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TAG Meeting – London, 2nd-3rd September 2009

Meeting Record

Day One  

Action Points
· Prepare an IATI report for the Vienna DCF meeting 
· IATI secretariat to organise a meeting with key INGOs

· Circulate a summary report on the donor fact-finding missions (in October)

· Share Malawi spreadsheet with TAG

· Send paper on differences between CRS and AMP data for Burkina Faso and Malawi 
· Identify which information items are held by the partner country
· Circulate Open Knowledge Foundation paper on open licensing
· Share presentation on semantic web via project spaces
Day Two  

Action Points

· Gateway/PLAID: prepare mock-up of IATI data for IATI Conference

· Organisers of consultations to write them up before the IATI Conference

· Complete cost/benefit analysis by time of the IATI Conference

· PLAID and Hewlett:  share papers on experiences with geo-coding 
· Do further research into whether and how beneficiary groups are used
· ODI: More work with procurement experts. There are existing guidelines available
· DIPR: Look at Good Humanitarian Donorship for experience of tracing humanitarian aid

· TAG Chair: Ensure IATI links with Clusters C,D and E of the Working Party on Aid Effectiveness 

· Put the short background note on capacity development on project spaces
Introduction – Brian Hammond

The TAG workstreams are:

1. Scope, Definitions and Classifications. To cover:
a.  what information donors will publish (pt 1 of the standard), and 
b. agreed definitions and classifications (pt 2 of the standard), and unit of analysis
2. Data Formats, Technical Architecture  & Systems: to cover part 3 of the standard (data format and technical architecture) and support existing and new information providers in assessing impact and implementing the IATI standard

3. Code of Conduct & IATI standard: to define the code of conduct (pt 4 of the standard), and the approach and process for setting the IATI standard

4. Donor Assessments & Support: to assess impact, feasibility and costs of IATI proposals,
5. Accessibility & Capacity Building for Information users: to consider ways of building capacity and making aid information more accessible, particularly for users in developing countries 
The focus of day one was to hear feedback from some of the activities that have been happening since the last TAG meeting and to consider a draft paper for workstream 3 – code of conduct. There was also a breakout group to start to consider some of the practical aspects of implementing IATI in workstream2 
Feedback from IATI consultations to date
I. Partner Country Consultations – Danila Boneva

· The main message from partners were:
· Partner countries are positive about IATI and relying on it to deliver them the better information they need
· They see it as a way of improving governance and accountability at country level

· They want IATI to address issues of quality data 

· IATI needs to cover ALL donors, not just DAC donors

· Priorities on scope are:

· Timely information on current and future flows 

· Details about when, where and how, including sectors

· Mixed messages on procurement information (inc. Contracts)

· Comments on code of conduct:
· It should be robust, not peer to peer, ensuring compliance with AAA

· It must be adaptive to country context

· Partner countries felt that civil society organisations should either sign up or donors should require compliance when they channel aid through NGOs
· There was a strong message that partner countries would like wider representation on steering committee and TAG

· Additional capacity and resources for consultation are needed
· They felt that donors in country are not sufficiently informed about IATI

· Questions and points raised included:
· We should ensure it is not a donor-led exercise – need to ensure scope and code of conduct is focused on partner country

· There needs  to be greater clarity on the differences between DAC and AIMS data in order not to undermine trust in data

· Some partner countries are also donors, they should also sign up

· Getting better information on the whole project cycle is important and this includes linking results to national development plans

· IATI needs to get political support from ECOSOC and DCF. There is an opportunity to use the Vienna DCF meeting to look at transparency as part of mutual accountability  (Action: prepare an IATI report for the meeting)
II. CSO Consultations – Karin Christiansen

· Priorities on scope include:

· Timeliness of data
· Alignment with country budget

· Forward information

· The need to distinguish between validated and unvalidated data
· Private aid is important (companies and business)
· Priorities on code of conduct include:

· Compliance – there need to be clear triggers and consequences for lack of compliance
· The body that monitors needs to be independent
· Implementation should be timetabled in stages and compliance monitored  at each stage
· No threshold necessary for NGOs
· CSO reporting should be through the bilateral donor channel

· There is a parallel CSO Open Forum dealing with CSO aid effectiveness, including transparency, It is important that this joins up with IATI. (Action: IATI secretariat to organise a meeting with key INGOs)
· There was a general question about Engaging with CSO registrars in country to get better information about the CSOs working in each country.
III. Donor fact finding missions – Simon Parrish
· The objectives of the missions are to assess feasibility, impact and costs of IATI on donors to: 

· Inform scope of IATI standard and how the implementation could be phased 

· Feed into the wider IATI cost benefit analysis work by defining the potential cost of IATI compliance to donors 

· Identify the type and level of support required by donors to adopt IATI

· UK (DFID), Netherlands (DGIS) & World Bank visited. Germany (BMZ, GTZ, KfW) & Denmark to come

· Met with multiple staff (finance, policy, IT, procurement, knowledge management) and assess for each information category:
· Whether, where & when it is systematically collected

· If it can be published in a timely manner

· What the likely costs are of complying  with IATI

· The main findings so are: 

· the three donors are well placed to comply with the IATI standard (based on what we know about the standard now) with relatively low cost

· Systems & data capture are relatively centralised (staff in country offices use the same systems) and integrated (financial and project systems are linked). 
· Few technical barriers to regular publication of basic project and financial information

· The main problem areas are detailed geographic information, conditions, public participation, Paris indicators, forward planning, especially to the partners’ FY

· Most had concerns about the quality of data in their systems

· Disclosure policies are generally inclusive, but donors need to define them in more detail

· The main problem area is 3 year rolling budgets, where the donors we saw were constrained by their own budgeting processes and at best could give ‘indicative’ figures for three years
· There are also possible problems with publishing (pre-approval) pipeline projects and project budgets/commitments (due to possibly compromising procurement)
· The costs of adjusting systems to capture additional data required were thought to be low -  mainly tweaks to systems and changes to staff behaviour

· Areas for consideration in scope discussion:
· Donors are well placed to report information on aid flows, so that should form the basis of phase 1 of implementation
· Procurement – most procurement is done by partners, so little information is held by donors. Is it worth defining standards for a small proportion of spend?
· Information from the ‘supply chain’ e.g. reports from CSOs for traceability. Donors do not capture information systematically from their implementing agencies.  They do receive reports that are ad hoc and unstructured.
· Donors are keen for more emphasis on results in the IATI proposal – particularly standardisation at country level.  Any indicators should be context specific and in line with the country strategy
· The fact-finding missions also highlighted that at present most of the definitions for budget, financial years are set at the donor level

· There are some information areas that need better definition before we can properly assess their impact
· Pipeline projects

· Public participation

· Policy & procedural reports (which ones to include?)
· Limited benefits identified so far

· Possibly minimise effort answering Freedom of Information questions
· Help coordinate donor HQ and country offices
Action: Circulate a summary report on the donor fact-finding missions to TAG members in October.
IV. Country Pilots – Stephen Davenport
The aim of the country pilots is to identify the constraints of the current systems in a country and what is the role of governments. The first country pilot took place in Malawi in August; the second one will take place in Burkina Faso in September.
Donors were enthusiastic and allowed an analysis of their systems. In order for partner countries to be involved in IATI it has be seen to be beneficial to them. This means improving the following:
· Information on indicative commitments

· Information on off-budget activities

· Better quality of data
· Consistent terms and terminology amongst donors where possible

IATI needs to push for the following to ensure improvements are made in reporting between partner countries and donors:
· A standard Excel format for data entry should be created, with which donors are happy and which partner countries could use and which could be applicable to many countries.

· Increased communication and coordination between local donor offices and donor headquarters.
· System which is used by donors to enable consistent information on projections. This will ensure better predictions of aid.
· Increase the capacity of partner countries – at present due to a lack of capacity, certain tasks in reporting are prioritised above others. 

· Agree on the definitions of project status. At present there are problems with using ‘open’ and ‘closed’ project terminology.

· Show that IATI will encourage the publication of off-budget information as this is clearly important to the recipients.

Key Challenges

· Problems with financial years and exchange rates. Every donor was reporting in their own currency and fluctuations caused problems. Alignment between donors however is challenging.
· None of the current systems effectively link inputs to outputs.
· Dissemination of information is not that successful. 
· Many countries had integrated a reporting process of their own and were worried that IATI would introduce another duplicate reporting system. Therefore we need to align IATI to the existing system. 
Lessons Learnt

· Malawi request monthly updates from donors - monthly management is a good indication of a successful process
· Peer pressure amongst donors can improve reporting

· Sending out scorecards to donors to rate themselves can highlight weaknesses and thereby lead to improved reporting 
· Malawi classifies successfully using both CRS sector codes and their own codes.

Next steps

· We will follow up with one or two donors and explore the possibility of a practical pilot of IATI concepts to try and improve information exchange.
Action: Share the Malawi reporting spreadsheet with the rest of the group. 
V. Group discussion
· The differences in the data captured by the DAC and in Malawi Aid Management Platform are explored in a paper circulated at the meeting (Action: circulate electronically).  The findings were that when the DAC Country Programmable Aid definition is used, the figures are similar.
· It was suggested that monthly reporting and budgeting is likely to be the best way to deal with financial year alignment issues 
· Results came out as a key interest in the donor fact finding missions, where they have data on output and outcome indicators. It was suggested that partner countries are in a better position to report on longer term results, which would also increase ownership and alignment.
· It was explained that the cost benefit analysis should help donors to identify the advantages of following the IATI standard.

· The quality concerns are multidimensional: the trade-off between quality and timeliness due to lack of quality assurance; descriptions and text can be poor or in donor languages; classifications can be inconsistently applied. There is less concern about the financial numbers.   

· Terminology can be used inconsistently. An example is expenditure and disbursement, which can be defined differently. A disbursement is when money leaves the donor, while expenditure is when it is spent. Contracted parties can spend it at different times, even in a different financial year. In Malawi, we found that some donors were reporting expenditure as disbursements, and therefore under reporting. 

· Donor assessment seemed more positive at HQ level than lessons from the country pilot. This reflects that although the information about current and historical aid flows are captured in central systems at HQ, forward looking information is often held unsystematically at country level.

· IATI aims to find ways of balancing the trade-off between global standards and local needs, either by mapping CRS to local sectors, or more realistically, asking donors to classify against both CRS sectors and local sectors.

· In most cases, the constraint of donors not having rolling budgets can be resolved by issuing indicative budgets.
· IATI needs to more clearly articulate HOW it will be implemented. This workstream has not yet started, but there are some early ideas about this which were discussed in a later breakout group.
· Some information is owned and held by partner countries and so they are better placed to report on it. (Action: identify which information elements are held by the partner country)

Code of conduct – Alex Gerbrandij and Henri Valot
I. Introduction

· The code of conduct is about renewing the political commitment to achieving better access to better quality aid information. 

· The ‘6Ws’ of the IATI Code of Conduct:

· What? Should be covered in the scope

· Why? Fundamental requirement for aid effectiveness, division of labour, predictability, etc.

· Who? Provides aid information – official, CSOs, private sector; and who signs IATI Code?
· (for) Whom? Partners, parliaments, public, other donors

· When? Is start of implementation and monitoring

· Where? On website, donors, central, other.

· There is perhaps a need for an A to Z implementation and communications plan – learning lessons from trying to implement the EU Code of Conduct on Division of Labour.
II. Discussion and clarification
· After discussion it was decided that the name ‘Code of Conduct’ will remain when used in English as this has a strong meaning. When translated into other languages find an equally strong equivalent. 
· US have not signed IATI but support the initiative; they favour a shorter and less legalistic Code of Conduct, with no explicit cost implications.
· Include NGOs and multilaterals consistently throughout the Code of Conduct.
· The experience of the EU Division of Labour highlights that if a Code of Conduct it is too donor driven partner countries have problems in following it. It is then difficult to get partner countries on board retrospectively. IATI Code of Conduct will ensure that partner countries are included.
· It was highlighted that there are specific legal issues within countries in terms of what data can be released which needs to be considered by the TAG.
· Need to be very clear on what is expected of IATI signatories and who should sign.
· Costs and other human capacity needs must be considered when finalising the Code. 
· IATI should include humanitarian assistance as well as development assistance especially in conflict affected countries. The Code of Conduct should make reference to humanitarian assistance also.
· Need to be explicit about whether we are referring to only aid or other types of development assistance as well. 
· It was suggested that the Code could be based on the same principles as Publish What You Fund/Publish What You Pay
.
 Preamble 
· After discussion it was recommended that the preamble should be used to introduce the Code of Conduct and needs to reflect the broader situation. It should contain more precise information on what can and cannot be achieved through IATI.
· It was also advised that the code needs to be specific about the rights of certain groups rather than just making reference to the ‘rights of everyone’
· It was proposed that there is a need to include a paragraph on why we are doing this and how it fits into broader transparency work, especially that overseen by the OECD-DAC-hosted Working Party on Aid Effectiveness in following up on the AAA.  
· For humanitarian assistance it was suggested that care needs to be taken over the use of the phrase ‘essential information’

· Need to be clear throughout the preamble what is meant by the term ‘aid’.

· Should include a paragraph on the proposals for monitoring compliance of the code of conduct. 
· Have to be clear in the preamble about what are the roles within IATI of donors, partner countries and CSOs.
III. Principles (to be changed to Terms or Agreement)
After in depth discussion it was decided that general principles should appear in the preamble and more specific terms should appear in the main body of the Code of Conduct. 
The following recommendations were made:
1. This principle should be included in the preamble. Instead the first operational ‘term’ should be that donors comply with the IATI standard.
2. At present only signatories will be required to follow the Code of Conduct. The preamble must reflect that donors are not solely responsible for aid transparency; it is the responsibility of all key stakeholders. The preamble should be written it in a way that would allow CSOs to follow it in future. 

3. Not needed. The scope will define terminology that is universal; preamble will cover general points about common standards.

4. This principle is in effect a summary of the Code of Conduct. The points should be addressed in the appropriate sections. 
5. This principle is covered by the scope. 
6. Option 2 is preferred. This principle covers both applicability and type of flow. It should be removed and included in the preamble and scope as appropriate and apply to NGOs’ own funds too.
6.1. Export credits would not be included. Other development finance, official or private, concessional or not, would be. 
6.2. Once you sign the Code of Conduct you are responsible for the transparency of the information.  Exceptions to publishing would be dealt with in the scope relating to particular information elements. 
7. Capacity development is a key principle and should remain. It should also include the capacity of local donor representatives and those involved in the maintenance of Aid Management Systems. 

8. Need clear options on process for measuring compliance along with the pros and cons so that an informed decision can be made about what method of compliance is most appropriate to IATI.
9. This principle could be removed. Publication timetable needs to go in the scope.

10. This principle on promoting the standard could be joined with capacity development.
11. This principle covering multiple agencies raised the question of which donor ministry would be responsible for publishing? A single website per donor would be hard because of the current aid architecture. Countries, not agencies, have signed IATI, but should be left to the donor how to implement.
12. The principle of a help desk should remain, possibly in principle 7.
13. Rules for exceptions (e.g. security) should be in the scope. 
14. Licensing issues could be in the preamble, with any specific issues covered in the scope and definitions. 
Action: circulate Open Knowledge Foundation paper on open licensing
IV. Compliance
In a short discussion, some early ideas on compliance included:
· A list of options with pros and cons should be drawn up
· Provide information on the role of any institution to monitor compliance
· A list of suggested indicators to monitor compliance that go beyond the Paris Declaration surveys 

· An agreed timetable for implementation. Need to highlight cost implications for the monitoring of compliance, for example peer review is not practical as it is costly.
Break Out Group: Implementing IATI standards - Technical Architecture and Data Formats 

The group discussed two main issues:
1) The technical architecture

2) Unit of analysis and how to link between related aid flows

This was followed by a discussion about the opportunities that the ‘Semantic Web’ and Linked Data could offer, and how this could add value to IATI.

I. Technical Architecture

· The group discussed what the architecture might look like. Aaron Gladders showed a diagram highlighting the concept of a central registry that points to the location of the available data, but does not actually hold the data (see presentation on project spaces). The concept being that:

· Donors would publish data to a location of their choice – most likely their own website(s)
· They would then add details of the data and its location to the registry

· Users can then find the data they need through the registry 

· The group broadly agreed with this decentralised model, highlighting that it was cheap to implement and provided flexibility for donors to decided how to publish (e.g. through HQ, or local country offices, or a mixture)

· One word of caution was that some donors do not have the capacity to host the data themselves. We would need to ensure that the market could provide this capacity.

· It was felt we need to explore other options and be clearer about the pros and cons of each option. Other options might include greater use of CRS or Aid Management Systems, or the creation of a global, central database.

· Other issues raised included:

· Would we restrict who could add data to the registry? How would we monitor it? One idea was creating ‘official sources’ through security permissions, so that users could identify official and non-official data.  Another was that we could introduce ‘confidence rating’

· Would we allow ‘’crowdsourced’ data to be added e.g. where official data has been augmented and improved by users (e.g. improving descriptions, photos)

· What data formats should be used? Mixed views. Some favoured Excel, others a combination of technologies focused on interoperability and comparability (such as RDF— Resource Description Framework). This needs to be explored further.

· How would we handle documents that are not related to single projects/units of aid?

II. Unit of analysis

· There was wide recognition that a big challenge is recognising and linking different levels of aid flows, and being able to link this to the budget of partner Governments (e.g. budget support, SWAPs, co-financed projects). 

· Using the term projects is unhelpful because it does not represent what we are talking about i.e. all aid flows. ‘Unit of aid’ would be better. 

· Implementing a master ID would allow related units of aid to be linked (e.g. based on the in-country view of the project); although how this would happen in practice needs to be thought through. One suggestion was that this could be the responsibility of the lead donor.

· The group discussed four levels to which a unit of aid might apply:

i.  Activity / Project (this might have multiple sub-levels e.g. NGO)

ii. Programme

iii. Sector

iv. Country (e.g. General Budget support)

· It was considered that for each unit of aid you might need to link in three ways:

1. To the level above (e.g. if you are running a project within a programme, reference the programme ID, if you are an NGO running a project, you should link to the project or programme funding it)

2. To a related unit of aid at the same level (e.g. a co-financed project)

3. To the budget classification 

· It was suggested that capturing details of the organisation involved at each stage would help with traceability.
III. Linked data

Aaron Gladders from 2Paths gave an extremely interesting presentation on the opportunities for greater accessibility, merging and analysis of data by adopting some of the concepts of the emerging semantic web. (See presentation here; Action: put on project spaces.)

He started by giving an overview of the linked data concept, and went on to demonstrate a pilot project he has been working on to link together OECD and WHO data.

The conclusion was that it was extremely valuable to see a practical example of what could be achieved and that IATI needs to do more to demonstrate and present these sorts of practical examples.
Day Two 

The focus of day two was to consider a draft paper for workstream 1 – scope of IATI. There were also breakout groups on capacity development (workstream 5) and redrafting the code of conduct. 
Introduction – Samuel Moon (ODI)

Scope of the IATI Standard – a detailed paper expanding Appendix C of the original IATI scoping paper, highlighting issues around each information element. 

I. Section 1

· In the section on the background of the Scope there needs to be more information about the relationship between CRS and IATI and further explanation about some of the similarities and differences.

· More clarity is needed about the aim of IATI and what it will look like. It will not be a centralised database but instead will enable people to access published information. 
Action: A mock-up of what IATI will look like will be presented at the IATI conference in October.
II. Section 2

· Need to specify whether comments made during consultations were made by donors, partner countries or CSOs. 

· Where the word ‘government’ is used, need to specify that this is recipient governments.

· Need to make clear whether people are asking for forward or backward looking data. 
Action: Each of the consultations will be written up by the organisers in time for the IATI conference, so no need to incorporate these points in the paper on the scope.
Action: DIPR are doing a cost benefit analysis at present to look at the benefits and costs of implementing the IATI standard. There will be information on this at the IATI conference.

III. Criteria – parameters for the data

The Criteria are quite broad but their aim is to provide background. However more detail is needed in parts, along with proposals for how IATI will function.

Criterion:

1. The priority for IATI should be where it will make the biggest difference. It was generally agreed that the biggest impact can be had by focusing on the recipient. There was discussion as to whether this criterion would need to be expanded to be more politically attractive by linking to mutual accountability.
2. Signatories are the primary focus however non-signatories are engaged in the process and may sign up to IATI in the future. Need to clear confusion around compliance and phasing. Signatories are donors and foundations; partner countries are only endorsing the initiative.

3. There are some security issues on what can and cannot be published; this will be dealt with along the way. The recommendation was that signatories need to be much more proactive in publishing the information that is already there. Suggestion that criterion 2-4 could be merged as they address the same issue of phasing and compliance.

4. It was suggested that donors may need to include a clause for their implementing agencies to report in a particular way in order to allow IATI standard to be pushed down the supply chain.

5. This should include the capacity development especially for NGOs. The wording of this Criterion needs to be made clearer.

6. There was a consensus that IATI should make use of existing standards where possible.  
· More research might be needed into other existing standards (inc. international accounting standards). 

· It is likely that IATI will require coding both against the international classification (e.g. DAC sectors) and against country-specific classification codes (e.g. COFOG—Classification of the Functions of Government). 

· FTS and AMPs use two codes for sector data and their method could be looked at in-depth.
7. It was decided that criterion 7 should be kept in but without ‘aid modalities’. Part of this criterion belongs within the phasing criterion. Need to keep this criterion in mind for data definitions and format workstream. 

8. There was a suggestion that if the IATI information is available it should be published irrespective of how small the project is. But it was highlighted that there may be issues around cost that would require this criterion to be reconsidered. 

· The threshold is data-element dependent e.g. we will not change existing donor thresholds for project documents and will not ask for all the information items for low value projects.
· Low value units of aid are often aggregated in the DAC CRS. It was discussed that IATI should not follow this practice, as this marks the difference between a system designed for statistical analysis (DAC) and IATI which is about detailed information on aid activities.  

9. This criterion would come under phase 1 of the IATI standard. 

· It was recommended that if the information is available then it should be published irrespective of any threshold. 

· It was proposed that there is a need to be proactive in publishing rather than reactive. Therefore this criterion should be simplified to proactive disclosure. 

· Use the existing freedom of information acts to help with what should and should not be published.

· It is recognised that some information may be sensitive or compromise security. Therefore it was advised that donors should be transparent about the exclusions.
10. This corresponds to Criterion 6. The Criterion should remain but drop the first phrase, ‘while the core standard …’[reminder: still to do in draft 3] 
11. There was agreement on this criterion, however consideration is needed on which language the documents should be published in. Good practice is to use the language used to interact with the partner government.

Need to make sure that humanitarian aid is covered by the Scope of IATI

IV. IATI Information Matrix

General Point
After general discussion of the information matrix, it was proposed that each donor should do a self assessment by reviewing their reporting systems to create a similar matrix with the same traffic light coding. (Note the traffic light matrix will be issued with the summary of the donor fact finding visits.)
Type 01 – Donor/Country Level Information

· Language would be a challenge for this type of information. It was recommended that donors publish in the language used with partner countries, which will cover most UN languages plus one or two others.
· It was decided that the publication timetable of strategies will not be set in stone. They need to be published when available. 

· It was suggested that budgets would be indicative and rolling. 

· It was expressed that it is important for partner countries to know forward information; retrospective disclosure is not such a priority. 
Need also to consider breaking down country budgets into sectors Type 02 – Project Documentation

· There was broad agreement that where donors have this type of information they should publish it.

· There are timetable, exemption and reporting issues with loan terms and documentation. It was decided that it is up to the debtor to decide whether loan terms are publishable. CRS already records some information on loans. 

Type 03 –Project Identification Data 

· We need clarity on whether aid is multilateral, bilateral or ‘multi-bi’ (earmarked funding via multilaterals) to avoid double counting.
· Tied aid status is present in the CRS excluding admin costs and technical cooperation. However members are encouraged to report tying information on technical cooperation to the CRS. 

· Detailed geographic information. This refers to sub-national information. At present it exists in free text form. It is more likely to be present in an aid management system as the ability to provide this information sits within the local offices. It is also in the OCHA FTS. It was noted that for budget and sector support, funding is not targeted geographically.
· It was proposed that geo coding is a way to address this. This is increasingly seen as important and proving to be very useful. 

· This includes latitude and longitude information as well as administrative area 

· PLAID has created a pilot to look at this and found that if a region is involved then the definitions change and this is problematic (Action: share with group) 

· FTS are working with Google Earth now and examining how it works for regional codes. UNICEF has a lot of experience on this also.

· Hewlett has a paper on this and will share with the group (Action).
· This is a phase 2 issue as more in-depth work is needed. 

· It was highlighted that project status and stage are not currently reported on very well, but they should be included. 

· The DAC country code is mapped to the ISO code.

· It was decided by the group that the name of a person will not be included for security reasons, but the name of the implementing agency will be included, as well as a contact point.

· Beneficiary group is not included at present. Some thought it would be useful to capture, perhaps as an optional field. However it is a challenge to come up with a common taxonomy.  

· CRS sectors do not fully cover this, as it concerns population groups. 
· This field is used in Columbia. In Bangladesh they use the term stakeholder, primary and secondary, instead of beneficiary. Nepal is developing AIMS to cover this and Kyrgyzstan record at regional level only. 
· Action: Research into where it is being used and the value of this information. 

Type 04 – Financial Data

Include a column in the matrix highlighting where data is captured in debt management systems. 
· Need to record the currency and the appropriate exchange rate for the transaction date. 

· There was discussion on whether the total project cost should include counterpart funding? It was suggested that information on counterpart funding from the national budget should be available. It was recommended that it should be included in IATI, while noting that not all projects have counterpart funding.

· It was decided that the total project cost refers to budget/commitment. Annual is the amount you have decided to give each year to a project.  Partner countries want to be able to track all the funds that are going into a project. 

· Disbursement – the details including the date, value and who the money is intended for should be included, for reasons of traceability. There is the challenge of identifying when a disbursement actually becomes expenditure. 

Type 05 – Results

· Standardisation around each country’s existing indicators is more practical and useful than universal standardised indicators. 

· A clarification was made that for the purposes of the scope document, output/outcome indicators represent what the project expects to achieve, while the term results refers to what was actually achieved. 

· See section VI

Type 06 – Procurement

· Implementing agency/channel of delivery – the organisation that is delivering the project or the contractor. FTS use the channel codes in a similar way which includes multilateral organisations.  The problem is that double counting can occur when multilaterals (channel) and donors report on the same funds at two different points in time. The responsibility for reporting should lie with the source. 

· A country specific list of NGOs would be useful to provide more information (e.g. by linking with a country NGO registrar).

· See section V

Type 07 – Other

· Aid agreements and conditions/terms at the project level were discussed and it was agreed that the terms of funding relating to governance issues or institutional capacity should be published.

· Dates needed on when any information is published/updated 

V. Procurement and traceability

We need to be clear why we want procurement information and what for

As most of procurement is done in country by partners, should recipient countries provide procurement information and what should be expected from donors?

(Action for ODI) More work needs to be done with procurement experts. There are existing guidelines available.

How far can we expect to see procurement information published down the line to meet traceability needs?

· It was proposed that information on who is involved in the supply chain must be made available to enable traceability, but whose responsibility is it to report information? 

· IATI needs to be designed it such a way to make reporting to the IATI standard desirable and beneficial to NGOs. 

· We concluded by agreeing that traceability needs to be separated from procurement issues. Traceability would be tackled through the use of channel information.
· OCHA noted that they have moved away from tracing expenditure down to beneficiaries and concentrate on overall results reporting.
Action: It might be worthwhile looking at the Good Humanitarian Donorship principles for experience of tracing humanitarian aid.
Current DAC position on channel of delivery and thresholds
· DAC donors have made progress in reporting and there is much better coverage on channel of delivery. 

· Two years ago Working Party on Statistics brought in individual codes for each organisation rather than group codes, but they are re-examining to see if it is useful for the smaller agencies. There will be a report to WP-STAT in June 2010.  

· IATI would make use of this existing channel information, but need to be aware that the DAC system is restricted to multilateral organisations and INGOs as the first channel; it does not cover donor or partner country NGOs.
· In CRS where there are projects below a certain threshold, donors aggregate information that has the same criteria (recipient, sector, type) in order to reduce the volume of data that they submit. CRS is not designed as a project tracking system; IATI will need to reflect this.

It was expressed that the relationship between the DAC Working Party and IATI needs to be explained in a bit more depth in the background to the scope.
VI. Results

The terminology on results is not consistent between donors and agencies with relation to outcome/output indicators and results; this needs to be addressed. It was suggested that the language on results in the scope paper needs to be strengthened.
Action: We need to ensure IATI links with Cluster E of the Working Party on Aid Effectiveness 

What can be done to improve the reporting on results without overburdening organisations?

· The added value of IATI would be to collate the information that already exists on results and make it publically accessible. Sequencing needs to be thought through carefully.
· Donors and their executing agencies should to commit to using existing country indicator frameworks wherever possible, thereby strengthening ownership and reducing duplication. 

· It was suggested that we need to know what the planned outcomes of the project were and then compare the actual outcomes to these. 
· It was recommended to include a commitment to providing gender disaggregated results information wherever possible.
VII. Paris Declaration
DFID’s financial management system records a subset of the Paris Declaration indicators. 

· After discussion it was suggested that some aid effectiveness indicators should be included, but not necessarily just those of the Paris Declaration, which runs only until 2010. Decisions on this should be for phase 2. 

· Likely indicators to include are 4 (coordinated TC), 5 (use of country systems) and 9 (programme based approaches) to help push forward implementation of the Paris Declaration. 

· Not all of the indicators apply at the project level, so some indicators might be at country level.
· Comparability across countries could be difficult due to the current methodology. More precise definitions for the indicators would enhance comparability.
Action: We need to ensure IATI links with Cluster D of the Working Party on Aid Effectiveness 

VIII. Other potential data

The consultations and the draft code of conduct suggested additional information not so far included in the IATI information matrix. These were discussed briefly: 

· Government co-financing and contribution requirements—covered above under counterpart funding.
· Overhead costs—these are measured in different ways by donor agencies, some include them in project costs, others as a separate charge. Thus no standard could apply.
· Events and activities, including missions—some AIMS include this information, so could explore that as a route to inclusion in the standard.
· Financial and non-financial incentives of aid as well as the cost/benefit of ODA flows—It was decided that IATI is not the vehicle to resolve improving incentives or examining the return on ODA flows.
· Donor policies and spending on non-ODA matters relevant for partner countries—covered in the ‘policy coherence’ agenda and felt to be outside the IATI mandate.
· Duplication and overfunding by sector and region and administrative units—it was felt that greater transparency about where aid is going will assist analysis and research into this.

· Information on procedures and conditions—covered by inclusion of relevant documents in the standard. 

· Criteria for the allocation of aid—the standard includes publication of policy/strategic documents, some of which will cover this in part.
· Benchmarks, triggers, and details of decisions to suspend, withdraw or reallocate aid funds—some of this will be covered by publication of strategies or project documents, but there would need to be exemptions, such as for publishing information on reasons for decreasing aid.
· Audit reports of aid effectiveness—reports for events such as the High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness could meet this need.

TAG will record why it was decided to include/exclude the above information.

IX. IATI Registry

There was a brief presentation to the plenary on initial thoughts of how an IATI Registry might work. 
· The idea is that IATI would provide a central registry containing pointers to where the information is located. Consumers of this information would include aggregators and Aid Management Systems, which would make the information accessible.
· Donors can either report from HQ or local country offices, or a mixture of both. 

· There are already two databases that complement CRS—AIDA and PLAID—which are merging to provide a platform that could provide an aggregator service for IATI information, which would focus on qualitative and other data not covered by the CRS. At the IATI conference they will present a mock-up of a registry to demonstrate how IATI might work and its value added.
There will be some transaction costs for implementing IATI systems for both donors and partner countries. Therefore need to highlight the costs and the benefits, which is the role of the DIPR study noted above. There will be recurrent costs to partners to maintain and fully exploit their aid management systems, even if donors provide funds for the initial investment. There will be costs to donors to make changes to their systems and procedures.  There will be benefits through reduced duplication and ad hoc enquiries and better coordination to improve overall aid effectiveness. We should have initial results from the cost/benefit analysis by the time of the IATI conference.

X. Concluding session

Capacity development breakout session 

IATI consultations have highlighted the importance of developing the capacity of potential users to effectively access and use information on aid. 

With limited time, the group set out to discuss: 

· Who are the groups that may benefit from capacity development? 

· What are the main issues they face?

· Existing capacity development initiatives

· What might be IATI response to these issues?

The group felt that there needs to be a clear statement to say that there are resources and infrastructure in place to support capacity development 

· Three broad groups of stakeholders were identified:
· Providers of information (donors, NGOs,  foundations)

· Information publishers (aggregators and  infomediaries such as DAC, PLAID/AIDA, partner country AIMS administrators)

· End users (e.g. parliamentarians, CSOs, partner country aid management, budget & line ministries) 

· For donors it was easier to establish what the needs were: capturing information, mapping to standards, and publication of information; ideas included:
· A community of practice 

· IATI could do a needs assessment for IATI members

· A SWAT team could be set up to provide support

· Technical solutions may have a role (data mapping tools, online data entry system).
· Capacity of end users is seen as more of a challenge and particularly important in partner countries. Perceived needs include information management skills, IT skills and solutions to overcome infrastructure constraints.

· There are also issues with aid management systems and how far they are coordinated with other stakeholders within Government, such as budget department and line ministries. 

· Could donors have a role to provide technical assistance to partner Governments and end users?

· Assistance for parliamentarians was also seen as important.

· Some possible activities highlighted in a short background note (Action: put on project spaces) included:

· Study tours and benchmarking exercises to facilitate knowledge sharing

· Provision of training & training materials

· An IATI fund to support infrastructure and skills development. 
Code of Conduct breakout session

Now have 10 terms of the code of conduct based on the discussion during day one. The preamble will be more specific on the link to the wider aid transparency agenda including the role of partner countries. There will be a better balance between the preamble and the terms.

The redraft would include a list of options, scored against a number of criteria, for monitoring compliance, which might include:
· Individual donor reports 

· Independent group of experts to carry out monitoring

· Stocktaking conference

· Partner country reports

· Score cards

Next Steps

Partner countries had asked for a 3 week period to be able to discuss and consult internally on the scope and code of conduct.  The timetable was set out as:

4 – 11 September

Redrafting of papers on Scope and Code of Conduct 

14 – 18 September

Papers available to TAG for online discussion/consultation

22 – 23 September

Update papers from consultation 

24 September

Circulate papers to Steering Committee for meeting on 30 September

1 – 8 October
Update papers following Steering Committee and final partner country consultations (and prepare French and Spanish versions)
9 October


Circulate papers in time for IATI conference on 20 – 21 October

9 – 30 October

Circulate papers for formal comments by IATI stakeholders

2 – 13 November

Prepare final proposals for the Scope and Code of Conduct 

16 November
Circulate final papers to Steering Committee for their meeting on 4 December (tbc)
Related events

Autumn


Meeting between TAG and key INGOs 

8 – 9 September

Accra consultation 

16 – 18 September

Dominican Republic consultation 
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� PWYF/PWYP principles: 


Information on aid should be published proactively – an organisation should tell people what they are doing, when and how.


Information on aid should be timely, accessible and comparable - the information provided should be in a format that is useful.


Everyone has the right to request and receive information about aid - ensure everyone is able to access the information as and when they wish.


The right of access to information about aid should be promoted - an organisation should actively promote the fact that people have this right. 
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