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As indicated in the Strategic Plan, BIC will monitor the implementation of the 12 objectives mainly through integration into program workplans with periodic reviews of progress, and development of mid-term and final monitoring reports.  The following document represents the mid-term monitoring report.  The Strategic Plan also calls for a mid-term evaluation obtained from external stakeholders.  Given several activities are still in the initial stages, BIC has decided to conduct the external evaluation for the final assessment instead of at the mid-term point.

Overall, BIC made significant progress on the objectives laid out in the Strategic Plan for 2005 to 2008, including goals on major new directions and additional funding.  BIC’s progress on Objective 1. Empowerment – IFI Projects and Policies, Objective 3. Transparency, and Objective 8. Outreach has been particularly strong. While progress on Objective 7. Participation, and Objective 10. Knowledge Sharing - Research has been relatively less than anticipated.    However, in some cases as noted below, BIC activities need to be better tailored/enhanced to more concretely/closely meet the specific objective/related outcome and in a few other cases there is only initial groundwork or future planned activities for which BIC will need to be sure to follow through on.  Still yet, for some outcomes BIC’s thinking has changed (based on CSO feedback and surrounding circumstances) and the outcome, as originally designed, may no longer be relevant.

Objective 1: Empowerment - IFI Projects and Policies

Deepen collaboration with local civil society/grassroots organizations and improve the effectiveness of our support to communities facing infringements of rights and/or threats to livelihoods in selected projects and policies.

Over the past two years, BIC made good progress towards deepening its collaboration with local civil society organizations (CSOs) and protecting rights through engaging on problem projects/policies, training CSOs, convening diverse stakeholders, and sharing lessons across countries.  BIC provided active and in-depth advocacy support to seven problem projects and two sector/policy reforms, including:  Chashma (Pakistan), STDP (Sri Lanka), Marlin gold/silver mine (Guatemala), Transocanica (Peru), Ahafo gold mine (Ghana), Chad-Cameroon pipeline, Lom Pangar dam (Cameroon), forest sector reform (Democratic Republic of Congo), and oil sector development (Azerbaijan).  BIC advocacy efforts contributed to increased scrutiny of the projects/policies by the Board of Directors and staff of the Banks.  Examples of some beneficial changes include: in Africa - enhanced reporting requirements and creation of community committees for Ahafo; strengthened public participation in forest sector reform and, hence,  improved forest management in DRC; and disclosure of internal WB comments on the Lom Pangar EIA; and in ECA – awareness and, hence, increased scrutiny on the role IFIs have played in Azerbaijan’s oil dependence (e.g. Dutch disease) by the public and IFI staff.
In addition to the direct work on individual problem projects and policies, BIC made some headway on building the overall capacity of local CSOs to carry out work on the IFIs.  In the past two years, BIC conducted no less than 20 major trainings across all program regions on IFI operations and how to obtain information.  In the LAC region, five BICECA partners achieved advanced training in IIRSA and IFI information gathering/dissemination and related advocacy skills.  However, overall, BIC has not assessed whether the trainings have specifically resulted in effectively strengthening the local CSOs’ abilities to carry out IFI advocacy or in becoming structurally literate
, as stated in the Strategic Plan.  BIC program managers recognize this and have stated the intention to both enhance the design of the general trainings accordingly and to build in an assessment process.  
Also towards building CSO capacity, BIC organized (jointly with partners) cross-country exchange research programs and workshops/meetings with BICECA researchers and with four ECA countries on EIR
 implementation.  BIC also facilitated conferences and meetings for problem project-affected groups to share their experiences at international events, including, inter alia, at various IFI AGMs, STDP in Manila, Chasma in Germany, and Chad-Cameroon pipeline with international press.  Lastly, in at least two cases, BIC convened diverse stakeholders (environment, labor, local/state-level government, women, human rights) to work together on joint strategies towards changing IFI operations.  These include Articulacion Frente, IIRSA and Ahafo, Ghana.  There are many other cases where BIC was involved in meetings and initiatives that brought together several different stakeholders, but not as a result of any specific BIC intention. To more closely reflect the objective of the Strategic Plan, BIC should focus more effort in bringing diverse groups together towards joint advocacy.  

Objective 2: Empowerment - IFI Country/Regional Development Strategies

Provide civil society organizations (CSOs) with the information, analysis, tools, and opportunities to advance their priorities, alternatives, and appropriate roles for IFIs in their respective countries -- in the context of 6 IFI country/regional development strategies

In the past two years, BIC laid the groundwork for CSOs to develop and have opportunities to advocate for alternative development strategies.  To begin, BIC was successful at changing IFI operational policies on country strategies.  During the revision of the disclosure policies of the ADB (March 2005) and EBRD (May 2006), BIC advocated for and was successful in obtaining the disclosure of draft country strategies for public comment.  Furthermore, as a result of BIC efforts, US congressional legislation (appropriations bill H9518) now mandates that US Executive Directors must promote at all of the MDBs the disclosure of draft country strategies for public consideration no less than 45 days before consideration by the board of directors.

In an effort to encourage local CSOs’ involvement in IFI country assistance strategies, BIC’s regional programs have distributed and posted IFI country strategy status reports, consultation schedules, and contacts.  However, thus far, CSOs have shown little interest or ability to engage in the IFI consulting processes (a few groups have expressed interest, but stated a lack of time).  In the case of Russia’s EBRD country strategy, BIC itself submitted comments on diversifying the economy and transparency.  

Overall, BIC has experienced competing views on the utility of working on IFI country strategies and has begun to rethink its approach to this objective.  As evident by the lack of interest explained above, many CSOs do not think it is worth their time.  In the past, BIC has had some CSO involvement
, but CSOs seem to be discouraged by the previous lack of influence on final country strategies.  However, past difficulties in affecting change may be related, in part, to the non-disclosure of drafts. Part of the problem also seems to be that CSOs do not necessarily perceive much value in country strategies because it is more difficult to make the link to impacts on the ground.  BIC could do more to illustrate how country strategies can be used to affect change.  For example, in Indonesia an IFC pulpmill project was not approved by the Board because CSOs successfully argued that the project went against the CAS goal of reducing forest production capacity (ultimately towards reducing deforestation and illegal logging).  BIC may consider making a concerted effort at ensuring groups are aware of the new disclosure of drafts and developing guidance for CSOs on how to be more effective on strategies.  After all, it would be a shame to waist the efforts made in getting the IFIs to disclose draft country strategies.  Furthermore, by not commenting on the drafts, Executive Directors may question why they supported CSOs in their request for disclosure.

With all that said, BIC has increased its emphasis on regional development strategies and integration studies (IIRSA and the Greater Mekong Sub-region).  In addition, BIC has begun some initial efforts on the development of alternatives with CSOs, such as planned 2007-8 conferences on policy alternatives on IIRSA and a different approach to forest management in the DRC.  Furthermore, BIC produced analytical papers on IFI lending operations’ impacts on the forestry and urban sectors in South Asia and on the oil sector and poverty reduction goals in Azerbaijan.  It is intended that these papers be used as background materials in developing alternatives.  However, BIC must be sure to follow up on the analytical pieces as well as the project case studies to incorporate them into concrete efforts on country- and regional-level alternative economic development strategies/models.
Objective 3: Economic, Social, Cultural, and Environmental Rights

Strengthen recognition of and respect for economic, social, cultural, and environmental rights by IFIs in selected operational policies (e.g. safeguards), macroeconomic and sector policies, and investment projects.

BIC´s work on international rights and standards has focused on convening a loose coalition of groups to examine priority areas and potential strategies for challenging IFI adherence to international laws, norms, and standards. Four working groups have been established: (a) promoting IFI accountability to the UN system, (b) challenging member governments to respect own obligations when engaged at IFIs, (c) exploiting inconsistencies in IFI recognition/non-recognition of international rights/standards, and (d) exploring legal challenges to IFIs. BIC will convene an NGO strategy session in early 2007. The comparative analysis called for in the Strategic Plan has been delayed while we assess priorities through the above process.
In addition to the working groups, BIC completed a new Safeguards section in the World Bank and ADB Toolkits (BIC’s MDB guide for citizens) that provide guidance on how to use IFI safeguards to protect rights.  As called for in the Strategic Plan, BIC has focused to a more significant degree on efforts to promote human rights issues, including: advocated for the inclusion of human rights obligations in IFC performance standards; took the lead with CIEL on analyzing the WB legal opinion on human rights; lead engagement with the Bank’s legal department on recent Bank actions on human rights; and participated & presented at a Columbia University conference of human rights activists.  BIC’s work with partners on the IFC performance standards resulted in several outcomes: disclosure of the social action plan, some strengthening of indigenous peoples standards, mild provisions regarding security forces, transparency and participation in the consultation process, and mainstreaming transparency and participation across the performance standards.  

[Note: If possible, it would be good if BIC could follow up on the IFC’s new human rights assessment tool that has come about as a result of EIR-related advocacy.  The draft tool is due out in December.]

Objective 4: Transparency
Broaden number of civil society networks informed about access to information issues at the IFIs, deepen knowledge and advocacy on IFI transparency among civil society networks, and improve internal and external channels for the public to access information from the IFIs.

Towards BIC’s objective on transparency, BIC is active in several CSO networks, providing multiple IFI transparency resources for CSOs, monitoring information disclosure adherence, and advocating for and successfully strengthening IFI policies.  BIC is working with several civil society networks on access to information issues, including the Global Transparency Initiative, Publish What You Pay -US coalition, country-level Revenue Watch coalitions (ECA region), Transparency International network, CEE Bankwatch Network, Eurodad, BICECA groups (LAC), and the NGO Forum (Asia).  For many of these coalitions, BIC is the lead on IFI transparency.  In the past two years, BIC actively advocated for stronger transparency requirements during a number of IFI operational policy revisions and participated in many international meetings/conferences of the networks/coalitions (e.g., PWYP/EITI conference, Oslo).  Thus far, working with these various networks BIC was successful in achieving improvements to the EBRD, IFC, and ADB disclosure policies and the EBRD’s new energy policy with regard to revenue transparency for oil and gas operations.  

A cornerstone of BIC’s transparency work and a central part of the Strategic Plan, is the Global Transparency Initiative (GTI), including related activities on the IFI Transparency Resource   (IFITR) and the Transparency Charter & Scorecard (an international launch was recently held in Batam, Indonesia). In addition to these important transparency resources, BIC prepared a quick reference guide to extractive industries revenue and contract transparency at five IFIs and produced a memo on disclosure “exceptions” at the EBRD used to engage EBRD to more narrowly define its disclosure policy constraints.  BIC is also monitoring the implementation of IFI transparency policies at the project-level both for the ADB’s disclosure policy and for the IFC and EBRD extractive industry revenue transparency requirements.  Furthermore, BIC has or is assisting partners to challenge when project information has not been disclosed, e.g., an IFC natural gas port in Russia
 and a coal mine in Bangladesh.  

Objective 5: External Accountability

To strengthen the influence of borrower member parliaments over IFI operations in their countries and to support external challenges to IFI operations by affected communities.

In close collaboration with New Rules, Action Aid, and Bretton Woods Project, BIC is moving forward with supporting parliamentary oversight of IFI operations in four developing countries, namely India, Indonesia, Ghana, and Brazil. These activities are reflected in a joint proposal – Democratic Governance and Parliamentary Oversight (DGPO), which has been funded by OSI, NOVIB, and the Ford Foundation.  However, so far there has been slow uptake in some of the countries.  BIC needs to assess how well this work actually speaks to CSO priorities and how much resources they will actually devote to these activities.  In addition, BIC has circulated a list of countries in Asia where Parliamentary oversight is required has commented on a Parliamentary Handbook currently under preparation at the Intercultural Resource Center-Delhi. 

Moreover, BIC, through its regional offices, is more actively supporting CSOs in their engagement with their parliaments on issues related to IFIs.  These activities should be further strengthened in the coming year.

Objective 6: Internal Accountability

Advocate for reforms in the internal accountability mechanisms of at least 3 MDBs so that they are easier for citizens to access and use and their mandates are extended to include monitoring and follow-up of recommendations/action steps emerging from their investigations.  

BIC has worked on this objective by supporting groups to file claims, monitor recommendations stemming from claims, and by assessing advantages and disadvantages to using accountability mechanisms.   BIC has assisted on 11 accountability mechanism claims, including (1) ADB Compliance Panel - STDP project to monitor the Management Action and by preparing a Fact-finding report to inform claimants ahead of a monitoring visit; (2) ERA in Nigeria to follow-up on WB Inspection Panel findings and monitor WB Management’s commitments; (3) Bujagali (Uganda) follow-up on WB Inspection Panel’s recommendations and management response from 2002 claim in the context of a revived project; (4) WB Cambodia Forest Concessions Management and Control Pilot Project, (5)  the WB Pakistan National Drainage Project, (6) the ADB Coastal & Inland Community Development Project; (7) Nigerian affected communities and Ghanaian partners to develop and submit an Inspection Panel claim on the West Africa Gas Pipeline; (8) assisted indigenous peoples associations and environmental groups in DRC to file Inspection Panel claim on WB’s forest sector operations; (9) assisted on follow up with the CAO on the Karachaganak oil field (Kazakhstan) claim; (10) helped explore the potential to file a CAO claim on Russkiya Mir II, Russia, and (11) helped prepare and follow up on the Marlin gold/silver mine (Guatemala) CAO claim.

In addition, BIC rewrote its World Bank Toolkit to include a section on advantages and disadvantages of using the WB Inspection Panel and IFC Compliance and Advisory Ombudsman (CAO). In anticipation of the 3-year review of the ADB’s Accountability Mechanism, BIC assessed the costs and benefits of claims at the ADB.  Lastly, BIC also engaged in organizing CSO analysis and advocacy around reforms of the independent compliance mechanism at the IDB.

The work so far has concentrated on project cases, but further work is needed on more systemic issues at the accountability mechanisms.  To more closely meet the overall objective 6, BIC still needs to do specific work on advancing reforms of the accountability mechanisms at three MDBs.  
Objective 7: Participation

Develop critical materials and promote civil society dialogue on the terms of negotiation, principles, thresholds, and lessons learned on public participation with respect to IFI policies and projects – based on existing knowledge and grounded in the experiences of our core partners and affected communities. 

Given CSO disagreements around the Joint Facilitation Committee work, an overall critique of IFI approaches to participation was not carried out as called for by the Strategic Plan.  However, BIC did critique the approaches to participation and consultation in a range of policy review processes including the IFC safeguards and the World Bank’s governance and anti-corruption framework.  Furthermore, BIC assisted NGOs to set the terms of engagement for the reviews of the ADB Safeguard Policies, the ADB Accountability Mechanism, 4 BICECA case studies, and for the IFC Marlin mine project (Guatemala).  Also, BIC provided comments to the IMF on how it should improve its public comments process surrounding the review of WB-IMF collaboration.   

Objective 8: Outreach

Expand our outreach and diversify our partnerships to better reflect and serve a broader range of the public affected by the IFIs. 

In the past two years, BIC expanded its work and services significantly to include more countries and more diverse groups and by opening new regional offices.  In Asia, BIC extended its services to Thailand, Cambodia, Vietnam, Laos, Indonesia, and Yunnan (China) via BIC’s new Mekong/SE Asia Regional Office (Bangkok) and to India, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh, and Nepal via its South Asia Regional Office (New Delhi).  In LAC, BIC has placed a stronger focus on the Andes and Amazon countries.  In Africa, BIC now has greater coverage in east and southern Africa (e.g., Mozambique and Ethiopia) and the ECA program is exploring joint work with groups in Russia, Kyrgyz Republic, and Armenia.

In addition to new countries, BIC is reaching out to new groups through tailoring information products and facilitating/participating in meetings/conferences.  For example, BIC is reaching out to US groups (academics, university students, faith-based, human rights) through launching a new series of “IFI Briefs” targeted at US audiences and convening diverse US groups working on Africa.  BIC is coordinating efforts among IFI and human rights groups to engage the World Bank on its human rights initiative. BIC has also reached out to indigenous groups in Artic Russia and in the DRC. Lastly, BIC made an effort to present at a broader range of conferences, such as on human rights (Columbia University) and gender issues (Population Institute).  Finally, BIC now actively supports the World Bank staff’s Critical Development Issues group.

BIC information products are now tailored to better speak to our new constituencies, including new country updates, new IIRSA webpage, and ADB Toolkit translation into 10 Asian languages, Russian and Azeri (forthcoming).  Although, new materials have been produced to cover new countries and languages, BIC needs to do more work on producing new issue-based material that caters to human rights, women, labor, etc.

Objective 9: Information Services and Media

Develop and institutionalize a more coherent information services program so that BIC’s information is more timely, targeted, relevant, accessible, and widely disseminated.

BIC has put a lot of effort into strengthening its information services (IS) in the last two years and IS is in the middle of developing a new strategy and action plan.  First, BIC took a significant step by hiring a more experienced IS coordinator and an additional permanent full time staff.  BIC put a lot of work into redesigning the website, including: new content, friendlier format, updated and enhanced regional webpages, more photographs, more translation into other languages, and new web pages including: BICECA, IFI accountability, transparency for each MDB, extractive industries, popular education, glossary of IFI terms, MDB toolkits, and IMF information.  

In addition, BIC’s contacts database was updated, refined, and consolidated to ensure a better and more comprehensive distribution system.  BIC increased the number of listservs it is active on, including: PWYP-US coalition, Connect US, Contracts, ADB Safeguards, BICECA, and has remained active on: GTI, IFIwatchnet, Bankwatch Network, NGO Forum, GRRR, and EIR (BIC produces the EIR Update).
With regard to media work, BIC now maintains a list of journalists – including a broader network in the regions and a searchable databse.  BIC has reached out to new outlets, participated in training journalists in Kazakhstan (two workshops), participated in press briefings (e.g., Chad-Cameroon pipeline), and held media workshops for NGOs ahead of ADB and WBG annual meetings.

Objective 10: Knowledge Sharing: Research

Strengthen the analytical ability of and improve access to research for BIC’s partners on the economic, social, and environmental impacts of IFI projects and policies affecting them.

BICECA is developing an interactive training program, including action research, to increase the capacity of partner NGOs to utilize research products in advocacy activities.  In addition, BICECA identified and convened researchers to address research priorities for IIRSA and produce 4 case studies in Peru, Colombia, Bolivia and Brazil.
At the organization-wide level, BIC has embarked upon some analysis on international rights and standards and on the IMF.  Research topics have also been identified at the country or regional level.  For example, analytical work has been conducted on Azerbaijan (relationship between a decade IFI lending, oil dependence, poverty, and Dutch disease), and Lom Pangar jointly with GVC and IRN, and will be conducted on water and climate change in South Asia and on natural resources, extractives, and agriculture in the Mekong region.  In addition, BIC has helped convene a “contracts” working group, including academics, to exchange information and advance advocacy agenda regarding contract transparency, human rights and economic justice impacts

BIC may need to re-think this objective as it will take a lot of additional resources and staff with specific skills to enhance BIC’s work on economic policy analysis, action research, and collaboration with academics, especially in addressing research priorities of the wider development community as called for in Strategic Plan.
Objective 11: Core Partnerships

Institutionalize core partnerships in order to help provide strategic direction for BIC, sharpen program focus, improve program services, and enhance the accountability and political legitimacy of BIC’s work. 

BIC’s thinking on “core” partnerships has changed.  The concept still remains central to BIC’s work, but there ended up being less commitment to move forward with institutionalizing core partnerships through specific processes such as an MOU that suggests a more structured relationship as opposed to a more organic process. 

Towards the specific outcome of “establishing functioning mechanisms to solicit input and advice from core partners to sharpen regional and policy work-programs”, in SA and Mekong/SEA BIC conducted major outreach inititiatives to develop regional programs and work-plans which responded to CSO needs.  In addition, BIC’s ECA program continues to participate in the Bankwatch Network’s AGMs, where priorities and work-programs are discussed. BIC should continue to concentrate on this specific outcome towards establishing functioning mechanisms for input.

Objective 12: Board of Directors

Develop and expand the composition and roles of BIC’s Board of Directors in order to better serve the organization in fulfilling its mandate, and to include more Southern civil society experts to advise BIC on its organizational priorities. 

BIC added one new director from a borrowing country, Smitu Kothari from India.  a  To meet this objective, BIC still needs to add two new directors (at least one of them from a borrowing country).  BIC invited two NGO representatives from borrowing countries to be directors, but both of them felt they did not have enough time to serve on BIC’s board.  Furthermore, the Board is in process of developing a TOR that will help clarify how the Board will change to most effectively respond to the changing needs as indicated in the Strategic Plan.  BIC staff will continue to engage the Board and provide input on moving this forward.  
New Directions

In addition to the 12 objectives above, the Strategic Plan also included two significant new directions for BIC, including the establishment of in-country regional offices and capacity to provide basic information and analytical services on the IMF.   

Over the last 18 months, BIC set up three pilot regional offices in South Asia (New Delhi), the Mekong region (Bangkok), and the Amazon region (Lima).  Of the three original pilots, the South Asia and Mekong offices are still active and will be further strengthened.  The pilot office in Peru, which focused on IIRSA and the Amazon, has been abandoned and a more full-service office and the region is currently under consideration.  Further work in this area is also being considered in Russia and in Africa.  BIC will continue to proceed cautiously in this new direction but incremental resources are likely to be directed to these activities next year.  

BIC has also moved forward on providing new services on the IMF.  Specifically, BIC has been reviewing IMF trends, opportunities, CSO work on the IMF, and options for a BIC work program.  In November, BIC convened a small meeting of CSOs and academics to advise BIC on a new IMF work program.  BIC also has committed resources and assisted in writing the TOR for a joint research project with the International Budget Project on the role of IMF in shaping budgets.  In addition, BIC has already started some modest work on the IMF, including: new web page of general information, community guide on the IMF’s Guide on Resource Revenue Transparency Resource, meetings with IMF on BIC’s Azerbaijan research, comments on the IMF’s review of IMF-WB collaboration, and participation in IMF reform strategy sessions in Batam, Indonesia and Singapore.  

Funding

In the Strategic Plan, BIC estimated that in order to meet the objectives and new priorities, BIC’s overall budget would need to increase from a level of US$1.2 million to about US$1.6 million by 2008.  BIC is well on its way to achieving, and perhaps even exceeding, this funding goal.  For FY 2006 BIC’s total funds were US $1.51 million and for FY 2007 BIC currently conservatively estimates total funds of US $1.61 million (though realistically this will likely exceed $ 1.65 million).

� Policies refers to macroenomic, sector, project-specific, etc. policy reforms promoted by IFIs in the context of both adjustment and investment lending operations.  Not to be confused with IFI operational policy reform.


� Structural literacy:  the state or quality of being literate in the arrangement or interrelation of parts as dominated by the general character of the whole. Structural literacy describes the capacity of people, groups, and communities to understand IFI development policies and projects, the suite of principles, standards, guidelines, practices, and mechanisms that accompany them, and the political and economic forces that drive and shape them. The goal of structural literacy work is to amplify the effective voices of the sectors, communities and populations who have little say in the development decisions that affect their lives.


� This refers to the World Bank Group’s Extractive Industries Review commitments.


� For example, in 2004 the ECA program had CSO involvement on country strategies for Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan, and Russia.


� Even though our Russian partner had sent letters to both the company and the IFC, it was not until BIC brought our partner to Washington and conducted intense discussions with IFC staff that the company sponsor was finally forced to meet with our partner and provide several documents.
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