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Background and Materials
This paper is the product of a detailed round of consultations with all IATI stakeholders. The initial consultation on the scope of IATI ran from 9 October. That paper identified six categories of information: the first two high-level and aid activity documentation and budget data, the other four detailed aid activity level data.  In order to keep the full scope of IATI in mind, all the information items proposed in the scope are listed below. Those which have been defined in detail and are now being proposed for agreement are underlined. Those in normal text are to be finalised by December 2010. 

01 – Country or Donor HQ level documentation and budget 

High-level, strategic and policy documents published by donors and partner country governments: 

Phase 1: annual forward planning budget totals for the agency and institutions it funds.
Phase 2: annual forward planning budget totals for each country. 

To be done: aid policies and procedures, including procurement; aid/aid effectiveness assessments; regional, country, sectoral and institutional strategies; information on public participation in decision-making and evaluation; future funding opportunities; forward planning budget documents; partner country government strategic plans and publications on results. 

02 – Aid activity level documentation

Documentation on individual projects/activities covering all aspects of the project cycle: 

Phase 1: Activity website (where it exists, as this was supplied with some data in the country pilots).

To be done: concept notes, initial impact assessments, project design, MoU, tenders, contracts, loan and tranche release documents, monitoring and completion reports, evaluations. 

03 – Identification data (such as country, sector, geographic location, description, type of flow) 

Identification data concerning where, how, and for what purpose aid is spent: 

Phase 1: funding/extending/implementing agencies; recipient country; collaboration type; flow, finance and aid type; aid activity ID, title and description; sector; activity dates; activity status; tied aid status and policy/thematic markers. 
Phase 2: activity contacts.
To be done: beneficiary agencies, recipient budget identifier; detailed geographic location; and related initiatives.
04 – Financial data (including costs, budgets, commitments, disbursements and loan details)

All relevant financial data: 
Phase 1: amounts committed and disbursed; loan and interest repayments.

Phase 2: expenditure on goods and services.
To be done: total activity cost; activity budgets and planned disbursements. 

05 – Results data (indicators on output, outcome and results)

To be done: output and outcome indicators; results indicators. 

06 - Other data

To be done: conditions; project-specific Paris Declaration indicators.
The proposals for Phase 1 in this paper essentially cover existing data for which there are definitions on which we have built. If they are approved by signatories and the Steering Committee on 7 July, we can expect by the end of this year that these data will start to become available much sooner (within a month or so of the end of the period) and much more regularly (quarterly—progressing to monthly) than now. The data will be linked to the aid activities or projects to which they relate and provide more detail of who receives financial transactions. As the summary report on the country pilots shows, these data will start to deliver benefits to countries in updating their Aid Information Management Systems, ensuring greater consistency, less duplication and less ad hoc manual effort. 

But it is phase 2 and beyond where some of the key requirements of partner countries and civil society will be met. These include the important link to local sector and budget classifications, predictability and conditions. These items require more work, which is why they are not included in phase 1; the intention remains to include them in phase 2 in time for the High Level Forum in Korea in November 2011. And, as agreed by the Steering Committee in November 2009, proposals for documents will be made later this year in order to complete the scope of work originally envisaged for IATI and deliver benefits of transparency about the policies and practices of donors as well of their financial flows.
Following the November 2009 decision, the Technical Advisory Group discussed proposals on the data definitions and format at its meeting on 22 and 23 March. The proposals were then put to wider consultation in two rounds. The first round consultation paper in May provided very detailed information for the data standards, covering all of phase 1 and some of phase 2. The online forum (www.iaticonsultation.org) includes a table of the comments with responses by the TAG chair. The second round consultation paper posed questions based on a summary of the comments made in the first round.  

This paper makes recommendations for discussion by signatories and the Steering Committee based on the comments received. Two annexes tabulate the responses to the questions and provide some other general comments from: signatories, partner countries and other official bodies (Annex 2); and civil society organisations (Annex 3). 
The formal standard is being circulated in a separate paper, with the detailed codes lists to be used available at the online forum (www.iaticonsultation.org). The format follows table 2 of the first consultation paper, updated in the light of comments and experience with applying the data formats and schema in the country pilots. The forum site will remain the repository of the official standard, available in English, French and Spanish. The standard will be updated as other phases are agreed and in the light of implementation experience. 
Phase 1

Content of phase 1 (Q1.2) 

Ten of the eighteen signatories responded to the second consultation. In addition at a meeting of statistical reporters on 8 June twelve donors gave their positions on phase 1 content and implementation (see Annex 1). They agreed to maintain a strong vision for phase 1 to be delivered by end 2010, while setting out the practical steps they are taking and the timetable by when they could deliver. 

The signatories accept the overall content of phase 1 (Q1.2) with these specific qualifications made in the second consultation:

· Denmark wish to exclude items 1.8 (Annual forward planning budget data for agency) and 1.10 (Annual forward planning budget data for funded institutions).
· The EC wish to move 1.10 (Annual forward planning budget data for funded institutions) to phase 2.

Civil society organisations reiterated their concern to see progress as early as possible on the innovative parts of IATI, most of which are in documents and the data of phases 2 and 3. Specifically they wished to see data on conditions and on tenders and contracts in phase 1. CABRI went further and wanted the link to budgets (Makoro too), activity status, project contacts and documents all in phase 1. Colombia and DR Congo and the Dominican Republic wanted to add activity status to phase 1; Dominican Republic would also like to see conditions added. No signatories wanted to add to phase 1. UNDP noted that it already posts many documents on websites and the UK noted that, while the scope of phase 1 should remain, individual donors may wish to bring forward publishing additional data. 
Most agencies publish their budgets at least annually (1.8) and many publish information about the major institutions they fund (1.10). The country pilots showed that most donors already include activity status in the data they supply to AIMS.
Recommendation 1: Retain Items 1.8 (annual forward planning budget for agency) and 1.10 (annual forward planning budget data for funded institution) in phase 1, with individual implementation subject to discussion with each signatory. Add activity status to phase 1 as it is already reported to AIMS. Agree other phase 1 items as currently proposed. 
Activity dates and transaction detail (Q2.3, 13.1)
Only the UK and Sweden accepted reporting of disbursements in detail (4.6) and inclusion of actual activity dates in addition to CRS’ expected dates (3.13). Denmark and Switzerland accepted their inclusion in IATI as long as they remained optional. Germany, New Zealand, Switzerland and UNDP questioned the volume of detailed transaction data, and some expressed privacy concerns. Hewlett found the aspiration interesting, but could not endorse it for themselves at this time. The EC did not wish to go beyond the level of detail in CRS and thought traceability should be discussed as part of the code of conduct.
Colombia, DRC, Dominican Republic and CSOs mainly accepted CRS as the starting point and the need to build on existing standards. But they pointed to the limitations of CRS and stressed that if IATI is to deliver on its promise it will need to go beyond CRS to meet the needs identified in the consultations.

Actual activity dates are routinely reported at country level. Detailed transaction reporting is essential if IATI is to improve transparency through being able to trace funds through the system.

Recommendation 2: The standard should cater for both actual activity dates (3.13) and transaction level detail (4.6), while recognising that only a few donors will be able to report fully in the early stages. IATI should share experience with detailed transaction reporting – a new element - as implementation proceeds.

Technical Assistance (Q10)

The new DAC aid types – used in IATI – will improve the analysis of aid flows by different modalities. One of these is free-standing TC/TA. CRS includes some optional additional reporting of technical assistance experts, but it is not clear how many donors will use this. Both donors and CSOs preferred using the detailed information on transactions as a way of identifying on which companies and organisations aid funds are being spent; Colombia and Dominican Republic noted nationality and costs of experts as important. The EC advised that it is prohibited from disclosing personal information on consultants and experts and Denmark noted it is not available. The US advised that security concerns in some countries would mean restricting the availability of such detailed information. 
Recommendation 3: No need to change the aid type (3.7.1). The standard allows for detailed reporting, which will permit more detailed analysis of technical assistance experts. 

Activity ID (Q11)

All donors agreed to IATI using published data on the reporting organisation and internal project IDs to create a unique IATI ID, although Denmark thought the CRS number would be more important to users. (The issue of how to identify multi-funded projects (Q11.3) is in phase 2 and needs more work. But it is clear that each donor should be responsible for reporting its own share of multi-funded projects.) No action required.
Phase 2

There are two items for phase 2 that have been defined and so are being proposed for agreement now: activity contacts and forward budgets for countries. 
Activity contacts

The format for activity contacts is included in the schema. It is generally agreed that this can be a generic contact or specific individual providing there are no privacy concerns and there is an automatic update when an individual changes job. It is in phase 2 as some agencies need to develop a policy on recording this; those that already record such information are encouraged to publish it in phase 1.

Recommendation 4: Agree to include activity contacts (3.15) in phase 2.

Forward budgets for countries (Q9)

Most donors are providing some information to their principal partner countries on future aid levels (Q9.3) and agree provision of such information should be in the standard (Q9.2). But they are still addressing how to provide such information according to the partner’s financial year (Q9.1), with the EC questioning whether it is possible within their regulations. 
Colombia, DRC and CSOs noted that this issue is vital for improved predictability and budget alignment; Dominican Republic added that data re needed before the start of the financial year. Open Aid also note that such information is not just for partner governments, but also essential to improve civil society participation. They note that Cluster C of WP-EFF is addressing any constraints to predictability—an AAA commitment to provide such information to developing countries—as part of its mandate. 

Recommendation 5: The standard should require publishing forward budgets for countries for each recipient for each of the next 3-5 years (or most detailed available) (1.12), with suitable qualifications about the data being indicative and subject to parliamentary approval and change. The schema allows for specifying the period, so it has the flexibility to cope with publishing for differing periods. Data should be published by quarter or month to the extent to which this information is available, which will allow mapping to partner country financial years. Initially, however, this is likely to be published according to the donor’s financial year until such a time as donors can publish in more detail. 

Other implementation issues
Frequency (Q3)
Five donors that responded to question 3.1 and 3.2 agreed that monthly publication could be the target; the Netherlands also agree, while Switzerland and UNDP thought it unfeasible. AsDB prefer quarterly as some data have to be collected manually.  DRC and Colombia preferred monthly data, but accepted this could be achieved gradually; Dominican Republic recognised monthly publication would be difficult in the first stage. Donors in Malawi are already providing data monthly. CSOs noted many donors are already providing monthly data on disbursements and while accepting a transition period (Q3.2) they wanted a timeline for achieving monthly reporting. 
Recommendation 6: The standard should stipulate monthly reporting, recognising that it will take time for some donors to achieve it which should be reflected in their implementation schedules. Not realistic to set a timeline at this stage; could be considered once implementation schedules are known.
Timeframe (Q4)
Netherlands, New Zealand and UK plan to start publishing phase 1 data in 2010. Nine other signatories have indicated that they will aim to implement during 2011, before HLF4 if possible. Three others are still to decide on their timeframe and the position of three signatories is not yet known.  
Colombia and Dominican Republic want to see full implementation by end 2010; DRC no later than Q1 2011. CSOs too noted that end 2010 was vital for IATI’s credibility and expressed concern that progress on the important issues in phase 2 before HLF4 looked increasingly unlikely. ITUC and Transparency International stated that donors that defer are not in compliance with IATI and should be considered ‘inactive’ until they begin to use the standard. 

Recommendation 7: Retain implementation date for phase 1 as end 2010; all signatories to aim to implement it in time for HLF4 in November 2011. Delivery to be monitored against individual donor’s implementation schedules. 
Quality (Q5)
Most donors that replied accepted that it was important to publish timely, provisional data as well as the definitive data once it had been quality assured and audited, provided that the status of all data was made absolutely clear. For final data, Denmark would refer to the DAC website. Hewlett stated that they only publish final (audited) data. Partner countries and CSOs were clear that publishing timely provisional data is one of the main benefits of IATI. 
Recommendation 8: Publish data as soon as possible, clearly identifying those that are still subject to quality assurance and audit and those that are final.

Coverage (Q6)
All donors that replied wanted to cover as much of their aid as possible, but noted that frequent publication would generally be for the principal aid agency(ies), with annual publishing for smaller agencies that only report to them annually. They would also cover all ongoing projects, with the exception of the EC and Hewlett who plan to include only projects starting in 2010 or later.
Partner countries and CSOs accepted that some data might have to be reported annually, provided donors indicated what data are concerned and a verifiable rationale in their implementation schedules and that this did not become an excuse for reporting all data only annually. They agreed that as much data as possible should be provided on all ongoing projects.

Recommendation 9: Publish as much data as possible on a monthly (initially quarterly) basis, with a verifiable rationale for exceptions in the implementation schedules. The standard should apply to all ongoing projects.
Exceptions (Q7)
All those who commented accepted the need to supply as much information as possible and keep exceptions to a minimum, documented in donor’s implementation schedules. Sweden noted that it will not publish reasons for confidentiality. The EC wished to see the issue taken up in workstream 3 on the code of conduct; Colombia noted that the implementation schedules should be appended to the implementation framework (formerly code of conduct). UNDP and the World Bank indicated that they already have guidelines in their information disclosure policies. Transparency International noted that the litmus test has now become to show why information should not be disclosed. Most noted the need for more work around the nature of exceptions, such as security, confidentiality, and procurement rules. CSOs also noted that exceptions should be for specific data items, not whole datasets, and PWYF that the implementation schedule should show how to appeal the exception. On a related point for the work on documents, IBON cautioned against thresholds that excluded smaller projects, as beneficiaries of small projects also want the detail. 
Recommendation 10: Exceptions should be kept to a minimum, apply to specific data items, not whole datasets, be fully explained in the implementation schedules, and be based on existing national or other regulations (e.g. access to information and procurement regulations.) Implementation schedules should indicate how to question exceptions made. IATI should share experience during the implementation process.
Organisations (Q8)

CSOs and partner countries welcomed the suggestion for a comprehensive list of organisation codes. Transparency International endorse the proposal to keep the process decentralised, drawing on existing work. Donors, with the exception of UNDP and Hewlett, were more circumspect; some questioning if it is realistic, others wanting more information. Most thought it was for the TAG to develop proposals without the need for a working group; DRC registered an interest to contribute.
Recommendation 11: The schema caters for organisation codes as well as free text. Initially DAC donors will be reporting using the codes already defined by the DAC for extending agencies and channels of delivery. The TAG should produce more detailed proposals, based on a decentralised model, to develop and maintain such codes.

Information from implementing agencies (Q13.4)

CSOs and partner countries all want donors to ask their implementing agencies to publish detailed financial information to enable traceability of delivery of aid-financed goods and services. Donors noted the need for more discussion of this topic with Switzerland considering the cost/benefit, the EC proposing it for workstream 3 and UNDP noting it would require changes to their contracts. Hewlett does not currently cascade reporting responsibility to its grantees. Sweden is in the early stage of its transparency reform and will not for now be asking implementing agencies to publish, but is encouraging multilateral organisations to provide CRS++ data. The UK has just announced a Transparency Guarantee, which over time will require similar standards of transparency from CSOs and push multilateral organisations to do likewise.
Recommendation 12: IATI to discuss this issue with donors as part of the work on documents and policies, as well as in workstream 3.

Annex 1. Plans for initial IATI reporting – from meeting of statistical reporters in Paris on 8 June 2010

	Country
	Frequency
	Coverage
	Level/Detail
	Timing
	Sector coding system
	HQ system with access from country offices

	Netherlands
	Quarterly, initially
	DGIS (country level aid only)
	Project/channel
	Prototype in 2010
	CRS sectors only; asked NGOs to use CRS codes too.
	Yes, covering all embassies. Adding ‘DAC module’ to MIS for IATI reporting.

	New Zealand
	Quarterly; could do monthly
	NZAID only
	Project (possibly channel)
	End 2010
	CRS sectors only
	Yes. One system; some countries no remote access

	UK
	Quarterly, moving towards real-time
	DFID (90%); all ODA in 2011
	Project component/
channel
	End 2010
	CRS sectors + codes for policy commitments; multiple sectors per project 
	Yes. Central system, with satellite systems e.g. for direct sector programmes.

	Sweden
	Quarterly, initially
	MFA/Sida
	Project/ channel 
	Q1 2011
	CRS sectors only
	Yes. Plan new website in August 2010 with data on all MFA/Sida decisions in 2010.

	Denmark
	Quarterly
	Danida 
	CRS++ level, with option to report aggregated channels
	Q2 2011
	CRS sectors only
	Yes.

	Norway
	Quarterly
	85%; external agencies annual
	Project/channel
	Q2 or Q3 2011 (new system)
	CRS sectors only
	Yes. Central HQ system, excluding small agencies

	European Commission
	Quarterly
	To check
	Project level for commitments; contract level for disbursements (Note: second consultation response says CRS level)
	Q3 2011
	CRS sectors only
	Yes, for all Delegations. Separate system for humanitarian aid.

	Spain
	Annual to start; monthly for multilateral and multi-bi.
	Main agency only?
	??
	End 2011
	CRS sectors only; ministries use own codes mapped to CRS
	Yes. Central for main agency; varied for other ministries.

	Switzerland
	Quarterly
	?
	Project/channel/ contracts
	End 2011 (new system)
	Own codes mapped to CRS (some more, some less detailed) 
	Yes

	Australia
	To decide
	Ausaid 
	Sub-project
	To decide 
	CRS sectors only; multiple sectors per project
	Yes, covering all posts.

	World Bank
	To decide.
Online project database not fully accurate and not all IATI fields
	IDA/IBRD
	Project only
	Depends on resources and internal planning
	Own sectors and themes; improving mapping to CRS sectors 
	Yes, country access once projects approved, but not for forecasts.

	Observers:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Canada
	Biannually?
	CIDA only (80%)
	To decide level
	To decide 
	CRS sectors + general codes for initiatives
	Central HQ system; plans to decentralise

	USA
	
	
	
	
	MCC and loan system use CRS sectors; rest own codes with mapping by statistical reporter. 
	Yes for USAID and MCC with country feeds.


Annex 2 – Comments from signatories, partner countries and other official bodies

	
	Switzerland
	UK
	Denmark
	Sweden
	European Commission
	UNDP
	Hewlett
	Colombia
	DR Congo
	Dominican Republic

	1. Ambition.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1. Do participants reconfirm the November 2009 Steering Committee decision to address documents in the 2nd half of 2010?
	Yes considering that implementation schedule and scope will be flexible
	Yes
	We can agree to start addressing the question of documents in the 2nd half of 2010, but anticipate that we will not be able to take a decision on documents until maybe Q3 2011
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes.
	Yes, although this is vague.  What does “address” mean?  Just discuss further, or resolve?  Resolution may be over-ambitious by end of 2010.
	Yes. The project or program documents exist, which illustrates that the obstacle is changing the nature of the communication between HQ and COs.
	The DRC supports the decision taken in November 2009 by the Steering Committee
	We confirm the decision adopted by the Steering Committee.

	1.2. Do participants accept the overall content of phase 1, bearing in mind that the individual donor implementation schedules will offer the chance for staged implementation based on each donor’s systems and circumstances? 
	SDC agrees with the overall content of phase 1 and pragmatic approach. As already indicated SDC will not be able to operate in 2010.
	Yes
	With the exception of IATI code 1.8, 1.10 and 3.9 we can accept the content of phase 1. (IATI: see Q11.1 for suggestion on IATI code 3.9)
	Accept the general content of IATI's phase 1 as an ambition, but it has to be made clear that individual implementation may differ both in timeframe and content, based on each signatory’s system. 
	Yes, we accept the overall content of phase one, but would like make exceptions for some items (notably to put 1.10 into phase 2)
	Yes.
	Yes, noting that Hewlett will not be able to implement all of phase 1 by the end of 2010.
	Yes. Participants must at least complete all of what was to be implemented before December of 2010.
	The DRC accepts this in order to take account of the characteristics of each donor
	We accept the general content of phase 1 for individual donors.

	1.3. Do participants want any documents or data brought into phase 1, for example to provide information on conditions or activity status?
	No, should be left to phase 2 as foreseen
	We do not suggest formally changing the scope of phase 1, but recognise that individual donors may wish to bring forward publishing of specific data and welcome this e.g. DFID is already publishing conditions and activity information. 
	No. 
	No
	No
	UNDP can provide the documents it already posts on its HQ and Country Offices websites, which we specified in the responses to round 1 of the consultation.
	No
	Yes. The donors have the information regarding the activity status since they study the project or program for approval. Within activity status, one could include what is under consideration by the source and this information could be updated.
	The DRC thinks that status is necessary in the first phase in order to better record the status of activities carried out with foreign funding
	Would be appropriate that some of the documents or information incorporated into phase 1, as in the examples.

	2. Extension to CRS. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1. Do participants accept that the standard should build on CRS reporting as far as possible?
	Yes on CRS standard vision, definitions and codes 
	Yes 
	Denmark will do the reporting in the CRS++ format. 
	Yes, Sweden considers it necessary that IATI (data) standard is based on CRS reporting as far as possible. CRS definitions represent a widely accepted standard in aid statistics and are a guarantee for comparable information.  


	Yes
	As a multilateral, UNDP has its own coding system. We report to the OECD/DAC on a voluntary basis and only on our core funds. Thus, we would like to use our practice areas when reporting to IATI as “extended” data.  
	Yes
	This could be a first step, but definitely the CRS reports process makes it slow to obtain this information, which slows the dynamics. It is not a matter of duplicating the CRS; it is a matter of enriching the aforementioned dynamics to reduce failures. 
	The DRC accepts this
	Yes, it is accepted that the rules take full advantage of the reporting of CRS. 

	2.2. Are non-DAC donors ready to continue work with the TAG to provide the additional coding structures required to cover their aid flows? 
	n.a.
	N/A
	N/A
	
	Not applicable
	Yes.
	Yes
	Donors should do this.
	
	This question lies with donors.

	2.3. Are DAC donors ready to look into any suggested extensions to the CRS (dates, transaction detail) as part of follow-up to the donor questionnaires? 
	As long as it they remain optional and are not in contradiction or competition with CRS or national codifications
	Yes 
	Any non-CRS++ data requirement will be considered optional by Denmark
	Yes, Sweden is ready to look into this. 
	Yes, but only based on further analysis leading to clear and non multiple interpretable definitions. However, when a CRS definition exists our reporting will be limited to official OECD definition/
codification/lists. Dates and transaction details will be as reported to CRS.
	See our comments on burden with reporting on transactions (actual disbursements and commitments). Thresholds must be considered by IATI.
	N/A
	DAC donors should take this into account. This kind of information is highly important for partner countries, as well as geographical variables, beneficiaries, organizations and expenditures/
disbursements. 
	
	This question has to be responded by DAC donors. 

	2.4. Would participants indicate their interest in working in the TAG to explore optional improvements to the level of detail of sector coding?
	Sorry, as indicated previously, SDC has no capacities to participate in TAG 
	Yes, and DFID could consider participating taking into consideration other overall priorities but wants to understand better what the additional level of detail provides and the extent to which this is available in donor systems. 
	Denmark will use the 5 digit CRS purpose codes in the IATI reporting. The use of multiple purpose codes should be optional.
	
	Not for the moment
	
	Yes, interested.
	Yes
	The DRC is interested in studies on optional improvements to the level of detail of sector coding. The DRC registers its interest in collaborating with the TAG.
	Yes, as a participating country, we are interested in working with the TAG to explore operational improvements on the level of detail of sector coding. 

	3. Frequency. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.1. Do participants accept that the standard should be for monthly publishing?? 
	Impossible, max. quarterly
	Yes –although we may initially still produce quarterly information. Frequency may vary according to data type. 
	Monthly publishing could be the ultimate target
	Sweden accepts that monthly – or even real time – publishing of aid information should be the ambition. Sweden’s aim is that all available information about official Swedish aid shall be published without delay on a public website in a format that makes it searchable and structured so as to make data processing possible.  However, implementing the necessary infrastructure for real time publishing throughout the aid administration will take some time. 
	Yes
	This is not feasible in the case of UNDP.
	Yes
	This should be between once per month and once every three months.
	In order to allow a regular updates of the implementation of externally  financed projects included in the national budget, it is preferable to have monthly publication
	We consider that the monthly publication/issues are more difficult to achieve in this first stage.

	3.2. Do they accept that within their individual implementation schedules some donors may have to start with quarterly publishing, with the possibility of moving to monthly publishing after gaining experience
	No possibility to move to monthly; even quarterly reporting is a challenge
	Yes
	Denmark will have to start with quarterly publishing
	Yes
	Yes
	Quarterly reporting is a useful start but the complexity or reality of quarterly update may only be better understood after the initial phase.
	Yes
	
	Yes, the aim of publishing monthly data could be achieved gradually beginning with quarterly data from certain donors. For the DRC that will allow the development of a quarterly statistical bulletin of the AMP.
	This question has to be responded by donors.


	4. Timeframe. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.1. Do participants accept that the standard should be for phase 1 implementation by end 2010? 
	Only for those donors who are ready to start implementing in 2010 (as agreed in Workshop 8 June)
	Yes 
	Implementation by end 2010 for phase 1 is OK provided all outstanding questions have been cleared
	Although high ambitions, a large part of existing data collection systems does not, at this point, allow for a timely publishing of CRS-data. Sweden expects to implement phase 1 CRS-items by the 1st quarter of 2011. 
	No, EC will only be able to complete preparatory work for full implementation by the end of 2011 before the HLF IV
	Yes.
	Yes, for projects initiated in 2010, although we will not be able to provide all data elements.  We are not sure when/if we will be re-coding older projects to comply with the standard.
	Absolutely! This is a demand and a need from partner countries since the beginning of discussions.
	The DRC agrees
	We accept the rules requiring the implementation of phase 1 by the end of 2010. 

	4.2. Do they accept that within their individual implementation schedules some donors may have to defer some or all of phase 1 implementation, but should aim to have it in place by Q3 2011 (in time for the Korea High Level Forum)?
	SDC fully understand importance of showing progress at HLF Korea, but there absolutely no guarantee from Swiss side
	Yes, but we will aim to publish as full an information set as possible by end 2010.
	Donors must be given the possibility to defer implementation with the aim to have phase 1 in place by Q3 2011. Denmark will not be able to start implementation of phase 1 before Q2 2011 at the earliest.
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes.
	Yes, as an aim, but full compliance is unlikely.
	This very flexible; window should not be left open. What was initially to be implemented before December of 2010 cannot be postponed or reduced.
	For the DRC the decision to postpone a part or all of the implementation of phase 1 makes preparatory work for the 4th HLF difficult due to the lack of data. A slippage to the first quarter of 2011 would be acceptable 
	This question has to be responded by donors.

	5. Quality. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.1. Do participants accept that both provisional (management) and final (audited) information should be published, with the status of information indicated in the metadata? 
	The regular updates will overwrite provisional information until final stage, status should be indicated
	Yes, though we would like clarity of the terminology – provisional and final. Once we have this clarity we will look at its inclusion in metadata.
	Denmark will only publish current, provisional information. Once final (audited) data are available at the DAC website, Denmark will no longer include these in the XML-webservice. The IATI format should include reference to CRS-no, to allow future links to historical data.
	Yes, given that the status of information is absolutely clear.
	Yes
	It does not make sense to have both provisional and audited figures published at the same time. What is important to note is that until the books are closed and audited, the figures reported in prior periods are provisional and that adjustments may be necessary.
	We only publish final (audited) information. I do not anticipate that Hewlett would ever publish provisional information.
	Absolutely! Provisional and final data are interesting and useful for dynamics among partner countries.
	The DRC agrees that the two stages of publication are kept and that the status is indicated
	Yes, we do consider that it is necessary to publish both management information and the revised/final version and this should be indicated in the metadata.

	6. Coverage. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.1. Do participants accept that the individual implementation schedules are used to establish the coverage of each donor’s aid programme, with some items being annual only? 
	Yes, no choice (external data from other ministries/municipalities/NGO reported annually) 
	Yes, when information is not available to be reported on a more frequent basis e.g. non DFID ODA flows. 
	In principle yes.
	Yes, some information can only be collected and provided annually.
	Yes
	Yes.
	Yes
	No, this depends on which of the elements that would be presented annually. 
	That is going to lead to a lack of monthly and quarterly data, the acceptance of that will have the advantage of allowing certain donors to make up for this in the provision of data. However this possibility would also involve a risk of seeing many donors chose to publish annual data
	Yes, it is convenient to use individual implementation schedules to establish the programme's coverage of each donor aid, and that some elements are presented annually. The monthly and quarterly presentations require more time to adapt systems.

	6.2. Do they also accept that as much data as possible are provided on ongoing projects, even if some of the new IATI data elements are missing for older projects?
	Ongoing is sufficient
	Yes 
	CRS++ reporting will cover all ongoing activities, thus Denmark expects to be able to provide IATI reporting as well.
	Yes
	No, EC has to limit reporting according to IATI standards related to new decisions with as starting point 2010. Reporting on certain elements of IATI standard for previous years can be explored.
	Yes.
	Hewlett is currently targeting providing data for projects initiated in 2010 and forward.  No determination has been made regarding older projects.
	Yes

 
	One could start with the information about the active projects in order to make the information available and support monitoring the implementation of these active projects
	It is desirable to provide the possible and available information. 

	7. Exceptions. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7.1. Do participants accept the need to provide as detailed information as possible (more than currently) and to keep exceptions to a minimum with the reasons for exceptions being published?  
	Theoretically yes, but confidentiality issue still needs to be addressed
	Yes.  We support the principle of full transparency but accept that there will be legitimate reasons for limited exceptions. We would welcome IATI developing a common understanding of these categories of exceptions. 
	Denmark will publish information as detailed as specified in the CRS++ guidelines and with aggregates for commitments under a certain threshold.
	Sweden recognizes there is a need for detailed information on aid flows, both from partner countries and from the public in donor countries.  

Sweden will not publish information that is confidential and will not publish reasons for confidentiality.
	This issue should be taken up in the document formerly known as Code of Conduct (Rules of exception)
	The basis for what information UNDP publishes and the exceptions are stipulated in our Information Disclosure Policy. 
	Unclear – “with the reasons for exceptions being published” meaning that the overall policy for the reasons for the exceptions being published, or meaning the explicit reason for each exception being published?  Would there be a code list for the reasons?  Possible reasons to include the safety/security of the recipient/
implementing agency, or the possibility of jeopardizing the implementation strategy of the project.
	Yes. The information about geographic variables, beneficiaries and expenditures/
disbursements is very important. This level of detail must and can be reached.
	Yes
	Yes, we consider it is reasonable.

	7.2. Do they accept using individual implementation schedules to document any exceptions (and thresholds), based as far as possible on existing procurement and access to information regulations and agreed with the donor during IATI implementation visits during the remainder of 2010?
	First part of the question : yes/ second part at this stage not relevant (too early)
	Yes
	
	Yes (see answer above)
	This issue should be taken up in the document formerly known as Code of Conduct
	Yes.
	No policy in place -- policy will need to be developed since there is no applicable freedom of/access to information policy to applies to a private foundation. 
	This timetable /schedule should be required for the phases and they cannot be subject to individual implementation schedules. This has to be annotated in the implementation framework (formerly Code of Conduct).
	Yes
	Yes, it is appropriate, we accept this.

	8. Organisations. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8.1. Do participants accept the need for a comprehensive list of organisations based on codes (starting with those used by the DAC) in order to identify actors and their roles and trace flows through the system? 
	DAC channel codes as a good basis, comprehensive list seems unrealistic as well on donors as on beneficiary side.  Tracking of flows from funding-contract/implementing organisation(s) to beneficiary org within system extremely challenging if not impossible (NGO)
	This is an interesting area but we would like to understand the scale of the challenge and the benefits better. 
	The DAC list of organisations must be the starting point, including the option to report on aggregated channel-codes. Denmark recognises the value of a longer list, in principle, but suggests that such a project could follow the pace in which the same organisations are able to present their data in IATI format.
	Sweden is hesitant to the proposal. There are several technical problems with a comprehensive coding list for organisations, separate from the DAC list. Furthermore there is also a question of who (what organisation) will manage such a list. 
	Our reporting will be limited to official OECD list.
	Yes. This has to be built on existing standards.
	Yes
	Definitely, it is a necessity for the AIMS.
	The DRC agrees with this option
	Yes, we accept. 

	8.2. Do they agree to the creation of a TAG working group on this topic and could they indicate if they are interested in participating?
	If necessary, in coordination with DAC

No Swiss participation
	Yes, we agree that work is needed to understand the challenge; but DFID has no comparative advantage in this area.
	Not relevant in the foreseeable future
	See above.
	No commitment from EC for participation for the moment.
	Yes.
	Yes. Not interested in participating in this working group, but will provide input as needed/
requested.
	Yes

	The DRC is available
	Yes, we consider that the creation of a working group by the TAG would help ensure that these lists are available for use under the rules.

	9. Forward budgets. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9.1. Do participants accept the interpretation – and expressed need by partner countries – that data are needed on the basis of partner country financial years? 
	SDC is aware of partner countries’ needs, but FY differs from country to country. Has to be addressed case by case.
	Yes, although DFID is investigating feasibility as our current data is by UK financial year which is important for UK data users. DFID already provides partner country financial year information to partner governments in country but at the moment cannot produce it through central systems. We are addressing blockages to this but at the moment our likely timeframe is not clear. 
	It will not be feasible, and probably not even possible, to report in multiple date-formats, if that is the implication. But it is recognised that IATI should use a standard date-format that allows for easy conversion and interpretation into alternative calendars. This reinforces the argument for quarterly aggregates as the relevant minimum requirement.
	Yes
	No, it would be impossible within EC regulations to report data on the basis of partner country financial years.
	Yes.
	Yes.  But Hewlett rarely provides funding to governments.  The financial year of grantees is more relevant for most of our projects.
	Yes, it is an AAA commitment.
	The DRC accepts this because it will allow the improvement of the planning process and  budgeting of projects and externally financed programmes
	It would be possible regarding the planned and complementary budget. However, we assume that the donor will provide the necessary information on time for the start of the fiscal year.

	9.2. Do they accept that these items should remain in the standard as proposed, even though most donors cannot deliver on them fully at present? 
	With clear acceptance of donors’ respective timetables
	Yes
	
	Yes. Due to limitations in existing technical systems it cannot, for time being, be implemented by Sweden.  
	Yes, should remain in the standard, but for phase 2.
	Yes.
	Yes
	Yes, it is an AAA commitment.
	The DRC agrees. It is true that all the donors cannot provide all the forward-looking information but it is important that an effort is made so that the forecasts of year n+1 are made available before August of year «n » in order to make it possible to include externally financed projects in the budget. The data for year n+2 to n+5 could be adjusted along the way when the donor has more detail. In the meantime these data could be indicative. There is also a means of defining the average % of actual spending in order to allow recipient countries to be in a position to define a threshold for the forecasts of year n+2 and beyond to take into account in economic programming
	If there are no restrictions such as those raised by the Democratic Republic of Congo, indicative and timely non-contractual information would help to macroeconomic planning.

	9.3. Can they state how they are “addressing any constraints to providing such information” as called for in the AAA?
	Yes
	DFID meets the AAA commitment on medium term predictability through providing rolling 3-year indicative resource allocations to partner country governments in our focus countries where we provide resources through government. 
	
	Sweden already provides this information to most partner countries but also inform that each year’s budget is “subject to parliamentary approval”.
	Bilateral programming documents covering the next period 2011-2013 are being prepared by Commission's services and will be made publicly available through internet once approved. Small adaptations will be integrated into the Country Programmable documents following the final results of the 10th EDF and Budget Mid-Term Reviews. Revised Country Strategy Papers will be published before the summer 2010 once they have gone through the specific Commission quality review process.
	As a multilateral organization, UNDP publicly discloses annual forward spending information on core funds. However, we are also a voluntary funded one and thus are affected by the constraints that bilateral and other funding organizations have when providing information on funds they will channel to us. 
	Not sure if Hewlett is “addressing any constraints” since Hewlett does not provide assistance directly to governments and has no agreements with governments.
	
	Yes
	Through the Public Expenditure Financial Accountability Programme, that is executed by the Ministry of Finance.

	10. Aid Type. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10.1. Do participants wish to examine if they can separately identify all TA and identify the country of the expert? Or do they wish the IATI Secretariat to explore the degree to which traceability of financial transactions might provide the total spent on consultants and experts? 
	TA (experts) reporting is optional in CRS. For SDC internal bookkeeping issue, cannot be resolved with the help of IATI
	No. Adequate information should be available through publication of transaction data and contract information which can then be used for further research. DFID does not consider aid type a priority given the ambitious agenda already proposed. 
	Denmark is able to identify TA within programmes and projects – often as aggregates. Personal information on the experts is not available for this exercise.
	Sweden finds it difficult to estimate whether the costs of such work would match up to the benefits. Some information about donor personnel can already be collected through the CRS++ questionnaire. However, a large part of Sweden’s support goes to multilateral organisations, who on their behalf have TA costs.
	EC can identify TA support, if the project is fully aimed at technical cooperation. This is not possible for programmes where TA is only part. We can disclose information on the origin of the company, but not the expert. We are prohibited to disclose personal information on consultants and experts. In general we see little added value to this kind of information.
	The second option. The IATI Secretariat/TAG should also look into information disclosed in relation to procurement contracts to gain a better understanding. In UNDP’s case it will be difficult to separate TA. Our staff often work closely with government and other national counterparts on capacity development projects.
	Hewlett does not provide TA.  IATI Secretariat should explore the traceability.
	The information regarding technical assistance, experts’ nationalities (place of origin) and administrative associated costs are very important.
	The DRC leaves IATI to look into the degree to which traceability of financial transactions is practical. 
	Yes, it would be appropriate to identify independently, all technical assistance and the country from which the expert comes.

	11. Activity ID and components. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11.1. Do participants agree to IATI combining their organisational ID with their internal project ID to make a unique IATI ID? 
	Is an option
	Yes 
	This will be of minor relevance to the users. It is more important to include reference to CRS-no.
	Yes, aid information that Sweden publishes online will be available to all, with no restrictions on usage. 
	Yes for new projects
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	OK
	We agree.

	11.2. Do they agree that they can report either at component level (providing the components can be linked together) or at project level, with mechanisms to avoid duplication?
	SDC Internal system can link components together from “partial action” to project level (project ID being subdivided into phases and activities)
	See 11.1 above. DFID reporting is at component and project level Should we be providing unique IATI identifiers for both project and component? And IATI may need to consider facilitating a common understanding of activity level. 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	UNDP can report at the project level.
	Yes.  Hewlett can report grants to organizations, which seems to be equivalent to “projects”.
	Yes
	Yes
	We agree.

	11.3. Do they agree that only the lead donor should report the funding from different sources for multi-funded projects (accepting that the details will be for agreement in October)?
	No lead individual - donor shares must remain visible. It depends also on type of agreement and setting 
	DFID proposes that each donor reports its own funding to ensure accuracy and avoid duplication.  The key to linking funding sources could be the unique IATI identifier in 11.1 above. 
	No. Donors should be responsible for reporting their individual flows. It is pertinent to respect a specific and unambiguous “point of measurement” in IATI-reporting, and it must be the same as in CRS-reporting.
	Sweden cannot agree on this point before we have information on details.
	We think this is a fundamental issue and should be discussed at a later stage on the bases of further clarifications. Our contributions must be reported.
	Yes.
	Hewlett does not participate in multi-donor funded projects directly with governments.
	
	Yes
	No, we do not accept this.

	12. Tied Aid. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12.1. Do participants agree that in addition to the formal tying status included in item 3.17, they will publish data on tenders and actual contract awards, as proposed for phase 2 in the IATI scoping consultation? 
	Yes, In principle same restrictions may apply as national (SDC) regulations, but information will only be partial (thresholds, ongoing projects, etc.) 
	Yes
	Maybe. There remain several technical and legal questions to be solved before a commitment can be made. The question of documents should be deferred to phase 3.
	Yes in principal, but Sweden will have to further investigate the feasibility of this.  
	No comment; should be part of phase two discussion
	UNDP already makes public all its procurement solicitation notices online. Awarded contracts above USD 100,000 are available online on Country Offices websites, by region and kind of services/goods (type, scope and amount of the contract). 
	Not sure what this would mean for Hewlett.  Hewlett grants are not tied, and only information on awarded grants will be published.
	Important
	Yes
	Yes, we do.

	12.2. Are they prepared to consider publishing this information as usable data, not just leaving it in tables in the documentation?
	Scope of implication remains unsure. Please clarify extend of additional work required
	Yes
	
	See above.
	No comment; should be part of phase two discussion
	We need more details before responding.
	N/A?
	Donors should do this.
	Yes
	This aspect is covered by various international agreements with donors.

	13. Disbursements/
Expenditure. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13.1. Do participants accept that the IATI standard should require detailed data, to the level of date and recipient, even though implementation of this level of detail may not be immediately achievable? 
	Aware of importance of this issue and timer gaps between disbursements and expenditures. But doubts about practicability, it is likely that it is not achievable in a generalised manner
	Yes. DFID is looking at publishing data to this level, while taking into account any data protection issues.
	Data on disbursements and expenditure will be published as quarterly aggregates on the level of the CRS++ transaction.
	Sweden accepts it is included in IATI standard, but as noted earlier it should be made clear that it is an ambition, and that individual implementation may differ in time and in coverage. 
	Not for the moment. Traceability and applicability should be part of the discussion on the document formerly known as code of conduct.
	UNDP, for privacy reasons and to avoid data overloading, does not support disclosing detail data to the level of date and recipient.  One possibility is to report by quarterly intervals.  
	This is an interesting aspiration, but Hewlett is unlikely to be able to comply (any time in the near future) with reporting of expenditure data.  Hewlett cannot commit to endorsing this as a requirement at this time.
	It is needed. 
	Yes
	Yes, we do.

	13.2. Do they accept the proposal by DAC reporters to start by providing quarterly data, disaggregated as far as possible, as an interim measure to get IATI reporting underway?
	Quarterly reporting is the maximum achievable standard
	Yes.
	Data on disbursements and expenditure will be published as quarterly aggregates on the level of the CRS++ transaction (either component level or programme/
project level)
	Yes
	Yes, in general terms we support this if it means the so called Oxford proposal. Disaggregation should not go further than the current disaggregation of DAC reporting.
	
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes, we do.

	13.3. Do donors accept that the IATI Secretariat should explore the level of detail through follow-up interviews to the donor questionnaire to see what is recorded in their financial systems that could be drawn on to report at the suggested level of detail?
	Terribly time-consuming, unsure about value-added 
	Yes
	No, this is not necessary
	Yes
	Not for the moment. Traceability and applicability should be part of the discussion on the document formerly known as code of conduct.
	Yes. See also our comments in round 1 of the consultation.
	Yes
	
	
	This question has to be responded by donors.

	13.4. Do they also accept that donors should ask their implementing agencies to publish detailed financial information, so that there is the fullest possible data on expenditure on goods and services, in addition to data on disbursements much of which reflects transfers within the aid system?
	Within limits of feasibility and consideration  of cost/benefit relation
	Yes DFID has just announced a Transparency Guarantee which indicates that we will require over time any civil society organisation that directly receives  DFID funds to adhere to similar standards of transparency and accountability, and push multilateral organisations to do the same  
	This question has not been discussed so far but could be taken up at a later stage.
	The transparency reform has recently begun in the Swedish aid administration. For time being, Sweden will not require implementing agencies to publish IATI information. However, Sweden is strongly encouraging multilateral organisations to provide DAC with CRS++ information, and will put further efforts into it. 
	Not for the moment. Traceability and applicability should be part of the discussion on the document formerly known as code of conduct.
	Same as above. We need more in-house discussion on the implications of this for UNDP. With regard to our implementing agencies (government, NGOs, UN agencies), this will require changes to the standard contracts and needs to be considered additionally.
	Hewlett has not reached a decision on this.  Hewlett does not currently cascade to its grantees any external reporting responsibilities, and Hewlett itself does not collect much of the expenditure data that IATI seeks.  It is unclear at this point if Hewlett would begin to request such data from grantees.
	Absolutely
	Yes
	Yes, we do. However this question should be better responded by donors.


Sweden

Aid transparency is highly prioritized by the Swedish Government. Following the Open Aid- initiative in the Swedish aid administration, all public documents and public information relating to official aid flows will be published online, without delay. 

AsDB

Our technical focal points have now gone through both the first and second round consultation documents, and while we do not at present foresee any major hurdles from the technology point of view, we do have a few comments, as follows:   

1. Data Standard/Format: We are fine with the standard and format mentioned for the data. 
2. Frequency: The documents mention that the frequency of data would be monthly. We would prefer a quarterly process because there may be some data required that can only be collected manually, and therefore a monthly process may involve a lot of manual intervention. 
3. Implementation time line: As we have mentioned, ADB is currently in the middle of migrating lot of applications into newer platforms, so we are unable to commit to any time line at the moment. 

NORAD

Thank you for the second round of the IATI consultation; it was a very interesting read. We are very pleased with the progress IATI is making. 

We feel that the Norwegian comments from the first round is incorporated in this paper, and we also got answers to some of our questions at the workshop last week in Paris.

We do not have any further comments to the standard, and I hope IATI got an overview of what and when we can deliver.

Hewlett 

Attached are comments from Hewlett as best I could do.  There are some elements that I am not quite sure how the foundation will be able to comply.  And of course there are a few elements to which I can express the foundation’s aspirations to comply, but I cannot commit the foundation.  For other questions, Hewlett will need to make a few more decisions internally before we will know what will be possible for phase I.  Please let me know if you need additional clarity from us on any of these.

Germany

We would like to give you some general indications on the proposed standards. We feel the standards continue to be very valid for the implementation of the Paris/Accra commitment. 

As mentioned in earlier discussions we believe that the IATI Standard remains very ambitious and cannot be dealt with in its proposed form through our data systems. However we are working towards improved systems which will also help us to generate more complete data and information to make German development cooperation more transparent. Our experience of the cost, required capacities and time frames for planning for, developing and implementing new data systems, combined with stretched capacities due to the major ongoing reform process of the German implementing agencies for technical cooperation will unfortunately not allow us to start with implementation of the IATI standards before mid 2011. A separate message on this will be sent to you in due course. 

Besides these particular challenges due to the TC merger, we still have the strong impression that the time frame for implementation as well as certain data requirements is too ambitious. For example the provision of monthly reporting as proposed in the consultation paper is not possible for us.  We share the confidentiality concerns of New Zealand on details of expenditures / disbursements. In addition we are questioning the added value of publishing such a huge amount of data. On tied aid Germany will report based on the CRS++ standards. For us it is not possible to report generally on the basis of partner financial years. Our systems are based on the German financial year and are not able to provide data on different financial year cycles as would be required for different partners. We can however provide additional information to partners as per their request locally

In general we would recommend to postpone implementation until the decision about data and documents has been made. This proposal is based on advice from our IT department which strongly recommends to start the development of new reporting systems only once the full requirements are known. 

We would also suggest to decide during the meeting on 7 July only on data for phase I as there are still too many question marks for some of the definitions for phases 2 and 3. We believe it is not useful to decide on standards which are not finally defined yet. 

Concerning the scope of IATI we would like to confirm our proposal of agreeing to a realistic minimum standard. This would help to minimize exceptions but still allow any donor to publish information beyond the minimum standard. 

Even though the list of comments is not complete we hope that it will be useful for preparing the final documents for the SC meeting in July. 

UNCTAD/Debt Management

It is really excellent that there was an agreement in relation with the scope definition and format of phase 1; and that the technical architecture with the utilization of XML was also decided. The same platform will be adopted shortly by DMFAS for generation and publication of the countries' debt statistics. 

I also consider that a "glossary" to help in the translation between the different terminologies used by the agencies and/or the systems would be really necessary.

Development Gateway

This is looking good. The format is very clear and direct. DG’s comments…
· There is a little too much focus on the CRS but I understand why. Some of the extensions imply keeping things that we might want to change.
· There is an accurate reflection of the country pilots
· Differentiation between planning data and audited. We need the former badly.
· A phased approach in general is good. AMP itself is phased and for good reason (both donors and govt need time to absorb the concepts)
· I looked but did not find a reference to support of the process related to donor coordination in country. Whatever IATI does it can’t take pressure of local donors with regards to the face-to-face time required regardless of IATI and data exchange.
· Item 8. Org lists are problematic and we might need a true “owner” of the official list. DAC + Everyone else. Maybe this is IATI’s job with say AidData, DAC and other big players in agreement and using it. That will drive is “globalness”.
We are geo coding all active WB projects at DG right now with BYU and W&M. AFDB is next. We should have something to show in the presentation on the 7th. It’s not as hard as some would claim. 
Annex 3 – Comments from civil society organisations
	
	CCIC
	Publish What You Fund
	ITUC
	Transparency International
	IBP
	IBON
	Open Aid

	1. Ambition.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1. Do participants reconfirm the November 2009 Steering Committee decision to address documents in the 2nd half of 2010?
	While acknowledging there can be significant technical hurdles to overcome, the ambition of the IATI has been its importance.  Documents are a key resource that must be included in the final outcomes of IATI as much valuable information will be contained in such documents that cannot be captured in any other way.  For CCIC, improved access to project and program documentation will be an important measure as to the success of IATI in 2011 (along with progress in several other key areas).  Given the timing delays to date, we worry that postponing some of the most difficult discussions to the 2nd half of 2010 may limit the achievements in these areas and the realization of the overall ambition of IATI that excited us in its initiation.
	Yes. Participants should not be backsliding. 

It is imperative that the donors and the aid sector more broadly work together to make sure we get this right and agree standards that deliver on IATI’s original vision and commitments made under the Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda for Action. Maintaining the scope and ambition of the initiatives is thus essential. Phases 2 and 3 are where most of the additional information that both recipient countries and southern CSOs have clearly specified where their needs are. Specifically on the need for disclosing aid conditionality and the links of aid information to country systems and budgets. Donors saying they will not meet this is an admission that they are reneging on their Paris aid effectiveness targets.  
	Yes, ITUC considers documents to be a crucial part of the IATI and that it is vital that the original schedule is respected. 
	Yes. This component needs to be respected to meet the original commitment and make the initiative valuable.
	.
	Documents are an important source of vital information and greater access to program documentation will be a key indicator of IATI’s success. Thus the sooner that these are addressed, the better are chances of achieving overall ambition.
	

	1.2. Do participants accept the overall content of phase 1, bearing in mind that the individual donor implementation schedules will offer the chance for staged implementation based on each donor’s systems and circumstances? 
	Yes, but we would expect that donors will provide a clear and verifiable rationale for their staged implementation based on their systems and circumstances.
	
	
	
	
	Yes. Donors opting for staged implementation based on their systems and circumstances must be requested to provide a clear rationale.
	

	1.3. Do participants want any documents or data brought into phase 1, for example to provide information on conditions or activity status?
	Transparency on conditions is an important commitment in AAA that address for CSOs the degree and ways in which donors respect ownership.  Given the ongoing and contentious politics on conditionality, leaving discussion and progress to phase 2 can suggest less of a priority to meet this AAA commitment.
	
	Yes, ITUC considers it important that data on conditions, as well as on tenders and contracts awarded should be brought into phase 1.  
	Yes, TI would like to see the procurement procedures, tenders and conditions (including loan repayment terms and documentation and ‘tied aid’) be part of phase 1. Both of these issues were originally included in the draft from 9 October 2009. (IATI: Conditions were always in phase 2)
	
	Provision of information on conditions is an important AAA commitment and we would want to see progress on this.
	

	2. Extension to CRS. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1. Do participants accept that the standard should build on CRS reporting as far as possible?
	CRS reporting standards certainly should be the starting point, and every effort should be made to be consistent with these standards as this will allow for better implementation.  But IATI was also initiated because of recognized limitations in the DAC system.  This question speaks to the ambition of IATI where it will be necessary to make deliberate efforts to extend CRS to meet information requirements not currently covered or required by the CRS reporting.   
	The standards should be built on actual systems acknowledging that in some cases there will be a great deal of commonality (CRS++ donors). This depends on how intrinsic CRS is to donors’ internal systems and will thus by definition be included if this approach is taken.
	Yes, so long as it is recognised that the CRS is insufficient as a reporting standard - while compatibility should be ensured, the IATI should not be limited to the CRS.  
	TI believes that while the CRS system needs to be a key of source of data, using this as a standard takes the IATI standard away from its original mandate. CRS was not designed to provide the level of information being requested. CRS should be compatible but not driving the data requirements, which were identified through a more holistic process.
	CRS, even in an extended format – may not be adequate standard: although used by a number of donors, CRS is not uniformly embedded into donors’ internal systems, and most importantly it does not take adequately into account the needs of the recipient countries. 

In defining the appropriate standard, it is essential to take into account recipients’ budget systems, and in particular, issues of timeliness of information; provision of forward planning information; and quality of information.
	Yes. CRS reporting standards should be the starting point and compatibility should be maintained but efforts must be made to extend CRS to cover information that are not currently required by CRS reporting but are crucial for IATI’s ambition.
	

	2.2. Are non-DAC donors ready to continue work with the TAG to provide the additional coding structures required to cover their aid flows? 
	Clearly, if CSOs are ultimately to be included as important non-DAC donors, consideration of different additional coding structures, the scope and thresholds for coverage, and protection of the rights of civil society counterparts, will be required to ultimately cover and include CSO aid flows.  While the Open Forum will address the principles associated with greater CSO transparency and accountability and hopefully suggest some overall directions, it currently lacks the technical knowledge and capacities to make specific recommendations in relation to IATI.
	
	
	
	Both DAC and non-DAC donors should work together to map and compare their own coding structures, in order to build a solid and comprehensive standard, which includes good practices of both (DAC and non-DAC), and which is compatible with the recipients’ coding systems. In this sense, consultations with recipient countries would be necessary.
	
	

	2.3. Are DAC donors ready to look into any suggested extensions to the CRS (dates, transaction detail) as part of follow-up to the donor questionnaires? 
	We would hope that there is still the political will among the DAC donors, particularly those who have been instrumental in moving IATI forward to date, to look at such extensions since, as noted above, doing so speaks to the ambitious of the outcomes of IATI in 2011.
	
	
	
	See 2.2
	
	

	2.4. Would participants indicate their interest in working in the TAG to explore optional improvements to the level of detail of sector coding?
	We think that improvement in the detail of sector coding is essential, but I would lack the technical skills to export ways of improving this level of report.  See example at end of table. 
	This is not about improvements but revealing the underlying uses of sector coding. However, even for CRS++ donors additional codes will be created. 
	
	
	To the extent to which the current coding does not allow to map donors vs. recipients’ budgets, it will be necessary to define additional sector codes.
	
	

	3. Frequency. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.1. Do participants accept that the standard should be for monthly publishing?? 
	
	Yes. Monthly publishing is clearly possible as many donors are already doing this at country level.  NB this is not about reporting but about publishing what is in the existing live systems so an issue of exporting information primarily.
	Yes
	Monthly publishing was what was proposed in the October 2009 document and it has been proven possible by the organisational and country visits done by the TAG.
	Donors should be able to provide monthly data, at least on actual disbursements. Funds given to recipients should be registered as expenditures in donors’ monthly execution reports, so this should not imply additional burden for them. 
	
	

	3.2. Do they accept that within their individual implementation schedules some donors may have to start with quarterly publishing, with the possibility of moving to monthly publishing after gaining experience
	Yes if necessary, but with a clear and verifiable rationale and timeframe for compliance.
	
	The ITUC would accept this where necessary, but only if a timeline is agreed within which donors are required to move to monthly publishing.
	If quarterly publishing is what is feasible to get phase 1 started, then TI would request that a timeline be set-up and agreed to in order to align with monthly publishing (and that a time cap be set for compliance to be met).
	See 3.1.

Most donors already report their expenditure/
revenue/debt figures monthly – quarterly at the very minimum. Flexibility in implementation schedule can be allowed, but only for those countries whose practice is still that of reporting quarterly.
	Yes, but there should be a clear timeframe for compliance.
	

	4. Timeframe. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.1. Do participants accept that the standard should be for phase 1 implementation by end 2010? 
	Yes as this is meant to be some of the “easier” areas in which to make progress.  It leaves us worried about time remaining for an ambition to make greater progress and agreements in some areas in phase 2 in 2011 prior HLF4.
	Yes 
	Yes, this is in line with the original commitments and should be respected. 
	Yes, this has to be respected in order to comply with the Accra Agenda for Action and what was promised by signing on to IATI.
	
	Yes. We are concerned about the remaining time to achieve greater progress in 2011 before the HLF4.
	

	4.2. Do they accept that within their individual implementation schedules some donors may have to defer some or all of phase 1 implementation, but should aim to have it in place by Q3 2011 (in time for the Korea High Level Forum)?
	It will be vital to the credibility of the IATI process as a whole that achievements can be demonstrated for phase 1 implementation.  Several key aid transparency and accountability issues of concern to CSOs are covered in phase 2 and these will certainly at this point seemingly not be realized by HLF4.
	Donors have yet again made commitments on aid effectiveness that are likely to fail unless they follow through the HLF agreements and set deadlines. 
	If this is the case then the donors will not be in compliance with IATI.  A status should be assigned which reflects this. 
	Deferring means that they are not in compliance with IATI. As such, they should be considered an “inactive” member that can activate membership once they begin using the standard.
	
	It is critical for the IATI process to show significant achievements for phase 1 implementation as these are supposedly less contentious areas to make progress on. Deferring some or all of phase 1 implementation will make progress on the more critical issues for phase 2 all but impossible before HLF 4.
	

	5. Quality. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.1. Do participants accept that both provisional (management) and final (audited) information should be published, with the status of information indicated in the metadata? 
	Yes, this is key to having timely data available for both developing country governments and for CSOs to undertake responsible monitoring roles.
	It has to be provisional/
management information or it defeats the purpose.  When data becomes public it is often better quality. 
	Yes, the ITUC considers that this is vital for ensuring timely access to information
	Provisional data would do much to improve the quality of and access to what is being published. At the same time, including final information, side-by-side, allows for the historical memory component that the World Bank highlighted.  Both add value to the IATI standard.
	Audited data may take more time to be published, but good practice requires that both provisional and audited data should be published. Provisional estimates should be available at the very minimum, as they would allow preliminary analysis. 
	Yes, this would allow developing country governments and CSOs to have timely data for monitoring.
	

	6. Coverage. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.1. Do participants accept that the individual implementation schedules are used to establish the coverage of each donor’s aid programme, with some items being annual only? 
	Yes, assuming that the Code of Conduct covers the requirement for the donor to provide a clear and verifiable rationale for the schedules and types of data available within these timelines.
	It doesn’t matter when the data is reported but how often it is generated. Usually the information already exists whether it is reported annually or not it doesn’t matter.  
	
	Timely and standardised reporting is more important than not reporting at all as long as it is clear about which items will be only available on an annual basis.
	.  
	Yes, but donors must provide sufficient rationale for the schedules.
	

	6.2. Do they also accept that as much data as possible are provided on ongoing projects, even if some of the new IATI data elements are missing for older projects?
	Yes, although without the publication of project/program documentation, in which much of the information of earlier iterations and disbursements may be available, the data will be less valuable.
	
	Yes, although every effort should be made to collect as comprehensive data as possible for older projects.  
	If the data can be easily captured and is comparable, then it would be useful to include this element for now. Again, there is value in opening up donor projects to the public.
	
	Yes. But as much data as possible should also be provided for older projects.  
	

	7. Exceptions. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7.1. Do participants accept the need to provide as detailed information as possible (more than currently) and to keep exceptions to a minimum with the reasons for exceptions being published?  
	Exceptions should be kept to a minimum with a clear rationale provided.  As stated in the text there may be some cases as there is under most Freedom of Information laws to protect the rights of recipients from unintended consequences, i.e. “do no harm”. As is known, there is increasingly repressive legislation coming into effect in several developing countries that are limiting access to foreign funding by local CSOs for example.  
	Only individual items can be blanketed not whole databases or an entire project but an item by item exception, if needed. Then the donor has to specify what method will be used to appeal the process. 
	Yes, but there is a need to monitor the use of exceptions. 
	Exceptions should only be allowed as to what is the global standard on issues like FOI and procurement. In these cases, the particular item, rather than the data set, could be excluded. There also should be a threshold for how many exemptions a country can make without being considered as not implementing the standard.
	Absolutely. Donors have to keep exceptions at a minimum, and clearly specify the reasons for them. 
	Yes. Exceptions should be kept to a minimum with reasons provided.
	

	7.2. Do they accept using individual implementation schedules to document any exceptions (and thresholds), based as far as possible on existing procurement and access to information regulations and agreed with the donor during IATI implementation visits during the remainder of 2010?
	I am not sure what this question implies.  Hopefully the Code of Conduct will cover some of these questions about exceptions and thresholds will be agreed in the standards, which correspond to a level of ambition to make progress on aid transparency and accountability.
	Need clarification.
	
	Maintaining an industry or good practice reference point is important to make sure that the information not being disclosed falls within reasonable and accepted disclosure practices. At the same time, the revised disclosure policies of organisations like the World Bank suggest that the ‘litmus test’ is that it has to be effectively argued by the organisation why such information should not be disclosed.
	
	
	I disagree that projects below a certain threshold require less detailed documentation. For the beneficiaries of small projects detail is just as important as details for big projects. What do donors perceive as small projects and where (in monetary terms) would thresholds be? I would encourage taking up this point of thresholds again. Generally I agree that all exceptions should be documented. At the same time potential users should know whom to address if important information they need has been excluded.

	8. Organisations. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8.1. Do participants accept the need for a comprehensive list of organisations based on codes (starting with those used by the DAC) in order to identify actors and their roles and trace flows through the system? 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes and TI endorses the IATI proposal to keep this process decentralised and to draw on work that is already being led and completed.
	
	Yes
	I understand the desirability of such a list but I am not sure about feasibility. (See suggestion for a ‘double-track approach’ at the end of the table.) 

	8.2. Do they agree to the creation of a TAG working group on this topic and could they indicate if they are interested in participating?
	It would be useful to bring forward a short rationale and areas of work where decisions are required, in relation to progress on the standards for phase 1 and 2, to see if a TAG group is required.   It is not very practical for CCIC to be in a position to contribute directly to a TAG subgroup. 
	Does this really need a working group? Could there be a proposed list?
	Yes. The ITUC does not have the capacity to participate.
	TI suggests that this be done by TAG and circulated for approval through the appropriate channels.
	
	A small working group could speed up the work on this topic, but we cannot participate.

 
	

	9. Forward budgets. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9.1. Do participants accept the interpretation – and expressed need by partner countries – that data are needed on the basis of partner country financial years? 
	While there may be technical hurdles for donors, progress in this area is vital if we expect developing country governments to effectively deliver services and programs in which aid forms an important resource.
	Yes. This predictability commitment has already been made repeatedly by donors and in many countries individual donors already are doing this at country level.  
	Yes, the ITUC considers this to be vital. 
	To align budget and aid transparency on both sides (partner and donor) this is essential.
	This commitment has already been made repeatedly by donors. If ultimately this exercise should help recipients’ planning systems, it is quite important to take into account their own financial years.  
	Yes
	I fully agree on the need of forward budgets. But I disagree that forward budgets are only of interest to participant governments. If civil society participation is to be taken seriously then information about planned activities should not only be published once everything has been decided between recipient governments and donors. I understand the problems of donors with long-term commitments. But the release of planned spending should allow for engagement of civil society in public debate.

	9.2. Do they accept that these items should remain in the standard as proposed, even though most donors cannot deliver on them fully at present? 
	Yes the standards as proposed are very important.  Donors do forward planning and have forward commitments on existing project and programs and should be able to provide forward planning data to partner governments.
	Yes, this is imperative. Many donors operating on one year budgets are already providing tentative forward information. All donors are planning beyond the one year time frame and therefore should be able to publish tentative data. 
	Yes, the ITUC considers this to be vital. 
	For broader reasons of aid harmonisation, alignment and managing for development results (PD) and the AAA commitments, this is a necessity and benefits donors.
	Yes.
	Yes. Donors should be able to hurdle constraints and provide information on their forward planning to partner governments.
	

	9.3. Can they state how they are “addressing any constraints to providing such information” as called for in the AAA?
	Donors must be accountable to the commitments they made in AAA and proactively be addressing and overcoming constraints, not just stating them.
	This relates to the Working Party on Aid Effectiveness, cluster C and the commitments made there on addressing the predictability of aid. 
	This should be referred to the WP on Aid Effectiveness and its work on predictability. 
	This question should fall back under the purview of the WP-EFF and the relevant clusters (which could include all of them to some extent).
	
	They must
	

	10. Aid Type. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10.1. Do participants wish to examine if they can separately identify all TA and identify the country of the expert? Or do they wish the IATI Secretariat to explore the degree to which traceability of financial transactions might provide the total spent on consultants and experts? 
	According to DAC statistics, technical assistance has formed a major component of ODA and in our view requires much greater transparency, including the agreed purpose of technical assistance, the country of origin of the TAs, and the counterpart organization receiving technical assistance. Progress on transparency in technical assistance relates very directly to making progress on not only the formal untying, but equally the informal, untying of aid, which is a key goal for CSOs and developing country partners.
	IATI should focus on the second part, where traceability concerns raise particular issues around how to link this to tied TA which should also be explored in the process.   
	Transparency in TA is extremely important, especially in the context of commitments to untying aid. 
	In order to achieve the broader aims of aid effectiveness, particularly on the tying of aid, information separated out by country of origin of the TA expert would be extremely useful. However, as a first step, information on the amount spent on TA would be useful. 
	
	Full transparency of technical assistance is very important since it forms a major component of ODA and much progress remains to be made in untying TA.
	

	11. Activity ID and components. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11.1. Do participants agree to IATI combining their organisational ID with their internal project ID to make a unique IATI ID? 
	This is a technical question that I am not in a position to answer.
	This would seem an issue where there is a technical ‘best fit for most systems’ answer, and that the details of the solution should be derived from a practical analysis of the systems.
	
	This would be useful but needs to be assessed against the current system approach.
	
	
	

	11.2. Do they agree that they can report either at component level (providing the components can be linked together) or at project level, with mechanisms to avoid duplication?
	Having project and program documentation robustly accessible may cover some of the concerns about understanding the various component levels of a project or program.
	
	
	
	
	Yes
	

	11.3. Do they agree that only the lead donor should report the funding from different sources for multi-funded projects (accepting that the details will be for agreement in October)?
	Yes, with agreed standards for such reporting.
	
	
	This information should be included as it will help to better trace where the money is going and whose it is, particularly given the multi-layers of joint funding for organisations such as the UN system and some INGOs.
	
	Yes
	

	12. Tied Aid. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12.1. Do participants agree that in addition to the formal tying status included in item 3.17, they will publish data on tenders and actual contract awards, as proposed for phase 2 in the IATI scoping consultation? 
	Yes, this is very important if the political commitments to untying aid are to be monitored to assure that the underlying reasons for untying are met and clearly benefit developing country counterparts.
	
	ITUC considers this information to be essential. 
	As mentioned in the first part of the response, TI considers this information essential and aligned with the spirit of IATI. Moreover, it is partly being captured by DAC already.
	
	Yes. This is essential
	

	12.2. Are they prepared to consider publishing this information as usable data, not just leaving it in tables in the documentation?
	I would hope that this would be the case as one of the principles of IATI has been to make data available in formats that can be used for the purposes determined by those accessing the data.
	
	
	Making the data useable and comparable is what the IATI standard aims to do. Anything short would make it hard to consider the data “IATI compliant”.
	
	Data should be made available in formats useful, timely and comprehensible to those accessing such information.
	

	13. Disbursements/Expenditure. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13.1. Do participants accept that the IATI standard should require detailed data, to the level of date and recipient, even though implementation of this level of detail may not be immediately achievable? 
	Yes as much of this data currently exists.
	Given that this data already exists it should be made available – donors should set up timetables in which they can extract the data in an IATI format. 
	Yes 
	If this data is available (which it is), then it should be included in what is disclosed.
	Given that this data already exists it should be made available- donors should set up time tables in which they can extract the data in an IATI format. 
	Yes.
	

	13.2. Do they accept the proposal by DAC reporters to start by providing quarterly data, disaggregated as far as possible, as an interim measure to get IATI reporting underway?
	Yes
	This is not a DAC reporters issue to most donors but an issue for internal management and information systems where DAC reporting is not fully integrated into their systems. (Even for those there are additional codes, fields, categories, etc that CRS++ donors have needed to add) thus in general this should be an issue for corporate systems managers.  
	Yes, but there is a need to establish a timeframe for moving to monthly reporting
	This would be a sufficient beginning, but again for a critical threshold for when data reporting periodicity would need to be improved.
	
	Yes. But there should be a clear commitment and timeframe for moving IATI reporting forward.
	

	13.3. Do donors accept that the IATI Secretariat should explore the level of detail through follow-up interviews to the donor questionnaire to see what is recorded in their financial systems that could be drawn on to report at the suggested level of detail?
	Certainly if this will advance practical realization of the publication of data.  It will be important to have transparency about donor limitations and explicit verifiable commitments to overcome current limitations.
	In principle this seems like a realistic approach but would it be possible to circulate a copy of the donor questionnaire? 
	There should be access to the donor questionnaire. 
	Yes but it would be useful to see what the questionnaire will look like that is to be used.
	Would it be possible to circulate a copy of the donor questionnaire, as well as copies of those which have already been filled in by donors? 
	The donor questionnaire must also be accessible
	

	13.4. Do they also accept that donors should ask their implementing agencies to publish detailed financial information, so that there is the fullest possible data on expenditure on goods and services, in addition to data on disbursements much of which reflects transfers within the aid system?
	Yes, assuming there are common reporting standards across all donors, and recognition of strengthening capacities to comply with reporting needs.  Practical thresholds and clarity about how this data assists all aid actors should also be in place (taking from my own experience with CIDA which requires detailed levels of information from Canadian CSO partners that they cannot process nor use, nor make available to anyone else).  Therefore recipients will be encouraged to participate to improve data collection if there is success in the major areas of ambition for IATI that address their concerns, not just donor interests.
	Yes, however this will require for them to work with the implementing agencies to develop timetables/
schedules to do it and provide necessary resources to assist delivering on it. This should result in a simplification in reporting demands because of the standardisation donors demand. The adaptation will be required once from all donors not for each one. 
	Yes 
	Yes as this would be a means for linking up and streamlining the reporting systems.
	
	Yes.
	


CCIC

As you would expect we are very concerned that the initial ambition of the IATI process may be reduced due to declining political will on the part of some donors to look critically at their current practices and to address gaps and make available data and document information more accessible.  While acknowledging that change takes time and there are technical hurdles in any large organization with complex accountabilities, our answers to the questions are influenced by this concern in reading the summary of the outcomes of the first round of consultations.

I hope you find our answers useful and giving added directions for urgently needed agreements at the July meeting and the future plans for the IATI participants up to the HLF4.

Q2.4 Sector coding: As an example, I was recently trying to ascertain the current levels of donor (Canada) commitment to material and child health as a part of the G8 initiative, but had to rely on basic coding on health, population and reproductive programming as an indicator, but not an accurate baseline for the expected $1 billion commitment that Canada might make.  There are also significant debates in Canada with international CSOs about the real level of commitment to basic education because some of it is provided as budget and sector programming support, which are not easily available and reflected in the DAC codes.  Perhaps this may improve with CRS++?

Open Aid

Q8.1 Organisation lists: How will PPP be dealt with? Contracts with individual consultants and consultancy firms? I could imagine a double tracked approach whereby 
a) an effort is made to maintain a comprehensive list of individual organisational codes. Such a list will probably have always shortcomings and partially outdated information; therefore
b) organisations should have an additional generic code, which informs about categories such as i. country, ii. region, iii type of organisation, iv. size, etc.
By following a double-tracked approach information about the organisation could be recorded even if it does not yet have an individual code or if the organisation does exist any long. An additional advantage would be that information users could search the data for e.g. aid funds spent on local consultancies in Vietnam or volume of PPP in Northern Ghana.
Mokoro

Publish What You Fund have forwarded us the latest requests for comments on the IATI standards. As you know, Mokoro has been involved in a number of studies closely related to the issue of reflecting and integrating aid in recipient countries budget and PFM processes. The attached comments are based on the findings of these assignments. We hope that despite Mokoro not being an "IATI signatory", our comments can be useful in the current discussion. We remain of course available for further clarification at any time.
The main points in our comments are the following: 
1. From our experience both at country and at global level, the information provided by the DAC CRS – even in an enhanced format – does not provide the required information for integration in recipient countries' budgets and accounts. Although the current proposal for IATI standards does make significant progress compared to the DAC CRS, we believe that it is essential that discussions on IATI standards reverse the current focus on “what information can donors provide” to “what information do recipients need”. Heavy reliance on DAC CRS current format and standards does minimize transaction costs for (some) donors, but does not in our view adequately take into account information needs at country level.
2.  We would therefore recommend that enhanced focus be placed on the crucial issue of providing the information necessary for aid to be adequately reflected in recipient country budgets by all IATI stakeholders, starting from phase 1 - i.e. item 3.11 (recipient budget identifier) . Further progress on this issue will have an impact on other proposed IATI standards such as 3.12 (sector classification) and 4.2 (annual project budget) among others.

3.  We believe that the inclusion in phase 1 of sharing of relevant project and programme documentation such as budgets, annual reports, expected outcomes and criteria for aid disbursement is essential both for transparency purposes and as a contribution to better aid predictability. While these elements were mentioned in earlier IATI standards documentation, they do not seem to appear in the latest version.

4.  Finally, it could be considered to ask donors to specify whether each project or programme appears on the national budget law and national accounts (and potentially other elements following the typology developed for the “putting aid on budget” study). This would both allow a more transparent assessment of how much aid is reflected in partner country budgets, and potentially provide an incentive for donors to actually check if and why their aid appears in the national budget law and accounts.

CARE

I believe from an International NGO perspective that the original commitments should be kept with the understanding that additional phasing may be required to allow for full adoption.  What is being built here has far-reaching future potential in bringing together critical information in the efforts to alleviate poverty.  Every step made here creates a cascading opportunity for data linkages we’ve never had access to in development.  Knowing where countries believe and desire to intervene in the cycle of poverty allows for open and powerful dialogue to remove individuals from that cycle through better and closer alignment with those who facilitate the change.  All this implies a sense of urgency, the longer we take to align the larger the groups in the cycle grow.

CABRI Secretariat:

General Comments

1. We welcome the initiative and see the provision, reporting and integration of aid information into national and sub-national budget processes as critical to improving the way in which decisions are made about public finances (both internal and external) at the country level. 

2. Our main concern is that most of the work on linking the aid information to the budget process is left for phase 2 and 3. For us, this works takes us to the heart of the matter. We feel that too much effort up front in phase 1 (as it currently stands) will not necessary result in better aid management at the country level especially when it comes to informing decision-making within the planning and budgeting cycles. In fact, current efforts may divert attention from the hard part—getting donors to understand and provide information to an appropriate of detail level following a format that will work for countries. We propose that this work is brought forward, properly researched and contained in the first round of negotiations/discussions.

3. As means of an example, we sat we Republic of South Africa’s (RSA) aid management and budget office to discuss some of the issues. In summary, from the RSA’s aid management perspective, much of the information being collected in phase 1 would be useful for a recording/aid management perspective. From the RSA Budget Office’s perspective, the most important information is economic classification following the programme structure, reporting against outputs and outcomes indicators, period of project, funds committed, spent, rolled over or returned, type of funding etc.  Without this information, the rest would not be relevant for decision-making purposes.

4. While the information will be used by different stakeholders at different levels, it is not clear from the content of the standards in phase 1 that development partners really understand how the information will be used at the country level. For improving the effectiveness of aid as well as the systems which will deliver the aid, this understanding is critical as demonstrated by a series of work done by CABRI in this area. 

Specific Comments on existing fields in phase 1

1. Code 3.5: Recipient country – need to consider whether aid is flowing to sub-national government or national government and if so which ones. Structures will differ from country to country.

2. Code 3.5.1: The relationship between organization and recipient region. E.g. Should SADC be the name of the organization as well as the regional grouping, or under recipient region would you just select the countries in SADC (or those in SADC benefiting from the project). The reason being as there are quite a number of regional/sub-regional organizations that do not follow neat regional/political groupings. Maybe for those you just select the countries? 

3. Code 3.1.8: The policy/thematic marker is important if assistance is not covered under sector breakdown. What about the link to a donor’s country strategy paper/framework as well? (yes or no)

Specific comments on fields for inclusion in phase 1

1. Recipient budget identifier, conditions, activity stage, project implementation status, project contacts and project documentation should to be included into phase 1. We cannot stress enough the importance of information on the recipient budget identifier and point 2 and 3 below. If you are working with a spectrum of development partners (some that are more or less able and willing to provide information than others) it is important to have the most critical information for better aid and public finance management at the country level at the forefront. Otherwise if the process loses steam in phase 1, information is too inconsistent, or you do not have a critical mass of committed and active development partners to follow through, phase 2 will not happen across the board to the extent that you need for a real difference at the country level. 

2. Important to separate out pledges, commitments, disbursements and project expenditure and information; on the latter two would need to be provided monthly or quarterly. You can also separate disbursements out to planned and actual disbursements. This allows you to monitor unpredictability, uncertainty and under/overspending. You would need forward data for budgeting and planning processes at the country level. It is critical that this information is made available on the basis of a recipient country’s financial year.

3. For aid that goes to the government sector, a breakdown of systems used would be important e.g. sector plan, annual budget, on treasury etc. Is the project audited by Supreme Audit Institution? And including a summary of the audit outcome would be relevant and useful e.g. qualified, disqualified etc. 

4. We should consider the implementing agency on the recipient’s side as well as the beneficiary agency in phase 1? If a project management/implementation unit has been set up, where would this be captured?

5. Bank account details to which funds are disbursed are essential. This would assist with the move in many countries to single treasury accounts.

6. How to deal with and record trilateral aid? 

7. Inclusion of counterpart funding?

Oxfam America

Oxfam America feels that the IATI process offers an opportunity for greater ambition on aid transparency.  Donors need to maintain the intended scope and ambition of IATI. Pulling back shouldn’t be an option.

 
Our recent report entitled "Information: Let countries know what donors are doing" has some compelling examples of how improving the transparency and predictability of donor aid to recipient countries can help a ministry of finance better prepare for macroeconomic volatilities, a parliament better keep its president in check, and citizens better hold their governments accountable for important investments in development. 

 
IATI promises steps in the right direction. Oxfam America believes that all donors, and the US in particular, need to undertake whatever reforms are necessary to make the US aid system live up to IATI’s original vision and commitments made under the Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda for Action. 

 
Some of what we are hearing about the second round of consultation on IATI standards is discouraging. Donors pulling back from the need to disclose aid conditionality and to meet the needs of country systems and budgets essentially means donors are reneging on their commitments in the Paris Declaration. We sincerely hope that the IATI secretariat will employ this argument to push back on efforts to diminish the ambitious objectives of IATI.

 
Thanks for your continued efforts to move this process forward.  Please do not hesitate to contact us if we can be of further assistance.
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