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special attention, and this Task Force will continue 
this practice. In particular, it will follow trends in 
ODA to LDCs to assess whether the decline in ODA 
to LDCs is reversed. �e Task Force, building on 
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draw on OECD efforts, which will monitor triangu-
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explored. �e first focuses on resources mobilized 
from the private sector through specific projects or 
mechanisms such as guarantees (direct mobilization). 
�e second takes a much broader view, and attempts 
to measure the effect of aid on catalysing resources 
through indirect measures (indirect mobilization). 
�is method attempts to estimate investment mobi-
lized through assistance that aims to strengthen the 
domestic enabling environment, build essential pub-
lic services or support tax collection. As noted in the 
Addis Agenda, many forms of aid help to catalyse 
other resources in this way. Indeed, institutions like 
MDBs have their main catalytic impact by mak-
ing economic activities more attractive to investors. 
Nonetheless, this type of definition can help inform 
discussions about the impact of official interventions.

To address the question of how to measure 
mobilization of other resources, the MDBs set 
up a Joint MDB task force earlier this year. �e 
MDBs are developing measures using both of the 
approaches described above. As one example, the 
World Bank Group assesses private capital mobilized 
and private investment catalysed in its corporate 
scorecards. Private capital mobilized is defined as 
financing from private entities other than the World 
Bank that becomes available to a client as a result 
of the World Bank Group’s direct involvement in 
raising resources. A complementary measure — pri-
vate investment catalysed — is defined more broadly 
as private sector investment resulting from World 
Bank Group’s involvement, regardless of whether 
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In particular, work is ongoing to determine whether 
TOSSD should only capture official resources in the 
comprehensive monitoring framework, or whether it 
should also include private flows mobilized by offi-
cial interventions.

�e TOSSD framework is foreseen to include 
both a provider and a recipient perspective. �e 
recipient perspective, which would monitor cross-
border flows to developing countries, is expected to 
enhance visibility of financing packages mobilized 
for developing countries, as well as the interplay of 
concessional and non-concessional finance.

�e OECD proposes to work with the Task 
Force to conduct consultations to develop TOSSD 
and address outstanding questions. �e OECD is 
also reaching out to external stakeholders, including 
developing countries, providers beyond the OECD 
DAC, multilateral organizations such as the United 
Nations, regional commissions, and the World Bank 
Group, as well as civil society, academic institutions 
and the private sector. Discussions on the scope 
of TOSSD will contribute to shaping the defini-
tion of TOSSD, which is to be developed by the 
end of 2016, in order to initiate data collection in 
2017. �e working definition, building blocks and 
principles will be compiled into a TOSSD com-
pendium. All stakeholders will be able to provide 
comments through a web-based platform available 
as of April 2016. �e technical and outreach work 
to develop TOSSD will continue through 2016, 
including through expert workshops, pilot case 
studies in both provider and recipient countries, 
and existing dialogue platforms such as the United 
Nations Regional Commission, the United Nations 
Development Cooperation Forum and the Global 
Partnership for Effective Development Cooperation, 
and could also be discussed in the Financing for 
Development Forum.

6.  Country allocation, levels of 
concessionality and graduation 
issues

�e Addis Agenda recognizes that the allocation of 
concessional public finance should take into account 
a recipient country’s needs and ability to mobilize 
resources. �e Addis Agenda focuses on the special 
needs of different country groups, particularly LDCs 

and other vulnerable countries. In addition, the 
Addis Agenda recognizes the importance of address-
ing the financing gap that many countries experi-
ence when they graduate to middle income country 
(MICs) status. Specifically, the Addis Agenda:

 Á Recognizes the importance of focusing the most 
concessional resources on those with greatest 
needs and the least ability to mobilize other 
resources (52, MoI 10.b)

 Á Commits to take into account level of devel-
opment of recipients, including income level 
and vulnerability, as well as the nature of the 
project being funded, (when determining the) 
level of concessionality (73)

 Á Commits to consider appropriately the specific 
development needs of MICs; Acknowledges that 
ODA and other concessional finance remain 
important for MICs 
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ity. �e Task Force will further track criteria that 
both bilateral and multilateral donors use in their 
allocation decisions. For example, the World Bank 
Group’s International Development Association 
(IDA), the largest multilateral source of concessional 
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policy recommendations, the DCF also reflects on 
the functioning of government-led and other inde-
pendent monitoring mechanisms for development 
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made on division of labour (i.e., the number of sec-
tors development cooperation providers are engaged 
in; the average size of their intervention; etc.).

Indicators 1 (use of country results frame-
work), 6 (percentage of development aid scheduled 
for disbursement that is recorded in the annual 
budgets approved by the legislatures of developing 
countries), 9a (quality of developing country public 
financial management system) and 9b (use of coun-
try public financial management and procurement 
systems) support promotion of country ownership 
and results orientation. In addition, GPEDC Indi-
cator 2 (civil society organization enabling environ-
ment and development effectiveness) and GPEDC 
Indicator 3 (public-private dialogue) recognize the 
critical importance of civil society organizations 
and the private sector in development planning pro-
cesses. �e GPEDC monitoring process does not 
assess the use of programme-based approaches, but 
several countries monitor this through assessing the 
percentage of development cooperation that uses a 
programme-based approach (including budget sup-
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aid-funded goods and services. It is a regular agenda 
item during Task Force on Tax and Development 
Plenaries. At the Tax and Development donor meet-
ing in December 2014 the Development Coop-
eration Directorate (DCD) Director called on the 
Members to review their policy on tax exemptions 
of aid-funded goods and services. At the moment 
only Denmark, the Netherlands, Poland and Swe-
den are reviewing their policies and are taking steps 
toward these exemptions. �e Task Force will report 
on developments.

�e review of the effectiveness of the United 
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capacity building. Developing countries also report 
under the Convention, albeit on a voluntary basis. 
Furthermore, the Standing Committee on Finance 
has been mandated by the Conference of the Par-
ties at its seventeenth session to prepare a biennial 
assessment and overview of climate finance flows, 
drawing, among others, from the national reports 
under the Convention mentioned above. �e first 
biennial assessment was prepared in 2014, with the 
second due in 2016.

COP 21 also addressed the need for transpar-
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 Á Recognizes the need for coherence of develop-
mental and humanitarian finance (66)

 Á Commits to promoting innovative financing 
mechanisms to allow countries to better prevent 
and manage risks and develop mitigation 
plans (66)

 Á Steps up efforts to assist countries in accessing 
financing for peacebuilding and development in 
the post-conflict context and recognizes role of 
Peacebuilding Fund (67)

�e main reporting systems for international 
humanitarian assistance are the United Nations 
Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 
(OCHA) Financial Tracking Service (FTS) and the 
OECD, which reports on humanitarian and devel-
opment finance. OECD data can serve to report on 
official humanitarian financing flows, while data 
from the FTS, which records all reported interna-
tional humanitarian aid contributions, includes con-
tributions of nongovernmental organizations, the 
Red Cross/Red Crescent Movement, bilateral aid, 
in-kind aid and private donations. Analytical reports 
such as the annual Global Humanitarian Assistance 
Report, published by Development Initiatives, pro-
vide an additional source for data and information.

Coherence of humanitarian and development 
finance can also be monitored at the country level, 
by assessing OECD data at the regional or country 
level, or through the UNDP Multi-Partner Trust 
Fund Office, which provides a gateway and overview 
of all humanitarian and development funding for 
a country. In addition, informal mechanisms such 
as Development Initiatives’ Development DataHub 
aggregate and analyse funding flows from both 
humanitarian and development streams, together 
with some national-level expenditures, to build a 
comprehensive picture of aid at the country level.

�e need for coherence of development and 
humanitarian finance was also recognized by the 
Secretary-General in his recent report “One Human-
ity: Shared Responsibility” for the World Humanitar-
ian Summit in 2016. From the financing perspective, 
it calls for greater investment in local capacities and 
conflict prevention, investing according to risk of 
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OECD Creditor Reporting System (CRS). First, the 
OECD has monitored resource flows to fragile states 
since 2008. In its 2015 report, it uses the Peacebuild-
ing and Statebuilding Goals (PSGs) to monitor 
financing in five areas and using CRS proxy codes 
for each of the PSGs. Second, resources allocated 
by the United Nations Peacebuilding Fund (PBF) 
are also ODA eligible and captured in the OECD 
CRS, and can thus be monitored. �ird, the United 
Nations Peacebuilding Support Office, in collabo-
ration with the Institute for Economics and Peace 
(IEP), has defined 17 categories, based on three 
peacebuilding priority areas identified by the 2009 
Report of the Secretary General on Peacebuilding. 
Finally, the World Bank Group financed research 
on the current state of peacebuilding programming 
and evidence (April 2015) and defined a framework 
with 25 intervention categories.

However, one key challenge is that the uni-
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areas such as early childhood, primary and second-
ary education.

The scaling up and strengthening of the 
Global Partnership for Education (GPE) can be 
monitored by drawing on the indicators from GPE’s 
Strategic Plan 2016–2020. �e GPE will monitor 
cumulative donor contributions to the GPE Fund for 
2015–2018 (indicator 1.3.1 in its theory of change 
and results framework) and the amount of funding 
to GPE from non-traditional donors (private sector 
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