The 2014-15 aid budget:
less aid, less transparent
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The 10% cut

Cumulative
Annual change change

Aid (Sm)CPI (%) Nominal Real Nominal Real
2012-13 5149
2013-14 5032 3.25 -23% -5.3% -2.3% -5.3%
2014-15 5032 225 0.0% -2.2% -2.3% -7.4%

2015-16 5034 25 0.0% -2.4% -2.3% -9.7%



ODA (constant 2012/13 $ million)

The aid scale down

| 8T-LT0C
 LT-9T0C
| 9T-STOC
| ST-¥T0C
| ¥T-€10C
| €T-7T0C
| TT-1T0C
' 11-0T0C
| 01-600¢
60-800¢
' 80-L00C
" £0-900¢
' 90-500¢
| S0-¥00¢
" ¥0-€00¢
| €0-200¢
| 20-100C
' 10-0002
| 000Z-666T
66-866T
| 86-L66T
| 16-966T
| 96-S66T
| S6-766T
| ¥6-€661
| €6-7661
| 76-1661
| 160661
| 0676861
68-886T
| 88-/86T
| £8-9861
| 98-G86T
| G8-¥861
| ¥8-€861
| €8-7861
| 78-1861
| 18-086T
08-6£6T
| 6L-8L6T
| 8L-LL6T
| LL-9L6T
| 9/-S/6T
| SL-vL6T
| vL-€L6T
€L-TL6T
TL-TL6T

$6,000
$5,000
$4,000
$3,000
$2,000
$1,000

o
>



ODA/GNI (%)
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The end of an era

Year-on-year aid nominal incresaes since 2000-01 (Smillion)
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Note: this also puts the $375 million returned from asylum seekers in perspective 8



The disproportionate burden:
aid and the fiscal adjustment

* From 2012-13 to 2017/-18
— aid falls by 9.7%
— Non-aid increases by 9.3%

2012-13
2013-14
2014-15
2015-16
2016-17
2017-18

Real spending (Sb,
2012-13 prices)

Aid

5.1
4.9
4.8
4.7
4.7
4.7

Non-aid
377.5
397.4
388.1
393.7
404.5
413.5

Cumulative change

Aid

-5.3%
-7.4%
-9.7%
-9.7%
-9.7%

Non-aid

5.3%
2.8%
4.3%
7.2%
9.6%



The declining share of aid in total
expenditure
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Composition and quality



The big picture: 2014-15 losers

* $375 million: return of asylum seeker funding

* $100 million: reduction in aid to Africa (MENA
as well as sub-Saharan Africa) and Latin
America

e $120 million: reduction in aid administration
 TOTAL: $595 million
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The big picture: 2014-15 winners

$60 million: PNG

$55 million: to regional organizations and
Initiatives

$65 million: to humanitarian

$30 million: contingency

$380 million: “Cross Regional Programs”

— Scholarships continue to increase to 4,500 awards, as
per 2013-14 target, so full quaraninte from cuts

— Most held in reserve

TOTAL: $S590 million



Increased regional focus
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Winners and losers

Middle East and North Africa
Caribbean
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Other changes

Doubling of DAP (S11 million)

ANCP tiny increase ($3.3 m. to $134 million)
ACIAR constant

AFP down

Multilateral allocations unchanged from
January or undecided



A few surprises in the forward
estimates
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Missing

Sectoral allocations

Policy framework

Benchmarks

Any new Iinitiatives

Blue book: since 1999-00 or earlier



Transparency

* Country information previously in blue book
now on web.

* So, greater onus on the web to be up-to-date
and consistent, but ....



Web pages out of date

4 Organisational structure | X Www.treasury.gov.au/~/r

{8 Massive ice sheet meltis - x

Australian Multilateral
Assessment

Australian Multilateral Assessment
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How we are helping

Our funding for 2011/12

$1.8 billion

Sectoral and thematic information will be updated following the release of
Australia’s new development policy, which will set out how Australia’s aid
programme will be re-shaped to more effectively promote economic
growth and reduce poverty. These new policy directions will be
underpinned by a set of performance benchmarks that will improve aid
programme performance, value for money and results.

achieve si results and are
important partners for the Australian aid program. Their reach, leverage,
specialisation and other strengths play a critical role in helping Australia to meet
its international development objectives. Around one-third of the aid budgetis
through r and the is
committed to expanding this support to effective partners.

The Multilateral Engagement Strategy for the Australian aid program 2012-2016
identifies priorities for the aid program’s engagement with multilateral

Australia the performance of its r partners to
inform our engagement with them and to ensure value for money from our
multilateral funding.

As highlighted in the Australia Multilateral Assessment (AMA) and reaffirmed
through the , Australia’s to
organisations are effective and delivering results Australia's 2011-13
contribution to the GAVI Alliance for example, is expected to fully immunise
7.7 million children in developing countries against major diseases; and
prevent 3.9 million people dying from preventable diseases.

The AMA did however identify areas where all multilateral partners could do
more to improve their performance. In the context of the AMA, the government

han Stntnd that inarnanae in Bindinswill ke aian ta fhasa millilataeal

Why we

‘ ‘ The fundamental purpose of
Australia's aid program is to
help people overcome
poverty. There have been
impressive gains in reducing
poverty but more remains to
be done. Australia will
continue to work through its
aid program to address
poverty, but there are limits to
what it can achieve alone.

Find out more on why we work
with multilateral organisations

Scorecard

Multilateral Performance Scorecards were
developed and introduced in 2012 in
response to a recommendation in the
Australian Multilateral Assessment (AMA)
for an ongoing system to track the
performance of the Australian aid
program's multitateral partners.

The scorecards take forward the
Governments commitment made in An
Effective Aid Program for Australia to
increase core funding for multilateral
organisations and link core funding to
performance and relevance to Australia.

Itis anticipated that Scorecards will be
prepared on an annual basis.

Find out more about scorecards
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Project web pages now missing
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Conclusion

Less aid: 10% cut over three years.

Less transparent aid: no blue book, and
website not yet an adequate replacement.

A mixed bag of allocation decisions.

Opportunities:
— The new policy and benchmarks.

— A better outcome is possible in coming years for
both quantity and transparency.



