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Context

The IATI scoping paper included entries in Phase 2 for conditions (IATI code 6.2) and in Phase 3 for outputs and outcomes indicators (5.1), results indicators (5.2) and project specific Paris Declaration indicators (6.1).

This paper addresses each of these. This is the first discussion of these topics by the TAG, so the points below are very much first thoughts and suggestions to promote dialogue during the meeting with the opportunity for further consultation in October and November. Moreover replies are still coming in to the Secretariat request for information on documents that cover these topics. A table summarising the information provided so far will be made available before the meeting.
Some of the issues are common to the three topics:

· Are any of these issues currently captured as data – in which systems (donor/AIMS)? 

· Are donors prepared to extract data on outputs/results/conditions as data?

· If not, can information be extracted from documents? How?

· How to link to work of the OECD-hosted Working Party on Aid Effectiveness?

Results/Outcomes/Outputs
There is a growing demand to measure aid effectiveness by results rather than inputs. This is an integral part of the Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda for Action (see box). In the IATI consultations in 2009, developing countries stressed the need for better information to allow them to monitor results and the impact of aid and CSOs highlighted project impact as one of their concerns. 
Many countries are aligning their aid with national plans and incorporating some monitoring of results in annual reports, sometimes using their aid information system (AIMS) for the purpose. (Annex A lists 38 countries using AMPs or DADs, showing if and how they use their AIMS in this way.) 
Equally many donors are focusing more on outputs and results. This is especially true of global funds whose funding decisions depend on the results achieved. But also donors such as the Netherlands and the UK are attempting to present the results achieved in reports to their parliaments; multilateral development banks such as the Asian Development Bank and the World Bank are doing likewise to their Boards. In some cases the results are measured using core or standard indicators (see Annex B). It is also important to be clear about the ‘Results Chain’ from input to output to outcome to input (separate DFID practice paper attached). 
Much results data, however, remains buried in monitoring and evaluation reports and often mixes quantitative and qualitative information. Thus it is difficult to gain a broader view of the results and impact achieved. IATI has a role to play in bringing greater transparency to these efforts. At its simplest publication of the documents containing results information would be a start. Most donors publish evaluation reports, but very few publish monitoring reports during project progress, let alone clear, accessible data on indicators of the baseline and targets to be achieved. As one commentator remarked in the November 2009 consultation: 
“The scoping paper indicates only links to the results matrix. This seems a missed opportunity if the information contained in these matrices is not published. There is tremendous potential value in being able to compare the results and outcomes of different projects and organisations using the information in these matrices. I presume the perceived difficulty of making the matrices used by different organisations compatible with one another has precluded their inclusion. Ideally the standard would contain a form of matrix which could be used by all projects and organisations. A middle ground would be to include the project matrices in the standard, even if different organisations use different types, so researchers would be able to compare the matrices without having to format them. A link to the matrices is the worst option, with PDFs (from which data cannot be extracted), files which no longer exist, files in a wide variety of formats, and so on.”

IATI should look at how to rise to this challenge and avoid missing the opportunity to respond to the demand for transparent, accessible information on results, outcomes and outputs. 

Given this background, some of the questions for discussion are:
· How many countries/donors publish information on results? Is any good practice emerging?
· To what level – project outputs, wider outcomes, or longer term impact?
· How many use menus of suggested indicators and/or standard or core indicators? Should IATI promote this approach?
· Is there emerging practice on specific information needed to measure results to which IATI could link?
· What information on outputs/results is included in project documents? Is it in standard format? Is it accessible? Is it updated as the project progresses? Is any of it recorded in donor systems/AIMS?
· What information on results would partner countries most like to see? What should be their role in providing the information and the measurement data?
· How to link to the work of WP-EFF Cluster E on Managing for Development Results?
· What terms of reference for this work does the TAG wish to see?
Conditions

Conditionality was one of the more contentious topics at the HLF3 in Accra in 2008. The AAA (see box) seeks a more limited set of conditions, rooted in national development strategies and policies. Both developing countries and CSOs highlighted the issue in the IATI consultations. It is thus a Phase 2 item.
IATI has a clear role in the commitment to make public all conditions linked to disbursements. We are still collecting information from signatories about if and how they publish information on conditions. 
As an example, DFID starts from a belief that an effective aid partnership should be based on a shared commitment to three objectives:
a) reducing poverty and achieving the Millennium Development Goals;
b) respecting human rights and other international obligations; and
c) strengthening financial management and accountability, and reducing the risk of funds being misused through weak administration or corruption.
DFID works with developing country governments and other donors to agree benchmarks (where possible be drawn from national poverty reduction plans) to assess progress in these areas. In agreement with the partner government, DFID may decide to use the benchmarks as conditions for release of financial aid.
DFID have also advised that in their 2009-10 annual report they published a table (page 68) which showed that DFID suspended, reduced or changed the form of aid because partner governments failed to meet conditions across 14 programmes in 12 countries. 

The WP-EFF Cluster C Task Team on Conditionality is doing a two phase study on conditionality. Phase 1 is a stocktaking study to provide conceptual clarity, examine reporting of conditionality by partner countries, how to cover all (joint and unilateral) conditionality and all types of donors, and document good practice, including the EC approach. In Phase 2 a report will be prepared on conditionality at country level and the good practice document will be revised to include partner country perspectives. They noted that IATI would be building on existing work and could benefit from this study. Phase 1 of the study is still being finalised, but the IATI Secretariat proposes to draw on it in making recommendations about transparency of conditions to include in the IATI Standard. 

In order to guide the work on conditionality, participants are invited to address the following questions:
· What types of conditionality should IATI publish information about? Policy conditionality; conditions on tranche release/triggers?

· Are donors publishing details about conditions linked to disbursements (as called for in AAA - beginning now)?

· Are conditions being published as data, separate from their inclusion in documents?
· How to link to the work of WP-EFF Cluster C on Transparent and Responsible Aid?
· What terms of reference for this work does the TAG wish to see?
Aid Effectiveness indicators

One of the strengths of the Paris Declaration was its introduction of indicators to measure aid effectiveness with targets set for 2010. Progress has been monitored by periodic surveys held in 2006 and 2008, with the last one in 2011. Many of the indicators are important for measuring aid effectiveness on a regular basis rather than through periodic surveys. This has been reflected by a few countries that have incorporated some of all of the indicators in their AIMS (see Annex A). Others will be using their AIMS to cross check the information provided by donors in the 2011 survey. 

IATI can play a role by making such measures of aid effectiveness more systematically available and so provide evidence to influence improvements to partnership behaviour into the future beyond the 2010 Paris Declaration targets. 

Many of the indicators are best measured at activity level and so lend themselves to inclusion in the information that IATI publishes. Indeed some of the indicators such as number 7—aid disbursed within the fiscal year for which it was scheduled—can be measured by data already proposed for Phase 3 (see Session 11). Others such as number 3—aid flows to government sector reported on government’s budget(s)—would be available from the proposals to come from the budget subgroup (see Session 4). 
The relevant indicators are shown in the table below.

Table: Paris Declaration indicators measured through the monitoring survey and applicable at activity level (except for indicator 10)
	No.
	Indicator
	Measure

	3
	Aid flows are aligned on national priorities
	Aid flows to government sector reported on government’s budget(s) 

	4
	Strengthen capacity by co-ordinated support
	Technical co-operation flows are implemented through co-ordinated programmes consistent with national development strategies. 

	5a
	Use of country public financial management systems
	Percentage of aid to the public sector using partner countries’ PFM systems. 

	5b
	Use of country procurement systems
	Percentage of aid to the public sector using partner countries’ procurement systems.

	6
	Strengthen capacity by avoiding parallel PIUs
	Number of parallel project implementation units (PIUs).

	7
	Aid is more predictable
	Proportion of aid disbursed within the fiscal year for which it was scheduled.

	8
	Aid is untied
	Tying status of the aid

	9
	Use of common arrangements or procedures
	Aid flows provided in the context of programme-based approaches.

	10a
	Joint missions to the field
	Use of joint donor missions to the field.

	10b
	Country analytic work
	Use of joint country analytic work.


Given this background, some of the questions for discussion are:

· Which aid effectiveness indicators do participants think should continue beyond 2011 (last monitoring survey for Paris Declaration)?

· What plans are there for more countries to include these indicators in AIMS?
· What other indicators might be added before/after HLF4?
· What changes to IATI data fields are needed to record these data?
· How to link to the work of WP-EFF Cluster D on Assessing Progress?
· What terms of reference for this work does the TAG wish to see?
Annex A. Paris Declaration, results indicators and budget classifications used AIMS
	AMP Country
	PD Indicators in AMP
	Results/output indicators in AMP
	Budget/Classification linkage in AMP

	Burkina Faso
	Plans to use the module to compare with global data provided by donors in the 2011 Survey
	Plans to use M&E
	Follows their projects against 2 classifications in AMP: the OECD and a very simple national classification based on a few sectors. Waiting for a financial management system called CIFE, Circuit intégré des Financements Extérieurs. CIFE is supposed to be operational in November 2010, but has been delayed a number of times in the past.

	Burundi
	Used AMP to calculate intermediate PDI in 2008. Results published in the first annual report on aid flows. Plans to use AMP for the 2011 OECD survey.
	 
	Uses the OECD classification. There is a project to use a national classification called INPLABURA but this has not been implemented so far.

	DR Congo
	Plans to use the module for the 2011 Survey
	Plans to use M&E
	Has 2 classifications in AMP: the OECD-DAC classification (but modified to provide more details on humanitarian assistance) and the "Cinq chantiers".  The national Cinq chantiers classification is more a strategic classification than a sector classification. 

	Ethiopia
	 
	 
	Uses OECD sectors. Plans to use national classification in addition in the future (once the classification is ready)

	Haiti
	 
	 
	Uses DAC classification, OCHA classification and plans to start using government's budget classification

	Kosovo
	Module not activated, as AMP is used in a different context (EU enlargement)
	 
	Tracks MTEF classifications at three levels

	Laos
	Interest in using the module for the 2011 Survey
	 
	Currently enters projects against the OECD classifications. Also have a national classification system based on their National Social and Economic Development Plan.  This plan is being revised and the classifications updated accordingly in consultation with MoF, DP's and Line Ministries.  Projects will be reclassified according to this new structure once it has been agreed.  

	Liberia
	 
	 
	Uses national sector classification. Used AMP to create reports which facilitated 2009 budget process

	Madagascar
	 
	 
	Enters projects against 2 classifications: the National Classification as primary and the OECD Classification as a secondary. The National Classification is the one used in the Finance law and in the country budget. Asking DG to match AMP project ID with their budget ID to facilitate data import and exchange.

	Malawi
	 
	Uses National Planning Dashboard, to track indicators of the national plans.
	Uses national sector classification. Has used AMP to create reports which facilitates the budget process

	Nepal
	Interest in using the module for the 2011 Survey
	 
	Enters projects against a national classification system based on the budget codes.  Some re-classification work is currently underway.  

	Niger
	Plans to use the module to compare with global data provided by donors in the 2011 Survey
	 
	Tracks a national classification based on the budget classification codes (the budget classification designed to respect the criteria of the West Africa Monetary Union –UEMOA). Given the size of the budget classification, difficult for operational staff to be consistent in entering sectors against the national classification. Has requested a number of fields to be able to link AMP to the budget (import of funding amounts from the budget), but been postponed to 2011 at least.

	Senegal
	 
	 
	Has 2 classifications in AMP: the UEMOA classification and the PTIP (Programme Triennial d'Investissements Publics). There is an automated linkage between SIGFIP (Système Intégré de Gestion des Finances Publics) and AMP: all activities on the PTIP are automatically exported to AMP. The PTIP classification is national with its own sector scheme. This field has been added in the AMP activity form and most projects use this number to reference projects.

	South Sudan
	 
	Plans to use M&E
	Uses national sector classification

	Tanzania
	Interest in using the module for the 2011 Survey
	 
	National planning objectives have been created and projects are closely lined up with those objectives; National Sectors are being used in the budget preparations. This information is also collected from AMP. This year’s ODA report shows how the information was used for budget preparation.


Notes: Only one country, Burundi, used AMP to calculate Paris Indicators (with a different indicator for 10b) to report to the 2008 OECD survey. They plan to use AMP for the next survey, along with DRC, Laos, Nepal, and Tanzania. Burkina Faso and Niger plan to use AMP to compare with donors’ reporting to the OECD survey.

Most countries use AMP to monitor alignment of aid to national plan(s), but few monitor the national indicators in AMP as yet. There is interest in a number of countries in project M&E, but only a few of them already do it, probably because the aid coordination unit does not often have a role of evaluating at the project level.

Source: Development Gateway
	DAD Country
	PD indicators included in DAD
	Project results/outputs recorded in DAD
	Budget/Classification linkage in DAD

	Afghanistan
	3;4;5a;6;10a.
	- Performance Indicators; 
- Outputs/ Deliverables.
	- On/Off Budget;
- Alignment with National Budget Programs; 
- Alignment with ANDS (Afghanistan National Development Strategy).

	Cameroon
	4;5a;5b;6;9;10a;10b.
	- Outcome Indicators.
	- Alignment with National Economy Sectors.

	Central African Republic
	3;5a;5b;6;9.
	- Quantitative Outputs.
	- Classification into Humanitarian/Development and association with supporting National Policy Document (CAP/PRSP); 
- OECD Sector Classification; 
- OECD Policy Markers.

	Guatemala
	N/A
	- Quantitative and Qualitative Outputs.
	- Alignment with National Economy Sectors; 
- OECD Sectors Classification.

	Haiti - Haiti Public Investment Platform
	3.
	- Key Performance Indicators; 
- Quantitative Outputs. 
- Qualitative Outputs.
	- Alignment with National Economy Sectors;

	Haiti - IHRC Project Submission Module
	
	
	

	India
	4;5a;5b;6;9;10a;10b.
	N/A
	- OECD Sector Classification.

	Indonesia
	3.
	- Sector-based Key Performance Indicators (KPIs).
	- On/Off Budget; 
- Alignment with National Economy Sectors.

	Iraq
	4;5a;5b;6;9;10a;10b.
	- Sector-based Key Performance Indicators (KPIs); 
- Quantitative Outputs.
	- Alignment with National Development Policy (NDP); 
- Alignment with National Economy Sectors.

	Kenya
	4;5a;5b;6;9;10a;10b.
	- Medium Term Plan Outcome Indicators; 
- Sector-based Key Performance Indicators (KPIs).
	- Alignment with National Ministry Programs; 
- Alignment with Mid-Term Expenditure Framework (MTEF); 
- Alignment with National Development Goals / Vision 2030.

	Kurdistan, Iraq
	4;5a;5b;6;9;10a;10b.
	- Sector-based Key Performance Indicators (KPIs); - Quantitative Outputs.
	- Alignment with International Compact for Iraq (ICI); - Alignment with National Economy Sectors.

	Lebanon
	3.
	N/A
	- Alignment with National Economy Sectors.

	Maldives
	N/A
	- Quantitative and Qualitative Outputs.
	- Alignment with National Reconstruction and Recovery Plan / National Development Plan; 
- Alignment with National Economy Sectors.

	Nigeria
	N/A
	N/A
	- Alignment with National Economy Sectors.

	Pakistan
	4;5a;5b;6;9;10a;10b.
	- Qualitative Outputs; 
- Sector-based Key Performance Indicators (KPIs).
	- On/Off Budget; 
- Association with Public Sector Development Programme (PSDP); 
- Alignment with National Economy Sectors.

	Papua New Guinea
	N/A
	- Sector-based Key Performance Indicators (KPIs).
	- Alignment with Mid-Term Development Strategy (MTDS); 
- Alignment with National Economy Sectors.

	Rwanda
	4;5a;5b;6;910a;
10b.
	N/A
	- Alignment with National Economy Sectors.

	Sierra Leone
	3.
	- Sector-based Key Performance Indicators (KPIs).
	- On/Off Budget; 
- Alignment with National Economy Sectors.

	Somalia
	N/A
	- Outputs and Key Performance Indicators; 
- Reconstruction and Development Programme (RDP) Indicators; 
- United Nations Somalia Assistance Strategy (UNSAS) Outcome Indicators.
	- Alignment with National Development Strategy;  
- OECD Sector Classification.

	Sri Lanka
	1;2a;2b;3;4;6;7;8;9;10a;10b;11;12
	- Sector-based Key Performance Indicators (KPIs).
	- Alignment with National Results Framework.

	Thailand
	N/A
	- Quantitative and Qualitative Outputs.
	- Alignment with National Economy Sectors.

	Vietnam
	3.
	N/A
	- OECD Sectors Classification.

	Yemen
	4;5a;5b;6;910a;
10b.
	- Sector-based Key Performance Indicators (KPIs).
	- Alignment with National Reform Agenda; 
- Alignment with National Economy Sectors.

	Zambia
	3.
	N/A
	- On/Off Budget; 
- Alignment with National Policy Objectives; 
- Alignment with National Economy Sectors.


Source: Synergy Systems Inc.
Annex B. Examples of use of core or standard indicators
DFID: How to Note on Standard Indicators
What are the standard indicators? 
A small set of common, aggregatable indicators which can be used to communicate some examples of DFID’s achievements. 

The set is outlined below. It includes six outcome indicators (i.e. those providing higher level ‘headline’ messages of national progress) as well as 14 output level indicators (providing more detailed examples of what some of our projects and programmes deliver directly).

Why do we need standard indicators? 
Developing a set of standard indicators is one of the priority actions of the Results Action Plan, agreed by Ministers and published in January 2008. The main purpose of the indicators is to allow us to communicate evidence of what our funding actually achieves.
Outcome indicators (not attributed to DFID) 
1. Net enrolment in primary education 

2. Ratio of girls to boys in primary education 

3. Under five mortality 

4. Proportion of births attended by skilled health personnel 

5. HIV prevalence rate among 15-49 year olds 

6. Proportion of population with sustainable access to improved water source 

Output indicators (to be directly attributed to DFID) 
1. Number of teachers trained 

2. Number of classrooms constructed or rehabilitated 

3. Number of health professionals trained 

4. Number of one year olds vaccinated against measles 

5. Number of insecticide treated bed nets distributed 

6. Number of people with advanced HIV infection receiving ARVs 

7. Number of condoms distributed 

8. Number households provided with new/improved drinking water sources 

9. Number of new/improved sanitation facilities provided 

10. Total length of roads built or upgraded 

11. Total length of roads maintained or rehabilitated 
12. Number of households provided with new/improved access to basic electricity supply 

13. Number of people directly assisted by food security programmes 

14. Number of people directly assisted by social assistance programmes 

World Bank: Core Sector Indicators — Overview
Since July 2009, the Bank has strengthened how it measures results by introducing the collection and aggregation of standardized data from projects supported by IDA in seven sectors—education, health, roads, water supply, micro and small and medium enterprise, urban development, and information and communication technology. Core sector indicators for additional sectors and themes are under discussion, and the scope of the exercise is being expanded to include the IBRD portfolio as well.

This newly aggregated information supplements the more-detailed project, country and sector results data previously available. To facilitate the capture of this key data, Bank systems have been updated to allow teams to add relevant core sector indicators to the project results frameworks.

These indicators enable staff to gather data on a uniform set of indicators at the project level in a more consistent and automated fashion and improve our ability to aggregate and report on results at the country, sectoral and institutional level—across the results chain. In addition, the core indicators strengthen our learning across projects, and improve the linkage between project-level and country-level results. Other donors and agencies are also working on the preparation of core indicators, and we will continue our efforts to harmonize these indicators in conjunction with our key partners.
Extract from the AAA


We will focus on delivering results 


23. We will improve our management for results by taking the following actions: 


b) Developing countries and donors will work to develop cost-effective results management instruments to assess the impact of development policies and adjust them as necessary. 


c) Donors will align their monitoring with country information systems. They will support, and invest in strengthening, developing countries’ national statistical capacity and information systems, including those for managing aid. 


24b) We will step up our efforts to ensure that mutual assessment reviews are in place by 2010...based on country results reporting and information systems complemented with available donor data and credible independent evidence. With them we will hold each other accountable for mutually agreed results in keeping with country development and aid policies. 





Extract from the AAA


We will continue to change the nature of conditionality to support ownership 


25. We reaffirm our commitment to...draw conditions from developing countries’ own development policies...and will continue to change the nature of conditionality by taking the following actions: 


a) Donors will work with developing countries to agree on a limited set of mutually agreed conditions based on national development strategies. 


b) Beginning now, donors and developing countries will regularly make public all conditions linked to disbursements. 


c) Developing countries and donors will work together...to reinforce country ownership...by increasing emphasis on harmonised, results-based conditionality. 





Extract from the AAA


30. We ask the Working Party on Aid Effectiveness to continue monitoring progress on implementing the Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda for Action and to report back to the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in 2011. ...To carry forward this work, we will need to develop institutionalised processes for the joint and equal partnership of developing countries and the engagement of stakeholders. 








