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IATI Steering Committee meeting, 25 October 2010, Paris
Summary of the TAG Meeting held 4–6 October 2010 at Cookham

IATI TAG Secretariat, October 2010

Monday 4th October 

There were over 50 participants at this 4th meeting of the TAG held in the purpose-built conference facilities at Moor Hall. Over 2½ days there were 3 plenary and 15 breakout sessions, which enabled attendees to participate actively and make much progress on a range of issues. The papers and presentations are available on the IATI website. The only niggle was that unfortunately the dial-in facilities were not up to the task as people could not hear the discussion; we apologise to those that were thus unable to take part remotely. 
In the welcome session the main issue raised was the need for coordinated work on communications as IATI remains unknown in many countries and donor offices. An extra breakout session was arranged to discuss this. 

Two parallel sessions on the TAG work plan covered a variety of issues: iron out legal issues of licensing now; avoid slippage as it will fuel sceptics; a feedback mechanism to improve public administration of aid; produce examples of using the data and share communications material; achieve critical mass of participation through iteration, adaptation of systems, pragmatic support to signatories and openness to other groups. 
A briefing session identified the need to push managers in donor agencies to implement, resolve constraints to predictability, and minimise effort required to update AIMS to take IATI information. 
The subgroup on budget alignment had prepared proposals to link IATI information to national budget processes and classifications. The main issues were to add provision (in phase 1) to show the channel of disbursement (cash through treasury, cash through implementing agency, in kind) and (in phase 2) classifying by country budget structures and classifications.  For the latter no options were ideal, the conclusion was for donors to publish the data they hold in existing systems and test further to see where a common code would be useful to align with country classifications, coupled with local tailoring where countries wish and have the capacity to do so.
A session on technical implementation was impressed with the progress on the registry and guidance and support to early implementers. They discussed issues of authentication, ownership of data, pilot testing of common identifiers using real data, file format of published documents (ability to ‘cut and paste’ versus relative security) and the importance of continuing IATI technical support post-2011. 

A preliminary discussion of documents concluded there is a need to link existing documents to the IATI registry, agree the content of what to publish rather than naming specific document types, publish documents as soon as possible and at the latest once approved, encourage document summaries (in the language of the recipient) in addition to full documents, be clear on currencies and conversion dates, and be flexible on file format. Opinions differed on publishing information received from partner countries, but it was pointed out that we need to be clear on who is responsible for publishing what to avoid overlaps. 
A first discussion on results, aid effectiveness indicators, conditions revealed a concern that IATI was encroaching on discussions, notably in WP-EFF, on conditionality, results and aid effectiveness indicators. The general sense of the session was for IATI to approach this through a transparency lens on the work of WP-EFF on these topics and that in the meantime donors did not wish to go beyond publishing information in documents. Others noted that political discussions stress the importance of comparable information on results to improve confidence in the aid system. Some signatories and observers (e.g. GAVI, Hewlett and the Global Fund—who gave a presentation) are results-based, so they favoured working with them in a subgroup to do case studies of publishing results, also building on a growing body of examples of recording outputs, outcomes and Paris Declaration indicators in aid management systems (AIMS). It was noted that IATI proposals would record much of the base information needed for measuring aid effectiveness (e.g. on/off budget, predictability) whatever proposals for indicators emerged after HLF4. As the paper for the session noted, paragraph 25(b) of the AAA committed donors and developing countries “beginning now” to “regularly make public all conditions linked to disbursements”.

An additional breakout session on communications looked at the lack of awareness of IATI among different stakeholders and even groups (programme staff, IT, finance) within an organisation. It discussed ways to get information through to donor country offices among the ‘deluge’ of material. Communication should be easier in 2011 with interesting things to show rather than an abstract concept; get across that IATI is ‘open for business’. Address trade-off between timely and perfect, with political cover if early data are later amended. Need to invest in face-to-face selling with decision makers. The demand to know where money is going and what it achieves is greater in current financial climate. Agreed to create a communications subgroup to develop a coherent strategy and share materials for use by different audiences ranging from village level to senior politicians. 
Tuesday 5th October

There was enthusiastic reaction to a presentation on geocoding by AidData, which served to demonstrate the power of publishing timely, detailed information. By studying World Bank documents a group of interns was able to geocode the regions and districts where aid projects were located and cross reference them to other data such as population density and poverty rates.  It was seen as a good communications tool for what publishing detailed information made possible. 
A session on accessibility noted the need for a multi-channel approach and the need to provide for feedback. Need clarity on who is responsible for what with different stakeholder types, identify focal points, and examine the roles of the TAG, the Secretariat, and the Steering Committee. Need to reach out to networks; GlobalGiving would share their work on feedback loops and encourage CSOs to list their information on IATI.  The IATI website should link to other open data tools and to pilots and case studies on accessibility.  
DFID gave a frank presentation on their experience of donor implementation, noting the importance to involve ‘geeks, workers and all others’ and recognising the need for culture change (more than technical change). DFID were willing to share their experiences, including on the technical architecture they had developed.  The group split to identify the challenges of resources, political commitment and culture. The technical changes should be invisible to the users and staff should be praised for publishing rather than penalised for errors. Need a deadline to address data quality, perhaps over six months. UNDP had used a release date to focus minds, initially publishing in a beta version, with caveats, which was used for data cleaning. 
A cross section of participants welcomed the latest draft of the framework for implementation. In a drafting session they further improved and simplified the text, removing any likely legal obstacles and allowing for necessary tailoring through use of the individual donor implementation schedules, which each donor would sign, noting resources to be applied to implementation, thresholds and any exceptions. It was also adjusted to make it suitable for newcomers to IATI to adopt. The monitoring section would be amended to identify recipient country monitoring in addition to donor self-reporting and independent monitoring and leave a decision on an eventual evaluation to the Steering Committee. 

A session on phase 2 and 3 data issues helped to clarify issues that either should not be pursued or only as options for those that wish to publish such data. Participants sought clarity on the language of budgets and planned disbursements through the proposed glossary. They were interested in knowing which other donors are working on a project, but did not believe it was feasible for the lead donor to collate the information. They agreed that a unique ID to link different funding sources would be one approach, but it required more thought, including how many AIMS address this and noted that donor IT systems may not have a field to hold another ID. The group agreed to test out the practicalities of the proposed coding of organisation IDs. The Foundation Center gave a presentation of how they work with what they get to geocode information from over 100 organisations providing 2.2 million grants. The group concluded that geocoding would be optional in the standard and organisations planning to use it would be encouraged, building on examples such as those demonstrated at the meeting. CRS already request this information, but it is poorly reported, as much of the data are buried in project documents. The AidData example had shown one way to extract such information, but to be sustainable the data need to be captured systematically for all new projects. 
A small group discussed licensing, which is a key issue prior to implementation as users need to know how they can use the information published. We need to send the message “The data are open; we want you to use them”. The group agreed with the proposal for a set of principles, rather than specific terms and conditions, that they should conform to the existing ‘open knowledge definition’, and data need to be either a) in the public domain or at most b) in the public domain with attribution. Anything else would be too restrictive. There will be guidance and an optional default set of terms and conditions for those organisations that wish to use them in place of their own, with the advantage for users that they are in one place. The group need to decide how to license IATI materials such as the standard, metadata and guidance and address options for monitoring use of the information. 
At the request of countries with AIMS, there was an impromptu session to share experiences. It concluded that AIMS are useful to manage aid (and for some budget) and they have a role to link to IATI to improve transparency and accountability; need for finance and support for AIMS from UNDP in medium term until countries can take on responsibility; need political will to sustain AIMS, especially to secure resources—helps if linked to budget preparation work; need to harmonise data between IATI and AIMS, with feedback to address any discrepancies; and need coordination among actors to be sure information meets demand from citizens—in south and north. Developing countries believe IATI will resolve present challenges on PD/AAA compliance around transparency and harmonisation. 
An open issues group had a presentation by the UNDP Multi-Donor Trust Fund Office of the system they developed to track delivery of funds within the UNDP system so staff in the field could see in real time if slow delivery of funds was because of delays in implementation or budget availability. It was a practical example of the benefits of traceability through the system. The group also enabled a wider discussion on documents; they broadly agreed with the conclusions of the earlier discussion. They also supported the creation of a subgroup on communications. 

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. After discussion this can be summarised as:
Issues for agreement in October/November: 

· Licensing
· Donor implementation schedules: agree format and process for agreeing completed schedules

· Tidying up phase 1 and optional phase 2 items on which more detailed technical consultation is not needed: 

Phase 1

· Testing of organisation IDs
· Adjustments for budget alignment and provision in schema to record national classifications
· Publishing existing documents—update organisation and activity level schema 

Phase 2

· Clarify terminology and schema for budgets/planned disbursements
· Provision for optional recording of geocodes 

· Provision for optional recording of multi-funded IDs 
Timetable 

15 October – Papers for the Steering Committee

25 October – Steering Committee meeting

15 November – Deadline for agreement from Steering Committee and other signatories.
Remaining Issues 

· Types of documents to be published; rules for publication; guidelines on why PDF not desirable

· Provide for optional recording of results and conditions for those that wish to publish them as data
· Budget alignment—plans to ensure compliance, including field testing

· Geocoding—how to assemble more data through reporting and/or infomediaries (e.g. AidData)?

· Testing use of multi-funded IDs—revised proposals to meet donor/partner country wish to know which other donors working on a project
· Glossary 

Timetable 

8 November – Start of consultation period on remaining issues

10 December – End of consultation period (a week later for French and Spanish versions)

5 January – Issue papers for Steering Committee plus other signatories meeting (SC plus)

Week of 17 or 24 January – SC plus meeting (depends on timing of WP-EFF ExCom meeting)
It was agreed that the timetable was too tight to prepare and consult on papers for the remaining issues in time for a Steering Committee plus meeting in mid-December. This meeting will thus be scheduled for mid to late January.

Brian Hammond

Chair, IATI Technical Advisory Group

12 October 2010
4

[image: image1.png]