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UGANDA 

PEER REVIEW COMMENT FORM

Introduction

With the assistance of the Development Partners, Step 1 of the Division of Labour Exercise (comprising the Development Partner Questionnaire and Financial Data Tool – collectively, the Aid Information Map) has now been completed. Results of Step 1 now feed into this Peer Review (Step 2), the goal of which is for you, the reviewer, to assess and comment on a selected Development Partner (DP) peer – as well as to improve the quality of the data submitted by all DPs. GOU will also review DP engagement in each sector. 
The selection criteria for peer reviewers are as follows:

· Sectoral overlap – DPs should review plans from peers who are working in sectors with which they are familiar and are engaged themselves;
· Workload – the work should be fairly distributed amongst all participating Development Partners, so as not to overload any one DP;
· Size – some attention should be paid to ensuring that "like-for-like" (i.e. similarly sized) DPs are matched.
The completed peer reviews will be sent back to DPs, giving them an opportunity to revise their future sector working preferences.  The revised preferences will feed into the interim report (step 3) and, more importantly, will form the basis for discussion for changes in the division of labour in SWGs (step 4). 

The accompanying information pack is a comprehensive profile of the selected DP’s engagement in Uganda.  Data for each DP is broken down by PEAP Pillars, Objectives and Sectors/Areas and also by MTEF sectors.  Please review the data and the DP’s future plans and comment on: a) credibility and realism; and b) suitability and ambition.  A summary of DPs’ views on the set of required characteristics for leading and actively engaged development partners is provided (Report 1, Part B) and can be used to guide your response. 

The information pack contains three documents:
· The PEAP diagram, which illustrates the structure of the PEAP overall, where the selected DP is engaged, and where they plan to remain)   

· Report 1: Summary of Results from all Development Partners
· Part A: Overview of all DPs’ Current Engagement and Future Plans

· Part B: Results from Survey of Characteristics of Lead and Actively Engaged Development Partners

· Part C: Overview of Financial Aid to the PEAP and MTEF
· Summary of Past and Future Share of Funding to PEAP Pillars
· Summary of Planned and Actual Disbursements to PEAP Pillars and Objectives
· Summary of Planned and Actual Disbursements to MTEF Sectors
· Report 2: Overview of Initial Responses from Individual Development Partners
· Part A: Information on Current and Future Plans of Engagement across the PEAP as a whole (years engaged, future role)

· Part B: Justification for Future Engagement (by Objective)

· Part C: Summary of Past Disbursements and Future Funding Plans (2003/04 – 2009/10)

· Summary of Past and Future Share of Funding to PEAP Pillars
· Summary of Planned and Actual Disbursements to PEAP Pillars
· Summary of Planned and Actual Disbursements to MTEF Sectors
· Part D: Types of Aid being Provided (grant/loan; modalities; policy alignment)

· Comparing the Type of Instruments – Past and Present vs. Future

· Comparing Policy Alignment and Activities being Supported – Past and Present vs. Future

Please review these reports and use them to fill in the attached peer review comment form.  Once completed, please send the comment form back to uganda.questionnaire@odi.org.uk
We would appreciate you returning the Comments Form by Monday 20 November.

Next Steps

Step 2: Peer review completion

Your completed Comments Form will be sent back, minus your institution’s name, to DPs giving them an opportunity to revise their future sector working preferences and return their modified Questionnaire to the ODI Team. Finalised AIM responses will then feed into the Division of Labour interim report, and more importantly, will form the basis for discussion among SWGs for changes in the DP division of labour in Uganda. These future sector working preferences will feed into the interim report.  
Step 3: Interim report

The ODI team will present initial findings at the PEAP implementation review meeting (end of November).  An interim report will be produced in December as the basis for Sector Working Group (SWG) discussions (Step 4).  The interim report will draw on DP preferences, peer reviews and other materials supplied by DPs and GOU.  It will include a synthesis of the data and initial recommendations.  

Step 4 & 5: SWG process and Final Report

The ODI team will prepare materials for the LDPG/GOU Taskforce to circulate to SWG members.  The interim report will be presented at SWG meetings, where a structured discussion will lead to initial plans for sectoral division of labour.  SWGs will provide feedback on division of labour plans to the ODI team.  The findings of the SWG process will be synthesised by the ODI team and a report will be produced.
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This document comprises two sections:

Section A: 
Comments and conclusions on DP’s future plans
Section B:
Other Comments

Your answers will be sent back to the DP, who will use them to review and revise their AIM responses as necessary.  Finalised AIM responses will then feed into the Division of Labour interim report, and more importantly, will form the basis for discussion among SWGs for changes in the DP division of labour in Uganda.

ABOUT YOU

Please indicate:

Name of Development Partner completing peer review*:       
Name and title of staff member filling out peer review*:       

Phone:


     
Email: 


     
Date of response: 
     
*NAME REQUIRED FOR INTERNAL TRACKING PURPOSES ONLY – information will not be shared with the DP under review.

SECTION A: COMMENTS AND CONCLUSIONS ON DP’S FUTURE PLANS  

This review should focus only on this DP’s plans, rather than all DPs or the division of labour as a whole.  The latter will take place within the SWG discussions in early 2007.  However, you may wish to refer to the summary of all DPs’ engagement across the PEAP (Report 1) and reflect on whether this DP has a comparative advantage in each area.
Please review the results of the survey on Characteristics of Leading and Actively Engaged Partners (Report 1, Part B) and the DP’s future plans (Report 2, Part A). Please also refer to the DP’s report on past and future disbursements (Report 2, Part C).  Look closely at the DP’s future plans for engagement in each Objective and the justifications given for that engagement (Report 2, Part B). 

1: Firstly, please provide comments on the justifications given for, and realism of, future plans:
· Has the DP provided justification/explanations for each objective where future engagement is planned? (Compare Parts A & B of Report 2) 

· Are these justifications satisfactory – do they address the key questions? (Part B of Report 2)
· Are the DP’s plans realistic – i.e. in relation to the range of human and financial resources available to them and their institutional set up?

2: Please comment on the suitability and ambition of the plan, looking at delegation plans (Report 2, Part A). Bearing in mind the required characteristics of leading and actively engaged DPs, (Report 1, Part B):

· Do their future plans represent a clear attempt to implement the Uganda Partnership Principles (see Appendix to this form) and improve alignment with the PEAP?

· Has this DP made an effort to become more selective?

· Are this DP’s choices - whether to lead, delegate or remain engaged without delegating to other partners – in each Objective suited to their abilities? (Part A of Report 2)
· Does this DP demonstrate the characteristics required for leading or actively engaged partner, where the DP has expressed interest in those roles? (Compare Part B of both Reports)
	PEAP Objective
	1. JUSTIFIED AND REALISTIC

· Has the DP provided justification (for each objective) for future engagement? 
· Are these justifications satisfactory?

· Are the DP’s plans realistic?
	2. SUITABLE AND AMBITIOUS

· Do their future plans abide by the Partnership Principles and improve alignment with the PEAP?

· Has this DP made an effort to become more selective?

· Are this DP’s choices (in each Objective) suited to their abilities?
· Does this DP demonstrate the characteristics required for leading or actively engaged partner?



	PEAP Objective:   FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	PEAP Objective:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	PEAP Objective:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	PEAP Objective:   FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	PEAP Objective:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	PEAP Objective:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	
	     

	PEAP Objective:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	
	     

	PEAP Objective:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	
	     

	PEAP Objective:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	
	     

	PEAP Objective:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	PEAP Objective:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	PEAP Objective:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	PEAP Objective:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	PEAP Objective:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     

	PEAP Objective:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	     
	     


SECTION B – OTHER COMMENTS

This section gives the opportunity to provide extra information or opinions that are not covered elsewhere in this review.

1) To the best of your knowledge, does the information provided by the DP give a comprehensive and accurate picture of their engagement? 
      If there are accuracy issues, please describe them?      
2) Are there any comments you would like to make to the DP?      
3) Is there anything else you would like to tell us?      
Appendix: Summary of Uganda Partnership Principles

Partnership Principles between the Government of Uganda (GoU) and its Development Partners: linking development partners support and the GoU’s Poverty Eradication Action Plan (PEAP).

Main points:

· Aid must be compatible with the budget process.

· Transparency in the budget process will be ensured by involving all stakeholders.

· Development partners views on the formulation of the GoU budget to be expressed collectively and within designated fora.

· Major changes in the GoU budget or development partners’ contributions must be communicated in advance.

· The GoU’s ranking of development partners support modalities: general budget support; then budget support earmarked to the Poverty Action Fund; sector budget support; and lastly project aid.

· Sector budget support is only acceptable if SWAps and sector development plans are in place or if support is mutually agreed. It should be directed to the Consolidated Fund.

· The GoU undertakes to improve financial management systems, auditing, and procurement and implement public service reform and anti-corruption programmes. To reduce aid dependence, it also vows to increase domestic revenue, restrain expenditure and foster civil society and the private sector.

· Development assistance will be included in budget estimates. Development partners will try to provide three-year rolling projections for support. 

· Sectors are subject to hard budget ceilings, which must be set independently of development partners financing pledges.

· Development partners should work in fewer sectors, in line with areas of comparative advantage.

· Development partners should use the Government’s reporting systems – strengthened by the GoU – and a common set of outcome indicators for monitoring.

· The Sector Working Group (SWG), including all relevant stakeholders, should rank spending priorities. Line ministries must implement these priorities and not be swayed by other influences.

· Joint missions are preferable to bilateral consultations. 

· Transaction costs can be reduced by employing a lead development partners approach.

· The Consultative Group (CG), linked to the PEAP and NEPAD processes, should review progress and map a way forward. Civil society should be consulted in the preliminary informal session and should observe the formal CG. 
Please return the Comments Form, if possible, by 20 November 2006

Questions?  Email uganda.questionnaire@odi.org.uk.
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