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Steering Committee, Paris, 13 April 2010
Report from TAG meeting, Oxford, 22-23 March 2010 
Overview

1. A very successful meeting; participants felt they had turned a corner from theoretical discussion to practical discussion of what to implement in 2010. There were nearly 60 participants representing all stakeholders, although civil society was underrepresented. Use of breakout groups allowed for more progress on parallel sets of issues. Residential meeting (in an Oxford College) allowed for more networking opportunities and overlap with AidData conference gave a chance to see ways academics use aid data for research. 
2. This was primarily a consultation meeting to discuss emerging options and provide guidance to the IATI Secretariat. No issues emerged requiring escalation to the Steering Committee at this point. So this is a short progress report mainly for information; paragraph 19 highlights some issues for action now and others which may be more appropriate for discussion and decision in the Steering Committee at its next meeting. The full report of the TAG meeting will be placed on the TAG section of the IATI website.
Definitions

3. The definitions for Phase 1 were agreed subject to further work on a number of issues. The major ones still to be finalised are: use of a unique identifier (to link multi-funded projects and enable traceability); identifying aid that is or is not recorded on the budget; use of more detailed sector codes; frequency and level of reporting (aim is to record payments “from whom” and “to whom” during a given period).
4. Following discussion in a breakout group it was suggested that the following items be moved to Phase 1 as they are already available: channel of delivery, published budgets for the aid agency and the institutions that it funds. The annual forward budget for countries was moved from Phase 3 to Phase 2, as this is an AAA commitment. 

5. Subgroups will be created to work on major issues for Phases 2 and 3: links to the recipient budget; detailed sub-national geographical coding; outputs/outcomes/results. The technical group will make suggestions for the unique ID. 

6. It was recognised that the standard will need some tailoring to meet the operations and concepts of non-traditional donors – notably global funds and foundations. This will be addressed through questionnaires and discussion with them. 
7. For further work some topics will be grouped. For example, some data items are intrinsically linked to documents—conditions, outputs, contacts, beneficiaries and geographical location(s) might all be found in project documents—but need to be extracted and recorded as searchable data elements. Proposals for these data elements might thus be made at the same time as proposals on documents; i.e. in the autumn of 2010.
Technical Support
8. A strong technical sub-group was formed that will address and test the various technical issues in smaller groups using collaborative tools. The group agreed on some key principles: to provide ‘raw data’ that specialists can turn into accessible data applications for end users; use of open licensing, preferably with a common licence to all data (to be explored with experts in agencies on publishing and access to information); use of XML standard to exchange information, with possibility to exchange with simpler file formats (e.g. as used for CRS) and to progress, once IATI is well established, to more sophisticated data exchange models that are being developed; all data should be published, rather than just data that have changed, with old versions archived; a central registry will provide the links to the published data. 
9. The group recognised that a number of issues involved behavioural change rather than technical issues. As such they are matters that the Steering Committee will be asked to consider at its July meeting, following consultation in the TAG and with signatories during the spring. The issues are: licensing – agreement to make data freely available to all users, including commercial ones; quality assurance when publishing more data and documents – experience is that feedback improves quality; traceability – the politics around tracing funds through the supply chain and the allocation of a unique identifier that is a pre-requisite to make this possible. 
Code of Conduct

10. The breakout group on the Code of Conduct (CoC) made substantial progress in identifying areas of broad agreement and outlining considerations applicable to issues to be resolved. The group agreed that the tone should be aspirational not legal, moving beyond the AAA commitments; a token award was offered to whoever came up with a more appropriate title than ‘code of conduct’. 
11. It recognised the need for phased implementation by an agreed date according to different donors’ starting points. Each donor would undergo a technical analysis to determine a tailored timetable, within an overall deadline, based on their existing information systems and necessary adjustments to them. This would allow for donors that can go faster than the overall phasing to do so, while recognising that some others will need time to invest to capture some elements of the IATI standard information. 

12. The group favoured rapid publication over excessive focus on quality, with due health warnings; IATI is about timely management information, not statistics. The code should focus on donors, including multilaterals and if possible some foundations and CSOs. It should aim to pass the standards as far down the chain of intermediaries as possible. Monitoring is key as there would be no compliance process. It should be integrated with other monitoring efforts where relevant and will require a lead institution with a budget (see separate paper on the future institutional arrangements for IATI). A small drafting group involving donors, partner countries and CSOs would circulate drafts in June, September and November to build consensus for agreement by December 2010.
Supporting donor implementation through DAC Working Party on Statistics (WP-STAT)
13. Eight members of WP-STAT who were present at the TAG produced a ‘bottom up’, demand-driven proposal that could deliver 80-90% of IATI phase 1 through an interim solution to produce enhanced CRS++ data on a quarterly basis. They felt monthly reporting would be currently impossible. The information would be published directly on donor HQ and country websites, not through the DAC. Subject to further reflection, those donors in a position to do so would aim to produce the first reports by end November 2010 covering all aid activities committed or ongoing in the first three quarter of 2010. The only Phase 1 items that could not be met would be a unique ID for multi-funded projects and completion dates. Participants were to check if they could show disbursements by each channel used, as a first step of traceability. The data would be published in simple format, which the IATI Secretariat would be able to convert to XML format.
14. The group recognised that the data will not have been subject to the same quality control as annual data, including the issue of correcting mis-postings in the accounts. Descriptions might be in the donor’s language, but this should help to speed up improvement in data relevance and quality. The group recognised that quarterly reporting will be from the main aid agency(ies) and so not as comprehensive as the annual reporting to the CRS, but this was worth it for the improved timeliness. They also noted that quarterly reporting may skew some data (e.g. high disbursements in the last quarter of the financial year).  
15. The group felt that non-IATI donors should be able to produce such data too. Such a demonstration would make a major, pragmatic contribution in the short term to the work of DAC Cluster C on responsible and accountable aid.

Accessibility

16. This was first TAG discussion of this workstream. The group recognised that basic internet access was a responsibility of governments, but that IATI could help by making it clear where to find and how to use aid information. IATI needed to strengthen its communications and outreach, as awareness is currently limited. It could help to identify gaps and preferred modes of access to information. It could also clarify the role of CSOs and infomediaries in improving access. UNDP will prepare a plan for this workstream in 2010, to include use of the country pilots for outreach and broadening to southern providers. The group will meet virtually and consider use of social networking tools to raise awareness. In the meantime there will be follow up on providing more cross references to IATI on donor and partner country websites, feature partner countries more in the IATI website and involve partners in the communications strategy. 
Mapping aid to recipient budgets

17. Publication of information in a way that is compatible with recipient country budget classifications is an important aim of IATI. Partner countries have to do detailed work to map from CRS classifications to budget. A subset of IATI members have examined the degree of commonality between budget sector classifications and find that most institutions have a set of functions which are relatively comparable across countries. They are testing whether a ‘spine’ of sub-sectors could map to a large part of country budget classification as well as to the CRS classification. More work is needed to cover more sectors and more countries and to see the degree to which donors are able to subdivide their current classifications. Malawi and DRC will test the concept in the country pilots and a simplified write-up will be used to explore the possibilities with IATI donors. A subgroup will also work on other ways in which IATI needs to link to recipient budgets. 
Country pilots

18. The TAG discussed the timetable for the country pilots. These are now scheduled as Cambodia in April (paper study), Malawi and DRC in May, Rwanda and Colombia in June, with Sri Lanka and Burkina Faso still to be scheduled. Timely provision of donor data already requested will be key to maintaining this timetable. 
Points for Steering Committee discussion

19. To note the progress in the TAG; and:
a) To note that some data elements linked to documents may be finalised in the autumn (paragraph 7);

b) To note the need to prepare staff in agencies (HQ and country offices) for behaviour change to more open sharing of information, including open licensing, quality of published data and documents, and traceability of funds through implementing agencies (paragraph 9); 

c) To consider changing the title of the code of conduct to be less legalistic (paragraph 10);

d) To discuss staged implementation according to a timetable tailored to each donor, possibly as a schedule to the code of conduct (paragraph 11);

e) To nominate members of the Code of Conduct subgroup with a mandate to produce drafts for wider consultation (paragraph 12); 

f) To support and encourage their statisticians to publish the interim Phase 1 data by November 2010 (paragraph 13);

g) To include references to IATI on their websites (paragraph 16);

h) To be prepared to complete questionnaires on various aspects of IATI implementation, including on sub-sectoral classifications (paragraph 17);

i) To provide data for the country pilots where this has already been requested (paragraph 18); and 

j) To provide IT contact points for the TAG technical team.
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