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Introduction

1. This study was commissioned by the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, Human Rights and Development, Research and Right to Development branch, to Mr. Fateh Azzam, as a contribution to the deliberations of the High Level Task Force on the implementation of the Right to Development. The High Level Task Force had been requested by the Commission on Human Rights in its resolution 2005/4 to “examine Development Goal 8 and suggest criteria for its periodic evaluation with the aim of improving the effectiveness of global partnerships with regard to the realization of the right to development.”  

2. According to the terms of reference, the purpose of the study is to “examine national strategies for the implementation of the MDGs, particularly MDG8, with a view to assessing how these strategies could contribute to and benefit from a right-to-development framework.”  The study evaluated the strategies of nine countries, assessing “their suitability and efficacy in furthering the implementation of the right to development ... [and] …how far the country level strategies for the implementation of MDGs are embedded in the notion of building and strengthening global and local partnerships as established in MDG8.”  Finally, the study was expected to assess to what extent national policies and programs and international cooperation for the implementation of the MDGs comply with the criteria required by the right to development and whether there is “scope for strengthening and improving such strategies from a human rights perspective, by explicitly including the right to development.” 

3. The following country reports and the strategies contained therein were reviewed for purposes of this study: Bangladesh, Bolivia, Ghana, Slovakia, Tanzania, Vietnam, Denmark, The Netherlands and Norway.  It should be noted at the outset that these reports were prepared very soon after the adoption of the Millennium Declaration and the Millennium Development Goals, and consequently, most of the reports laid out strategies in the planning stages and had not yet gone far into the implementation phase.   Thus, the study focuses on the approaches adopted in the plans and strategies, applying the required human rights and right to development analysis framework.  An actual evaluation of the efficacy and results of such plans and strategies is beyond the scope of this paper.  

4. While most of the reports followed a fairly consistent structure, they varied in length and the amount of detailed information given.  This may have resulted in some unevenness in the comparative aspects of this analysis and perhaps some misguided conclusions based on insufficient information, for which the author apologizes in advance.  This analysis, however, is not meant to be comprehensive or thoroughly evaluative of the plans and reports as such.  Rather, it seeks to review the information and approaches adopted for reference to and reliance on human rights law and principles, in particular the Right to Development; it adheres closely to the terms of reference in investigating whether the Right to Development can effectively serve as a normative framework for the articulation and implementation of programs and policies to achieve the Millennium Development Goals.     

I.  THE RIGHT TO DEVELOPMENT AND HUMAN RIGHTS PRINCIPLES; LITERATURE REVIEW AND SUMMARY OF SALIENT CONCEPTS
5. The theoretical framework underpinning the application of principles of human rights, in particular the Right to Development, to the tasks of achieving the Millennium Development Goals has already been articulated in a number of previous working papers, studies and analyses.  The studies and analyses articulate the particularities of what a rights-based approach entails, for “development” and “poverty,” and the factors that differentiate a rights-based approach from a charitable approach and from conceptions of both macro-level or micro-level economic development designed to reduce poverty.  These excellent studies, appended in the bibliography herein, under-gird the framework of assessment for this study and a summary of their most salient aspects is presented below.   Given the significant overlap and restatements present throughout these valuable works, reference to and reliance on these studies should be assumed to pervade this document, necessitating fewer direct references than would otherwise have been academically necessary elsewhere.

6. The Draft Guidelines on a Human Rights Approach to Poverty Reduction defined “poverty” as the lack of capability to enjoy a life of dignity: "People have inalienable rights to certain basic freedoms because without them a dignified human existence is not possible."
  While the existence of persistent poverty indeed erodes the possibility of enjoyment of human rights and fundamental freedoms, so does the lack of enjoyment of human rights hamper the ability of individuals and communities to extract themselves from the grasp of poverty, thus ensuring its persistence.  It is a vicious cycle that needs to be approached from both its poles if long-term effective change is to be expected.

7. The minimum standards for human rights and fundamental freedoms are of course defined in the texts of international declarations, treaties and conventions.  The Declaration on the Right to Development not only reaffirms and draws on these standards and norms, but brings them all together in a comprehensive understanding of the requirements of human dignity in a manner akin to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.  Article 1 of the Declaration defines the Right to Development as “an inalienable human right by virtue of which every human person and all peoples are entitled to participate in, contribute to and enjoy economic, social, cultural, and political development, in which all human rights and fundamental freedoms can be fully realized.” 

8.  The second paragraph of Article 1 reaffirms the right of peoples to self-determination and control of their own wealth and resources.  This is generally understood to be a collective right affirmed in the post-colonial era and closely attached to the concept of sovereignty.  However, the Declaration emphasizes “every human person and all peoples” in the first paragraph and that “The human person is the central subject of development” in Article 2(1) and throughout, thus demonstrating that the enjoyment of indivisible and interdependent human rights by each individual is equally important to the collective right to self-determination; the free individual is the object and subject of development who can contribute to his/her sovereign state and community.
  This understanding of human rights, therefore, is tantamount to an individual right to self-determination without which the collective right of peoples to self-determination cannot be properly exercised, and vice versa. Thus, individual rights and those of the collective are another complementary cycle that needs attention at both its poles. 

9. The Declaration, like human rights law generally and the U.N. Charter, is underpinned by the overriding principle of equality and non-discrimination.  This necessitates that ongoing efforts to ensure equality and implement programs in a non-discriminatory way be high on the agenda of development plans, including poverty reduction strategies.  Plans need to ensure equal access to resources and give rise to programs that not only ensure equality but include definitive and serious efforts to end discriminatory practices whether found in law, implementation procedures at all levels, or in social and cultural practices. 

10. As Article 1 of the Declaration asserts, the Right to Development embodies an entitlement to participate in and contribute to as well as to enjoy development.  This necessitates the participation of the beneficiaries of development in the articulation of policies and in the implementation of development plans, thus empowering these beneficiaries at all levels.  The participation of all sectors strengthens the political legitimacy of plans as well as the scope and effectiveness of implementation mechanisms.  The entitlements of rights-bearers require a corresponding duty to respect, protect and fulfill, which in turns brings the requirement of accountability of those involved in and responsible for these mechanisms.   

11. Such accountability generally includes public and informational accountability, and implies the need for specific national and international mechanisms to ensure it at all levels.  Accountability would seem to be a multi-directional process: accountability to sources of support and funding that include reports on funds expenditure and progress towards achieving stated goals, accountability to all who participated in the plans and programs in both government and civil society, and accountability to the beneficiaries themselves, or the right-bearers.  Consequently, participation in identifying mechanisms of accountability is also important in ensuring such accountability.  National participation is one level of it, international participation is another.

12.  The Declaration on the Right to Development also highlights the importance of international cooperation and global partnership in the realization of the right to development.
  This is of course consistent with the Millennium Development Declaration and Goals, particularly Goal 8, and highlighted in some detail in experts’ reports and studies.  The application of human rights principles and those of the right to development to such partnerships, however, may be difficult, given the “inherent asymmetrical power relations and divergent priorities, in particular between ‘donors’ … and aid-dependent or middle-income ‘recipient’ countries.”
 
13.  Previous studies on the question of development partnership have highlighted some constituent elements necessary to ensure effectiveness of such partnerships in achieving the desired development goals.  The need is for a holistic approach that combines:

a. A common set of objectives and shared values – thus the question of effective participation at all levels of planning and agreement within countries and between donor and recipient countries;

b. Clearly differentiated and reciprocal responsibilities, necessitating in turn the presence of institutionalized mechanisms or frameworks for mutual accountability and review

c. Targeted and effective aid that goes where it is needed and is effectively utilized, presumably made more possible by effective participation;

d. Good governance and the Rule of Law, without which national and international strategies cannot survive, thus confirming the indivisibility of civil, political, economic, social and cultural rights as well as the interdependence of development, human rights and democratic governance;

e. Reliance on UN principles, with human rights as a basis for development plans and partnerships.
 
14.  As the above summary demonstrates, the human rights framework, subsumed within the Right to Development, theoretically should permeate both the national MDG reports of developing countries who are recipients of international aid, and donor countries’ reports as well.  Significant progress has already been made in articulating the constituent elements of the right to development and the interconnected nature of respect for human rights and the right to development so there is no need to elaborate further.  What is needed is to approach the Millennium Development Goals from a Right to Development perspective and to identify the operational aspects; especially the implementation mechanisms to be designed for a rights framework to enhance efforts at making these goals and targets a reality. Finally, to put together systematic and methodological means by which one can assess and evaluate the programs for implementation of these goals. 

15. It is important to note that the human rights approach to development is consistent with states’ legal obligation under human rights law both in terms of human rights treaties that they have signed and ratified and in terms of the Right to Development and commitments under the U.N. Charter relevant to international cooperation.  Reaffirming these obligations strengthens commitment and improves the chances of success in achieving the MDGs and development more broadly.  The Declaration on the Right to Development, while clarifying in Article 2(2) that everyone has responsibility for development, the primary responsibility falls on states to create “national and international conditions favorable to the realization of the right to development” (article 3(1)).  This means that the state, while relying on stakeholders and beneficiaries of development nationally and on other states in the context of international cooperation, have the primary responsibility to facilitate the process.

16. A fundamental aspect of a rights-based approach is the capacity of rights-bearers to claim those rights as entitlements, which in turn implies responsibility and a duty on the part of states to guarantee or ensure the enjoyment thereof.  From the perspective of the Right to Development, poverty reduction and the broader development requisite should be a legal obligation drawn from commitment to international law and not a luxury or a magnanimous act of government.  In working to achieve the Millennium Development Goals’ benchmarks and specific targets, a rights-based approach requires that states guarantee in law and in practice the protection of all human rights, ensure equality and non-discrimination, participation, accountability mechanisms, assurance of good governance and effective rule of law at all levels.    These are the necessary elements of states’ compliance with the Declaration on the Right to Development’s requirement to ‘ensure conditions favorable to the realization of the right to development.’

17. International cooperation is required, not only in the context of MDG 8 but as a matter of holistic and comprehensive approaches defined by the Declaration on the Right to Development.   A rights-based approach that considers all of the constitutive elements above would help to plan better, target development aid where individual communities and countries need it most, review more effectively and hold all parties to the development process accountable.

II. GENERAL REVIEW AND ANALYSIS OF THE MILLENNIUM DEVELOPMENT GOALS RESPORTS
18. National country reports for implementation of the Millennium Development Goals were reviewed with the above elements and questions in mind. Data and information relevant to each of those questions were culled from the reports in an effort to get a fairly comprehensive and broad view of the issues relevant to the purpose of this study.  It’s important to note that most of the reports seemed to be the work of the U.N. country team in those countries, presumably (but not assuredly) undertaken jointly or in collaboration with relevant national organs of the state or non-governmental civil society entities.  While such collaboration is necessary and can be seen as an aspect of international cooperation as required by the Declaration and the Millennium Goals, it was difficult, within the time frame and terms of reference of this study, to ascertain to what extent such collaboration took place in the process of preparing the reports or for that matter, the plans themselves.
  Clearly, the more inclusive the collaboration the more there is country “ownership” of the reports and of international cooperation to assess and review plans of action for implementation of the MDGs.

19. To answer the question of whether the selected reports sufficiently took into account a Right to Development framework or a human rights-based approach to development, the reports were reviewed with the following issues and questions in mind:

a. Specific references to human rights standards, principles and treaty commitments, including the Right to Development;

b. Any references to equality and non-discrimination, including information and data on disparities and unequal enjoyment of services and rights on any basis;

c. Information on laws and legal provisions to ensure non-discrimination, or more broadly to implement a rights-based approach to the enjoyment of development and human rights more broadly;

d. Information on efforts to progressively realize the right to development and economic, social and cultural rights;

e. References to participation by civil society organizations, academics and stakeholders and whether there were any institutional mechanisms to ensure such participation;

f. Information on the existence of or reliance on any accountability mechanisms.

20.  Reference to human rights law and principles, including the Right to Development.  To begin with, it was evident that none of the national MDG reports reviewed for this study made any reference to individual countries’ commitments under international human rights treaties or conventions.  This was interesting in light of the fact that the national reports considered were of countries that were all signatories and parties to the two international covenants, ICESCR and ICCPR, as well as to CERD, CEDAW, and CRC.
  Moreover, few references were made to human rights principles in general, and then in fairly broad language such as that found in the Forward to the report of Bangladesh, referring to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the consensus that the principles contained therein having become a “global norm,” the departure from which demonstrating, in the authors’ view, “leadership failure.”  This lacuna is significant insofar as it demonstrates the gap between development thinking and rights-based approaches to implementing poverty reduction and development strategies subsumed in the Declaration on the Right to Development.  This gap would have to be closed if rights-based approaches are to be seriously incorporated in these efforts. 
21. Clearly, human rights law denotes legal obligations on the part of states that have ratified specific human rights conventions and treaties.  If they have not so committed themselves, it may be said that they do not have the same duties as a matter of international law as states that have done so.  Membership in the United Nations, however, denotes commitment to the Charter, which includes provisions on human rights.  This is borne out by the growing acceptance of the human rights paradigms and mainstreaming within the full gamut of work of the U.N.  Moreover, by adopting the Declaration on the Right to Development, member states have committed themselves to implement development programs in accordance with human rights standards and norms referenced in the Declaration.   

22. Equality and non-discrimination.  Statistical data in all of the national reports pointed to regional, gender, and ethnic disparities cross-cutting all of the goals and targets discussed, confirming the prevalence of inequalities and possible discrimination in access to resources and development plans, some more serious and alarming than others.  The importance of disaggregating data cannot be overemphasized as an indicator to help assess compliance with the overriding principle of equality and non-discrimination.  In that regard, the reports were forthcoming with information and specific data that demonstrated significant disparities.  However, it is insufficient to review data and point to clear disparities at several levels without sufficient reference to efforts to identify the causes and overcome these disparities.  The reports reviewed did make efforts to point to the challenges facing each country in dealing with disparities, including the need to overcome cultural barriers and entrenched practices in some cases, and the need to review laws and their enforcement and the implementation of programs to combat inequality in others.  For example, some reports referred to an urgent need for equal employment laws, (Bangladesh) or equal access to justice in rural areas (Bolivia), or the need to identify and eliminate arbitrary discrimination against people living with HIV/AIDS (Vietnam).     However, these references were of a rather general nature and, with some exceptions mentioned below, there was little specific information on legislation that contained discriminatory provisions, or procedural safeguards in use to limit discriminatory practices. 

23.  Information on laws and legal provisions and procedures.  A rights-based approach would require thorough review of relevant laws and their implementing procedures to make possible an adequate assessment of the development situation as a whole and progress on each of the MDGs from a human rights perspective.  Notwithstanding paragraph 22 above, one does find some references to laws, procedures and policies in a broad but unspecific manner throughout the reports.  For example, references were made to laws that remove certain discriminatory practices or gender disparities (Slovakia), while others focused on environmental law and other regulations that stand in the way of achieving MDG 7 (Ghana), or educational reform (Bolivia) and equality in employment (Bangladesh and Slovakia).  In all of the reports, these references were made in the context of broad state policies and efforts, and begin to give a picture of the state’s priorities and targets.  However, the level of detail in the legal information is minimal and designed to inform about directions and intent of policies, but does not provide sufficient basis for assessing these legal provisions from a human rights perspective; this would require much more specificity and detail.  At the same time, the sheer volume of data on each of the MDGs may preclude capacity to provide detailed information to the degree required for such reports to pay clear due regard to the concept of entitlements or rights, or to discuss whether individuals or communities could rely on such laws for recourse or to correct a problematic situation.  

24. Allocation of resources for progressive realization of rights.  Most of the rights identified within the development paradigm and the MDGs are economic and social rights, and human rights law mandates their realization in a progressive fashion and within available resources.  This would presume that state policies, bolstered by laws, by comprehensive programs, and by allocating the necessary resources, should clearly aim at the progressive realization of such rights as education, health, and others.  The MDG reports reviewed for this study provided significant information in this arena, both quantitatively and qualitatively.  Most significantly, nearly all of the reports made reference to budget allocations that are increasing or decreasing with concomitant effect on the achievement of a particular goal, and some described efforts at instituting special funds or short-term programs that bolster efforts to achieve long-term objectives.  From a development perspective, the information is helpful and clear and points to gaps that need to be narrowed through national efforts and with international cooperation in the area of resource provision and aid.  From a human rights perspective, however, the information and the way in which it is presented were not very helpful to assess the entitlements aspects of enjoyment of these rights.

25. Participation of civil society/rights-bearers.  As mentioned earlier, it was not clear from most of the reports how the process of preparing for national plans took place, and to what degree stakeholders or rights-bearers were part of the planning, design and implementation of these plans.  While the strategies were national and based on country-level PSRPs, the assessment and reporting seemed to be, for the most part, the work of U.N. staff.  Clearly, United Nations staff in each of the reporting countries played a major role in providing technical support, and this is an important aspect of international cooperation in achieving development.  Some of the reports did demonstrate efforts to articulate plans and strategies through the work of Technical Working Groups, sometimes in cooperation with civil society organizations, while others mentioned participation as a recommendation.  In Ghana, for example, public discussion of development strategies were evidently useful in eliciting participation and debate on strategies, while in Slovakia, the question of future involvement of the Roma community in development strategies affecting their development was emphasized.  In Bangladesh, an action plan was developed jointly by government, NGOs and U.N. agencies, while the Tanzanian report spoke of lack of community involvement and participation in planning and service deliveries.  This leads the reader to conclude that the question of participation was acknowledged as important, but efforts made to ensure such participation in the planning, implementation and assessment of development strategies were not, for the most part, studied or articulated in a systematic or consistent manner.  

26. Accountability.   The reports themselves are an important (and perhaps the most important at this early stage) form of accountability since they present national and international policies and programs for public discussion.  By broadening the scope of participation and discussion in this manner, the reports make possible public accountability as well as the political legitimacy of the programs and plans.  Some reports pointedly refer to participatory studies in preparation for plans, public information, dissemination and debate as indicative of efforts to promote accountability.   However, there was spare mention of any form of specific administrative, judicial or procedural accountability of any sort within the reports, plans or strategies.  The nature of the reports was so general as to preclude a more specific and complex discussion of direct accountability measures.  This holds especially true for donor countries but applies equally to national governments as well.  While this may be understandable, it weakens the human rights approach to development.

III. MILLENNIUM GOAL 8 AND THE RIGHT TO DEVELOPMENT

27. Generally, the national and donor country reports varied in detail and focus in their discussions of MDG 8 and progress towards achieving its constituent targets.  In the reports of Tanzania and Vietnam there was no chapter on MDG 8, although some elements of it, like the need for debt relief and tariff reduction were highlighted elsewhere in the reports under different goals and targets. The Ghana report had a chapter on MDG 8 but focused only on Target 15 on reduction and sustainability of debt, as did the Slovakia report which focused instead on Target 16 on employment for youth.  The Bolivia report discussed MDG 8 rather broadly, focusing on Bolivia’s particular interests and needs.  

28. Elements of international cooperation detailed in MDG 8 are peppered throughout the national reports, particularly under ‘priorities for development aid’ or similar headings.  These references focus primarily on the needs of the developing country for the kind of focus on international aid that benefits its own efforts more directly, and one would have to collate the relevant information under each of the goals to get a comprehensive sense of the relationship of national efforts that go towards strengthening international cooperation in the context of MDG 8.   A significant exception is the Bangladesh report which was quite comprehensive and included very specific data and approaches that can clearly point the way to the country’s priorities with respect to MDG 8 as well as to specific channels for international cooperation in creating a ‘global society for development.’  

29. Expectedly, the bulk of reports by donor countries focused on specific economic and international aid measures designed to give effect to MDG 8 from a macro-economic and policy point of view.  The information presented therein was detailed and extremely useful in assessing those states’ policies regarding reduction of tariffs and other measures to improve developing countries’ access to markets, untying aid and streamlining administrative procedures, progress towards debt relief and debt cancellation for Heavily Indebted Poor Countries (HIPCs).  Additionally, the reports provided clear information on efforts to participate in programs targeting youth, making pharmaceuticals accessible and available, and to promote access to communications and other technologies for developing countries.

30. A perception emerges from both national and donor reports whereby adhering to the requirements of MDG 8 is primarily the responsibility of the donor countries.  Indeed, the actual decision-making on aid, tariffs and debt relief perforce lies with the donor countries.  The Right to Development framework, while clearly recognizing this, nevertheless stipulates that aid activities are most effective when undertaken collaboratively with recipient countries in the context of a comprehensive global strategy that pays due regard to human rights, good governance, national priorities set in the PRSPs and accountable means of monitoring and assessment (see paragraph 14 above).  This is given tangible form in the Millennium Declaration with specific actions to undertake and targets to meet outlined in Goal 8.  

31. Such tangible approaches were also articulated in a number of other international meetings and processes that have resulted in public commitments by donors to harmonize and align their activities with the priorities and needs of recipient countries.
   All three donor reports (Denmark, The Netherlands and Norway) reiterated their commitments to the Rome Declaration and outlined their changing approaches and policies to be more consistent with the commitments made there and in subsequent meetings.  Recipient country priorities as set in their poverty reduction plans and programs, and the empowerment of those countries were also given high focus in these reports.  Beyond such iterations of commitment and the evident spirit of cooperation, there was little information on actual mechanisms by which the “shared values” of development and the decisions on priorities were arrived at.  In other words, directions and goals of development aid and of tariff and trade policies in the developed countries were decided by those countries, albeit with some regard to recipient countries’ priorities.  Whether the rights-based approach that requires participation in the setting of agendas is actually met in this process is not clear.  

32. As for references to human rights law, principles and the Right to Development in general, the three donor countries’ reports were minimal and reiterated their commitments to encourage respect for human rights in broad terms but without articulating specific strategies for doing so nor with specific information to inform such strategies.  

33. Similarly, in regards to promoting good governance, there was little reference other than Norway offering that 23% of its bilateral assistance was channeled to good governance activities in 2002.
   The Netherlands’ aid is focused on “the level of poverty and the quality of policy and good governance in the recipient country,” but that “meaningful Dialogue” with all concerned “may prove more effective than large amounts of financial aid.”
  Again, without more specific information on the mechanisms and content of such meaningful dialogue, it is difficult to assess whether the human rights commitments under the MDGs and the Right to Development are met.

34. Along the same lines, there was little discussion in the donor reports of specific mechanisms to ensure accountability, except for the Netherlands report which put clear emphasis on the importance of a monitoring system to monitor project, sector and country performance “for each partner country against the backdrop of that country’s progress in reaching the MDG targets.”
  All of the reports spoke of monitoring in a general sense, and presumably the wealth of information and statistical data on each of the goals and on those relevant to MDG 8 is the most important tool for monitoring, but whether mechanisms exist to use those tools in an effective way to promote accountability is not clear.  In the final analysis, accountability itself is a means to ensure that responsibilities are met and that plans are implemented correctly with a view to final results, and monitoring is only a necessary step along that path. 

35. The Declaration on the Right to Development makes clear in Article 7 that as part of the responsibility to promote international peace and security, a direct connection needs to be made between disarmament and development, and encourages states to ensure that “the resources released by effective disarmament measures are used for comprehensive development…”  This directive hardly was mentioned in the MDG reports, save for references in the Netherlands and Denmark reports to the European Union’s “Everything but Arms” initiative which relates primarily to European imports of goods from other countries, and not particularly to donor countries’ own arms expenditure vis-à-vis development aid.  The same holds true for developing countries’ reports which made no mention of their own arms expenditure as compared to putting national resources towards the progressive realization of rights or implementation of the MDGs.

36. In international development cooperation a significant role is played by international financial institutions (IFIs) like the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund.  The policies of these institutions are determined by states and they exercise quite effective financial clout and effect.  Yet the MDG reports contained very little information on these institutions and the important role they play and the financial assistance and investment that they provide in developing countries as a percentage of overall aid.  While investigating such information was beyond the scope of this study, it would be important to point out that these IFIs operate almost as para-statal entities whose accountability is strictly to their own corporate governance structures, despite the major role they play in international development, and despite the palpable influence their studies have on the promotion of national and global development policies.
  

IV. CONCLUSSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS: PROMOTING THE RIGHT TO DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK
37. It becomes clear from the foregoing that poverty reduction and development strategies and plans as articulated in the reports are approached from an economic and social program planning point of view.  They focus primarily on broad strategies to confront the many challenges faced and are based on detailed and thoroughly investigated data with plenty of information on the macro-economic and social levels.  To a non-economist or social planner, the data seems well organized, well-disaggregated for the most part, and serves a needs-based approach to development.  Human rights principles are referred to in general terms, providing the impression that states are cognizant of their importance, but the approaches and strategies to achieve development do not sufficiently utilize human rights as a matter of duty or legal obligation.  In particular, the notion of the Right to Development, while subsumed inherently in the reports and strategies, and while the underlying principles of the Millennium Goals are harmonious with its constituent elements, did not figure prominently or openly in efforts to achieve these goals.  Discussions in the reports are cognizant of principles in a general sense, but a rights-based approach was not made operational or systematic. 

38. Professor Phillip Alston came to a similar conclusion after “an unsystematic review” of 15 MDG reports, when he said that “Unsurprisingly, there is a spectrum of approaches ranging from heavy reliance upon a human rights framework, through the inclusion of somewhat tokenistic references, to the complete exclusion of any reference to the term human rights.  What is surprising, however, is the paucity of analyses in the first of those categories and the extent to which human rights are altogether invisible in a great many of the reports.”
 The same holds true for the reports reviewed for this study with the exception that none in fact included any “heavy reliance” on a human rights framework.

39. The development strategies described in the reports are in fact very close to adopting a rights-based approach and the amount and levels of information provided go a long way to making that possible.  In particular, donor countries reporting on the implementation of MDG 8 took care to provide abundant information on efforts to meet the different targets under MDG 8.  However, to make recipient and donor country reports more explicitly rights-oriented would require policy decisions at the national and international levels in terms of the framing and directions of programs and plans with added use of human rights language and the articulation of specific implementation mechanisms.  Reporting on progress is a crucial process that delineates approaches to the plans and monitoring systems, and can potentially be important for enhancing knowledge of rights-based aspects and thereby making them operational as part and parcel of the development process.    The recommendations herein should be seen in that light, as proposals focusing primarily on the MDG reports as a mechanism not only to improve accountability, but to gently push in the direction of incrementally strengthening the rights-based approach to implementing the Millennium Development Goals. 

40. An important first step is that national and international parties involved in programs and plans to achieve the Millennium Development Goals need to make an explicit commitment to a rights-based approach in doing so, consistently with state commitments under human rights law, and in promotion of the Right to Development.  While human rights principles are implicitly recognized in all public discussions on the issue, the Declaration on the Right to Development is not.  An explicit commitment would add to the existing plans more specific procedures and mechanisms to ensure adherence to human rights principles and put into motion the necessary requirements for reviewing legislation, administrative procedures, accountability mechanisms and recourse.  Explicit recognition of a Right to Development framework would be invaluable in the arena of international cooperation, within which donor and recipient countries together articulate the mechanisms and procedures necessary for giving effect to the Declaration and consequently for more effective action towards achieving the MDGs. 

41. One way of making such an explicit commitment would be to finalize and disseminate widely the Draft Guidelines on a Human Rights Approach to Poverty Reduction Strategies, which are specifically designed to aid states in using a human rights framework in development efforts and in particular, achievement of the Millennium Development Goals.  These guidelines need to be taken out of their “draft” status and implemented whenever PSRPs or international development cooperation plans are conceived and reviewed.  The preparation of reports should refer to and follow the Guidelines as specifically as possible and the structure of MDG reports should be amended accordingly in order to evaluate states’ commitments to their implementation.

42. As the Guidelines propose, adopting a rights-based approach should be seen by states as complementing and strengthening efforts at development and in particular achieving the MDGs.  Such an approach would ensure total societal and international commitment to development; it would ease the implementation burden on government to a significant extent by distributing responsibility for needed efforts between government, civil society and international cooperation, and consequently also distributing the share of accountability between them as well.  A holistic approach to development is potentially much more successful with the full participation of all sectors, and with due attention to the human rights paradigm articulated in the Declaration on the Right to Development.

43. Requiring the inclusion of right-related information in the reporting on progress in implementing the MDGs, including MDG 8, may go a long way towards incrementally changing policies in the programs and strategies themselves.  This applies to recipient and donor country reports alike, and the Right to Development framework provides a solid basis for doing so.  One helpful chart was suggested by Professor Alston, where each of the MDGs were placed firmly within the relevant provisions of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights.
   However, the reports themselves would need to take such a chart a step further and provide information on efforts made that combine the legal commitment to these provisions and the specific programs and plans to implement the goals.  The following points contain other possible illustrations of the usefulness of amending the structure and tenor of MDG reports needed to encourage a human rights framework of assessment.  

44. States that have adopted PRSPs with a view to achieving the Millennium Development Goals need to report on the participatory mechanisms employed to ensure that the widest sectors of their populations were represented and in fact are contributing to the articulation and implementation of plans and projects designed for that purpose.  This would enhance the political legitimacy of these plans – nationally and internationally -- and ensure a nexus of efforts from all sectors to achieve results.  Similarly, the process of monitoring and evaluating progress needs to be as participatory as possible.  Such mechanisms were indeed used in several countries to varying degrees, and may include: 

· sub-regional and local meetings – of  a public nature or in committees -  of target populations and beneficiaries of development efforts under the various goals, with special consideration given to including marginalized populations and empowering them to participate as effectively and fully as possible;

· Reliance on academic and research centers to undertake the necessary base-line research to inform such plans, and to take part in the monitoring and assessment thereof;

· Reliance on non-governmental and civil society organizations in providing input to plans, encouraging them to share their experiences in working directly with target populations and beneficiaries “on the ground,” and as implementing partners for state-sponsored or internationally supported projects;

45. Human rights obligations are generally understood to be threefold: to respect, protect and fulfill.  Analysis of these three types of obligations is abundant elsewhere, but in legal terms, the most difficult to quantify and concretize is the area of economic, social and cultural rights, and more broadly, the Right to Development.  We are aided in clarifying this by the International Law Commission which defined this type of legal responsibility as an “obligation of conduct;” a conception that may serve as an effective measure of states’ fulfillment of their responsibility to do everything possible within available resources to implement the MDGs. 
   Under what is understood as an obligation of conduct, states would have to show that they are in fact working progressively towards the realization of economic, social and cultural rights, defined not only by ICESCR and relevant instruments of legally binding nature, but also by the Declaration on the Right to Development and by the clear benchmarks and targets provided by the MDGs.  Awareness of this concept and its inclusion as a measure for evaluating progress on the Right to Development in the MDGs – regardless of its legal import at this point, is directly relevant to accountability; it focuses evaluation processes and strengthens future MDG reports.

46. An obligation of conduct can be gauged through a comparative analysis of programs and plans over time in attempting to achieve the goals.  This assumes the existence of monitoring mechanisms that constantly check results against plans, as well as results from one point in time to another to gauge the success of such plans.   It should be pointed out that the capacities for doing so are already apparent in the MDG reports, but the legal obligation approach would require adding an element of accountability, or a judgment of “conduct” and efforts made by the state in commission or omission to the constant qualitative and quantitative evaluation and assessment of such plans and programs.    

47. Fulfilling the legal obligation of conduct would also require a progressive increase in and effective allocation of resources, an element already subsumed in human rights law.  Here it would be extremely useful to add to the MDG reports more specific information that tracks changing budget allocations over time, describing or at least justifying the rationale behind increasing or decreasing budget allocations for any particular program or area of the MDGs.  Such a budget analysis approach is relevant for both the recipient countries and donor countries alike.  For the former, the tracking over time of percentages of state budgets going towards the implementation of an MDG goal, whether increasing or compared to military spending, for example, would be a clear indicator and basis for assessing that state’s legal obligation of conduct.  

48. For international cooperation more generally, the U.N. has targeted 0.7 of countries’ GNP as sufficient to reverse the development spiral, and that target is already serving as a guideline for development cooperation despite poor adherence generally.   Comparative global budget analysis even within this target need also be made, as had Oxfam, for example, in their assessment in 2000 that an added USD 8 billion annually would ensure universal primary education; a figure that is equal to only four days of global military spending.
   To facilitate this, it may be useful to add a specific budgetary element to the MDGRs, showing developments over time in terms of amounts of support going to different goal implementation programs.  Such a budgetary element may fall under each of the specific goals put in a table format, for example, or in the body of the analytical text under “supportive environment.” 

49.  This would facilitate a budget analysis approach to efforts made by governments and the international community in the context of development partnerships.  However, more specific and pointed information would be needed in order to meet the requirement of Article 7 of the Declaration on the Right to Development, which encourages utmost effort to achieve disarmament and consequently the release of resources towards comprehensive development.  This could be achieved by ensuring the inclusion of information on shifting resources over time from armament to development in the budget allocations of developed and developing countries 

50. Assessing the progressive realization of economic, social and cultural rights is inseparable from assessing progress on civil and political rights.  This connection is mandated by the Declaration on the Right to Development and human rights law generally as well as the Millennium Declaration, and is part and parcel of the indivisibility of all rights and of states’ obligation to respect, protect and fulfill, which goes directly to the arena of civil and political rights.  Bolstering a rights-based approach to achieving the MDGs would require reference to the country's human rights treaty commitments and obligations in the MDG reports and information on significant developments in human rights practices in the country; not only those that have a direct bearing on the implementation of the MDGs, but broadly as well.  For example, societal participation in planning, implementing and evaluating development plans cannot take place without freedom of expression, association and participation in the conduct of public affairs, and ensuring equal and non-discriminatory access to health and education requires equal access to justice and due process of law.

51. The MDG reports reviewed included significant information on regional, gender and ethnic disparities in the enjoyment of specific economic, social and cultural rights, which points to the possibility of discrimination embedded in the laws or social and cultural structures of the country.  In future, these reports need to add  more specific information on the structures of discrimination that generate and sustain poverty, including laws and discriminatory procedures, and efforts or plans to counter such discrimination including legal and administrative reform, and perhaps more importantly, enforcement measures for existing legislation to guarantee equality and prohibit discrimination.  It may be useful to add a specific heading to the structure of the reports, like “Combating Discrimination”. 
52. It is a matter of some concern that there was no mention in the MDG reports of refugees and forced migrants as especially vulnerable groups, and a human rights approach to the MDGs mandates that they not be left behind.  According to UNHCR’s Global Report for 2004, nearly 70 percent of the 17.5 million refugees, asylum seekers, IDPs and other ‘people of concern’ to the organization were in the developing countries of Africa, Asia and Latin America.  Many of these countries are included in the list of Highly Indebted Poor Countries (HIPCs), who take up the largest share of the burden for those vulnerable groups in terms of effect on local economies.  Although international protection for refugees and forced migrants is a charge of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, it is the legal responsibility of states on whose behalf the High Commissioner works. Under a human rights framework, these populations must benefit from any development efforts aimed at poverty reduction and the guarantee of basic human rights, and should be seen in a holistic manner as potential contributors to their host economies as well as beneficiaries of international aid.   It is strongly suggested here that information on vulnerable populations, especially refugees, IDPs and other migrants be included in the MDG reports, and in national and international poverty reduction strategies.       
53. To make a comprehensive view and a rights-based approach operational, it would be important to encourage states to add a legal section to the reports, describing specifically the legal environment.  This can either take the form of specific information on the law within reporting under each of the goals, detailing legal developments and improvement relevant to making progress towards their implementation, or in a separate legal section that takes a comprehensive view of the legal environment.  The latter approach would be more useful in making the connections between the enjoyment of social and economic rights on the one hand, and developments in civil and political rights legislation that enable or hinder efforts to implement the development goals on the other.   

54. Such a section should include the country’s treaty commitments, their effect on national legislation and practice,
 but it may also include information on prioritization of rights and perceived necessary trade-offs at any given point in time.  The literature recognizes that despite the indivisibility and interdependence of rights, some trade-off and prioritization is at times necessary.  However, the Guidelines remind us that care need be taken that progress achieved to date in any of the rights should not be rolled back in favor of a particular – even temporary – strategy of increased allocations of resources or legislative focus on another.  Such temporary prioritization can be legitimized and acceptable if it comes out of participatory processes as described above, and if articulated consciously with time limitations and future outlook.        

55. Donor and recipient country reports on MDG 8 in particular need to be more forthcoming in providing information on promoting the implementation of legal reforms that strengthen good governance in the interest of achieving the MDGs.  While this may raise the specter of ‘conditionality’ which has long be debatable as a criterion for aid, the utilization of a Right to Development framework, with its provisions on mutual responsibilities in the rights arena, would go a long way towards strengthening the expectation of such reforms.  Passing references to efforts in general do not suffice for a proper assessment of a government meeting its obligations in these arenas.  Reports provided by civil society and human rights organizations on questions of legal, constitutional and political reform as well as on practices that have a direct bearing on human rights in all arenas need to be taken into account.  Information provided in these and in state and shadow periodic reports submitted under human rights treaty bodies would be extremely useful.  The MDG reports would, therefore, be significantly enhanced if they included a summary of available information from a variety of sources on the state’s performance in the field of good governance and legal reform, and in particular, the battle against corruption.

56. The Draft Guidelines include accountability as “the most important source of added value” and consider it “an intrinsic feature of the human rights approach that institutional and legal/administrative arrangements for ensuring accountability are built into any poverty reduction strategy.”
  Specific accountability mechanisms, however, are difficult to articulate in the MDG process, given the number of actors and the variety of requirements and roles that they must fulfill.  Therefore, accountability has to be disaggregated in the same way as development indicators do so that responsibility for smaller pieces of the development puzzle can be defined and clarified.  The purpose of accountability is twofold: to allow for periodic review of plans and strategies and their implementation, and to hold those responsible to account for failure or success in performing their responsibilities.  Accountability does not imply punishment for such failure, but an opportunity to review and correct.
  The Draft Guidelines go on to define four categories of accountability mechanisms: Judicial, quasi-judicial, administrative and political.
  As mentioned earlier in this paper, the MDG reports themselves are probably the most important form of accountability in that they allow public discussion and evaluation of the efficacy of their strategies and actions, as well as an opportunity for corrective action.  These reports can be understood as administrative procedures for ensuring accountability.

57. At the national level, civil society groups and individuals may choose to pursue accountability through the judicial system and the courts, particularly on specific human rights and where issues of discrimination in development policies are concerned.  Quasi-judicial institutions such as national human rights institutions, ombudsmen, or similar bodies of a semi-official or public nature may also be an important address to direct complaints and demands for public accountability at the national level.  Such domestically-specific processes of accountability are a crucially important first step and the MDG reports may find it useful to include information on litigation and other efforts to access such judicial and quasi-judicial machinery for purposes of achievement of the MDGS, including information on the adequacy of legal remedy and redress at the national level.  Such information would be extremely valuable in assessing the accountability of government and other domestic actors in national development efforts.   

58. It is more difficult to gauge the accountability of donor countries under a Right to Development framework, because their accountability in fact goes in even more directions than national recipient country accountability.  Donor countries are accountable at three levels: a) to their parliaments, tax payers, and national priorities; b) to global development efforts and international agreements they make in the context of international cooperation arrangements such as the Millennium Development Goals; and c) to bilateral agreements they make with specific recipient countries.  Those three levels of accountability certainly intersect under the over-arching concept of international cooperation presumably entered into voluntarily, but it would be important to ensure that accountability under one level not serve as an excuse to evade accountability under another.  It would be most useful if donor country reports on MDG 8 make special note of how the three levels of accountability cohere, particularly in view of the Declaration on the Right to Development which provides an excellent framework within which this can be articulated. 

59. Accountability becomes critical when considering the requirement of participatory mechanisms for empowering recipient countries to articulate their priorities for development and in implementing the millennium development goals.  While bi-lateral development aid giving is perhaps more amenable to joint planning between donor and recipient states than multi-lateral arrangements, donor governments’ accountability to their own tax payers may preclude the surrender of decisions on the disposition of development aid to a committee process that may include non-citizens.  States’ international commitments over the past two decades, including at the Millennium Summit and consecutive international meetings, have gone a long way towards softening sovereign decision-making in favor of global cooperation, and it is encouraging that there seems to be political will in many developed countries to continue this process.  The Declaration on the Right to Development with its sets of complementary responsibilities and duties can serve to soften the asymmetrical power relationship in this regard. 

60. The question of accountability gathers much more complexity when we go beyond the bilateral donors to consider the role and effect of multilateral international organizations like those of the U.N. (UNDP, WFP, UNICEF et. al.), para-statal international financial institutions like the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, and regional development banks, in addition to non-governmental and quasi-governmental philanthropic organizations that act as both independent donors and as conduits for governmental aid that bypasses bilateral and even multilateral political processes to some extent.   All of those entities need to be accountable under a rights-based approach, but the mechanisms for doing so are less direct and more complicated.
  

61. For inter-governmental organizations like the U.N. and its sub-structures, the Charter mandates respect for human rights and they are in fact some of the more active proponents of a rights-based approach to development and to mainstreaming human rights in all of the work of the United Nations.  Their accountability mechanisms are internal and public at the same time, and one may assume that the participation of the U.N. country teams in working with governments on their poverty reduction strategies and in reporting on progress made constitutes one arena where accountability can be measured.

62. The IMF and the World Bank, however, are directly accountable to their executive committees and to the states which set their policies.  They are by definition accountable under human rights law only insofar as the governments that set their policies are.  Whether states “pass on” their duties/accountability to those institutions through regulation is another question.  Yet, these para-statal organizations play a significant role in financing development through outright grants and loans to governments and in direct project support, and some of their past practices have come under scrutiny and criticism, especially with respect to the failed Structural Adjustment Policies.
  Yet there is insufficient mention of them in the plans and strategies to achieve the MDGs except as sources of funding.  These institutions were of different views with respect to adopting a Right to Development framework when presented by the Independent Expert on the Right to Development.
  It would be very important to report on the activities of these institutions, including those of regional development banks, insofar as these activities have a direct effect on strategies to achieve the MDGs and on broader donor responsibility and accountability in doing so.  One possibility may be for individual country reports to include such information, possibly under a heading like Cooperation with international financial institutions, giving due consideration to the use or lack thereof of participatory mechanisms and due regard for human rights in their dealings with these institutions.  Another mechanism may be to require these institutions to make brief reports to be appended to national reports or to be presented as independent contributions towards public discussions of international cooperation and support for PSRPs and the implementation of MDG strategies.  The same human rights and Right to Development framework needs to be applied to the work of multilateral organizations as to states and further study is needed to assess the unique position these organizations hold and their role in and effect on development strategies.

63. In this global economy, trans-national corporations (TNCs) also have a very direct and major effect – negative or positive -- on the economies and development efforts in the countries where they work.  They are significant players in flows of money to and from developing economies.  Development discussions need to take up the activities and effects of TNCs on, for example, employment practices, the environment and general effects on economies of host countries as well as on total inflows and outflows of currency and funds.  Yet there is insufficient discussion of their role (again, positive or negative) in the context of international cooperation to implement the MDGs.  This is a gap in knowledge that needs to be filled.  It may be useful to commission a research into the effect of TNC policies and practices on development efforts in general and achievement of the MDGs in particular, with reference to duties to respect, protect and fulfill human rights and in the context of the Right to Development.  

64. TNCs are regulated under the laws of their countries of origin and those of their host states, as well as under international law, and while states of origin and host states both have responsibilities to ensure that they operate in a manner consistent with international human rights obligations, the accountability of TNCs’ is at times lost between them.  There is a growing discussion in the general literature on the issue of corporate responsibility, and some of those companies are incorporating grant making in their ‘social’ activities. Donors’ and recipients’ MDG reports may also include information on the effects of activities of TNCs on poverty reduction strategies and on the global partnership for development , especially where such activities have a particular positive or negative effect on the enjoyment of human rights in that country.

65. Broad plans such as PSRPs, articulated by national governments in cooperation with U.N. agencies and developed/donor countries run the risk of being so broad as to exclude the voices of rights-bearers unless specific mechanisms are in place for their participation, as mentioned earlier.  It may be useful to consider, at a national level, smaller-scale plans built around specific themes or goals, or articulated sub-regionally, which can be important cooperative ventures that voice the concerns of grass roots communities and ensure their participation.  At the same time, such plans can bring in the thousands of smaller donor agencies in the private sector or the international philanthropic community thus facilitating smaller funds for smaller projects, possibly bringing their activities within the context of the whole PSRP.  Such plans can go a long way towards bringing civil societies around the globe in a less “official” global cooperation for implementing the MDGs.  These smaller plans can be components of the larger PRSPs and both macro and micro levels need to be cognizant of human rights principles and the right to development, with particular focus on participatory planning approaches, equity and non-discrimination.  On the micro level, particular attention need be placed on the issue of accountability to the beneficiaries (rather than to government) by private, nongovernmental donor agencies.

66. An essential element of a human rights approach is the claim on entitlements through advocacy, citizen participation, litigation, etc.  This makes necessary a global partnership in advocacy training and sharing of experiences as well as planning and implementing on a national level.  It would be important to facilitate and provide necessary resources for exchange programs across countries, bringing together interlocutors from different countries for purposes of sharing information and strategies along thematic lines; for example: women, indigenous peoples, human rights proponents, academic researchers, and governmental functionaries meeting around a particular theme.  MDG 8 can be expanded to include building a global civil society by channeling resources to support such exchange programs that can enhance skills, inform strategies and empower the rights-bearers towards more effective participation and would strengthen accountability mechanisms at the same time.  This is, arguably, one of the most important means of promoting a Right to Development approach.

A.  Concluding remarks
67. The Right to Development promotes a process aimed at a holistic and comprehensive view of development.
 The Millennium Declaration and Goals flow naturally from that perspective and provide concrete benchmarks and targets to give tangible effect to the exercise of a Right to Development.  No progress can be achieved in enjoyment of the Right to Development without such tangible and specific benchmarks, and at the same time, success in achieving the MDGs would be minimal without the comprehensive entitlements framework that the Right to Development provides.  This can be clearly seen in the discussions on MDG 8 in particular, where the requisites of positive movement towards the achievement of goals include the requirement of shared national and global responsibilities, almost exactly as articulated in the Declaration.

68. While developed and developing states make some references to the rights and entitlements aspects of development, very little action is taken from that point of view in the articulation of plans and programs for achieving the MDGs.  The MDG reports contain sufficient data to inform a more adequate recognition of human rights principles and the challenge is how to begin to shift the paradigm from a matter of ‘principles’ to a matter of legal commitment, and to define specific and practical methods of doing so.

69. This study proposes that the MDG reports themselves are an important tool in bring about incremental movement towards recognizing the human rights and Right to Development approach as a matter of obligation and duty.  Using the reporting on such obligations may have an effect on changing the policies, practices and plans for implementing the MDGs, thus strengthening the possibilities of their implementation on the one hand through the human rights approach, and giving the Right to Development more concrete application on the other.  

70. The existing structure of the MDG reports, while varying somewhat from one state to the other, is composed of the following basic sections, under each of the goals reported on:

a. A summary of the current situation, sometimes called a diagnosis or an analysis;

b. Description of the challenges facing the state in implementing the goal;

c. Description of the supporting environment or framework to enable changes;

d. Priorities for assistance to enhance chances for success

e. Description of potential monitoring and evaluation techniques, including capacity to get data and track and analyze changes.

f. Finally, throughout the report, supporting graphs, tables and informational boxes provide added data.

Donors’ reports, however, did not closely follow this format, and were more particularized.  Developing a more systematic structure for donors’ reports on the implementation of Development Goal 8 would be quite helpful.
71. The proposed added information in paragraphs 40-67 above would not require a change in the organization of the MDG reports.  Most would fit within the relevant sections described in the preceding paragraph, and the use of box inserts can take up any particular set of data or information that does not.  

72. Clearly, these proposals are of a preliminary nature and are offered by way of possibilities that would need further investigation and elaboration.  It is hoped that they may at least be some practical steps that incrementally narrow the gap between needs-approaches and rights-approaches to development.  

B.  Summary of recommendations
1. Explicit commitment to a rights-based approach 

1.1. Finalize and promote the Draft Guidelines on a Human Rights Approach to Poverty Reduction Strategies.

1.2. Reports should use the Guidelines as a framework to ensure the inclusion of right-based efforts in the reporting. 

1.3. Make specific reference to the Declaration on the Right to Development, and to the country's human rights treaty commitments and obligations in the MDG reports.

1.4. Include information on significant developments in human rights practices, summarized from human rights reports and those of treaty bodies.

2. Participation
2.1. Report on the participatory mechanisms employed in strategies and plans, including periodic sub-regional meetings, broad opinion surveys, and encouraging grass-roots community participation in particular.

2.2. Develop participatory processes for monitoring and evaluating progress, using civil society organizations, academics and research centers.

3. Progressive realization
3.1. Add a specific budgetary element to the MDG reports with specific information that tracks changing budget allocations over time.

3.2. Such a budgetary element may fall under each of the specific goals put in a table format, for example, or in the body of the analytical text under “supportive environment.”

3.3. Include information on shifting resources over time (e.g. from armament to development).

3.4. Include information on prioritization of rights and perceived necessary trade-offs, making sure that progress made in one rights arena is not rolled back in favor of another.

3.5. This information should lead to an evaluative judgment of the State’s meeting of its ‘obligations of conduct’ vis-à-vis efforts to achieve progress on the Right to Development in the MDGs.  Such evaluation to include conduct of commission or omission. 

4. Non-discrimination

4.1. Add specific information under each of the goals on the structural discrimination that generates and sustains poverty and the status quo, including laws, discriminatory procedures and cultural practices, and efforts or plans to counter them.  

4.2. Alternatively, a specific section may be added to the reports, under such a heading as “Combating Discrimination.”

4.3. Add information on vulnerable populations, especially refugees, IDPs and other migrants to the MDG reports, and ensure their consideration in national and international poverty reduction strategies.       

5. Good governance and the rule of law

5.1. Reports should include a summary of available information from a variety of sources on the state’s performance in the field of good governance and legal reform, and in particular, the battle against corruption.  This is particularly relevant for meeting mutual responsibilities under MDG 8. A separate section in the reports dedicated to this information would be important.

5.2. At the same time, more detailed information on relevant legal provisions should be included in the discussions of each of the goals.

6. Accountability

6.1. The MDG reports themselves are probably the most important form of accountability, and should be further developed as an effective monitoring tool nationally and internationally.

6.2. Reports should include information on judicial and quasi-judicial machinery, including  litigation and other efforts to ensure proper implementation of plans, equal access.
7. IFIs and TNCs

7.1. It’s important to have more information on the participation of these institutions in the Millennium Goals efforts, either within the national reports or separately by asking them to make brief reports to be appended to national reports as independent contributions to the full picture of developments within the country.

7.2. Commission a research into the effect of TNC policies and practices on development efforts in general and achievement of the MDGs in particular, with reference to duties to respect, protect and fulfill human rights and in the context of the Right to Development.  

8. Other

8.1. Promote smaller-scale plans built around specific themes or goals, nationally or sub-regionally, that can be part of the overall poverty reduction strategies.  Small-scale plans have the potential to include more participatory approaches and involve smaller donors on the NGO level in the effort to eradicate poverty.

8.2. Facilitate and provide necessary resources for exchange programs across countries designed to strengthen civic participation and global cooperation at the same time.

8.3. Developing a more systematic structure for donors’ reports on the implementation of Development Goal 8 would be quite helpful.
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