Accessibility Workstream

Breakout Sessions – Monday 2pm – 4pm

Improving the registry

This group looked at the registry from the point of view of what users needed from it before looking at suggestions for how these needs might be met.


Different user needs:

· Project and programme managers: Wanting to get more information about what other organisations are doing in country.  Happy to download the Excel files. 

· Knowing more about what is in the file: counts; what sorts of sectors; could packages on the registry be tagged. 

· Feature suggestion

· Better user feedback features: 

· Datastore: keeping just the most current files in a data store. 

· Articulating really clear limits on the database. Making sure that the IATI Registry only displays the very latest information and forces synchronisation. 

· Subscription feature

· Simple search for related identifiers: project officer organising a contribution to a multi-donor initiative or fund (e.g. project support; World Bank fund). In case where activity is not yet created in third-party system (1), how do we decide upon the related identifier. In case (2) you are funding something that already exists, and then how can you search for the relevant project ID. 

· One option is to downplay the role of the registry and provide people with another entry point. 

· What is the archiving policy for data? 

· Assessing completion? What does it take for data to be assessed as complete. 

· Giving registry clear mandate and mission: targeted, resource smart 



1) Where does IATI want to be? 
2) Priorities for development 

Developing feedback loops
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This group discussed the desirability and practicalities of building feedback loops into the IATI eco-system.

The group differentiated between two types of feedback: Data Quality and Beneficiary Feedback


Data quality 


The primary question asked was how do we take in comments from people about data quality?


It was pointed out that staff in the field are already using published IATI data to correct their own data. There is a process already in place for dealing with this feedback and that can be adapted for non-contentious data quality feedback from outside organisations

There needs to be an understanding and explanation that IATI data is timely and therefore might not be perfect. Auditable reports are produced within a different timeframe.

Delegation is different depending on the country eg Afghanistan, Somalia


Beneficiary/Public feedback



The group discussed their personal and organisational experiences of offering web based feedback in relation to their projects.

USAID currently offer this on their website but only get a few people feeding back. Often they receive questions from people who don’t understand what they are looking at and/or aren’t taking the time to read everything. Despite the current lack of comments there was a concern about what to do if there was a deluge of comments coming in that required moderation and responses.

There were concerns expressed that people are misconstruing the information and that some people/journalists are deliberately misrepresenting the data they get from the site. However, there is the problem that in making the data more understandable you editorialise it more and this can lead to accusations of bias. Visualisations are unlikely to be able to provide the whole story, especially while the amount of IATI data published is only partial.

The qualitative data that gets fed back ought to serve the needs of the organisation rather than the data standard. Organisations have a range of mechanisms for generating feedback on their projects and these should be used. Claudia stated that the whole point of doing this was to improve aid effectiveness and feedback should be more clearly focused on delivering this.

UNOPS provide an email address for beneficiaries to feedback to. Opening up feedback through social web channels leads to a whole range of questions, such as who has the right to speak on behalf of the organisation.

It was noted that akvo.org enable feedback through each project page and their experience would be useful.

The group asked the question: How do we generate feedback? Do you make it part of the contract when you distribute the aid that the organisation has to encourage feedback from its beneficiaries

Is there a one size fits all solution? There will be different approaches depending on donor organisation/participating country. 

Developing a Common API into IATI 

Participants in the discussion on 14 May 2012, 14.45 in room 1: 
Thomas Bjelkeman Pettersson, Akvo.org
John Adams, DFID
Dan Mihaila, Development Gateway
Murad Hirji, Global Fund
Anjesh Tuladhar, YIPL / AidStream.org
Pernilla Näsfors, Sida, Sweden

The discussion was centred upon the following questions:

· Can we come up with a common API language and common pathways for a ‘Service Oriented Architecture’? A common ecosystem probably starts with a common API. 

· How do we access data from the common data layer that we already have - the IATI XML data?

· Would we want the API to be a part of the standard? It can be a de facto standard at first.

Based on the acceptance that a common API is a desirable development for IATI the following principles were discussed

· The API should be technologically agnostic. 

· We should at agree on the same objects and methods that you can get from the API. 
The schema defines the entities already. We could look at the standard and break it down into entities. 

Following from that it was felt that the following consideration s needed to be made

· Considering mobile applications, it is going be important to consider response times and how much data you receive in a call. 

· Several people have already created APIs for IATI data. We need to have a common place to collect what has already be done. 

· Need to look at OData vs RDF

The group started work on building a common API here:

· IATI API Google Spreadsheet: http://j.mp/iatiapidoc 

