INTERNATIONAL AID TRANSPARENCY INITIATIVE 
MINUTES OF THE 7TH STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Monday 25th October 2010, OECD-DAC, Paris 

Members of the Steering Committee attended along with observers.  The meeting was chaired by Jackie Peace, DFID. 
1) Agenda 

The meeting agenda was as follows: 

a) Welcome and introductions 
b) Feedback from the Technical Advisory Group (TAG) meeting 
c) Implementation of phase 1 and phase 2 additions
d) Discussion on revised Framework for Implementation
e) Process for agreeing on remainder of IATI standard by January 2011
f) Overview of TAG work for 2011 
g) IATI post 2011
h) Nomination of new Steering Committee member 
i) AOB and Closure 
2) Welcome and introductions 

Jackie Peace opened the meeting, noting that IATI has achieved a lot over the past few months. She thanked those involved in reaching agreement on the phase 1 standards in July. Implementing phase 1 will enable signatories to show progress on their Accra commitments on transparency, and IATI should focus now on phase 1 implementation. There is a lot of high level political interest in transparency. 

3) Feedback from the Technical Advisory Group (TAG) meeting, Cookham, 4-6 October 2010 

Brian Hammond, chair of the IATI Technical Advisory Group (TAG), summarised the outcomes of the recent TAG meeting in Cookham. Key points raised were as follows: 

a) Ensuring that information can be aligned with partner country budgets is critical. This will require some adjustments to the phase 1 standards and some additions in phase 2. 

b) IATI is now ‘open for business’ – the technical architecture is in place. 

c) On document publication, IATI should focus on agreeing on types of information that should be published in documents, rather than setting out a list of documents that donors will publish.
d) Concerns were raised about overlap between WP-EFF and IATI in work on results, aid effectiveness indicators and conditions. IATI should focus on making it possible to publish such information rather than the content. Aid effectiveness indicators are likely to change after next year. Results and conditions would be in published documents, but IATI could offer optional reporting as data. . 

e) There was a well-received presentation from Development Gateway on geo-coding. 

f) It was recognised a lot of work is needed to support implementation. Donors face real challenges e.g. on security, and on writing documents for publication. DFID is happy to share experiences on this. 

g) A useful session was held on the Framework for Implementation, which is now in good shape. 

h) IATI will now no longer have phases 2&3, but instead will agree by January on remaining issues. Some of these items will be optional, but IATI will provide guidance so that those that wish to publish information can do so to the common standard. 

i) Licensing is a key issue. 

In summary, Brian noted that some issues would be tabled for discussion at this meeting, including licensing, donor implementation schedules, adjustments to phase 1, and optional work on geo-coding and multi-funded activities. There will be a further November consultation period on documents, results and conditions and budget alignment. 

Concluding, the chair noted that the TAG meeting had shown very clearly the need to be pragmatic and realistic about what can be included in IATI phase 2, given the current donor focus on implementation of phase 1. 

4) Phase 1 Implementation issues 

Brian explained that each donor is being asked to prepare a donor implementation schedule which will be linked to the Framework for Implementation (FFI.) The individually tailored schedules will be used to monitor progress by each donor and to identify where support is needed. The request to the SC was to formally agree the content and process for the schedules. It is proposed that donors submit their schedules to the secretariat and that schedules be approved by the Steering Committee. 
a) Several donors welcomed the focus on phase 1 implementation (EC, Netherlands, World Bank), noting that this was a challenge for many donors. Nevertheless they aim to implement phase 1 as soon as possible. 
b) Some expressed support for the content of the schedule (EC, Sweden). 

c) Some questioned whether the Steering Committee could legitimately ‘approve’ the donor implementation schedules as these are owned by individual donors, and asked what would happen if schedules were rejected (Netherlands, Sweden, WB). It was also felt to be important that schedules focus on supporting donors, rather than on ‘compliance’ and enforcement (Australia, WB). 

d) Some donors noted that they are in the process of preparing the schedules and will have these ready by early next year (EC, Sweden). Some requested donor support visits (EC) or noted that these were already planned (Netherlands).  

e) The EC asked whether the schedule has been tested. DFID responded that they had produced a draft schedule with support of the TAG and found the process very useful. 

f) Australia asked for more time to review the format for the schedule and was concerned about which elements would be made public. 

g) The World Bank noted the need for the donor implementation schedules to be linked to the FFI and questions of the governance arrangements for IATI post 2011. 

h) As an alternative to approval of implementation schedules, Sweden proposed that implementation schedules could be submitted to the Steering Committee for comment, and Steering Committee comments could be made available together with the schedules.

The chair concluded that members were happy on the content and, save Australia, with the format of the donor implementation schedules. But there were concerns about the process of completing and approving them. The secretariat was asked to make new proposals for the January meeting. Brian noted that Steering Committee members and non-members would be able to comment on the schedules up to the 15th of November. 

Brian presented the proposal on licensing. IATI is proposing a set of principles for donors’ individual licensing arrangements, not detailed terms and conditions. The proposal is that licenses should be ‘open licenses’ or ‘attribution.’ If donors have more restrictive licenses, this won’t meet transparency needs. 

a) Sweden and the UK were happy with the proposal. Sweden noted that public domain licenses should be recommended. The UK system is ‘creative commons attribution’, which means that information has to be attributed to DFID. 

b) Germany and the EC questioned the need for a common license, noting that each had their own licensing system. Simon Parrish from the TAG secretariat clarified that the idea was not to have a common licensing system, but to agree a set of common principles which signatories own licensing agreements would incorporate or already conform.
c) Publish What You Fund noted that this was quite new legal terrain for many people and urged signatories to speak to their ‘Government 2.0’ experts. 

The chair concluded that the proposal is for a set of common principles, not a common license. Signatories are asked to check their current licenses to see whether they meet the proposed IATI principles.  

Brian noted that it was proposed to make three changes to specific data fields in phase 1 to improve budget alignment. It was agreed to make these changes assuming no further comments are received before November 15th. Changes:

· Add a “channel of disbursement” code at transaction level 

· Amend the roles of Participating Organisations to record the institution accountable for the expenditure of funds (previously called beneficiary)
· Allow reporting of reimbursements
Brian noted that it will also be important for the IATI standard to allow space for information providing a specific link to country budgets, but that no decision was required on this today as it would be subject to consultation in November. 

Brian also proposed that, as part of phase 1, donors would be able to link documents that they already publish to the registry. 
a) Several donors (Sweden, WB, UNDP, UK) agreed with the proposal to link existing documents to the registry. 

b) Some noted that more technical work was needed to ensure this is possible (UNDP). 

Brian presented proposals on phase 2 items on which we are hoping to reach agreement now: activity budgets and planned disbursements; optional geo-coding; and optional provision for reporting of multi-funded activities. On activity budgets and planned disbursements, the proposal is to break down the committed funds for an activity into periodic budgets and planned disbursements, aligned with the recipient’s financial year 
a) Canada asked for clarification on which fiscal year they should be aligning to. Brian confirmed that information should be published either quarterly or by the fiscal year of the recipient organisation or country. 

b) The EC noted that they faced challenges in reporting forward activity budgets and planned disbursements.

c) Some questioned whether elements should be included in the standard if only a minority of donors can meet them (EC, Netherlands). Others (Sweden, PWYF) supported additions to the standard even under these circumstances. PWYF observed that it was important to include these elements in the standard to show what is possible. 

d) The UK will be publishing forward budgets on a quarterly basis for committed projects, within their spending review period. 

e) Transparency International noted that this is required to implement AAA commitments. However, the EC noted that the AAA doesn’t specify activity level forward budgets, and observed that there may be different ways of meeting the AAA commitments. 

f) Viet Nam, Honduras and the International Budget Partnership noted that budget alignment and quarterly reporting were really critical for partner countries and so should be prioritised. Uganda asked whether budget codes also needed to be provided for off-budget aid. 

g) Germany asked for more time to consult on the proposals, questioning whether it was really necessary to take decisions in November. 

h) Viet Nam noted the importance of the IATI standard and said that demand for IATI information is very high. However, they said that there is confusion about IATI and the CRS and urged for efforts to be combined. 

i) Honduras also asked that reports be provided on funds given to other organisations. 

j)  Development Gateway noted that aid information management systems were gearing up to receive IATI information and that this was not technically difficult. 

k) Colombia observed that the investment required to geo-code information is small, but the benefits are large. They encouraged donors to move forward with this. 

The chair concluded that the Steering Committee needed more time to make a decision and asked for further written comments by the 15th November on forward activity budgets and planned disbursements, which will then be included in the consultation process to reach agreement by January. 

5) Framework for Implementation 
Sarah Furrer from DFID presented the latest draft of the Framework for Implementation (FFI). The new version incorporates comments made at the TAG meeting. The major changes made were: making the link to the AAA clearer; including a definition of the IATI standard; adapting paras 9&10 to cover the licensing arrangements; taking out specifics on phasing (which will now be covered in donor implementation schedules); proposing that monitoring arrangements are mainstreamed into existing arrangements; and taking out remaining legalistic language. 

Sarah noted that we aim to agree the FFI in January. We would like feedback, including written comments, from SC members now, after which the FFI will go out for comment more widely in November. 
a) Viet Nam suggested that implementation plans should be referenced in the section on operational agreements. 

b) Many felt that the document was moving in the right direction and had made good progress (EC, Australia, Germany, Sweden, UNDP). There remained some concerns on the legal implications of para 8 (applicability to implementing agents). The actors mentioned under para 5 (donors, CSO, etc.) need to be aligned with the terms used in the AAA. 
c) Several donors noted that the FFI needed to be taken forward in the light of decisions on the future governance structure of IATI (EC, Australia, Germany). The EC questioned whether proposals for formal monitoring fitted with IATI’s informal structure. 

d) Honduras asked that there should be monitoring and evaluation of the transparency agenda beyond IATI. 
e) With regard to monitoring by partner countries, it was suggested to take into account the evidence gathered on mutual accountability mechanisms at country level by UNDP/DESA and use the DCF survey to gather systematic feedback. (UNDP)

The chair concluded that the SC felt that the text was moving in the right direction. There are still some issues around monitoring and compliance issues. Finalisation of the FFI would also be linked to the discussion about IATI post 2011. She asked for written comments to be provided by Wednesday 3rd November. 

6) Process for reaching agreement on remainder of IATI standard by January 2011 

This was agreed as follows: 

a) There will be a consultation period from 8th November – 10th December. 

b) Papers will be circulated on the 5th January. 

c) The Steering Committee and signatories will meet in middle/end January to agree on the phase 2 standards and the FFI. 
7) Technical Advisory Group (TAG) workplan 2011 

Brian presented highlights of the TAG workplan in 2011, as circulated in the background paper. 

a) Uganda, Viet Nam, Tanzania, Colombia and DRC would like to be country implementation pilots. 

b) The World Bank wanted the Secretariat to focus more on technical support than on a monitoring role. 

c) The World Bank and PWYF asked for an update on planned work on budget alignment. 

d) UNDP suggested that the TAG workplan should include more on donor-to-donor briefing between signatories. 

e) Germany suggested that country pilots should be conducted together with the WP-EFF task team on predictability and transparency, which would help to bring in other donors. The EC and Australia also noted the need to broaden IATI to non-signatories. The EC will be promoting the agenda to EU donors. 

f) Germany questioned the work on accessibility, suggesting that IATI focus should instead be on implementation. Australia agreed that support for implementation was critical. 
The chair concluded that it was positive to have five countries volunteering to be implementation pilots. She also endorsed the suggestion to link the pilots with the predictability and transparency task team. She asked the TAG secretariat to add in plans for work in 2011 on budget alignment. She also noted the importance of working with non-signatories. 

Romilly Greenhill from DFID asked donors to consider providing financial support to IATI in 2011. It was agreed that a provisional 2011 budget would be prepared by end November. Any queries on the budget should be sent to Neil McKie in DFID (Neil-McKie@dfid.gov.uk) 

8) IATI post 2011 
Romilly Greenhill from DFID presented an updated paper outlining questions and options on IATI post 2011. 
a) Some members questioned whether it was realistic to reach agreement on this by January 2011 (Australia, WB, Germany). The World Bank felt that more clarity is needed on what IATI expects to achieve post 2011.  

b) Several members noted that WP-EFF structures are not likely to be clear for some time, and so suggested that we may need an interim structure for a period post HLF4 (Australia, UNDP, WB).
c) The EC suggested that it may be useful to separate the policy dialogue and the technical work for IATI, and that the technical work should go to WP-STAT. They suggested this should be agreed at HLF4. However, others felt that it was important to keep these two functions together. 
d) The EC, Sweden and Germany felt that discussions on post 2011 should include the DAC secretariat and WP-STAT. 

e) Sweden asked for more information on advantages and disadvantages of the various options. DIPR also suggested that we need a matrix of options against key criteria e.g. inclusiveness and effectiveness. 
f) Viet Nam asked for technical assistance and guidance for partner countries. 
g) It was observed that IATI needs be institutionalised in process leading up to HLF4 in Busan. 
In conclusion, the chair noted the need for an interim solution given the uncertainties about the post WP-EFF landscape. She suggested that the policy and technical functions should be kept together, and it is important to link with the WP-EFF and WP-STAT. The secretariat will update the paper to provide more information on the pros and cons of each option. This will be done by 5th January 2011. 

9) Nomination of World Vision as new Steering Committee member 

The chair proposed that World Vision should join the Steering Committee to represent NGOs as aid providers. World Vision explained that they represented the International NGO Accountability Charter which sees transparency as critically important. The Charter aims to develop similar standards as IATI for NGOs, and also want to have their own Framework for Implementation. It was agreed that the International NGO Charter would have a seat on the Steering Committee, and that this would currently be held by World Vision. 

10)  AOB 

A number of up-coming meetings on transparency were highlighted and members urged to attend to encourage strong linkages and synergies between different work on improving aid transparency:

· WP-EFF workshop on transparency 

· Cluster C -Task Team on predictability and transparency
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