INTERNATIONAL AID TRANSPARENCY INITIATIVE 

SIGNATORIES AND STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING

WEDNESDAY 7TH JULY 2010, OECD, PARIS 

A meeting of Signatories to the International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI), partner country endorsers and Steering Committee members was held in Paris on Wednesday 7th July 2010. Members attended along with observers and partner country representatives (see attached list.) Some members and observers attended by VC and telecon. The meeting was chaired by Rachel Turner, DFID.

1) Agenda 

a) Welcome and introductions 

b) Presentation on IATI prototype registry and pilots 

c) Discussion and agreement on proposed IATI standards

d) Delivering on phases 2 and 3 

e) Discussion on draft Framework for Implementation (formerly Code of Conduct) 

f) Discussion on IATI and the WP-EFF 

g) Next steps for IATI 

h) AOB and closure 

The Chair introduced the meeting, emphasising that the aim was to agree details of phase 1 of the IATI standard, maintaining the overall level of ambition whilst recognising that it would take individual donors varying lengths of time to implement IATI. 
2) Presentation on IATI prototype registry and pilots 

Simon Parrish from Development Initiatives Poverty Research (DIPR) gave a presentation demonstrating how the IATI Registry would work in practice, using data provided by the donors and partner countries who participated in the first four IATI country pilots. A synthesis report of these pilots also provided for the meeting confirmed that the pilots had provided a successful proof of concept.  The Rwandan representative confirmed that IATI could solve many of the problems that they faced as a partner country, providing the government with more detailed information on aid to support national planning and budgeting. The EC asked for a further discussion to get more clarity about the exact content, format, role and management of the Registry, and how the Registry will be related to the individual release of data by the IATI signatories (on their own websites). 
3) Discussion and agreement on proposed IATI standards 

Brian Hammond, Chair of the Technical Advisory Group (TAG), and Romilly Greenhill, IATI Leader at DFID, introduced the discussion, based on the recommendations outlined in the paper for approval of the IATI Standards.
Summary of recommendations agreed: 

1. Phase 1 to include items as proposed, with addition of activity status (3.14) and retention of 1.8 (annual forward planning budget for agency, clarifying that it is for as many years as available and as submitted to parliament/executive boards) and 1.10 (annual forward planning budget data for funded institutions).
2. Include actual activity dates (3.13) and transaction level detail (4.6), accepting for 4.6 that some donors would need thresholds on the size of transactions to be published and that publication was aspirational, with only a few donors able to deliver at present. 

3. No change to aid type (3.7.1); use transaction reporting for more detailed analysis of technical assistance experts.
4. Include activity contacts (3.15) in phase 2.
5. Include forward indicative aggregate budgets by country (1.12) in phase 2, able to be mapped to the FY of the partner country and with suitable qualifications about the data being indicative and subject to parliamentary or Executive Board approval and change. Data to be for commitments or disbursements, or both, on a rolling 3-5 year basis where they exist, or for as many future years as possible. 
6. Frequency: Data to be published as soon as possible and at least quarterly, clearly identifying those data that are still subject to quality assurance and audit. Donor implementation schedules to reflect that for many donors it will take time to publish more frequently than quarterly.

7. Timetable: All signatories should aim to implement phase 1 before HLF4. (It was subsequently agreed that the Framework for Implementation—to be agreed in December—should capture the collective level of ambition with regard to this proposed timetable, and perhaps include stronger wording, whilst acknowledging that three or so donors would not be in a position to implement phase 1 by November 2011.) 

8. Combined with recommendation 6.

9. Publish as much data as possible, with a verifiable rationale for exceptions to the coverage of the data given in donor implementation schedules. The standard applies to all ongoing projects.

10. Keep data exceptions to a minimum and based on existing national or other regulations. Fully explain them in donor implementation schedules, indicating how to question exceptions made. Work on exceptions in parallel with Framework for Implementation.
11. TAG to produce more detailed proposals to develop and maintain organisation codes, based on a decentralised model.

12. IATI/TAG to discuss publishing of information by implementing agencies as part of the work on documents and policies, as well as in the Framework for Implementation.
Detailed discussion 

Recommendation 1: Retain Items 1.8 (annual forward planning budget for agency) and 1.10 (annual forward planning budget data for funded institution) in phase 1, with individual implementation subject to discussion with each signatory. Add activity status to phase 1 as it is already reported to AIMS. Agree other phase 1 items as currently proposed. 

The German representative warned against raising false expectations with regard to the publication of forward-looking data, since many donors cannot publish these without parliamentary approval. 

The Chair emphasised that the standard simply required donors to publish the most detailed information they had. 

Australia supported keeping this in the standard as it is an important principle, and predictability is becoming a key issue within the DAC. 

GAVI indicated they might struggle with some of the details of this because of the way that they fund, supporting overall health plans rather than specific projects. Brian Hammond said that this was why individual implementation plans were critical. 

The Danish representative asked for clarification on how much detail was required on forward-looking data. 

The DIPR representative stressed the importance of not confusing two different things: the Accra commitment on predictability, and what should be in the IATI standard – on the latter, the principle should be that if you know that information, you should publish it. 

The Global Fund built on GAVI’s point, noting the need for implementation mechanisms to incorporate different models of funding. 

Recommendation 1 (above) was agreed on the basis of amended wording of item 1.8 of the standard, making it clear that “annual forward planning budget for agency” – referred to the total development budget for as many future years as are available, ideally at least for each of the next three years on a rolling basis. For donor agencies, this would be as submitted to parliament; for multilaterals, funds and foundations as submitted to the Board. 
Recommendation 2: The standard should cater for both actual activity dates (3.13) and transaction level detail (4.6), while recognising that only a few donors will be able to report fully in the early stages. IATI should share experience with detailed transaction reporting – a new element - as implementation proceeds.
The German representative indicated that Germany would not be able to publish transaction level data even in the longer term, and questioned the value of doing so - who would use them? 
PWYF confirmed that there was demand for this level of detail from CSOs and urged donors who were able to publish this information to do so, and see how it was used. 

DIPR stressed the importance of ensuring that what donors agreed to was cost-efficient, whilst emphasising that some of the benefits of transparency – such as identifying waste and corruption depended on knowing the details. Donors have this information in their systems; the question is whether they can publish it. The demand for this is clear, and came up repeatedly in consultations – DIPR and others would use this information if they had it. 
The Irish representative said that while Irish Aid supported the ethos of IATI, the way in which Irish Aid works, as a donor rather than an implementer, means that much of the data required by IATI is not applicable to the way Irish Aid works. For this reason it wouldn’t make sense to have an FMIS that created these new fields just for the sake of filling the blanks. The Chair stressed there was no intent to manufacture details: the transaction was simply about who you give the money to. 

The representative from Sierra Leone said that for recipient countries, planning was difficult without knowing the details – for e.g., NGOs could get money from several donors for undertaking the same project. You need to know the details to minimise corruption. Donors need this information themselves – without it, they are creating an enabling environment for corruption. 

The UK representative said that the UK Government was making a big push on transparency and would publish all transactions above £25,000. These data matter to partner countries and CSOs but also to the domestic constituency – public support for aid depends on knowing what the money is spent on. She said transaction level data were information that donors had – we know who we transfer money to. We will not know how this information will be used until we put it out there – doing so is one of the most powerful things we can do. It is not enough to know we give the money to Oxfam; we need to know what they do with it, tracking funds through the chain. 
The EC representative suggested that while they would provide some of this information to beneficiaries, he was not sure they would publish it via the IATI Registry. Secondly, he was concerned about information that was owned by partner countries, e.g. EDF agreements – this is not recorded in EC systems so would have to be published by them, or CSOs would not be able to track it. 

The German representative stressed that transparency was important to the incoming Minister, but the costs and benefits needed to be clear, and we needed a glossary for e.g. what a transaction actually is. The Chair recognised that implementation may be difficult for Germany at this time, since it has many small projects.  

The Ghanaian representative welcomed DIPR’s presentation. He said that while it was good to have the EC’s information available, IATI would present this information in a common format, so why couldn’t the EC publish via IATI? He noted that all EC contracts were signed by governments and heads of EC delegations: all delegations have that information, so if it is available, why not give it to IATI and make it accessible? 
The EC responded that the information was available, and partner countries could have it – the Registry was a technical issue. If this information was published, it would have to be by partner countries as it is their contract. 

The World Bank representative noted that donors were different in terms of their transactions, for e.g. with regard to the threshold for disclosure. For the Bank, once a project becomes live, it is implemented by the partner country, so the details are theirs, not the Bank’s. 

The Chair stressed the need for sharing information to ensure follow-through. 

The Australian representative said the principle was not an issue for them, but cost-benefit was important – publishing this level of data would be too much at this point – different donors should have different thresholds. Australia use sub-contractors a lot so following the money would not be workable - they cannot get beyond the initial transfer. This issue requires greater consideration. 

The New Zealand representative said this was a fundamental issue, since it is critical for partner countries and CSOs to follow the money, but also key for donors to assure value for money. New Zealand can move on this in phase 1. 
The Colombian representative recognised that the investment required of donors and partner countries was large. The EC said the Registry was a technical issue but technical issues affect the transparency: the EC has developed a system in Colombia, but the information it provides is not enough, and it’s hard to use. We need to solve these problems collectively. 

The UNDP representative confirmed that UNDP published all contacts for individual consultants over $30,000 and all contracts over $100,000 for goods and services. However, UNDP stressed that it has a high volume of transactions and the cost and benefit of providing information at the transaction level have to be determined as part of the individual implementation schedules for donors. Similar to other organizations, UNDP also disburses funds to national authorities in developing countries who then report back to UNDP on expenditures quarterly.
The representative from Viet Nam said there were benefits to both the donor side and their side to giving the details, for example on results, which are important to both sides. With regard to cost benefit, you should look at it in terms of Mutual Accountability. 

The Swiss representative said that they notify a low level of transactions – what makes sense in terms of publication? Thresholds should be looked at in relation to the overall agency budget. 
The Chair noted that thresholds were being raised, and this should perhaps be approached on a step by step basis, since some people would have difficulties with high costs. She asked Romilly Greenhill and Brian Hammond to consult further and put forward a proposal. 

PWYF said that with regard to different thresholds for different donors, where are we getting to on the donor stocktakes? This is a factual issue: what is in donors’ systems and what can donors publish? 

Recommendation 2 was agreed, whilst accepting that some donors would need thresholds on the size of transactions to be published. It was also recognised that the publication of transaction-level data was aspirational, and something that only a few donors would be able to deliver on at present.  
Recommendation 3: No need to change the aid type (3.7.1). The standard allows for detailed reporting, which will permit more detailed analysis of technical assistance experts. 

Brian Hammond noted that partner countries and CSOs wanted more information on technical cooperation - rather than changing this classification, it was proposed that access to transaction level data (above) would provide this information. 
Recommendation 3 was agreed. 

Recommendation 4: Agree to include activity contacts (3.15) in phase 2.

Brian Hammond explained that this was a phase 2 item for agreement today. Activity contacts could be either individual or generic, to deal with the issue of confidentiality. If individual names were provided, there must be a way of updating these automatically when staff changed. 

Recommendation 4 was agreed. 

Recommendation 5: The standard should require publishing forward budgets for countries for each recipient for each of the next 3-5 years (or most detailed available) (1.12), with suitable qualifications about the data being indicative and subject to parliamentary approval and change. The schema allows for specifying the period, so it has the flexibility to cope with publishing for differing periods. Data should be published by quarter or month to the extent to which this information is available, which will allow mapping to partner country financial years. Initially, however, this is likely to be published according to the donor’s financial year until such a time as donors can publish in more detail. 

The Chair emphasised that it was not IATI’s job to deliver on the Accra commitment on predictability: this was the job of Cluster C. IATI’s role was to be clear that when a member agency makes a commitment, that it can be published via IATI. 

The World Bank sought clarification on the frequency of publishing forward-looking data, saying that monthly was not possible, and quarterly would be difficult too. 

Brian Hammond clarified that the information required would be the total a donor would give to a particular country in a year – the difficulty is that financial years differ. Monthly or quarterly estimates would help partner countries slice the information to fit their own financial years, but the country estimate would only be required once a year. 
The Bank asked for the recommendation to be re-worded to reflect this. 

The UK said they had some difficulties with recommendation 5. Firstly, they could not give rolling 3-5 year plans as they could not commit beyond the current Comprehensive Spending Review period. When the UK moves to four-year medium-term plans, it could report on those. Publication of quarterly information should be on the basis of existing approved projects. Moreover, arbitrarily slicing totals by month or by quarter would be meaningless. 
The chair noted language issues and the potential confusion between commitment and disbursement budgets. 

Brian Hammond said that two things were needed: detailed activity budgets, for planning, plus country-based information on what individual countries could expect to receive in total over the next three years. This is indicative, and this information is already provided to the DAC for its forward-looking survey, but the data are aggregated and not published by donor/recipient at present. 

The UK suggested that this information could be built up from the bottom, on the basis of project and budget support data.   
The Danish representative asked if this could be based on commitment or disbursement budgets – they would have a problem with publishing forward-looking data on a quarterly basis.  

The Irish representative said this issue was central to transparency. At country level, they are providing this information to Aid Management Information Systems, and they publish Country Strategy Papers that include forward budgets – for the life of the CSP, but would have problems publishing these data on a rolling basis. This is because budgets are prepared annually as a constitutional requirement. Multi annual commitments on a rolling basis are not provided for within their current financial management information system. Irish Aid accepts however that this information is required by the partner countries and it is what we should aspire to.
PWYF said countries needed both detailed information on next year for sector level planning, plus indicative information on future years for macro-level planning. 

The representative from Sierra Leone agreed and said if they receive General Budgetary Support (GBS), they wanted to know which quarter this should be attributed to plan their own financial year, but they also needed the detailed information for sector planning. 

The Tanzania representative said they wanted annual commitments, but also information on which quarter the funds would arrive, with confirmation of disbursements on a quarterly basis. 

The representative from Kosovo confirmed that under their MoU, all data entered into their AIMS must be quarterly, and must be published. It is difficult for donors to say this information should not be published if partner countries have it – AIMS may publish this information even if donors don’t want that. 
UNDP informed that since it is a voluntary funded organization, all forward spending figures it publishes for the next 3-5 years as part of UN Development Assistance Frameworks and Country Programme Documents are indicative. In addition, UNDP is not in position to provide mid-term forecasts for non-core funds, which are usually earmarked by donors for specific projects and received on an annual basis. These are published as part of project Annual Work Plans. UNDP agreed that governments needed both types of information, and pointed out that knowing the gap between planned annual disbursements and actual projects helped Ministry of Finance officials identify funds that are potentially available but not yet allocated. This tells you who you need to talk to, to access these funds. 

The German representative said we understand the importance of this information for partner countries but splitting it monthly or quarterly won’t be reliable – project-level data would be more reliable. 

The Chair asked since this information was generally being provided, were there reasons in principle not to publish this via IATI? 

The DIPR representative emphasised that many different stakeholders in partner countries wanted forward looking data for many different purposes. 
PWYF emphasised that the Accra commitment was to provide information to countries, not governments.

The UK representative said the sticking point for them was on rolling predictability, while the World Bank noted that forward-looking data must be reliable to be useful. 
Summing up, the Chair said:

i) Clarity was needed on whether this recommendation applied to commitment or disbursement budgets (or both)

ii) There was a strong plea from partner countries and CSOs to have this information;

iii) For some donors, this was one of the most difficult issues, but that was not a reason for taking it out of the standard: it should stay as an aspiration, even though it would be hard to achieve. 

She asked for re-wording of this recommendation, which was later agreed as follows: 

“The standard should require publication of forward indicative aggregate budgets by country, on a commitment or disbursement basis, or both, on a rolling 3-5 year basis where they exist, or for as many future years as possible. As a minimum, the data must be on, or be able to be mapped to, the FY of the partner country. Suitable qualifications will be made about the data being indicative, and subject to parliamentary or Executive Board approval and change.”
Recommendation 6: The standard should stipulate monthly reporting, recognising that it will take time for some donors to achieve it which should be reflected in their implementation schedules. Not realistic to set a timeline at this stage; could be considered once implementation schedules are known.

On frequency, the Global Fund representative asked for clarification as to whether the proposed monthly reporting applied only to phase 1 data? Brian Hammond confirmed that this depended on the frequency at which information was available. 

PWYF said that monthly should be the minimum- ideally, information should be available in real time. 

The Australian representative was concerned that increased frequency would compromise data quality: it would never be possible for them to publish monthly.

The German representative made the same point on validation, saying that monthly or even quarterly reporting would not be possible. 

The Irish representative said that if the data could be published quarterly, that would be ideal. Monthly publication could be an aspiration in future. 
The Swiss representative mentioned that monthly publication was not possible and stressed their concern about validation and quality of data. 

The Malawian representative pointed out that they already got data from donors on a monthly basis, and this was the minimum for that data to be useful for internal budget reporting and IMF reporting. If data is only to be provided quarterly, it will be difficult for Malawi to participate in the initial roll-out of IATI, until publication could become more frequent. 
The World Bank noted that it takes time for them to translate their information into a CRS format; therefore monthly reporting would be difficult for them. 
UNDP confirmed they could publish quarterly, but noted that in some partner countries where the governments require the information on a monthly basis, like Malawi, decision on the frequency of reporting is left to the head of the country office. Similarly to the World Bank, UNDP does not use the CRS format in their information management system and thus conversion of information to the CRS is done manually and for those projects, which are funded by core resources.
The Colombian representative asked if the data could be uploaded automatically and said that if Malawi already got monthly data, this proved it was feasible. Quarterly should be a minimum, monthly would be much better. 
The DIPR representative emphasised the difference between validated statistics and management information: having some data earlier was better; you lose value if it’s kept private until it’s validated. 
GAVI noted that they can provide information as soon as disbursements are made, which helps people in country know when money has arrived. 
The Danish representative said they would stick with quarterly reporting for quite a long time, as data need to be verified to an extent: if not, it causes a political problem. 

The Chair asked for the wording of this recommendation and linked recommendation 8 below:

Recommendation 8: Publish data as soon as possible, clearly identifying those that are still subject to quality assurance and audit and those that are final.

to be re-worded, and after further discussion, these were subsequently agreed as follows: 

The standard should stipulate that the frequency of publishing data will be as soon as possible and at least quarterly, clearly identifying those data that are still subject to quality assurance and audit. We recognise that it will take time for many donors to achieve more frequent than quarterly publication and this will be reflected in their implementation schedules.
Recommendation 7: Retain implementation date for phase 1 as end 2010; all signatories to aim to implement it in time for HLF4 in November 2011. Delivery to be monitored against individual donor’s implementation schedules. 

Brian Hammond confirmed that four donors could implement phase 1 by the end of 2010, with a further 9 able to do so before the HLF in November 2011. 

The representative from Transparency International said we needed to go back to the original proposals, and set specific and realistic implementation plans for each donor in order to move IATI forward. He also noted the need for plans for phase 2 and 3 by 2011 too, to maintain momentum. Romilly Greenhill confirmed that the aim was to have an entire package, including phases 2 and 3, for consideration by the end of 2010. 
The Swiss representative said they could not agree with this recommendation as they could not implement before HLF4. 

The Irish representative also noted it would be difficult to commit to this now, as they are replacing their system. In principle they are fully on board, but need to look at a realistic implementation timeframe. 
UNDP proposed that donors who could implement should, and should share their experiences with others, possibly as part of the next Technical Advisory Group meeting. UNDP could not commit to when/how they were going to implement at this point as additional in-house consultations were needed to determine the costs and adjustments needed to be made to the information system and business processes. Individual implementation schedules of donors should be transparent as suggested by the representative from Transparency International.  

The UK representative echoed Transparency International’s point, urging donors who could publish now to do so to keep up the level of ambition, and shift the balance in terms of what it’s tenable to publish. She proposed that the dates above should be retained even if some people could not meet them. She urged all members to do something by November 2011 to retain credibility. 

The Australian representative said she had no problem with retaining the dates but they had internal processes and decisions to factor in. 

The German representative said that they could not implement before HLF4 because of the major implications of internal reforms. 

The Colombian representative said she was very disappointed by the slippage – partner countries were doing their bit, and she couldn’t understand why donors were putting this off – what are the real problems here? 
The World Vision representative commented on the lack of urgency in the room and with 18 months to HLF4, she urged donors not to renege on Accra commitments. 

The World Bank representative recommended sticking to the timetable and noted that November 2011 is three years since Accra, a long time for donors with capacity to address these issues. She urged stronger language with regard to the timetable. 

The PWYF representative suggested that donors who could not meet the timetable should be specific about what they could not do – the burden of proof needed to be changed. 

The Australian representative said she could not agree stronger wording. 

Brian Hammond proposed sticking to the existing wording, recognising the issues that individual donors had with the timetable but also recognising the frustration of partner countries about this. 

It was agreed that all signatories should aim to implement phase 1 before HLF4 in line with recommendation 7 above. It was subsequently agreed that the Framework for Implementation (to be agreed in December) should capture the collective level of ambition with regard to this proposed timetable, and perhaps include stronger wording, whilst acknowledging that three or so donors would not be in a position to implement phase 1 by November 2011.
Recommendation 9: Publish as much data as possible on a monthly (initially quarterly) basis, with a verifiable rationale for exceptions in the implementation schedules. The standard should apply to all ongoing projects.

This recommendation was agreed with the implicit change to refer to at least quarterly reporting (as for combined recommendations 6 and 8) and the rationale for exceptions to the coverage of the data given in the implementation schedules. 
Recommendation 10: Exceptions should be kept to a minimum, apply to specific data items, not whole datasets, be fully explained in the implementation schedules, and be based on existing national or other regulations (e.g. access to information and procurement regulations.) Implementation schedules should indicate how to question exceptions made. IATI should share experience during the implementation process.

The World Bank suggested that the issue of exceptions should be dealt with in the Code of Conduct. 
The recommendation was agreed with the work on implementation schedules to be done in parallel with the framework for implementation. 
Recommendation 11: The schema caters for organisation codes as well as free text. Initially DAC donors will be reporting using the codes already defined by the DAC for extending agencies and channels of delivery. The TAG should produce more detailed proposals, based on a decentralised model, to develop and maintain such codes.

Recommendation 11 was agreed. 
Recommendation 12: IATI to discuss this issue (information from implementing agencies) with donors as part of the work on documents and policies, as well as in workstream 3.

Recommendation 12 was agreed. 

After clarifying the wording of recommendations 5 plus 6 & 8 the Chair confirmed that version 1.01 of the standard had been agreed. The record of the meeting and the final wording of the standard should be taken into account when preparing the donor implementation schedules. 

4) Framework for Implementation 

Paul Isenman and Alex Gerbrandij outlined the process to date on this document, emphasising that the document was about monitoring, not validation. They invited comments on four issues:

· Broad direction;

· Outline content;

· Name;

· Process going forward.

The World Bank noted that there were several references to phase 3 which has yet to be defined – people cannot commit to things that have not been defined yet. She also questioned the reference to “evaluation” in paragraph 12, noting that were already several other similar mechanisms, and thought this was too much. 
The representative from Viet Nam asked for clarity on the purpose of the document. 

The representative of Transparency International noted the importance of communications around this document to promote accessibility. He also suggested a link between the Framework and individual implementation plans. 

The Dutch representative said he was hesitant about the document as much was still to be decided. 

The World Vision representative suggested that donor statements on transparency might not be relevant to NGOs, and IATI should look to comparable processes. 
The UK representative asked for clarity of purpose.

The Chair confirmed that the Framework was intended to hook people in to delivering on their plans to implement IATI. 

Going forward, the process will be as follows: 

· A small group to look at this again;

· A TAG discussion in October;

· A revised draft to be put to the Steering Committee at the end of October. 

5) Work on phases 2 and 3 

Brian Hammond appealed for help in participating in TAG groups looking at: 

Licensing
Budget alignment;

Results and outputs;

Work on documents. 

He noted that Simon Parrish needed IT Contacts for early implementers. The TAG Secretariat would work with relevant experts on:
· Geocoding;

· Outreach to foundations, CSOs and multilaterals;

· Outreach on humanitarian assistance e.g. OCHA;

Work on accessibility would proceed through AIMS and implementation in one or two partner countries. 
Volunteers were asked to get in touch within the next two weeks. 

6) Next steps for IATI 

Romilly Greenhill outlined the overall process over the next three months:

Summer-September, technical work and individual donor implementation schedules;

Beginning of October, TAG meeting;

Sept-Nov, workshops with partner countries, linked to other aid effectiveness events. 
Steering Committee meeting late October at time of WP-EFF;

October on, the Registry will be up and running;

December, Signatories and Steering Committee meeting to agree the remaining parts of the IATI standard. 

As there was insufficient time to discuss IATI post-2011, this will be discussed at the October meeting. 

7) IATI and WP-EFF

Romilly Greenhill noted there was some confusion and concern regarding IATI’s relationship with WP-EFF and Cluster C. She invited views on this by email. (R-Greenhill@dfid.gov.uk).

8) Budget 

Romilly Greenhill noted a funding shortfall of €200,000. She noted that Ireland may be able to help, although this is still tbc. She also asked if any other donors may be able to contribute. 
The Chair closed the meeting and thanked partner country representatives in particular for their contributions.
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