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PART I. OVERVIEW OF TOSSD 

 

• Are the objectives of the TOSSD measurement framework clear? What elements of the stated 
TOSSD objectives could be sharpened? 

- Ferdi has always thought two measures were necessary: one that relates the recipient 
perspectives and another for the provider perspective. The new proposal of DAC to 
distinguish these two perspectives is heading in the right direction. 

- As regards the recipient perspective, the DAC suggests that in-donor costs and 
contribution to global and regional challenges will not be included. If we can understand 
why in-donor costs are excluded, there is no reason to exclude expenses used to finance 
global and regional challenges. Indeed, in the name of the promotion and preservation of 
global and regional public goods, developing countries receive many officially supported 
cross-border resource flows. This remark illustrates the question about the « rules » 
used to define this measure: is TOSSD a sum of amounts related to financial instruments 
used to finance development or a sum of expenses used to finance some challenges? The 
first option is probably the best because it will be easier to define with precision the 
perimeter of TOSSD (the perimeter of an instrument is more precise that the perimeter 
of a challenge). 

- The text suggests including private resource flows mobilised by public intervention (the 
famous leveraging effect of public finance). If the aim of TOSSD is to measure public 
support, we think that leveraging effect should be distinguished in a separated measure, 
especially as the way to assess this effect is open to huge debate. 

 

• Is the distinction between ODA and TOSSD sufficiently clear?  

- There is an ambiguity in the positioning of the TOSSD with respect to OOF (even if we are 
OK with the fact that the OOF indicator now seems insufficient to fully capture public 
support for sustainable development beyond ODA). 
  

If not, how could this be clarified further? 

- For the two measures of TOSSD, the real question is not to discuss the inclusion of 
leveraging instruments but to precise how each component is assessed. The way to 
assess guarantees or equity stakes for instance is a complex issue.   

 

• How could TOSSD capture results and/or investment quality considerations (e.g. jobs created, 
technology improvements, energy cost reductions, etc.)? 



- Is it the objective of TOSSD??! Be cautious not to assign too much objectives to TOSSD. It 
aims to measure flows but it is not an impact assessment. TOSSD should measure means, 
not results. 

• What international standards and principles should be integrated and monitored in the TOSSD 
framework? 

- Although the text suggested by the DAC says clearly that no commitment will be taken on 
TOSSD by donors, each donor can (and probably will) communicate on TOSSD and/or its 
component, taking kinds of commitments in an implicit or explicit manner. 

 

• How might an inclusive, representative, technically competent governance arrangement for 
TOSSD be structured? What institutions might be associated? How might the thinking and planning 
for this take shape? 

- Representatives of beneficiaries and emerging providers should be included in the 
governance of TOSSD. 

---------------------- 

PART II. THE TOSSD MEASUREMENT FRAMEWORK: CONCEPTUAL UNDERPINNINGS, CORE COMPONENTS 

AND STATISTICAL FEATURES 

SECTION A. SETTING THE FRAME FOR TOSSD: THE 2030 AGENDA AND TRACKING THE FINANCING FOR 

DEVELOPMENT AGENDA 

TOSSD and the 2030 Agenda 

• Can it be assumed that all activities with a developmental purpose currently eligible as ODA also 
qualify as TOSSD?  

- The scope of the indicator depends on what we are trying to measure. In this case it is 
development, i.e. a significant and sustainable improvement in the living conditions of 
individuals. As development is a goal in itself, we need to decide whether the scope 
should be restricted to the critical factors of development (and we then need a clear 
definition of these) or whether it should be expanded to include factors with an essential 
but less direct link. The latter would primarily include expenditure relating to 
environmental protection and promotion, combating climate change, and ensuring state 
and individual security.1 
 
Alongside the ongoing debate on thematic expansion of ODA, there is already a question 
as to whether the aim of TOSSD is to incorporate thematic aspects which are considered 
marginal to development and have, until now, been ‘neglected’ by OECD accounting. 
 
The emphasis on the sustainable nature of development implies that expenditure related 
to environmental and climate issues should be included. Their eligibility is due to 
technical criteria for reporting (depending, for instance, on the level of concessionality of 
the expenditure), rather than their assumed contribution to development, recorded as 
part of the alignment of agendas. For the climate component, a distinction needs to be 
made between expenditure on adaptation to climate change, which counts as 
development assistance, and expenditure on climate change mitigation, which comes 
under TOSSD. 
 

                                                        
1 Beyond what is currently reportable. 



Due to the nature of peace and security issues, the same approach cannot be taken here, 
at least not in a systematic way, even though ensuring a secure territory is a key 
prerequisite for development. The activities currently reportable as bilateral ODA do not 
include military expenditure committed to pacifying a region destabilised by conflict 

(termed as peacekeeping operations).2 
 
The debate about expanding the range of expenditure reportable as official effort in 
support of development is complex. The amounts involved are potentially so large that 
there is a high risk of diluting the concept of aid, or of official support for development, in 
something much broader but less defined. In addition, making military operations 
reportable carries a risk of steering development finance towards expenditure on 
security. 
 
The scope of expenditure reportable as aid or official support could however be 
expanded to include expenditure on building state capacity for security. Nevertheless, 
there would need to be a limit to the types of support that were eligible (for example, 
tied aid from provider X for the purchase of weapons from the same provider could 
obviously not be considered ODA or included in TOSSD). Expenditure on training an 
army to defend the national territory could be reportable by the DAC as TOSSD.  
 
In addition, and on another scale, expenditure to ensure security in developing countries 
could be included in TOSSD where the provider's military intervention is under a United 
Nations mandate. 
 
Is TOSSD then simply all non-concessional official expenditure that directly or indirectly 
contributes to sustainable development, or should the level of contribution to 
development be as clear as that required to meet the eligibility criteria for ODA? We 
should take note of the critique by Jesse Griffiths of Eurodad 
(http://www.eurodad.org/arguing_the_tossd), who emphasises the risk here of defining 
a new ‘waste bin’ indicator to recycle all the expenditure that providers have not been 
able to report as ODA. This risk, which could also be seen as an opportunity, particularly 
applies to expenditure related to the use of certain instruments currently excluded from 
OECD accounting but which do make finance possible for obvious development factors.  
 

- There is a specific debate about the in-donor costs : 

There is frequent criticism of some types of expenditure reportable as ODA, due to their 
unclear contribution to development.  

Three types of expenditure are particularly subject to debate: refugee aid, tuition fees 
and administrative costs, mainly due to the fact they are not cross-border flows; in other 
words, they do not constitute a direct transfer of funds to developing countries. 
However, these types of expenditure represent aid that can indirectly benefit 
development. Not reporting them as ODA could be equally open to criticism. 

From a beneficiary perspective, these costs should not be reportable as they do not 
constitute an inflow of resources. From a provider perspective, the issue of their 
contribution to development depends on the type of expenditure. 

i. Refugee aid in donor countries. This is estimated as a flat rate calculated ex post, 
based on the number of new refugees who have arrived during the year. The 

                                                        
2 Only the following expenditure is reportable: election monitoring, rehabilitation of demobilised soldiers and of 
national infrastructure, monitoring or retraining of civil administrators and police forces; security sector reform and 
other rule-of-law activities; training in customs and border control procedures; advice or training in fiscal or 
macroeconomic stabilisation policy; repatriation and demobilisation of armed factions, and disposal of their weapons; 
and mine-clearing. 



amounts can be significant for some providers, even outside crisis periods such 
as now. Although accepting refugees is down to migration policy as much as 
development policy, the costs of refugee aid should be reportable as official 
support to the country of origin (Is this not support for the human capital of the 
country of origin?) beyond the first 12 months, for as long as the person has 
refugee status.  

ii. Imputed costs for students coming to donor countries from developing 
countries (tuition fees): flat rate cost calculated ex post; tuition fees are more a 
consequence of university decisions and migration policies. As there are a variety 
of different situations, their significance to development is unclear. Some of these 
students return to their country of origin and practise the profession for which 
they have been trained, which is the ideal outcome of student migration. Others 
return without finding employment related to the training they have acquired 
abroad: in this case, the effect on development is more limited, but the provider 
effort to increase the human capital of the beneficiary country is genuine. Others 
move to a third country where, if they work for an international organisation, 
they can indirectly benefit their country of origin. Alternatively, they may move 
to a third country and not exert any real beneficial influence on their country of 
origin; the effect on development can then be considered to be zero, but this does 
not diminish the provider effort to increase the human capital of a national from 
a beneficiary country. Lastly, the individual may stay in the country where they 
have studied; this is more representative of brain drain than of development. As 
it is impossible to distinguish between these cases in reporting tuition fees as aid, 
it is up to the DAC to determine whether or not this expenditure has an overall 
benefit to development, and/or to design a more refined reporting methodology 
based on the average cost of a student, calculated by subject and by university 
year (these statistics must be easy to collate).  

iii. Administrative costs. These primarily cover the administrative budget of the 
central aid agency or agencies, and of executing agencies wholly concerned with 
ODA delivery. For some donor countries, the amounts involved in this type of 
expenditure are comparable to the amounts reported for project grants. There is 
a lack of methodology in the reporting of this expenditure, in that the amount 
reported for an employee post largely depends on their salary level and therefore 
on the price structure in their country of origin. This results in a difference in 
scale between the statements from different providers. The valuation level needs 
to be more transparent and, above all, improved to take account of the cost 
differential between the employees of different providers. Introducing a 
correction factor for reported amounts to reflect the price structure differential 
between providers, similar to the purchasing power parity (PPP) coefficient, 
would be a positive step in reporting this expenditure and making it more 
comparable between countries.  

 

• Can activities motivated by the provider’s self-interest be included if they have an equally 
important developmental purpose or are expected to have a developmental impact?  

- It can be very subjective and complicated to clearly determine the motivation.  
- All activities with a developmental purpose or an expected development impact should 

be eligible, regardless the benefit for the provider 

TOSSD and the means of implementation of the 2030 Agenda and Addis Ababa Action 
Agenda 



• How could boundaries for mutual benefit activities in TOSSD be defined?  

• How, and to what extent, could trade finance be covered in TOSSD? What parameters could be 
used to determine the boundaries for TOSSD-eligible trade finance, where the motivations are both 
promoting domestic interests and developmental impact abroad?  

- Giving a precise financial value to special international support measures (preferential 
agreement for instance) is a very complex task; TOSSD should only consider financial 
support.  
 

- We can distinguish the case of specific instruments : 
 
How should export credits be treated? These are granted by official Export Credit 
Agencies (ECAs) in developing countries and are currently reportable as OOF. These 
credits from providers to their own companies working in developing countries provide 
finance for investment in these countries, mainly in infrastructure; they take the form of 
loans, guarantees and insurance products.3 
As the OECD DAC points out, ‘these credits are commercially-motivated and have no 
explicit objective of promoting economic development and welfare in host economies. 
However, by mitigating risks for investors and enabling production and large 
infrastructure or energy projects (e.g. roads, dams or hydroelectric plants), these flows play 
an important role in providing access to capital in developing countries. For this reason, 
officially-supported export credits also receive particular attention in broader analyses of 
developing countries’ external finance.’4 As such, it seems reasonable that they should be 
reportable as part of a measure of provider effort in support of development and a 
measure of recipient benefit. They should simply be reported according to the rules in 
force for the instruments used (non-concessional loans or guarantees). 

How should tied aid be treated? According to the OECD DAC definition, tied aid 
describes ‘official grants or loans where procurement of the goods or services involved is 
limited to the donor country or to a group of countries’. The DAC members agree on 
untying aid granted to least developed countries (LDCs) and to heavily indebted poor 
countries (HIPCs). In the case of a tied grant that meets the technical criteria for ODA-
eligibility, or of tied official support with limited or no concessionality, the public 
amounts mobilised should be reported not as ODA but as TOSSD, in line with the 
reporting rules for the instrument used. 

SECTION B. CORE ARCHITECTURE OF THE TOSSD MEASUREMENT FRAMEWORK: THE PROVIDER AND THE 

RECIPIENT PERSPECTIVES 

Emerging features of the provider perspective measure / Emerging features of the 
provider perspective measure 

• Do the features of the TOSSD provider perspective seem balanced, relevant and useful? What is 
missing? 

- The text suggests that « Eligibility of TOSSD flows will be determined on the basis of their 
direct linkage to the SDGs ». It’s not really a precluding criterion to the extent that SDGs 
cover all dimension of development. It suggests also « and the purpose and motivations 

                                                        
3 The term ‘officially-supported export credits’ covers: 

− direct export credits, i.e. loans extended by ECAs to facilitate and encourage exports to developing countries. 
− officially-guaranteed/insured export credits, i.e. loans extended by the private sector but guaranteed/insured by 

ECAs to finance an export transaction. 
Source: http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/beyond-oda-export-credits.htm 
4 http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/beyond-oda-export-credits.htm 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/dac-glossary.htm#Grant
http://www.oecd.org/dac/dac-glossary.htm#Loans


for which they are provided » which is the same criterion than for ODA (ODA must be 
« administered with the promotion of the economic development and welfare of developing 
countries as its main objective »). The concrete list of component of TOSSD must be more 
precised.  

- As mentioned above, the emphasis on the sustainable nature of development implies 
that expenditure related to environmental and climate issues should be included. Their 
eligibility is due to technical criteria for reporting (depending, for instance, on the level 
of concessionality of the expenditure), rather than their assumed contribution to 
development, recorded as part of the alignment of agendas. For the climate component, a 
distinction needs to be made between expenditure on adaptation to climate change, 
which counts as development assistance, and expenditure on climate change mitigation, 
which comes under TOSSD.  

- Due to the nature of peace and security issues, the same approach cannot be taken here, 
at least not in a systematic way, even though ensuring a secure territory is a key 
prerequisite for development.  
The scope of expenditure reportable as official support could however be expanded to 
include expenditure on building state capacity for security. Nevertheless, there would 
need to be a limit to the types of support that were eligible. Expenditure on training an 
army to defend the national territory could be reportable by the DAC as TOSSD.  
In addition, and on another scale, expenditure to ensure security in developing countries 
could be included in TOSSD where the provider's military intervention is under a United 
Nations mandate. 
  

• Do the features of the TOSSD recipient perspective seem balanced, relevant and useful? What is 
missing? 

- Same answer than for the TOSSD provider perspective  

 

SECTION C. TOSSD-ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES, COUNTRIES AND INSTRUMENTS 

Eligibility of TOSSD activities 
 

• What additional criteria for the decision tree could help further define the boundaries of TOSSD-
eligible activities at country level?  

- In the Figure 7. DAC suggests taking into account the alignment of activities with the 
developing country development priorities but these priorities can be fluctuant or badly 
defined. This criterion seems to be very theoretical, inapplicable and irrelevant. For 
instance, in case of an evolution in priorities, current projects included in TOSSD could 
become ineligible, which would make comparisons of TOSSD over time very difficult.  

- The debate on the eligibility of an activity according to the share of benefit between 
donor and recipient country is treated above. We think that, if the recipient country 
benefit from an activity officially supported by a donor, this activity must be included in 
the TOSSD, regardless the benefit for the donor.  

• What further insights and proposals could be considered for defining the TOSSD-eligibility of 
activities addressing development enablers and global challenges at regional and global level in the 
areas of:  

- Climate change?  
- Migration?  
- Peace and security?  
- Human rights?  



See above 

 

Eligibility of countries and institutions 

• Which alternative multi-dimensional approaches beyond income criteria could be used to assess 
country eligibility? 

- For the sake of coherence, DAC should use same categories that are used by other 
international institution as World Bank or United Nations: Income categories and Least 
Developing Countries are the most used and relevant categories. Nothing precludes DAC 
from distinguishing TOSSD output according these categories or from creating an 
additional new one to communicate on a specific group characterized by a specific issue 
(but LDCs are already in this case).  

- A related issue is to discuss the opportunity to restrict eligibility to LICs or to LICs and 
Lower Middle Income Countries instead of to all developing countries but there is no real 
reason to do that, especially as “TOSSD flows will be determined on the basis of their direct 
linkage to the SDGs” and as Middle income countries, included the Upper-MICs, are 
particularly concerned with SDGs.  

• Which multilateral organisations should be TOSSD-eligible and how can they be identified? 
Should these organisations include regional, sub-regional and sector-specific bodies? 

 
Eligibility of TOSSD financial instruments  

• Would the taxonomy of financial instruments presented in Annex 2 sufficiently cover all TOSSD-
eligible interventions? 

- As mentioned above, the real question is not to discuss the inclusion of leveraging 
instruments but to precise how each component is assessed.  
 

Potential TOSSD-eligibility of private finance mobilised 

• When measuring mobilisation in TOSSD from the provider perspective, should the resources 
mobilised be included in the measure or presented separately? 

- As mentioned above, we think that levering effect should be distinguished in a separated 
measure, especially as the way to assess this effect is open to huge debate. 

• How could the recipient perspective measure adequately record private finance mobilised 
through TOSSD operations? What would be needed to ensure availability of detailed project 
information so that TOSSD could capture the totality of cross-border flows, including complex 
project schemes, at country level? 

From a beneficiary perspective, how should we treat private finance mobilised as a result of 
blended public-private operations? The first question is whether or not to include the private 
amounts mobilised in TOSSD. The ‘official’ character of TOSSD would suggest a negative 
response, but from a beneficiary perspective, it would be useful to know both the public amount 
available to the beneficiary and the private amount this has made it possible to generate. The 
latter could be indicated for information without actually being included in the TOSSD amount. 
There is still the issue of how to measure these amounts. For a blending operation, the public 
finance is relatively easy to establish. By contrast, estimating the private amount mobilised 
requires an estimation of the additional private amount which would not have been mobilised 
without the official flow. This is no mean feat. Otherwise, we could count the total amount of 
private funds mobilised, which would potentially overestimate the additional funds resulting 
from the official intervention. 



Should we treat private funding mobilised through an official risk coverage instrument? 
Risk coverage, as a state guarantee from a donor country for a private loan granted to a 
developing country, appears to meet ‘in spirit’ the eligibility criteria for ODA (official resources 
to cover market insufficiency, and which provide leverage in support of development). It should 
therefore be included in the measure of official support — or even in a measure of official 
assistance, which would encourage providers to make more use of it.  

Reporting these mechanisms as such only makes sense for a measure of provider effort, whether 
as ODA or TOSSD, from the provider perspective. If risk coverage facilitates the award of a loan, 
it is not in fact an additional flow. From the beneficiary perspective, the emphasis will be on the 
flow of resources to the recipient that is facilitated by the risk coverage. This flow can be 
reported using the total amount of the loan awarded, as facilitated by the guarantee, although 
this risks adding together private and public flows in the same indicator. One solution would be 
for the statistical monitoring of TOSSD (from the beneficiary side) to specify ‘private amounts 
mobilised through public intervention’. 

From the provider side, the technical aspect of reporting guarantees (as provider effort) is 
currently being debated at the DAC (Mirabile, Benn & Sangaré (2013)). The main difficulty is 
how to quantify the provider effort in guaranteeing a transaction. The OECD DAC has recently 
decided that ‘guarantees are counted on a grant equivalent basis, applying differentiated discount 
rates and, when appropriate, an additional risk premium for the private sector’. They are therefore 
considered reportable based on the concessionality of the guarantee. (Other options explored 
were reporting them based on the government support to guarantee-extending institutions, or 
on the risk taken by the guarantor.) 

SECTION D. CORE MEASUREMENT ISSUES AND FEATURES 

Flow measurement 

• Does the rationale of attributing multilateral outflows back to provider countries make sense 
when measuring TOSSD from the provider perspective (instead of counting inflows)? 

• Which indicator best represents countries’ ownership? Is there a need to reflect both paid-in and 
callable capital in the indicator? 

-- 

• Would the “gross” basis be the most appropriate for publishing TOSSD data, supplemented by 
information on reflows for transparency purposes? 

• Could the OECD methodology serve as an international standard for measuring mobilisation in 
TOSSD? 

• Should differences in price levels between countries be factored into TOSSD data in order to 
provide a fairer and more comparable measure of resources? Should the PPP conversion factor be 
applied to all TOSSD modalities, or possibly just to parts of it (e.g. technical co-operation, aid in 
kind)? 


