quarterly SWG meetings are chaired by the Principal Secretary for Agriculture.  Participants include three non-governmental organisations including, for example, the Civil Society Agriculture Network that operates throughout Malawi. 

For the quarterly SWG meetings the Co-Chair is taken by a Development Partner representative.  The eight development partners involved in the sector meet monthly and follow up their discussions with a regular monthly meeting with the Principal Secretary.  The DPs have achieved a good division of labour.  For example, JICA has worked with the Ministry to develop a Monitoring and Evaluation System acceptable to all parties; while USAID has helped to produce a Master Plan for Statistics.

In most cases the cost of meetings is born from the Ministry’s own funds, and /or from resources made available under a Multi-lateral Trust Fund tied to a SWAp that due to run to 2015.  In cases where special constraints arise a DP may make available or cover the cost of a meeting room, lunch and teas, etc.  However, DPs do not pay travel allowances that are usually the subject of a claim submitted by individuals to the Ministry.

Noted challenges 

In the agriculture sector seven Technical Working Groups are recognised: 

· Food Security and Risk Management

· Commercial Agriculture, Agro-processing and Market Development

· Sustainable Land and Water Management

· Monitoring and Evaluation

· Technology Generation and Dissemination

· Cross Cutting Issues 

· Institutional Strengthening and Capacity Building

Until the change in leadership within the Ministry, Technical Working Groups were not allowed to make any kind of decision, so undermining their relevance.  Their situation now appears a little changed.  Discussions are now underway with a view to extending the remit of the TWGs, for example so that they might take responsibility for receiving and briefing visitors, missions or evaluation teams, etc.

One of the long-standing issues with which the Ministry of Agriculture has to deal, one that affects the distribution of time and attention with the SWG, is the fact that the large budget allocated to the Farmer Input Stability Programme (FISP) means that there is relatively little time and attention to focus on other needs in the sector.  

The TWG Chairs are taken by Directors within the Ministry of Agriculture.  The Co-Chairs of the TWGs were selected originally by a vote among the participants.  However, there is no mechanism by which the persons elected can be changed.

The agriculture sector benefits from having a Sector Strategy that consists of three pillars.  However is that the Ministry’s organogram is not set up in a way that would facilitate dialogue on its implementation.  A functional analysis might allow the Ministry greater flexibility. 

In 2010 the Agriculture sector working group assumed responsibility for Irrigation, a subject that had formerly been treated by the sector working group on Water, Sanitation and Irrigation.  However, the merger has resulted in an agenda having many issues 

Overall

Informants consider that the ASWG is well on the way to healing itself, developing systems and procedures that are helping it to recover from its previous semi-paralytic state.  It is also suggested that at present the introduction of new Guidelines (by EPD) may not only be unnecessary but could actually disrupt the good work that is already underway. 

Contextual Data

The Aid Atlas for 2011-2014 provides the following information relating to aid contributions to Malawi for use in the agriculture sector.

	In USD
	FY 2011-2012
	FY 2012-2013
	FY 2013-2014

	AGRICULTURE 
	95,046,096
	84,045,795
	156,126,770

	  Agriculture SWAp -Pool
	6,543,589
	10,871,128
	52,782,878

	  Agriculture SWAp- Discrete
	892,996
	1,148,839
	980,950

	  Direct Project Support 
	36,301,551
	52,215,271
	74,567,696

	  Farm Input Subisdy Program - Discrete
	2,576,646
	377,539
	21,376,314

	  Farm Input Subsidy Program - Pooled
	48,731,314
	19,433,018
	6,418,932


CASE STUDY OF A SECTOR WORKING GROUP

EDUCATION
For the education sector a Sector Working Group was established in 2010, more or less conterminous with the signing of a Joint Financing Agreement for USD 240 million over a four year period, that is now due to run until June 2015.  Although to 2009 there had been a Policy Planning Committee, that committee was dissolved, with the work of the SWG being organised around the planning and administration of the JFA.

Initially, within the Ministry of Education, there was a degree of resistance to adopting new policies and procedures; officials at some levels were resentful, preferring the old ways to being obliged to take on donor-prescribed procedures that were seen to be cumbersome and time-consuming.  However, with strong leadership from top management and the provision of substantial technical assistance the new procedures were adopted, at least for the purposes of implementing the JFA.

In 2008 Guidelines on SWGs were published by the Ministry of Finance and Ministry of Economic Planning and Development.  To the extent possible these Guidelines were adhered to.  Normally SWG meeting were held quarterly, with a Joint Sector Review once a year in November or December.  No SWG Secretariat was constituted but work in support of the Group was carried out by staffers in the MoE Planning Department responding to instructions given from time to time by its Director.

Membership of the SWG has been quite inclusive, with representation from ten development partners, many NGOs working in the education sector, local government, and the private sector.  The terms of the JFA provided for funds to be disbursed in part through the non-governmental organisations, so the mechanism helped greatly in achieving cooperation and coordination of effort.  Inter alia, JFA funds have been used to cover meeting costs, including the payment of travel allowances to participants.  

The format of SWG meetings has tended to stagnate, consisting generally in the presentation of departmental reports on activities, but with little discussion of substance.  Copies of the presentations are circulated to invitees a few days before each meeting.  
After a long period during which more than one draft sector strategy was produced, in 2014 the Education Sector Strategy 2014-17 was approved and is currently at the printers.  A National Education Sector (Implementation) Plan has also been adopted.

Thirteen Technical Working Groups have been formed, at least half of which have been in the habit of meeting quarterly, again with financial support from the JFA.  However, in 2014 the Finance and Procurement Group met only once.  Many of the TWGs have received technical assistance, and seven of them benefit from regular participation by development partners (shown in this list thus *).  The TWGs are

· Basic Education*
· Secondary Education*
· Terciary Education*
· Teacher Development and Management*
· Infrastructure*
· Cross Cutting Issues

· Quality Assurance /Standards and Curriculum*
· Management and Governance

· Financial Management and Procurement*
· Communication and Information Management
· Planning, M&E
· Capacity Building
· Decentralisation
TWGs are expected to discuss policy issues.  However, this is often constrained by the absence of government personnel at a level that is equipped to do so.  I has however been observed that TWG discussions on the draft Education Sector Plan have proved useful.

Private sector participants in the TWGs have reported advantages arising out the opportunity to communicate their interests.  However, the MoE stands accused of autocratic behaviour, deciding for example on use of the pooled funds without taking into account the views expressed though the TWGs; deciding on which persons from the TWGs should participate in the SWG; and editing out from the Sector Implementation Plan mention of issues raised by TWG and SWG participants.  A disconnect between planning and available funding for implementation is also a source of frustration and discontent.

Following eruption of the Cashgate scandal, end of 2013, the development partners have suspended financial cooperation.  This has resulted in a cessation of most meetings that had formerly been supported under the JFA.  Internal DP discussions are underway to determine what might be acceptable means by which aid might continue to be provided to the sector, one that is seen to be of vital importance to the future of Malawi.  

DPs have made representation to the Ministry of Education concerning several aspects of the SWG system.  This has included a proposal that the format of meetings be revised to allow for a focus on issues of policy; also that the SWG discuss the annual budget.  Other areas of concern are that the Secretariat supporting the SWG needs to be expanded and allowed greater autonomy; and that attitudes towards the consultation process need revision.  Such overtures have however met with little or no response.  On the DP side the situation is characterised as stagnant, with the need to re-invigorate a relationships with the MoE at a level that can excite attention.

On the side of the MoE, it is noted that the availability of funds under the JFA introduced a degree of predictability to the budgeting process that would not otherwise have been available.  However, it appears that suspension of JFA operations has greatly reduced interest in continuing in discussions with the DPs, or indeed with anyone else.  

The expected end of the Financial Agreement June 2015 raises large question mark over prospects for continuing with the SWG and the TWGs.  This however is not a universal feeling, some MoE officials believing that the basic idea behind the coordination mechanism is a good one - if only funds can be allocated to sustain it. Given the fact that at least 40 per cent of the posts within the Ministry remain unfilled; the prospects for assigning additional personnel to staff the SWG Secretariat however appear slim.

Date of Interest
The Aid Atlas for 2011-2014 provides the following information relating to aid contributions to Malawi for use in the agriculture sector.

	In USD
	FY 2011-2012
	FY 2012-2013
	FY 2013-2014

	EDUCATION 
	154,090,717
	103,317,781
	53,711,203

	  Direct Project Support 
	95,507,574
	46,330,696
	26,112,007

	  Education SWAp - Discrete
	4,515,198
	2,237,355
	0

	  Education SWAp - Pooled
	54,067,946
	54,749,730
	27,599,196


CASE STUDY OF A SECTOR WORKING GROUP

HEALTH
The Sector Working Group for Health was launched in 2004 parallel to the introduction of a Sector Wide Approach and pooled funding.  Thus, the SWG in this sector has had more than ten years of operational experience.  The Group may be regarded as the most active and the strongest of all the SWGs operating in Malawi.  This appears to be attributable to a combination of continued strong interest in health on the part of the development partners, combined with good leadership being extended by successive Principal Secretaries appointed to the Ministry of Health.
At some times the Group has been less active than normal, although the reasons for this are not immediately apparent. The present note is based on experience over the past two years, during which time 2013 has been described as quiet
 and 2014 as a period of resurgence with considerable activity.  

The SWG is of Government, but serving as an advisory body to Government, as well as to other organizations working in the sector.  The Group’s main role has been to interpret the Sector Plan that was issued in 2011 covering the period to 2016.  Along the way, policy issues have emerged that required the Group’s special attention.  Among these, most recently has been the matter of how to finance the work in the sector long term.  Various studies, reports and policy papers have been presented to the Group, for some of which an endorsement has been requested. 

SWG quarterly meetings have been chaired most often by the Government’s Secretary for Health, assisted by two Principal Secretaries – one designated the Chief and Health and the other responsible for Health Finance.  Directors of the relevant departments in the Ministry of Health also attend.  Two or three District Health Officials have participated in SWG meetings and have made significant contributions by raising issues and asking questions that needed to be addressed.

Agendas for the SWG meetings have been drafted by the Ministry’s Department of Planning and circulated to members in advance.  At the commencement of the meeting changes may be made in conformity with the wishes of those present.  Depending on the agenda set for the SWG, representatives from one or more of the Technical Working Groups and sub-committees might be called upon to attend.

The Health Sector covers a wide range of topics where the responsibility is carried by other ministries, for example in the fields of education, water supply, local government and Home Affairs, the latter touching on health issues relating to prisons.  As the SWG meeting agenda demanded, representatives from the relevant ministries have participated.

The sector has brought together a wide range of development partners, in 2014 there being a total of 17, of which USAID, the Global Fund, DfID, CDC and Norway have been the principal contributors.  The Development Partners Group elects a Co-Chair that severs the SWG for a period of one year.  For 2014 the position has been taken by Norway.  The incoming Co-Chair for 2015 will be provided by WHO.

Following the “Cashgate” scandal of November 2013 the development partners closed off funding through pooled arrangements, including those operating in support of the Health sector.  As this was seen by Government to be a breach of existing funding agreements the DP’s actions have given rise to considerable resentment, combined with a loss of trust.  Individual DPs have however sought to answer emergency needs by making discrete funds available in support of particular projects.

Until end 2013 the cost of SWG and TWG meetings was been born from the pooled funds managed by the Ministry of Health.  Following abandonment of the funding mechanism the cost has been carried by Government, assisted on an ad hoc basis by contributions from individual development partners.

Other participants in the SWG meetings have included two private sector organizations, and one representative for the non-governmental community working in health, appointed by CONGOMA – the Malawi Confederation of NGOs.  Some of the SWG participants feel that, given the importance of the non-governmental development organizations working in the sector, two or even three representatives would be more appropriate.

Suggestions for improved management of the SWG include the proposal that those who are invited to participate in SWG meeting be of sufficient seniority such that they are able to make decisions on behalf of their organization. The practice of sending relatively junior substitutes to meeting has not been helpful for the purpose of prosecuting the SWG’s business.
In relation to the expectation that a SWG should help in delivering accountability for aid effectiveness, the SWG on Health has been found to be a useful instrument.  Use of financial assistance provided by the Global Fund has been subject to several audits.  At one point the situation became serious when the Fund withheld payments subject to compliance with the auditor’s recommendations.  The SWG was instrumental in urging the Ministry of Health to address the audit reports and so overcome the difficulties.

In the Health Sector Joint Sector Reviews are undertaken twice per year; in most other sectors JSRs take place annually.  The format for the event does not however correspond to what might be the expected from the term “Review”.  Although the Ministry of Health does prepare an Annual Activity Plan, the JSR is not organized around evaluating progress measured against it.  In practice, the Review takes the form of a jamboree at which a large number of health sector personnel are assemble to hear speeches made by politicians and other dignitaries.  At the JSR that took place in October 2014 there were an estimated 170 attendees, of whom about half had travelled from up country at government expense.  While such events probably contribute to a sense of belonging to a large movement, they do not help to deliver accountability for outputs and outcomes or the wise use of scare government resources.
The Health SWG is unusual in the number of Technical Working Groups that are associated with it.  The list below features 17 TWGs, plus a further 30 sub-committees.  Many of these were set up in response to particular needs arising but are no longer required.  Many of the groups are now more or less inoperative.  It appears however that there is no incentive to delete them from the list; a culling is intended, although in some cases the groups still provide a meeting place that answers the want of collegiality. 
Technical Working Groups
1. Diagnostics

2. Drugs and Medical Supplies

3. Essential Health Package

4. Financial Management and Procurement

5. HIV and Aids

6. Hospital Reform

7. Human Resources for Health

8. Infrastructure & Equipment

9. Monitoring and Evaluation
10. Public Private Partnerships

11. Quality Assurance

12. Sexual & Reproductive Health

13. SRH Commodity Security

14. Zonal Support Office

15. Health Research

16. Family Planning

17. Legal and Administrative Committee

Sub-Committees

1. Tuberculosis

2. TB-HIV

3. HIV M&E/IS

4. HIV-Prevention

5. HIV-ART/PMTCT

6. HIV-ART/PMTCT – DR

7. HIV-Care and treatment 

8. National Condom Coordinating Committee

9. Safe motherhood 

10. Maternal and child health

11. BCC Subgroup

12. Youth Subgroup

13. Child protection and OVC

14. Violence against children

15. Gender, HR and Culture

16. VMMC

17. HTC

18. OVC support

19. Disease & Mental Health

20. Health Promotion

21. Malaria

22. Malaria Commodity Management

23. Malaria case management

24. Malaria vector control

25. Malaria M&E

26. President’s Malaria Initiative

27. Non communicable diseases

28. Health Financing

29. Strategic information

30. Health systems strengthening 
Date of Interest
	In USD
	FY 2011-2012
	FY 2012-2013
	FY 2013-2014

	HEALTH 
	240,469,781
	256,345,026
	157,433,375

	  Direct Project Support 
	110,956,424
	110,861,497
	109,474,236

	  Health SWAp - Discrete
	30,874,861
	6,052,677
	9,195,586

	  Health SWAp - Pooled
	23,997,228
	52,845,105
	24,148,114

	  Sector Support - NAC 
	74,641,267
	86,585,747
	14,615,439


Extracted from the Aid Atlas, 2013-2014

CASE STUDY OF A SECTOR WORKING GROUP

TRADE INDUSTRY AND PRIVATE SECTOR DEVELOPMENT
The Sector Working Group on Trade, Industry and Private Sector Development can be likended to a “Roman candle” – a firework impressive in the beginning with much spakle but soon running out of fire.  

The Sector Working Group was set up initially in January 2012, primarily for the prupose of formulating a National Export Strategy.  Six Techanial Working Groups were formed:(i) Access to markets; (ii) Access to finance and information; (iii) Acess to skills and labour; (iv) Manufacturing; (v) Oil seed products; and (vi) Suggar cane.  The SWG itself and its six TWGs were chaird by Government and in most cases co-chaired by representatives of the private sector.  SWG meetings were held quarterly.  

The SWG and each TWG has been provided with its own Secretariat.  In the case of the SWG this has been formed by bringing together an officer of the Department of Planning of the Ministry of Trade, Industry and Private Sector Development with a national Technial Assistant funded by a development partner.  The TWGs have been similarly provided for, drawing personnel from the Ministry’s relevant departments plus the part-time servies from two additonal TAs.  As of October 2014 the provision of operating funds for the Secretariats has become a problem.

SWG meetings have followed a standardised format by which each TWG presents a report on its discusisons and the work undertaken by it or, more usually, by its Secretariat.  Exactly the same format has been adoped for the annual Joint Sector Review.  With few exceptions, quesitons and remarks based on the presentations have been limited, with little time devoted to substantive discussions of consequence.

With the passage of time and certainly by mid-2013, most of the private sector participants had withdawn from the regular meeings, citing lack of progress and an unresponsive Government structure.  To end of 2014 the picture remains unchanged; a Joint Sector Meeing held 31 October was attened by some 50 officials, almost all of Government, with only one participant from the private sector.  On the other hand, in Technical Working Groups there is evidence of continued private sector participation, although involvedment tends to be sporadic and focussed on single issues.  

The sector has no basket funding but several donor have taken a serious interst in supporting the sector, making available financing for individual projects or particular types of activity.  The number of technical assitance personnle currently working in the ministry of Trade Industry and Private Sector Development is estimated at more than 12.  

Although frequent reference is made to a “TIP-SWAp,” to date the only sector strategy so far completed has been the Malawi Export Strategy for 2013-2018, published early 2014.  Futher work is currently underway to subsume several existing plans into one document that would cover the remainder of the sector.  Sepecifially, the proposed Joint Sector Plan would include (i) market development and access; (ii) private sector trade and investment; (iii) sills availabilty and development and business advisory services; (iv) instiutional strucures; and (v) monitoring and evaluation. Issuance of the draft Strategy is expected Decmber 2014.

Development partners making significant contributions to the sector include the European Union, DFID, GIZ, African Development Bank, and UNDP.  By agreement the DPs have focused their fianancial resources and technical assistance in support of one or other of the six sub-sectors.  Following the Cashgate scandal of November 2013 DPs have continued to seek ways in which they might assist Government formulate policies that would serve the interests of economic development.  To the extent that this has been possible, it has been achieved largely by working through non-state actors.  However, lack of leadership from Government has resulted in a situation where the DPs feel that they are pushing a reluctnat horse in circumstances where they should be following Government initiaitve.

Re-igniting a flame of interst in Government and in the wider business community represents a significant challence.  Several small business associations do exist in Malawi but none appear particularly strong.  These woud linclude the Small and Medium Enterprise Development Instiutie (a parastatal connected to the Ministry of Trade and Idustry); the Bankers’ Associations; an organistion represneting the road transport industry; and the Malawi Federation of Chambers of Commerce.  Unfortunatly, the last mentioned is reported not to enjoy the confidnece of most of the business community.

One of the reasons why the Malawi business community has dropped off the platform that was created in large measure for its benefit, appears to be an inadequate level of respesentation from the Government side.  Chief Executive Officers of large businesses want to be able to talk face to face with senior Government officials.  Unfortunatly, during the period 2012-214 there has been two changes in Government and a very high turnover of Principal Secretaries in the Ministry.  Those Secretaries that have been appointed have not necessarily had the interest to appear at SWG meetings in person.

The situation described has resulted in a communicaitons bottleneck.  Technical Working Groups have been chaired by departmental Directors, but this level of Government officier has not had the authorithy to deal with the issues raised by the private sector and there has been no functioning mechanism by which messages could be passed up the chain of command.  In consequnece, the meetings that have taken place have been found repetative and unproductive, with no apparent progress towards a resoluiton of the issues raised. 

Below appears a digram extracted from the Natinal Export Strategy.  The figure describes expectations concerning the way in which the SWG was or is supposed to feed issues and /or reommendations to the Economic Management Committee formed by the Principal Secretaries.  For those issues that the PS Committee would not be able to digest it was expected that the Cabinet Committee on the Economy would act.  In practise, the referall mechanism has not operted.

During approximatly the same period when the SWG and TWGs were operating, two other dialogue mechanisms were operating.  The first was a National Action Group for Public – Private Dialogue launched 2009, that met quaterly.  The Group was led by private sector CEOs and included Government Ministers.  Funding for the meetings and a supporting Secretariat was provided by the World Bank and the European Union.  By Febuary 2014 funding had come to an end and, with a change in Government, the Group ceased to meet.

Another forum was the New Alliance for Food Security and Nutrition, a G8 initiative launched May 2012, operating in several African countires and bringing together the Agriculture, Trade and Private Investment Sectors.  Meetings were held quarterly with the intention of lifting the dialogue that had aleady taken place in the two sectors, and with the involement of civil society and the developmnet NGOs, extending it to new purposes.  However, the initiative has not been sustained.    

[image: image2.emf]The SWAp and NES Implementation Mechanism

CASE STUDY OF A SECTOR WORKING GROUP

GENDER YOUTH AND SPORTS

The Sector Working Group on Gender, Youth Development and Sports is reported to have begun in 2010 or 2011.  Other observers suggest that the Group did not begin in earnest until after the publication of the Sector Strategy in 2013.  

In 2012 funds were received from European Union through UNFPA to assist in the preparation of a Joint Sector Strategic Plan covering the period 2013-2017.  The strategy, drafted by a consultant but following extensive consultations, was described as “represent[ing] a consensus among stakeholders of the sector on the broad interventions that must be pursued to address the issues affecting children, youth, women, vulnerable men and sports in Malawi.”   It was also stated that the strategy would be implemented through the Ministries responsible for “Gender, Social Protection, Community Development, Adult Literacy, Social Welfare, Youth and Sports.”
 Although the document contains a table showing the estimated cost of implementing the Strategy, it provides little information concerning how the Strategy is to be financed.

The last meeting of the Sector Working Group was held towards the end of 2013; during 2014 the Group has been dormant.  The situation said to be explained by the fact that normally both the Principal Secretary for Gender and the Principal Secretary for Youth and Sports are expected to Chair the meetings.  However, in the absence of the appointment of a PS for Youth and Sports the meetings have not taken place.  It is however reported that four of the original six Technical Working Groups do continue to meet, these being the ones for Gender, Children, Social Welfare, and Integrated Community Development.
 

A Technical Working Group on Gender Based Violence also meets.  During 2014 the Group held five or six meetings.  Attendees are decided on an ad hoc basis and invited by the Department of Gender.  The participants are drawn mostly from the NGO community, development partners, the United Nations system, and of course the Department of Gender itself.  The meetings are chaired by the Departmental Principal Secretary and attended occasionally be representatives from Ministry of Education and the Ministry of Health.  Meeting costs are born by UNFPA.

The recent reorganisation of ministerial responsibilities united earlier ministries under a new Ministry of Youth Development, Sports and Culture.  However, this has left the Department of Gender with little effective communication with the other departments.  The Department of Gender sees the Planning Department in the Youth area as an impediment to further meetings; Youth blames a lack of response from Gender to its overtures.  
A reason given for relatively little action in the sector currently, as compared to 2013, is the lack of personnel dedicated to following up and monitoring implementation of the Strategy and the plans made.  Reporting by the sector to the Department of Economic Planning and Development has also been handicapped by a lack of response from implementing partners.  Although the Sector Strategy was issued in 2013, a lack of funds to implement the strategy is found to be demoralizing.   Not holding SWG meetings is also blamed on the lack of resources.  Future funds are anticipated from UNFPA, UNICEF and /or the European Union but the current situation is parlous. 

Considerable progress has been made in disseminating the Strategic Plan to the districts.  An involvement of the district authorities is considered to be crucial in implementing the plan.  Even so, progress is reported to have stalled for want of the necessary financial resources.

The organisational capacity of the Gender Department is weak.  This has a knock-on effect on the meetings that are held.  Management is centralised, with the Principal Secretary taking most of the decisions and weak links between the PS and the departmental Directors.  Prioritisation is poor or non-existent, with personnel assigned to tasks apparently on an ad hoc basis.  Transaction costs are high, the Department dealing with a large number of individual projects and programmes supported by a variety of donors, each requiring use of their own systems.  Within the Department there is poor analytic capacity and little inclination to bring issues to the table that need to be discussed.  In spite of its responsibilities for dealing with gender issues the Department and the Ministry as a whole is male dominated.  

Another way of explaining the problems described is to note the great variety of topics and issues that the sector is supposed to encompass.  Added to this is the variety of different approaches that are available for addressing the issues that are recognised, and the differences of option that circulate concerning what would be the most useful way of proceeding.  While Government and the national NGO community has almost always conceived of their role as being the delivery of services, the international community, including the United Nations system, generally prefers more systemic approaches.  The latter includes such activities as “problematising” matters that demand attention; coordination of effort; working across sectors; raising awareness; mainstreaming of policies; allocating responsibilities; demanding accountability; reporting on commitments; and tracking progress.  The Joint Sector Strategy contained little reference to any of these approaches.

Annex 3
Glossary - Definition of Terms

This Glossary is mostly adapted from OECD DAC definitions, Busan Monitoring Guidelines and other international and national sources and has been extracted from the Development Cooperation Strategy for Malawi 2014-2018.
Aid Effectiveness: The effort of the development community to improve the delivery of aid to maximize its impact on development.

Capacity Development: The process by which individuals, organizations, institutions, and societies develop their abilities individually and collectively to perform functions, solve problems, and set and achieve objectives.

Development Actors: all those with an interest in the development process in Malawi.
Development Effectiveness: the achievement of sustainable development results that have country level impacts and that have discernible effects on the lives of the poor. It also refers to the capability of States and other development actors to transform societies in order to achieve positive and sustainable development outcomes for its citizens (Thematic Study on the Paris Declaration, Aid Effectiveness and Development Effectiveness).
Division of Labour refers to streamlining and co-ordinating development assistance, for example by reducing the number of active donors in each sector, area or topic or the number of sectors, areas or topics focused on by any one donor in a given partner country.  Donors are urged to specialise in areas where they have a comparative advantage and to work collaboratively, for example through programme-based approaches and delegated co-operation. (International Good Practice Principles for Country-Led Division of Labour and Complementarity, OECD Working Party on Aid Effectiveness).

Monitoring: a continuing function that uses systematic collection of data on specified indicators to provide management and the main stakeholders of an ongoing development intervention with indications of the extent of progress and achievement of objectives and progress in the use of the allocated funds.
Non-state actors: include a wide range of actors, including, for example ,domestic and international non-governmental organisations (NGOs), religious and faith-based organisations, private sector organizations, media, academia, local community-based groups, among others.

Non-governmental Organisations (NGOs): any non-profit entity in which people organize themselves on a local, national or international level to pursue shared objectives and ideals, without significant government-controlled participation or representation. NGOs include foundations, co-operative societies, trade unions, and ad-hoc entities set up to collect funds for a specific purpose. NGO umbrella organisations and NGO networks are also included. An international NGO (INGO) is an NGO organised on an international level. Some INGOs may act as umbrella organisations with affiliations in several donor and/or recipient countries.

Pooled Funding/Basket Funds: funding from multiple development partners that is commingled in a joint account for use against an agreed programme of work. The funds in the pool are drawn down by Government and used using a single set of PFM/ procurement/ reporting rules. Pooled funds are commonly, but not always, associated with programme-based approaches. Basket funds are characterised by common project documents, common funding contracts and common reporting/audit procedures with all donors. A basket may be earmarked to a narrow or wider set of activities (e.g. sector or sub-sector). The two terms are often used interchangeably.

Programme-based Approaches: are a way of engaging in development co-operation based on the principles of co-ordinated support for a locally-owned programme of development, such as a national development strategy, a sector programme, a thematic programme or a programme of a specific organisation. Programme-based approaches share the following features: (i) leadership by the host country or organisation; (ii) a single comprehensive programme and budget framework; (iii) a formalised process for donor co-ordination and harmonisation of donor procedures for reporting, budgeting, financial management and procurement; (iv) efforts to increase the use of local systems for programme design and implementation, financial management, monitoring and evaluation.

Project-type Interventions: a set of inputs, activities and outputs, agreed with the partner country, to reach specific objectives /outcomes within a defined time frame, with a defined budget and a defined geographical area. Projects can vary significantly in terms of objectives, complexity, amounts involved and duration. There are smaller projects that might involve modest financial resources and last only a few months, whereas large projects might involve more significant amounts, entail successive phases and last for many years. A large project with a number of different components is sometimes referred to as a programme.

Results Based Management: RBM is a management strategy by which all actors on the ground, contributing directly or indirectly to achieving a set of development results, ensure that their processes, products and services contribute to the achievement of desired results. RBM rests on clearly defined accountability for results and requires monitoring and self-assessment of progress towards results, including reporting on performance (United

National Development Group RBM Handbook).
Sector: a distinct part or branch of an economy; an area of industry or of an economic or social activity.

Sector Wide Approach (SWAp): refers to a partnership between Government and development partners (and NGOs where appropriate) in support of a defined strategy and programme of work. In a SWAp, Government and partners formally agree, through a Memorandum of Understanding, to fund a programme of work, through a set of agreed aid

modalities.
Stakeholders: Agencies, organizations, groups of individuals who have a role and interest in the objectives and implementation of a programme or project. Stakeholders include target groups, direct beneficiaries, those responsible for ensuring that the results are produced as planned, and those who are accountable for the resources provided to that programme or project.
Annex 4
List of People Interviewed or Consulted














	Sector 
	Name
	Phone Number
	Email

	Democratic Governance
	S. Chikapusa
	0991248816
	smlchikapusa@gmail.com

	 
	C. Thombozi
	0995291427
	cthombozi@yahoo.com

	 
	C. Kalungulu
	0991120544
	kalunguluc@gmail.com

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Education
	Wathando Mughandira
	0888859301
	wathando94@gmail.com

	 
	Mwayi Ngómbe
	0999286793
	mwayi08@gmail.com

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Gender Youth and Sports
	Benjamin Kayala
	0999017320
	bkayala@yahoo.com

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Integrated Rural Development
	Walusngu Kayira
	09991998913
	wvkayira@yahoo.co.uk

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Public Administration
	Dean S. Gausi
	0999950344
	deangausi@yahoo.co.uk

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Health
	Dr. Rabson Kachala
	0999944386
	mbewekachala@gmail.com

	 
	Trish Araru
	0881160169
	ararutrish@gmail.com

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Agriculture
	Andex Makungwa
	0888541910
	amakungwa@yahoo.co.uk

	 
	N. T. W. Mataka
	0884661010
	ntmataka@gmail.com

	 
	Maureen Mwawa
	0995132421
	maureenmwawa@yahoo.com

	
	Readwell Musopole
	0888307368
	musopoler@gmail.com

	
	 
	 
	 

	Water, Sanitation and Irrigation
	Megan Firth
	0996087532
	megfir@hotmail.com

	 
	Mercy Sowoya
	0888375134
	jalazimercy@yahoo.com

	
	Patrick Lapukeni
	099992665
	pgjlap@yahoo.co.uk

	
	
	
	

	Trade and Private Sector Development
	Edson Mphande
	09977774118
	edmphande@gmail.com

	 
	J. Hara
	0996205766
	joyhara@yhoo.com

	 
	Temwa Gondwe
	0999952310
	temwa@imanidevelopment.com

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Economic Governance
	Arnold Kondowe
	 
	 

	 
	Willis Salema
	 
	 

	 
	Winston Nyasulu
	0994303532
	wnyasulu@finance.gov.mw

	
	Levi Chirwa
	0999566155
	levichirwa@finance.gov.mw

	
	Grant Beridge
	09917505539
	gbeveridge@finance.gov.mw

	
	Magdalena Kouvna
	
	

	
	Betty Ngoma
	
	ngomab@finance.gov.mw

	
	Chimvano Thawani
	
	cthawani@finance.gov.mw

	
	
	
	

	Energy and Mining
	Boyd Hamella
	0995193635
	boydhamela@yahoo.com

	
	
	
	

	Tourism
	Ashraf Banda
	
	Ashba202@gmail.com

	
	Geoff Chiwala
	
	geochiwala@gmail.com

	 
	J. Mwale
	 
	 

	Transport
	Cedric Njala
	0999342934
	cedricjnr@gmail.com

	
	
	
	

	Vulnerability and Disaster Risk Management Assessment
	S. Chinangwa
	0995181283
	

	
	Dyce Nkhoma
	0993189347
	dycenkhoma@gmail.com

	
	
	
	

	OPC
	Marjorie Chisambo Shema
	
	mchisambo@yahoo.co.uk

	
	Gloria m Mbweza
	
	gmbweza@yahoo.co.uk

	
	Dyton Kang’oma
	
	

	
	Richard Malata
	
	Malatarichard@yahoo.co.uk

	
	Cliff Kenneth Chiunda
	0999225626
	cliffchiunda@yahoo.co.uk

	
	
	
	

	Organizations
	
	
	 

	CISANET
	Cindy Kibombwe
	0991349522
	cindy@cisanetmw.org

	CISANET
	Tamani Nkhono-Mvula
	0995204356
	tamani@cisanetmw.org

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Private Schools Association
	Michael Mlongoti
	0993114281
	michael Mlongoti@gmail.com

	Private Schools Association
	Joseph Patel
	0999203309
	josephpatel@gmail.com

	Private Schools Association
	Stephen R. Banda
	099922229
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 NASFAM
	 Lettons Mkandawire
	 0992957064
	 lmkandawire@nasfam.org

	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	 Development Partners
	 
	 
	 

	OXFAM
	 Brian Jumbe
	 0884834771
	 bjumbe@oxfam.org.uk

	Action Aid
	 Blessings Botha
	 0888303093
	 

	EU Delegation
	 Mehdi Mahjoup
	 01773199
	 Mehdi.Majoub@eeas.europa.eu

	DFID
	 Emma Gremley
	 0888209910
	 E-Gremley@dfid.gov.uk

	AfDB
	Kevin Banda
	01774460
	kbanda@afdb.org

	KfW
	Lamulo Nsanja
	0999333640
	Lamulo.nsanja@kfw.de

	WB
	Priscilla Kandoole
	0888879969
	pkandoole@worldbank.org

	UNDP
	Ernest Misomali
	0999980876
	ernest.misomali@undp.org

	UNDP 
	Titus Kavalo
	0995328605
	titus.kavalo@undp.org

	UNDP
	Magdalena Kouneva
	0992890213
	Magdalena.kouneva@undp.org

	EUD
	Lena Vinerslav
	0992336331
	Lena.vinerslav@eeas.europa.eu

	UNDP
	Mia Seppo
	0999960036
	Mia.seppo@one.un.org

	Norway
	Hildegunn Tobiassen
	
	hito@onfa.nor

	Flanders
	Nicolas Boncher
	088820791
	Nikolas.bosscher@flandersmw.com

	USAID
	John Edgar
	0999960036
	jedgar@usaid.gov

	UN - Women
	Ginlia Pelosi
	0994962289
	Gnlia.pelosi@unwomen.org

	UN - Women
	Alice Harding Shackelford
	0996788164
	Alice.shackelford@unwomen.org

	EUD
	Milika Kaliyati
	01773199
	Milika.kaliyati@eeas.europa.eu

	MHSP - TA
	Caroline Baker
	0882083216
	c.baker@mhspmalawi.org

	WHO
	Eugene Nyarko
	0999826780
	nyarkoe@who.int

	Mannion Daniels
	Marilyn Madonagh
	
	Marilynmadonagh12@gmail.com

	
	
	
	


	Dedza District Council
	 Brand Mbale
	 
	 

	 
	 Gedion Chamatwa
	 
	 

	 
	 Anthony Pondeponde
	 
	 

	 
	 Heston Nalikole
	 
	 

	 
	 Moffat Nkhoma
	 
	 

	 
	 Samuel Banda
	 
	 

	 
	 Lemson Njala
	 
	 

	 
	 Patrick Lobe
	 
	 

	 
	 Tamanda Kanjirawaye
	 
	 

	 
	 Nyuma Manda
	 
	 

	 
	 Adolf Chekani
	 
	 

	 
	 Linda Moyo
	 
	 

	 
	 Janet Makawa
	 
	 

	 
	 Chifundo Chipala
	 
	 

	 
	 Robin Ngalande
	 
	 

	 
	 M. Maura
	 
	 

	 
	 L.D. Puliti
	 
	 

	 
	 Philemon Kavala
	 
	 

	 
	 M. Njovu
	 
	 

	 
	 Hapiness Zimba
	 
	 

	 
	 Zione Viyazyi
	 
	 

	 
	 Michael Cheyo
	 
	 

	 
	 Hudson I. Chavula
	 
	 

	 
	 William Lilemba
	 
	 

	 
	 B. B. Chunga
	 
	 

	 DPD
	 H.C.K. Gondwe
	 08888203604
	 kalalahumphrey@yahoo.co.uk

	 
	 Sulitha Zimba
	 
	 

	 
	 Maureen Ntopi
	 
	 

	 
	 H. Kaulanda Mfune
	 
	 

	 
	 C.B. Naphiyo
	 
	 

	 
	 G. Mlenga
	 
	 

	 
	 Mathews Mlenga
	 
	 

	 
	 Fyson Zidana
	 
	 

	 
	 Monica F. Gondwe
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 Zomba District Council
	 
	 
	 

	
	Eric Kenamu 
	 0888872858
	 ekanamu@yahoo.com

	
	 Patterson Kandoje
	 0999921271
	 Patterson.kandoje@gmail.com

	
	 W. A. Chirwa
	 0884389755
	dpdzomba@gmail.com 

	
	 Bennet Nkasala
	 0888663139
	 bnkasala@yahoo.com

	 
	 Lettons Mkandawire
	 0992957064
	 lmkandawire@nasfam.org

	 M&E Officer
	 Eric Kenamu
	 0888872858
	 ekenamu@yahoo.com

	 
	 Patterson Kandoje
	 0999921271
	 pattersonkandoje@yahoo.com

	 Director of Planning
	 W.A. Chirwa
	 0884289755
	 dpdzomba@gmail.com

	 DC
	 Bennet Nkasala
	 0888663139
	 bnkasala@yahoo.com

	 
	 
	 
	 





The reportage and analysis provided in this document is that of the author and does not necessarily represent the views of


UNDP or any Government body














Annex 1








� � HYPERLINK "mailto:pondofalan@yahoo.co.uk" �pondofalan@yahoo.co.uk�





� Terms of reference asked for “a comparative analysis of the performance and management of SWGs between Malawi and countries with similar experiences (benchmarking).”  A search was undertaken of documents and reports on sector working groups available from 16 countries worldwide, of which seven in Africa.  Most of the material uncovered consisted in guidelines for the conduct of SWGs, but very little of the available material shed light on the actual performance and management of SWGs.  Without commissioning special field studies in those other countries it is doubtful that a comparative analysis of the kind envisaged by the ToRs could be produced. 


� Government of Malawi, Ministry of Economic Planning and Development and Ministry of Finance, Institutionalizing Sector Working Groups (SWGs) to Strengthen the Implementation of the Malawi Growth and Development Strategy (MGDS).


� Government of Malawi, Ministry of Economic Planning and Development, Report of The Assessment of The Operations of Sector Working Groups (SWGs), Lilongwe, October 2013


� Development Cooperation Strategy for Malawi 2014-2018: Making Development Cooperation Work for Results, Lilongwe, September 2014.


� Box 1, page 10.


� Annex 4 in the MGDS II, pages 247-252.


� A report based on the findings of a study tour group from the Malawi’s Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of Economic Planning and Development visiting Nepal in 2012 concluded that “To achieve development results with the adoption of SWAPs, more focus should be at achievement of results rather than processes as is currently the case.”


� Ministry of Finance and Development Planning, National Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Master Plan, Lilongwe, March 2012, page 8


� Ibid, page 22.


� ACTS Consultancy, State of M&E in Malawi: Inception Report (Final 30 Aug 2014) for M&E Division, MoFEPD, supported by Development Effectiveness and Accountability Programme.


� “To enhance accountability and delivery of results within Government, Rwanda adopts a Service Contract System where the contracts are renewed based on performance.  Thus, Ministers sign service contracts with the Prime Minster on delivery of Ministerial Annual Work Plans, PSs sign contracts with their Ministers, Directors sign contracts with their PSs and individuals sign contracts with their Directors.”  Rwanda Learning Event Report, September 2012.  South Africa  has a similar system of individual performance contracts.


� In at least one case coming to light during the course of the study the funds were not under the authority of the department carrying responsibility for organising the SWG meetings.


� In Tanzania the Government’s policy is that “Local as well as international CSOs and NGOs will continue to enhance citizen engagement and resources contribution in development activities.  Further, they will act as partners to the Government in delivering community services and participate in sector policies formulation, planning, implementation and monitoring of development strategies and programmes.  They disseminate relevant information to the public with attention to credibility and transparency.”  The United Republic of Tanzania, Ministry of Finance, Development Cooperation Framework (DCF), November 2013, p.31


� In Bangladesh “Working Groups” [that, as SWGs in Malawi] formed to “provide forums for directed and practical consideration of specific development sectors or themes” are able to extend membership “to include NGOs, permanently or for special sessions, on a full or observer basis.” Bangladesh Local Consultative Group: Note on Ways of Working, June 2009, p 4.


� The same seems to be true whether the Group meets as an official TWG or whether it comes together under a civil society led arrangement - for example the technical committees that meet for disaster preparedness and relief.


� The Ministry of Trade Industry and Private Sector Development has noted that the template for reporting provided by the Department of Economic Planning and Development is designed more with the social sector in mind that the productive sector.  For this reason it is recommended that the template be reviewed.


� A mini-case study on the sector is included in Annex 2.


� Said, J. and Singini, K. The Political Economy Determinants of Economic Growth in Malawi. ESID Working Paper No. 40. University of Manchester, UK 2014. www.effective-states.org


� In Tanzania “Parliament and the House of Representatives have the responsibility to oversee Government activities and scrutinize the national budget with attention to its strategic direction.  They will hold the Government to account for public spending and its performance in achieving development results… They also communicate national strategies … to their constituencies in order to facilitate understanding and translation into action at local level.”  The United Republic of Tanzania, Ministry of Finance, Development Cooperation Framework (DCF), November 2013, p.30.


� In Tanzania Government policy in relation to academic and research institutions states “Their roles include generation of policy evidence and options, sharing knowledge and offering advice to the Government, DPs and other stakeholders on implementation of national plans.  These institutions will facilitate domestic and mutual accountability of the Development Stakeholders through conducting independent monitoring and evaluations of the development cooperation.”  The United Republic of Tanzania, Ministry of Finance, Development Cooperation Framework (DCF), November 2013, p.31


� The names of SWGs used throughout this report are those given in the Guidelines of 2008.  In some cases a decision has been taken to amend the name.  In this case for example, the name is now  “Gender, Children, Youth and Sports Sector Working Group.”


� In spite of the best efforts of the Department’s personnel, bringing the table up to date has proved to be extremely difficult and time consuming.  First, many of the Secretariat officials have changed compared to the earlier record and have been difficult to track down.  A second problem has been that a good number of the Government officials who carry responsibility for the SWGs are themselves not up to date concerning the development partners, civil society organisations or private sector bodies that are supposed to participate in the SWG.  The existence or not of the TWGs is also sometimes in doubt; often a TWG exists on paper but never or rarely meets.  To the extent that some of the information in the table may remain out of date, this may nevertheless be inconsequential given the fact that most of the SWGs are moribund or at least for the time being not operating.


� It should be noted that this last mentioned group, while active, does not seem to use the SWG system nomenclature.


� It may be noted that the first three of the SWGs in the “Active” category benefit from basket funding arrangements and that the prospects for a renewal of the funding remains in doubt. 


� This would be especially true of the SWG on Tourism, Wildlife and Culture.


� Debriefing meeting with Reference Group, 17 November 2014.


� Other than in relation to export development.


� This was found helpful also in Rwanda where it was “agreed that every DP should actively engage in three sectors and be a silent or delegating partner in other sectors.”   It was also reported that “deepening DPs engagement with sectors” could also “increase .. a demand for results.” Rwanda Learning Event Report, September 2012.


� A contributor to the consultation meeting that took place 21 November suggested that JSRs should generate recommendations to guide budgetary allocations to districts, taking into account the sector strategy and the sector implementation plan.  


� For example in the case of the Technical Committees for Disaster Preparedness and Relief.


� Section 2.3.2 also refers to delivering an annual work plans and budget. 


� Government sector and thematic area classification. Tanzania, Ministry of Finance, undated.


� The first MGDS had six priority areas.  In the current version this was expanded to nine.  SWGs may need to be re-formed after publication of the MGDS III.


� The sub-themes are listed in detail in Annex 1 to the document – the Operational Matrix by Theme, pages 102-145.   


� It may be noted that the Millennium Development Goals Review carried out Ministry of Economic Planning and Development for 2010-2011 (p.54) and 2012 (25) observed that the submission of reports by sectors for the review continued to be poor, and that some of the reports that were submitted were of poor quality.  Commenting on the need for the standardisation of indicators, data collection and lack of baseline data that prevented the fixing of targets, it was suggested that there was “need to strengthen the operationalisation of SWGs so that they conduct regular sector reviews … which should feed into the overall national review process;” and that “There is still need for capacity building at all levels in data management, monitoring and evaluation if they stakeholders [sic] are to competently carry out performance monitoring and enhance the review process.”


� One of the commitments appearing in the Busan agreement (clause 12a) is that signatory countries will work to “Deepen, extend and operationalise the democratic ownership of development policies and processes.” 


� See the draft proposed new Guidelines.


� See the roles and responsibilities for Co-Chairs in the draft revised Guidelines.


� A report from Rwanda states that in that country “SWGs are supported and advised by facilitators who attend their meetings.” Rwanda Learning Event Report, September 2012.


� In Lao PDR the Ministry of Planning and Investment, Department of International Cooperation, has established a Help Desk that supports development of the SWGs.  The same Ministry has developed a SWG progress reporting template.  Lao PDR Final Background Document, pp 36-37 [no other reference details available]. 


� An evaluation of a project in Sierra Leone for support to a Development Assistance Coordination Office reported that “it did not include a clear capacity development strategy” and that the project should have focussed on building capacities instead of becoming involved in line functions.  Stuart Black, Jörg Nadoll and Yaw Adu-Boahene Report End-of-Project Evaluation of “Support to Development Assistance Coordination Office” and Review of Sierra Leone’s Aid Coordination Architecutre,  UNDP Sierra Leone, August 2009.  Interpreting from this observation, one may suggest that further support in Malawi to aid and development coordination should include a substantial capacity development component. 


� A report from Rwanda explained that the “Government of Rwanda established a Basket Fund for Capacity Building in Government system which is managed by Government.  Thus, DPs do not provide discrete support for capacity building in any Ministry, all that support is delivered either through general budget support or the Basket fund for capacity building.”  Rwanda Learning Event Report, September 2012.


� To ensure the full participation of stakeholders in implementation of the aid effectiveness agenda, “Rwanda sensitizes people from PS down to the district level and ensures that policy documents are well disseminated.  This has strengthened local level and community participation in development processes.”  Rwanda Learning Event Report, September 2012.


� “Tanzania instituted an Independent Monitoring Group (IMG) which is responsible for evaluating aid management strategies and the national development strategy.  The IMG is chaired by the UN Resident Representative but is an independent research institution which reports to the Ministry of Finance.  The aim is to ensure institutional memory and retain capacity for monitoring and evaluating performance against aid effectiveness commitments and development results.”  Rwanda Learning Event Report, September 2012.


� The actual word used to describe the SWG in 2013 was “dormant.”


� For information on TWGs see below.


� It has however been pointed out that care would need to be taken to avoid conflicts of interest.  This could arise, for example, where an executing partner – an NGO that is engaged or seeks to be engaged by Government to provide services under contract or a funding agreement – might be called upon also to participate in policy making. 





� Government of Malawi, Ministry of Industry and Trade with UNDP, Malawi National Export Strategy 2013-2018, Vol.1, Figure 6, page 58,


� Government of Malawi, The Gender, Children, Youth and Sports Sector Working Group, Joint Sector Strategic Plan 2013-2017, page 2.


� The latter information is not corroborated.  The TWGs that no longer meet are Youth and Sports.


� Definition provided by the author of this report.  For a fuller discussion of the word “sector” see pages XXX of the report.
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