[image: image1.png]NY |





Meeting Record of the Technical Advisory Group, 4th – 6th October 2010, Cookham

Monday 4th October

Welcome Session 

Brian Hammond, chair of the IATI TAG gave an introduction and brief overview of the work of the Technical Advisory Group. Congratulating the members on all their work so far, he emphasised the renewed focus on work towards implementing the phase 1 IATI standard. 

Main points and actions raised:
· Need for coordinated work on communications, since IATI remains unknown in many countries and donor offices. An extra breakout session was organised to discuss this.
TAG Work Plan 

This was structure in two parallel breakout sessions led by Simon Parrish and Brian Hammond. 

Main points and actions raised:

· Legal issues of licensing need to be dealt with now;

· Importance of preventing slippage on implementation, as it will fuel sceptics;

· Feedback mechanisms to improve public administration of aid;

· Producing examples of using data and sharing communications material;

· Achieving critical mass of participation through iteration, adaptation of systems, pragmatic support to signatories and openness to other groups.
Briefing Session 

Led by Romilly Greenhill, this session was intended to update those new to the initiative, highlighting the need for aid transparency, what IATI is aiming to achieve, how reporting works now and the IATI concept of “Publish Once, Use Often.” To see the presentation, please visit the IATI website. 
Budget Alignment

The agenda of this session, led by Alta Folscher and Danila Boneva, was to discuss the integration of aid into budget process, regarding what format IATI information needs to be published to support this and to be reflected in the budget.  
The presentation highlighted the need for the following information:
· Possible channels of disbursement (through treasury in cash, to spending agency in cash, in kind flows)

· Institution accountable for the expenditure of funds

· Commitments (for budget year and following years)

· Disbursements (for budget year and medium term)

· Modalities (General budget support, sector budget support, earmarked projects)

Four options for coding aid information within IATI were proposed, before opening a discussion.
Main points and actions raised:

· Reimbursement of funds from multilateral banks to governments under loan and grant agreements needs to be recorded under IATI;
· Concern was expressed about the limited information that donors have about forward spending beyond 1 year ahead, yet medium-term predictability of aid is a key Accra Agenda for Action commitment (para. 26, c);

· Partner countries emphasised that forward-planning figures are only ever perceived as estimates for planning purposes and are not perceived as commitments;
· It is important for partner countries to know whether the aid flows are reported and disbursed in accordance with the recipient country’s fiscal year. Under IATI, donors have agreed to report on a quarterly basis, which will allow alignment with both donor and recipient country fiscal years in most cases; 

· The choice of a code for IATI needs to be guided by current donor classifications, including those of non-traditional donors;

· There can be problems with coding when resources are allocated across countries and for multi-sector programmes;

· The majority of participants opted for developing a common coding system for IATI and encouraging additional country coding. The agreement reached was for IATI to begin work on developing a common coding system, starting from donors publishing information according to the coding in their systems, then IATI defining the commonalities for a future solution. 
Technical Implementation

Bill Anderson opened this session with a walkthrough of the IATI Standard website (www.iatistandard.org) and the resources that are being prepared for this. Simon Parrish gave a walkthrough of the IATI registry and further discussions were had about archiving, organisation identifiers and documents.
Main points and actions raised:

· Security of the authentication of publishers will be strong and it will not be possible to register a file to any organisation other than your own. Data itself is stored on the publisher’s website so security of the registry in that sense is not a problem;

· The registry will ensure that a publisher doesn’t duplicate data, but different publishers will be responsible for checking against data duplication;

· There is a need for archiving, which is best done by the registry (either by the registry itself or a third-party archiving service). It is unclear whether there are copyright/licensing issues when storing donor’s data on other servers;

· Questions about the practicalities of implementing a universal, unique identifier system for organisations;  it was agreed to organise a trial with participants coding their top 100 suppliers/implementers to assess feasibility;
· Government policies will define the format in which documents are published; furthermore the structure of documents cannot be standardised.
Documents

Romilly Greenhill led a small group to discuss which documents should be published under IATI. It was agreed that focusing on particular categories of documents would be difficult, given the variety produced by donors; instead IATI should focus on categories of information which should be published. Individual donors can then set out in their implementation schedules how they would publish this documentation. 
Main points and actions raised:

· The group agreed that the following categories of information should be published as documents:
	Agency Level
	Activity/Project Level

	Annual reports, strategy papers
	Pre- and post-project impact appraisals

	Country strategy papers
	Objectives/purpose of activity

	
	Intended ultimate beneficiary

	
	Budgets (in as much detail as available)

	
	Summary information about contracts

	
	Reviews of project performance and evaluation

	
	MOUs (subject to agreement of both parties)


· Information should be published as soon as possible, and definitely once approved;

· May be need for thresholds for some agencies and kinds of document;

· Donors should have range of technical options for publishing documents, and IATI should not be too prescriptive;

· Flexibility must be maintained around language used by donors for publication, however, IATI will recommend that at least summaries are produced in the language of the partner country

· Must be clarity on the currency being used to ensure accessibility and which exchange rate is being used;

· Better to focus on publishing the full document, with donors providing additional summaries if they have capacity;
· No agreement reached on whether donors should publish information that they receive from governments

Results, Conditions and Aid Effectiveness Indicators

The aim of this session, led by Brian Hammond, was to open discussion on the phase 2 and 3 item publishing information on results, conditions and aid effectiveness indicators. These discussions were very preliminary, since the TAG Secretariat was still gathering information from donors on what information is already published on this and in what format. 
Gyongyver Eniko Jakab from the Global Fund gave a presentation of the Global Fund’s performance website, which provides performance information on outputs and outcomes and links them with financial input data. Both un‑audited results information as well as performance ratings are published. 
Main points and actions raised:
· IATI should strive to link with other on-going work, and not duplicate the work of the Working Party on Aid Effectiveness in this area. Specific working groups and task teams already include: Cluster E on the MfDR (results); Cluster C (conditions); Cluster D on Monitoring (aid effectiveness indicators in Paris Declaration Monitoring survey). IATI should focus on transparency of information on these topics rather than defining content.
· IATI Secretariat to repeat its offer to link-up with the Working Party on Aid Effectiveness;
· Take care not to undermine the principle of partner country ownership: publishing results shouldn’t undermine ownership of partner countries by promoting an approach which attributes results to each donor directly; conditions are jointly agreed between partners and donors and publishing should be the responsibility of both sides; 
· There was no appetite to extract conditions information from documents. Links to the information could be provided from the IATI registry

· TAG Secretariat to consider ways of publishing links to results in the registry;
· IATI proposals will record much of the basic information needed for measuring aid effectiveness, which will serve whatever proposals for indicators emerge after the High Level Forum 4 in Busan.

· IATI’s role in this is not to set standards, but to encourage publication of information. 

Communications

This breakout session, led by Danila Boneva, was requested by members at the initial session on Monday morning, who highlighted low-level awareness of IATI within signatories, recipient country governments and civil society in both North and South. This leads to issues with implementation and concerns about who will be using the data once it is published in the registry. 
Main points and actions raised:

· IATI requires a change-of-management process, yet there is often little awareness of it by country-level staff;

· It can be difficult to bring people up to speed in very decentralised organisations, and furthermore, there are often tensions between communications, finance and statistics departments about how and what they think about greater aid transparency;

· Technical discussions can be perceived as too abstract, but once information begins to be published, this will become less of a problem;

· Face to face meetings with senior political figures can often be more effective than written material. There was a suggestion to create IATI regional champions to generate momentum;

· Importance of using new media to increase awareness among northern civil society;
· Agreed to create a communications group within IATI to develop a broader strategy for the different audiences.
Tuesday 5th October

Report back presentation on geocoding 

Rapporteurs for each of the previous day’s breakout sessions highlighted the main points discussed for the benefit of all participants. Stephen Davenport and Josh Powell from AidData gave a presentation on geocoding, based on interns studying World Bank documents to code the regions and districts where aid projects were located and cross reference them to other data such as population density and poverty rates.  
Accessibility
The session on accessibility was led by Danila Boneva and focused on scoping the work for the IATI accessibility workstream and define the roles of IATI opposed to the roles of other stakeholders. This is especially important as donors begin to implement IATI and lessons will be learnt on the practical aspects of accessibility.

Main points and actions raised: 

· There are major issues around making information available at the grass roots level, but it was agreed that this is not within IATI’s scope;

· A proposal was put forward to combine accessibility and communications work, but it was decided that these two issues are quite distinct and should be dealt with separately;

· There was a question raised about reliance on the website for accessing information;

· Currently, a number of pilots are planned on accessibility, and the Secretariat could have a role in collecting this information and gathering lessons learnt. Further, there was a proposal to integrate work on aid transparency and IATI into aid effectiveness implementation plans at country level;

· Suggestion that a toolbox of technical applications should be commissioned by the Secretariat to be used by infomediaries and provide information on technical applications which are available.

· Although the need for donors to consider how to take feedback into account was highlighted, it was agreed that IATI is currently concerned with the supply side and therefore will not yet cover this under its remit.

Donor Implementation

John Adams led this session, outlining the policy, technical and cultural challenges in implementing IATI. 
Main points and actions raised:
· Adding new data fields into donor systems to meet IATI requirements;

· Maintaining data quality with additional aids through a project’s life, and changing culture for inputters;

· How to handle provisional as opposed to audited data;

· A need to explain what is being published;

· Transparency as proactive response to Freedom of Information legislation;
Framework for Implementation

This session was led jointly by Paul Isenman and Brian Hammond, initially with a discussion on general comments on the revised draft Framework for Implementation (formerly known as the Code of Conduct), before opening the discussion to specific comments on paragraphs.
Main points and actions raised:

· There was a agreement that the Framework for Implementation is moving in the right direction in terms of tone and content, yet the focus should be on implementation;
· The issue of a successor to IATI was raised, and it was agreed that this shouldn’t be covered in the session, however agreed that references to future institution which could host IATI are clearly referenced;
· The language needs to be as inclusive as possible to allow others to join later;
· References to “right to information” are problematic for a number of donors, since it remains too legalistic;
· Agreed to include a section laying out the four parts of the IATI standard;
· A summary of notes taken at this session would be circulated to the TAG FFI sub-group for comments and Paul Isenman, Sarah Furrer and Brian Hammond work to update the document as necessary.
Phase 2 and 3 Data 

Led by Bill Anderson, this session was an opening of discussions on a series of areas which are proposed under phases 2 and 3 of the IATI standard. This included activity budgets and planned disbursements, multi-funded activities and geo-coding. Jeff Falkenstein gave a presentation of geocoding at the Foundations Center.

Main points and actions raised:
· No consensus about work on activity budgets and planned disbursements and different organisations define these terms differently. IATI needs to develop its glossary especially on these subjects;
· Consensus that it would be difficult to implement multi-funded activity identifiers, and that donor’s have no fields in their systems which would capture it;

· Since donor’s agreed that they would not store information on co‑funder or national counterpart contributions, there was no agreement on total activity costs;

· Donors have no current facilities to record geographic information, and unlike the World Bank, who have geocoded their data, most provide funding through centralised activities that cannot readily be geocoded.
Licensing

This session was led by Eric Swanson over video-conference, with help chairing from Simon Parrish. The presentation outlined that data collection will all be carried out by member organisations according to their own procedures and that organisation and presentation of the information on a public website will also be carried out by the member organisations; IATI will produce best practice recommendations. It further explained that the registry will collect metadata and links to the information published on individual IATI member’s websites. 

Main points and actions raised:
· The two types of licensing up for discussion are i) public domain (contents is free and no attribution required) and ii) attribution required (data can be used, but must provide attribution to original source);

· Important to allow for a period of feedback and consultation for donors with their legal teams;

· Each donor will need to define how they license their data, it will not be one prescriptive route, but the aggregator (i.e. the IATI registry) will need to know what these licenses are;

· Suggested that partner countries were consulted on these issues;

· The DAC Secretariat should be kept aware of what the IATI licensing is going to be.
Aid Information Management Systems

Danila Boneva led a session, at the request of partner countries, to exchange experiences on aid information management and systems that they have set up to this end. Representatives from Sierra Leone, Colombia and Liberia shared their experiences of their systems. 
Main points and actions raised:

· A shared problem across all systems and countries is the timeliness and completeness of donor reporting;

· Adding projections (planned commitments) as annexes to government budgets;

· Interest in geo-coding development projects;

· Managing the division of labour with decentralized authorities when managing aid and reporting;
· The incentives for government staff in Aid Management Units (AMUs) and the issues of long term sustainability;

· How IATI can deal with data differences between what is reported to IATI and partner country AIMs – discussing discrepancies with local donor offices, so they can correct the error in their systems or raise issues with HQ;

· Sustainability of aid information systems;

· Recommendations for IATI:

-  Stress the importance of AIMs in terms of planning, budgeting and monitoring flows in developing countries;

- Importance of IATI for automated data exchange, reducing need for manual data entry;
- Support partner countries in having a dialogue on AIMs and peer-to-peer learning;

-  Need for “new” generation of aid policies to include provisions for donors to share information with recipient countries

Wednesday 6th October

Following reports from the previous day’s sessions, the meeting concluded with a proposal from the Chair for a timetable to consult and reach agreement on the remaining issues.
