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INTRODUCTION
1. The high-level task force the implementation of the right to development was established in pursuance of the Commission on Human Rights resolution 2004/7, within the framework of the Working Group on the Right to Development. Its mandate was renewed in Commission on Human Rights resolution 2005/4 upon recommendation of the Working Group at its sixth session.

2. The objective of the task force is to provide the necessary expertise to the Working Group to enable it to make appropriate recommendations to the various actors on the issues identified for the implementation of the right to development. The task force comprises five experts nominated by the Chairperson of the Working Group on the Right to Development in consultation with the regional groups of member-States, and representatives from the identified international trade, finance and development institutions.
3. 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.” The present document contains a summary of submissions to the meeting of the high-level task force.These submissions can be found on the webpage of the high-level task force: http://www.ohchr.org/english/issues/development/taskforce.htm    

I.  STATE SUBMISSIONS
Germany

4. Germany supports and agrees on the concept of the Right to Development (RtD). It however emphasises the fact that the RtD does not necessarily focus on international cooperation, but that the primary duty for granting an enabling environment lies with the developing states themselves. The RtD is not considered to entail any specific legal obligation of individual states vis-à-vis any other particular state. Germany fully endorses the concept, that the RtD means “growth with equity.” From Germany’s point of view, the RtD and a rights-based approach to development attach importance to both, development outcomes and processes of development. Germany states that coordinating trade, development, and human rights policies could contribute to a coherent approach so as to optimize the realization of human rights, including development, and thus, the Right to Development. 

Republic of Kenya

5. Kenya reiterates that the Millennium Declaration committed both the developed and the developing nations to meet certain requirements to achieve the development goals set out by the international community, asking what reform initiatives were taking place in the developing nations and how the developed world was responsive to their commitments. The conclusion is that “most countries are still far off track.” Internal policy reforms had not reached an optimal point and resources had not been shifted in a required extend towards the MDGs neither by developed nor developing countries. 

6. Kenya calls for countries to design a relevant “pro-MDG policy framework” to benefit the poor, balance short-run and long-run needs, and take advantage of the possible synergies in efforts to achieve the specific goals. In Kenya, deliberate efforts are being made to create such a framework and to mainstream MDGs into sector specific policies. Kenya also recalls the fact that it has presented a Needs Assessment Study and strongly recommends this to other countries as such a study is seen as a necessary basis for resource mobilization and focussed planning to meet the goals. 
7. It is pointed out that inadequate financial and policy support from the donor community” is seen as the major problem for the achievement of the MDGs. MDG 8 is recalled as a basis whose commitments have to be honoured if the financing difficulties should be overcome. The financing gap in Kenya is estimated at “nearly USD 3 billion annually” which is considered impossible to fill given the current circumstances. 

8. Kenya expresses its discontent about the non-delivery of the donor countries’ global ODA commitment, which was made at several global summits since 1970 by most OECD countries but only attained by “5 of the 23 OECD largest donors.” In terms of increased FDI, a fairer trading system, and debt cancellation Kenya does not perceive significant improvements, either. Bad governance, so far “an excuse” for the reluctance of the donor countries to step up to their commitments, has been targeted in Kenya by various government initiatives which “substantially improved governance and created a better environment for business, but it is stated that this did not result in substantive changes in the status of ODA as “the donor community has not honoured the Millennium Declaration commitments.”

9. In this regard, Kenya calls on the donor community to increase ODA level to 0.7% by 2010, improving aid by de-linking it from trade and geopolitical interests, and improving predictability of ODA. It also calls for the establishment of a fair and equitable trading system (as does target one of MDG 8) and total debt cancellation for developing countries that “are facing severe constraints” in funding the MDGs. Regret is expressed about the limitation of the debt cancellation initiative which did not allow Kenya to benefit from debt relief. 

10. It is emphasised that increase in ODA alone will not suffice to reach the goals, but that a proper policy framework and frequent monitoring and reporting on the progress will also be needed. This is seen as a task which should be undertaken jointly by developing countries in a spirit of “friendly competition in their race for achieving the time-bound MDGs.”

Russian Federation
11. Russia states in its submission that national legislation does not provide for the term ODA, which is the reason why considerations about Russian development assistance have to take into account monies spent under a number of different classifications. Russia emphasizes the importance given to external debt reduction and the HIPC debt cancellation initiative, and trade preferences in development cooperation. Lower tariffs on imports from developing countries as well as duty free imports from the poorest countries are a measure that Russia considers to be very effective in development cooperation. 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland

12. The UK’s “understanding of what makes aid effective is changing.” An overriding principle of its new approach in development cooperation is therefore to move away from classical notions of conditionality to a broader understanding of a partnership, which involves leaving decisions about the development processes largely to partner countries. The UK is “committed to supporting partner governments to fulfil their human rights obligations, and will agree with governments how to assess progress in this area.” 
13. The UK submitted the following six papers (elaborated by DFID over the last five years) for consideration by the HLTF:
- 1: Partnerships for poverty reduction: rethinking conditionality. 

- 2: Reducing poverty by tackling social exclusion. 

- 3: How to reduce maternal deaths: rights and responsibilities. 

- 4: Sexual and reproductive health and rights. 

- 5: Girl’s education: towards a better future for all. 

- 6: Realising human rights for poor people. 

14. The first of the papers above mentioned serves as a basis and general guideline for the UK’s future development cooperation; the other papers explain ways of its practical application. In rethinking conditionality DFID elaborates the UK’s approach to development partnerships. It puts emphasis on the fact that the traditional notion of conditionality will not be used to determine policies in development cooperation any more. Instead the new approach should focus more on policy outcomes. “Development countries must be able to formulate their own policies concerning the MDGs.” The only conditionality that will be kept is the one on a shared commitment concerning the objectives of reducing poverty, achieving the MDGs, respecting human rights, strengthening financial management, and reducing the risk of funds being misused through weak administration or corruption. In addition, predictability in aid flows, harmonization among donors, and transparency and accountability on the donor side are main issues the new approach to development partnerships will focus on. In general, more space will be given to partner governments to draw up their own plans and priorities in development strategies. The evolution of PRSPs by the partner governments will therefore be crucial for the fulfilment of partnership duties on both sides. 
15. Reducing poverty by tackling social exclusion, shows how “inclusion is a key pillar of our [the UK’s] rights-based approach.” This policy commits the UK to take appropriate steps to tackle exclusion as a cause of poverty in its partnership with governments and others. How to reduce maternal deaths: rights and responsibilities is an example of the use of a human rights approach in tackling one of the MDGs. “It draws on the principles of participation, inclusion and fulfilling obligation, when analysing the causes and solutions for addressing maternal mortality.” Sexual and reproductive health and rights sets out the importance of realizing human rights in this context. Girl’s education: towards a better future for all provides again an example for a rights-based approach towards the achievement of a MDG, the baseline being the perception of education as a right searching for strategies to realize it. Realising human rights for poor people is dating back to 2000 and can be seen as the key document setting out this new approach to link human rights and partnerships in development cooperation.
II. UN SUBMISSIONS
Paul Hunt, Special Rapporteur on the right to health: The right of everyone to the enjoyment of the highest attainable standard of physical and mental health (A/59/422)
16. The report by the Special Rapporteur is (due to its nature) primarily concerned with health issues. Those issues relate directly to MDGs 4, 5, 6, and 7, but also, if indirectly, to target 6 of goal 8 (In cooperation with pharmaceutical companies, provide access to affordable essential drugs in developing countries.) The report notes shortcomings in the work with and on the MDGs concerning the position of HR: “Although the Goals have generated a great deal of literature, human rights receive only slight attention in this rich material.” 
17. Referring to MDG 8, the report elaborates on the responsibility of developed states. Those responsibilities are seen to arise from “provisions relating to international assistance and cooperation in international human rights law.” This includes “the responsibility of developed states to work actively towards an international order that is conducive to the elimination of poverty and the realization of the right to health in developing countries.” Legal reinforcement to MDG 8 is seen in the “human rights concept of international assistance and cooperation”, as this concept is perceived to be “enshrined in binding international human rights law.” 
18. However, the importance of the legal basis to MDG 8 is, according to the report, weakened by the “feeble” accountability mechanisms in relation to the goal. Most developed countries do not report on goal 8 in their MDG reports, and even if they do, national self-monitoring is not seen as an appropriate measure to ensure accountability. This is considered to be especially problematic for development countries where the inability to achieve the MDGs is “not a matter of greater efficiency and fairer distribution among their citizens […], but [is due to] an alarming shortage of resources and grossly inadequate budgets.” By those statements it is evident that the report sees the obligations contained in MDG 8 to be found on the international rather than the national level. 
19. The official summary of the report reads as follows: 
20. The report reflects on the activities of, and issues of particular interest to, the Special Rapporteur on the right of everyone to the enjoyment of the highest attainable standard of physical and mental health (“the right to health”), since his last report to the Commission on Human Rights (E/CN.4/2004/49). Section II points out that one of the most striking features of the Millennium Development Goals is the prominence they give to health. The Special Rapporteur shows how the right to health can contribute to the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals related to health, for example, by ensuring that vertical health interventions strengthen health systems and by reinforcing Goal 8 (a global partnership for development). 
21. Section III briefly draws attention to the profound disparities in health for indigenous peoples in many countries and calls for urgent and concerted efforts, at local, national and international levels, towards reversing these trends. In his preliminary report to the Commission on Human Rights (E/CN.4/2003/58), the Special Rapporteur observed that a State needed indicators and benchmarks if it was to monitor the progressive realization of the right to health. In his first interim report to the General Assembly (A/58/427), the Special Rapporteur outlined a methodology for the use of indicators in relation to the right to health. In section IV of the present report, he experimentally applies this methodology to one vital element of the right to health: child survival.
Paul Hunt, The right of everyone to the enjoyment of the highest attainable standard of physical and mental health (Interim report of the Special Rapporteur of the Commission on Human Rights on the right of everyone to enjoy the highest attainable standard of physical and mental health, A/58/427)
22. Paragraphs 30 to 34 of the report examine international obligations flowing from the human rights framework. It states that “international human rights also place responsibilities on States in relation to their conduct beyond their own jurisdictions.” Binding human rights treaties as well as “outcomes of recent world conferences” – especially the Millennium Declaration – are seen as the basis for this responsibility “to uphold the principles of human dignity, equality and equity at the global level.” Although these legal obligations are admittedly seen to be debateable, the report considers it as a given fact that “nobody can seriously dispute that States have, to one degree or another, international human rights responsibilities that extend beyond their own borders.” In this context, the report calls for “human rights indicators […] to monitor the discharge of a State’s human rights responsibilities that extend beyond its borders.” A number of such indicators are found to be provided by MDG 8. 
23. The official summary of the report reads as follows: 
24. The present report reflects on the activities of, and issues of particular interest to, the Special Rapporteur on the right of everyone to enjoy the highest attainable standard of physical and mental health in the period since his preliminary report to the Commission on Human Rights (E/CN.4/2002/58). In section II, the Special Rapporteur suggests that right to health indicators can help States recognize when policy adjustments may be required. He argues that some right to health indicators may help a State monitor the progressive realization of the right to health in its jurisdiction, while others may help to monitor the exercise of international responsibilities that extend beyond a State’s borders and impact on health in other jurisdictions. 
25. As requested by the Commission, section III provides an introductory overview of some of the conceptual and other issues arising from right to health good practices. In section IV, the Special Rapporteur expresses his concern about the continuing obstacles to ensuring access to prevention and treatment for HIV/AIDS, and suggests that one of the most distinctive contributions that human rights bring to the struggle against the HIV/AIDS pandemic is enhanced accountability. Section V briefly highlights the need to address the right to health implications of neglected diseases and suggests that it might be timely to devise a right to health approach to the elimination of leprosy. Finally, as requested by the Commission, the Special Rapporteur comments on the proposal for an optional protocol to the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights.

WHO, Global Health Partnership Study Papers

26. Global Health Partnerships (GHPs) are operational and institutionalized in many specific areas. Concerning MDG 8 the GHPs can directly be linked to target 6, the general concept and practical experience drawn from existing partnerships might also be helpful as a background to the development of any other kind of global partnership, though. The GHP Study Papers consist of eight related reports and one concluding synthesis, all prepared by the DFID Health Resource Centre. 
27. GHPs are generally evaluated very positively. Nevertheless the papers are also pointing out flaws or weaknesses in existing partnerships to be considered in the institution of new partnerships. “Individual GHPs are seen overall as having a positive impact in terms both of achieving their own objectives and of being welcomed by countries studied. […] Most current and planned interventions funded by GHPs are potentially highly cost effective.” Success is noted in securing commodity price reduction and fostering both competition and research. This relates directly to MDG 8, target 6 (…provide access to affordable drugs…). Critical concerns about GHPs address the potential of higher dependency on donor countries for funding the GHPs and the narrow focus of GHPS which “do not and cannot have a whole systems view of the health system they work in.”
28. To solve this problem the papers suggest the promotion of harmonization efforts among the GHPs so as not to overwhelm a health system with the separate demands of multiple independent GHPs. The reports make it clear that the expectations towards GHPs should not be exaggerated. Strengthening health systems has to be a primary concern as “GHPs alone will be insufficient to provide countries with the financial means required to deliver a reasonable package of basic health services.” Even concerning the existing GHPs, the reports underline that “there is little, if any, chance that many low-income countries will be able to meet ongoing costs themselves if GHP funding for current activities ends as planned after a 5 year period […]”. From those elaborations it can be concluded that a dependable global partnership is needed to sustain the efforts undertaken by those specific partnership agreements. 
III. EXPERT SUBMISSIONS
Philip Alston, A human rights perspective on the Millennium Development Goals

29. Philip Alston’s paper highlights the discrepancies between the MDGs and the HR community and elaborates on ways how to create a more constructive cooperation. Although “there would appear to be a natural fit between the MDGs and […] HR norms” the author sees no strong commitment on either side to combine the two approaches. Within the UN system he sees the promotion of “rights-based approaches to development” progressing more on paper than in practice. As a reason for the reluctance within the HR community towards embracing the MDGs the concerns about the limitation of the goals are named – only calling for halving poverty rather than eliminating it. From the HR perspective the “lack of a full human rights framework” and “a failure to address the private sector” are pointed out. Concerning the practical application of the MDGs, the “inadequate monitoring and follow-up” are criticized. The report suggests that that the MDG campaign could benefit from incorporating the HR dimension. It could take advantage from “building upon legal obligations already voluntarily undertaken by governments.” The mobilization potential and credibility a HR based approach could add to the MDG campaign are also stressed.

30. Furthermore, the legal status of the MDGs is examined, concluding that “at least some of the MDGs” enjoy a binding status. Concerning the action taken by developed countries towards the achievement of the MDGs, it is recommended that those legal obligations be taken into account.  In relation to civil and political rights the discrepancies between the Millennium Declaration and the MDGs is addressed. While the Millennium Declaration is perceived as containing “a significant number of important references” those are not to be found in the specific MDGs. The overlap of economic, social, and cultural rights and the MDG targets is noted and the importance of an integrative approach is emphasized. In respect of the national MDG reports it is noted that references to HR are either absent or marginal (with few exceptions). 
31. Against this background the paper concludes with recommendations “how to the MDG process can be made more human rights-aware.” “Human rights advocates need to prioritize, stop expecting a paradigm shift, and tailor their prescriptions more carefully.” As key elements to ensure effective complementarity between HR and the MDGs, the report asks for the following points to be ensured:“(i) overt recognition of the relevance of human rights obligations; (ii) ensuring an appropriate legal framework; (iii) encouraging community participation but doing so in a realistic and targeted way; and (iv) promoting MDG accountability mechanisms.” 
32. Finally, the report criticizes the UNCHR and its Special Rapporteurs for only rhetorically embracing the MDGs while taking minimal account of them in practice. In the MDG strategies and report on the other hand, the report calls for explicit recognition of “the relevance of the country’s national and international human rights obligations,” a definition of a “legal framework within which the MDG targets can be met in a context which respects human rights,” and an identification of “domestic institutional arrangements for monitoring MDG processes and outcomes.”
Michael Pugh, The political economy of peacebuilding: a critical theory perspective
33. In societies emerging from conflict economic transformation to neo-liberal policies seems to be mandatory. Peace builders impose those measures on every society without regard to their own culture. Just recently a counter movement seems to emerge consisting of pressures for fair trade, achievement of the MDGs, debt reduction, abandonment of aid conditionality, and social protection for the poor. As a positive example the paper cites the new UK approach to less conditionality and more pro-poor orientation in development cooperation but questions its impact on actual policies. “The paper contends that an inclusive/emancipatory participation of local actors and structural diversity in political economies can be considered as alternatives to current and revisionist ideology.” 
34. To this end it calls for “dirigisme” (i.e. stronger involvement of the state) aiming at import controls, subsidies for basic foods, reductions on tied aid, and control of donor corruption. In terms of a global partnership for development the suggestion of the paper is to promote and support the state interventions/ efforts mentioned. This would lead to a more equal partnership and less “dictated” measures. The main problem in economic partnerships for development is in the author’s eyes the assumption that “[e]conomic wisdom lies with the powerful. […], political inequality leaves many with no control over the major decisions that affect their lives.”
David Steele, MDG8: Global Partnership for Development and Human Right to Development 

35. The limitation of a global partnership to trade, aid, and debt is seen as the major shortcoming in the concept of MDG 8. According to the paper there would also be a need for partnerships on the other 7 MDGs, which is not seen as to be given by MDG 8. Furthermore, the paper states that the concept of Global Partnerships for Development has not been given adequate attention in general. Instead, efforts in responding to MDG 8 would only have been on defining goals. The paper raises three questions for consideration of the HLTF: 1) Can MDG8 be separated from Goals 1-7 in implementation organization? 2) Can organization of partnerships be confined to MDG 8 and 3) only to global levels? 

36. It draws the conclusion that there is a need to build a network of MDG 1-8 Partnerships, suggesting the HLTF could first concentrate to create such a partnership network in some regions and later on draw from the experience of those first efforts. 
Susan Mathews, Submission to the task-force on the implementation of the right to development within the framework of the working group on the right to development

37. The paper explores possibilities of linking development policies, especially the efforts to achieve the MDGs, closer to human rights. It is recognized, that the RtD “has remained largely peripheral to development thinking and practice,” including the activities of World Bank and IMF. The paper calls for a stronger relevance of the RtD in development practice, concentrating on “development compacts.” Such a compact can be seen in the targeted global partnership for development of MDG 8. Those compacts or partnerships are recommended to be set up between countries in order to ensure reciprocity of obligations – the organization of sufficient funds at the international and programs to realize the RtD at the national level. 

38. Establishing such a compact of mutually agreed obligations would bypass the “thorny issue” of direct legal responsibility of the donor community, as, like the submission states, “[t]here may not arguably be a right to development assistance.” A compact would make it possible for poor countries to insist on increased development aid, and for donors to assist on better governance, touching the issue of responsibility just within the frame of the agreement.

39.  A problematic aspect of the described compacts concerns the omission of the issue of participation. The concept of development compacts so far is leaving out “how accountability to people could be ensured.” The tensions between MDG targeted development policies and the right to self-determination and country ownership is addressed as well. Those aspects are being recommended for consideration by the task force. 

40. The submission also provides a five point check-list for reviewing whether a PRS is really aligned with the MDGs. The criteria are (1) Ambition – are the targets aligned with the MDGs? (2) Scope – is the poverty reduction strategy aligned with all of the Goals? (3) Rigor – are the targets substantiated with solid analysis of the needed inputs? (4) Timeframe – is the strategy grounded in a long-term assessment of needs? (5) Financing – is the budget consistent with the level of inputs needed to achieve the Goals?

41. Further, the paper calls for explicitly acknowledging the normative value of the Declaration on the RtD in PRSPs and MDGs, because exactly the rights-dimension is considered to be the legitimating basis the MDGs “derive their power from.”

Margot E. Salomon, Addressing structural obstacles and advancing accountability for human rights: A contribution of the Right to Development to MDG 8

42. MDG 8 is seen by this submission as reflecting “the important role of developed countries in the realization of the MDGs” It is emphasized that the foremost responsibility for a global partnership lies with the developed countries. In this respect goal 8 is seen to be a prerequisite to the achievement of the other seven goals. 
As a first step to meet the commitments encompassed in MDG 8, developed countries are requested to “remove the structural obstacles” that are seen as impeding the ability of people to realize their fundamental rights. Those obstacles refer to trade barriers and the existing institutional order which is considered to perpetuate the conditions of international inequality. 

43. The RtD is seen as the normative basis of the Millennium Declaration’s call to eradicate extreme poverty. Therefore, it is argued, the goals derived from this declaration are grounded in human rights as well. Corresponding to the rights concerned there are duties necessary for the rights to be fulfilled. Those duties are principally considered to fall to the developing states themselves. Nevertheless, “corresponding duties that fall to the international community” are also pointed out. Concern is expressed about the fact that obligations of “international assistance and cooperation” as contained in ICESCR or CRC are often not met, even in the sense of “preventing development.” As examples the international trade regime with trade barriers and agricultural subsidies and rules on investment and intellectual property are named.

44.  The existing global structure is perceived disadvantage the poor countries, whether directly through trade policies or through political imbalance on the international stage. Some states, the submission stresses, were “very successful in cooperating internationally keeping certain regions impoverished.” 
45. Considering the statements given above, the paper calls for the identification of duty-bearers on an international level and the strengthening of accountability. It recalls that insufficiencies in accountability had been pointed out by the last task force meeting as “undermining the attainment of the MDGs.” To face this problem an “independent monitoring mechanism” is suggested to determine whether the developed states fulfil their obligations in acting accordingly with human rights duties. It is suggested that the task force may “consider recommending the establishment of a special procedure” to receive complaints from private persons against states concerning “the implementation of MDGs consistent with the RtD. This would require the creation of applicable human right indicators. 
46. Concerning international trade denounces that low-income countries face on average “tariffs three to four times higher than the barriers applied in trade between high-income countries. The critique extends also to TRIP regulation which is feared to threaten access to affordable essential medicines in developing countries and therefore seen to be counterproductive to the MDGs. The task force is asked to reflect on TRIPs taking human rights as a starting point to be given priority over the TRIP agreements. 

47. In the area of debt the submission urges to go beyond assessments of debt sustainability, calling for a verification of the “legitimacy of certain debts themselves.” It is suggested that loans made to dictators without any democratic accountability should not be considered legitimate, especially if servicing them jeopardizes the stability of the democratic successor regimes. In addition, an independent mechanism to oversee decisions taken by the World Bank and IMF is suggested. 

48. Concerning aid the submission stresses that existing relationships which are being based on dependency were ill-suited foundations for partnerships. Donor accountability and “the democratic requirement of a government’s accountability to their electorate” rather than to IFIs are named as other areas recommended for attention by the task force. 

49. In general, concerning MDG 8, the unequal power relations on the international level are seen as a major factor deepening inequality by “perpetuating a pattern of globalization that builds prosperity for some amid a mass of poverty.”  In concluding, the submission presents a way how the RtD can be seen as a right that one state can claim against the international order, namely in claiming “on behalf its people.” It is suggested that for the creation of a just international order the shared responsibility acknowledged by the Millennium Declaration should be seen as distributed accordingly to the weight and capacity of a state in the world economy. To make MDG 8 consistent with the RtD, the removal of structural obstacles, a reorganization of the global economic system and mechanisms for ensuring international accountability are called for.  

David Weissbrodt

50. The focus of this submission lies on the environmental side of sustainable development. The understanding of the RtD underlying this position is that of it being “the sum of all civil, cultural, economic, political, and social rights with a particular focus on the right to a healthy environment. A passage of the Stockholm Declaration is repeated stating that “to defend and improve the human environment for present and future generations has become an imperative goal for mankind.” Reference is made to UNDP’s and the World Bank’s efforts to assist in reaching the MDGs, as well as to “regional human rights institutions” in Africa and Europe who are striving to strengthen the RtD.

Wouter Vandenhole, Partnership for development: international human rights law as an assessment instrument
51. The executive summary of the submission is as follows:

52. For the development partnership of Millennium Development Goal No. 8 to gain practical relevance, and to be susceptible to evaluation, it needs to be operationalised in multilateral and/or bilateral development contracts or agreements. A major deficiency of such a contractual approach of development is however that the contracting partners – Northern countries and/or international organisations on the one hand, countries in the South on the other hand – have uneven bargaining power.
53. Human rights law could and should play an important role here, by functioning first of all as imperative law that protects the weaker contracting party. Human rights law would thus impose constraints on the contractual freedom of countries in the North and international organisations, in that they would not be allowed to impose conditions that are contrary to international human rights law. At the same time, human rights law also limits the contractual freedom of developing countries, in that they cannot agree to contractual development obligations that are contrary to international human rights law. Secondly, international human rights law can also normatively inform development contracts, and thus assure that they are instrumental in fostering human development, rather than only economic growth.
54. A fundamental aspect of the evaluation of the realisation process of MDG No. 8 is therefore the degree in which international human rights law, and in particular economic, social and cultural rights, are being respected, protected and fulfilled by all States and organizations involved. While this does not require the elaboration of new standards or criteria, it may necessitate the creation of a new monitoring scheme.
Inter Parliamentary Union: “Parliamentary Involvement in International Affairs,” a report by the IPU to the Second World Conference of Speakers of Parliaments, New York, 7-9 September, 2005
55. 
The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) underpin - if not explicitly, at least indirectly ‑ much of the work carried out in parliaments.  Many parliaments in developed countries have included the MDGs on their agendas and have adopted development strategies and policies that relate to them, which they monitor closely.  Some very innovative examples are provided. The goals are also addressed in the developing countries, where the parliaments have been involved to varying degrees in setting national development strategies.  They have worked to meet some of the goals, those relating to HIV/AIDS and gender being the most frequently quoted.  However, direct interaction with the international organizations concerned seems to be sporadic. (p. 4)

56. The IPU submission provides a general list of actions taken by parliaments to achieve the MDGs. Those include plenary discussions on the MDGs, passing laws that are related to the MDGs, and the allocation of adequate budgetary resources to implement the MDGs, and many more. The paper further lists a number of evaluation mechanisms for development programs. Those include traditional parliamentary supervision techniques as well as committee hearings with responsible ministers after MDG relevant meetings held by World Bank or IMF, and field visits (domestic and abroad) carried out by relevant committees. Finally, the submission provides numerous examples of national policies and concrete action taken by various national parliaments in promoting the MDGs, scrutinizing national development policies of donor and recipient countries.
----






