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Presentations and papers: All presentations made at the meeting, along with the meeting papers are available at www.aidtransparency.net/steering-committee. 
1) Welcome and introductions – Chair, Jackie Peace, DFID
The Chair opened the meeting and outlined the objectives for the day:

i) Taking stock on implementation and sharing experiences;
ii) Considering the future institutional arrangements for IATI;
iii) Agreeing the remaining phases of the IATI standard.

She noted that transparency was rising up the political agenda, with many aid organisations making progress, including DFID who had just published their data to the IATI registry. 

On behalf of the partner country representatives, Mary Ann Addo from Ghana said they appreciated the work that had been done in preparing the standard and the Framework for Implementation (FFI), and wanted to see these approved. She realised there were issues for donors, and noted that the FFI was less ambitious than partner countries would have liked, but they wanted to make progress in a spirit of partnership, and ensure Accra commitments were met. She emphasised the importance of budget alignment to partner countries, and asked for IATI to make provision for this in the standard, while continuing with detailed work on this with relevant experts e.g. CABRI. She urged all aid organisations to provide implementation plans, however basic, as these gave a good indication of when information would be published. She was keen for IATI’s work to continue, with future institutional arrangements agreed post-Busan. 
2) Lesson learning – Implementation Issues – Chair, Maria Sonne, SIDA

Maria Sonne noted that while Sweden had political leadership on transparency and committed civil servants; implementation had presented some challenges which they were happy to share. 

John Adams, Head of DFID Business Innovation Team, gave a presentation on DFID’s experience of implementation. He emphasised the importance of having a conducive policy environment, and of bringing the right people together across the organisation to deliver. On the basis of DFID’s experience, he estimated that implementation was achievable over five months with a small team, and said he was happy to share DFID’s work at a technical level to support others with implementation. 

Alex Gebrandij followed with a presentation on the EC’s experience. In his conclusions, he emphasised that high-level support was essential but not sufficient, overcoming bureaucratic hurdles is challenging, and that it was essential to ensure the right participants, use existing processes, outline specific actions and adopt an incremental approach. 

During the Q&A session, the following issues were raised: 

The Australian representative was reassured by DFID’s experience while the Swedish representative asked what technical support was available. The representative from Development Gateway asked about costs of implementation and the representative from PWYF congratulated DFID on publishing their IATI data. 
Simon Parrish from the TAG responded on support, confirming that with DFID, there had been a lot of telephone support and that face-to-face visits were possible. The TAG has asked what support donors want with implementation and are open to ideas on this. Suggestions include an online forum for sharing experiences and an implementation workshop. 

The aidinfo representative emphasised the importance of bringing together the right people inside the implementing organisation and noted that TAG support visits could facilitate this. 

The UK representative noted that while implementing IATI was challenging, aid organisations deal with difficult issues every day.  She urged others to be confident, bring the right people together and start working through this. 
On costs, John Adams said it was difficult to disaggregate IATI implementation as DFID were working on other things simultaneously. His best estimate was 5-6 people for 5-6 months, with a cost of around £200,000 including a technical consultant. DFID were still looking into ongoing costs but thought it would be around half a person. 

The UNDP representative identified the mapping of internal data to IATI as an area requiring support. 

The Danish representative hoped to implement prior to Busan but was unsure about this, whilst pointing out that, if IATI succeeds, it would represent a saving in the longer run as a result of reducing duplication. 

John Adams noted that as DFID had only released its IATI data ten days ago, it was too early to identify any change in demand for information, plus the raw data was not intended for a mass audience. 

The Irish representative noted this was a time of political change for them, with elections in March. While IATI implementation had been stalled, they anticipated a positive difference. This should allow them to move quickly once they are able to do so, although political change would be accompanied by cuts in public spending, which would be a challenge. 
The Finnish representative welcomed the presentations whilst noting that for Finland, the fact that systems were scattered around different ministries would present a challenge. 
Finally, TAG Chair Brian Hammond noted that once the standard was agreed the focus would turn to support for implementation. A workshop for technical staff involved in implementation may be appropriate at the right time.  

3) Implementation Schedules – Chair Jackie Peace
Simon Parrish gave an update: five implementation schedules have been received to date, three signatories have said they are unable to complete these at present but we are unsure about remaining signatories and wanted to know if March 31st is a realistic deadline, and what help the Secretariat could give? 

The Spanish representative explained that IATI implementation is dependent on a new information system which has been delayed – their schedule would be ready in June. 

The Swiss representative said that their Senior Management confirmed their commitment to IATI but they were in the middle of a reorganisation so were still at an early stage, and would contact the Secretariat about their plans. They would require guidance and technical support. 

The UNDP representative confirmed that they expected to meet the March deadline. 

The Dutch representative said he could not report much progress as there is an ongoing discussion between finance and policy staff working on this. He noted that the Dutch Development Minister has made a commitment to parliament on greater transparency, including open source data; that they were testing a software module to produce quarterly reports for IATI; and they were working on a plan of action to parliament, to include IATI implementation, which they still hoped to do before Busan. 
The Finnish representative said they would not be able to complete their implementation schedule by the end of March. Finland is beginning to plan for a new information system which will provide opportunities to look into implementation later.

The Australian representative said they were working towards completing their implementation schedule by the end of March, with the aim of publishing before Busan. 

The Chair asked what could be done collectively to demonstrate progress in the run up to Busan. 

The representative of Publish What You Fund emphasised that the implementation schedules were important to them so they would know what data was coming. 

In response to the UK, Brian Hammond confirmed that there would be a few country pilots before Busan, testing different aspects of the standard in different countries. He emphasised that partner countries were keen to see an update on progress from donors, and to know what information they could expect, and by when.

The Danish representative asked if it would be possible to look at proxy indicators of progress in the run up to Busan, and pointed to the meeting on CRS ++ as an example. 

The representative of Transparency International emphasised the importance of delivering at Busan what was promised at Accra – what would IATI have to show by then? He asked if there was a cut-off date for donors with regard to implementation schedules. 
The Chair responded that donors could only move at their own pace, a cut-off could not be imposed on them. 

The UK representative urged all signatories to provide something, even if it wasn’t perfect – everyone should be able to do something. 

The Swiss representative said there could be no contractual agreement or people would opt out – what was needed was gentle persuasion, with external pressure on internal systems. 

The German representative agreed that firm deadlines would not help them implement faster, but that did not mean they had no commitment to implementation – they are committed, and are working on transparency more broadly, not all through IATI. 

4) Exchange of views on the future of IATI post 2011 – Chair Jackie Peace 

Richard Manning gave a presentation based on his report.  
In response, the representative from the Dominican Republic stressed the importance of maintaining the inclusive nature of IATI, including technical support to AIMS as a core function of IATI, and ensuring that the host has a stake in aid transparency. The 3 organizations that have proposed to host IATI should be requested to present more detailed proposals as opposed to widening the search for new ‘bidders’.
The Danish representative saw alignment with the DAC/WP-STAT as key, and said this was an argument for the DAC taking on this role in the interests of rationalisation. 

The representative from PWYF suggested that the core functions may change over time, and may require different arrangements. 
The Australian representative said they were especially interested in technical support and functions, including maintaining the registry and supporting donors, although outreach and information was also important. 

The EU representative said that functions and tasks needed to follow a strategy and urged a focus on the post-Busan vision and architecture. The functions and tasks were fine but there is a question of timing. He made the link to the discussion of a broader architecture on aid transparency, highlighting the work of the core group on transparency under the WP EFF Cluster C and the DAC’s review of its subsidiary bodies.  The outcomes of the discussion of the future of IATI would depend on Busan. “Hosting” implies a separate ongoing function whereas he favoured integration into existing structures such as the DAC work going forward, whilst maintaining the good aspects of IATI. He noted it was difficult to compare the three potential host organisations as they are completely different. He favoured an official institution, rather than an informal institutional arrangement. 

The Colombian representative suggested the possibility of a partnership between one of the possible hosts and a southern-based organisation. 

The UK representative confirmed that DFID was willing to host IATI to December 2011, and would be willing to do so for longer to cover a transitional period if necessary – transition before Busan would be difficult, and she was keen to ensure that this debate did not distract us from implementation. 
The Swedish representative asked for an analysis of the pros and cons of each option. 

The Swiss representative favoured the DAC/DCD option. 

The representative from IBP confirmed that whilst they were not interested in hosting IATI, they remained committed, and wanted to ensure that whoever took this on, retained the link to recipient budgets. 

The German representative favoured a long-term solution, even if this had to change over time, rather than an interim solution. She felt that many arguments pointed to the logic of IATI moving to the DAC but believed we should explore all three options. She felt it was too early to agree on the governance and funding arrangements.
The Dutch representative agreed with the principles but urged a greater focus on delivering on the Accra Agenda for Action (AAA). He noted there was a clear demand from partner countries for greater openness and links to their budget, and was concerned there was too much focus on transparency to the domestic constituency rather than transparency to partner countries – the debate on hosting should be linked to that focus, with partner countries asked about their preferences on hosting, aimed at ensuring that IATI delivered on the AAA. 
The representative from the NGO Charter of Accountability welcomed the broad consensus on a multi-stakeholder approach and urged a solution that would facilitate involvement of NGOs, partner countries and emerging donors. She favoured an interim solution with a final decision post-Busan. 

In response to these points, Richard Manning noted there was a question of timing – how soon you move on this. This was partly in the UK’s hands as the current host, and whatever the timing, he urged the Steering Committee to agree a transparent process. If the decision was made post-Busan, the UK would probably need to host IATI into 2012, if the Steering Committee wanted to move faster, the process would need to start sooner. 
He did not favour adding the point on the host being an official institution to the principles but said the Steering Committee should be aware of this view. He noted that opting for the OECD route would strengthen DAC links but this could be an issue for new donors and others. 

He noted that 3ie provided an example of a joint partner/donor hosting – while having a multi-site arrangement might be complicated, it could work, and would make little difference to costs. 

He suggested that in order to ensure inclusivity, the answer may be to ensure that the governance arrangements sent the right signals for example on partner country involvement and focus on budget. 
He underlined the relevant paragraphs in his report noting that the host should accept the case for greater budget transparency, and on the possibility of IATI merging into the governance arrangements of the host organisation over time, which could be a measure of success, provided IATI was not swallowed up. 

He agreed with the Netherlands that the arrangements must work for all stakeholders.

The representative from Ghana said they were happy with the proposals but wanted a further study on the pros and cons of the three organisations to help the Steering Committee make a decision. 

Summing up, the Chair noted that there was broad agreement on functions and tasks, though acceptance that these might change over time. People were broadly happy with principles, but wanted a clear focus on inclusiveness and meeting partner country needs. She did not want to include the suggestion that the host should be an official organisation at this stage as it would pre-empt the debate, though she had heard donors’ views in favour of the DAC. The Secretariat would now put forward proposals for a transparent process on the basis of the response to the report. 
The EU asked for a timeline on this, in relation to Busan and the work of the transparency core group. 

5) Presentation by the US 

Dr Ruth Levine, USAID Deputy Director for Policy, Planning and Learning, gave a presentation on the US Government’s work on transparency, emphasising that they had kept the IATI standard in view as they developed the US Foreign Assistance Dashboard.  The presentation was followed by a walkthrough of the aid dashboard, and a discussion of future aims for increasing the granularity of the data and capturing information beyond USAID and the State Department. They also intend to expand the data to include obligation, disbursement and appropriation information.

6) Discussion and agreement of the final IATI Standard – Chair, Jackie Peace
Bhuban Karki, Under Secretary, Ministry of Finance, Nepal, introduced this section of the agenda and outlined the issues of importance to partner countries: 
· Documents should be available in the language of the partner country, and in a format that makes it easy to extract information;

· Information needs to be better linked to national budgets, and in a format that AIMS can use;

· Extraction of results information from documents will be difficult – they would really like to follow the lead of the Global Fund in publishing results as data;

· It would be good to have a summary of conditions in project documents; 

· They want rolling three-year plans on projects so details can be put in their own budgets – predictability was a key AAA commitment;

· Budget alignment is crucial, and needs a bottom-up, not a top-down approach. 

The Chair emphasised the need to agree an enabling standard, rather than focussing on what individual donors could do now. The meeting then worked through the recommendations contained in paper 3:
Documents

Brian Hammond suggested that publication of existing documents was potentially something that everyone could do before Busan, making it a “quick win”. The recommendation was to: 
· provide links to documents that you already publish, using the IATI format in the attached technical paper to connect the documents as appropriate to the agency or to individual activities, from the date you implement IATI phase 1, or earlier if possible;

· agree the categories of information to be included in the standard as proposed in the consultation, with the addition, at agency level, of any summaries of impact and lessons learned from cross-programme comparisons;

· indicate the type(s) of categories covered by each published document; and

· where donors produce optional summaries of documents, the standard recommends that these should be in the language used with the partner country.

This was agreed. The Australian representative thanked the Chair for keeping translated summary documents as optional. The Canadian representative asked for clarification as to whether this proposal related to all documents produced, or all documents published. Brian Hammond responded that initially donors should link to what they already publish, for example, publication of conditions is an Accra commitment, so donors should do this before Busan. 
Results and Conditions

Brian Hammond noted that publication of results and conditions was important to partner countries, who would like this information published as data. However, since it is clear that donors are not ready to move to this yet, the standard provides for optional reporting as data, with publication of documents containing results and conditions where this is not possible. The recommendation was for: 

·  (as already provided for in Section A above) publish documents containing information about conditions and/or outputs and results;

· indicate for each activity if there are conditions attached (yes/no);

· for those that already do/or wish to publish conditions and outputs/results as data, to use the format in the attached technical paper for this optional reporting. 

Brian Hammond highlighted a conversation with the German representative which indicated that the response to the second recommendation could be derived from activity documents published which indicate that they include information on conditions. He said that technology could generate an automatic yes/no response based on the documents published. The separate data item was, however, required in case of a situation where an activity had conditions, but no documents had been published. 

The Irish representative said that results information is co-owned by partner countries, so was not theirs to publish – IrishAid would measure its own contribution as outputs. Rather than using conditions, Ireland refers to triggers and benchmarks at country level, and again these are jointly agreed with partner countries.  
The EU representative confirmed that prior approval of partner countries would need to be sought before conditions were published; this should be a joint responsibility, as reflected in the AAA. He said the EU would explore using legal clauses to agree publication up-front. He also queried whether budget support (which always has conditions attached) could automatically be marked as containing conditions. 

PWYF emphasised that signatories to the Accra Agenda for Action committed to publishing information on conditions and results, and that currently, IATI is the only initiative providing for this. The emphasis should be on publishing “terms and conditions.” 
The representative from the Dominican Republic urged signatories to focus on removing the optional aspect for publishing data on results and conditions, since this was so clearly included in Accra commitments (paragraph 26b).

Synergy pointed out that when working with country level systems, reports on results are better received from implementing partners and partner country organisations. However, if there is a conflict with data from donors and from partner countries, which should take precedence? Further, he recommended that if activities are multi-funded, implementing partners are best placed to enter information, since they understand the different funds. 

The UK representative confirmed that both donors and partners are struggling with results information and that it should be recognised as a challenge. However, results information should be seen in the wider context of monitoring and evaluation and that it shouldn’t simply focus on HQ data. Although it is difficult, it should be left in the standard. 

Denmark highlighted the value of transparency to partner countries and the pride in Denmark having high transparency prior to Accra. Denmark currently has a decentralised system that captures information locally, and there is a concern that IATI seems to be making it more centralized. 
Sweden responded that they are not concerned about centralising, and that the focus should be on enabling analysis of results from the activities they run in comparison with that of other donors. 

The Australian representative repeated the importance of country level reporting around results, and asked how much partner countries were responding to current results information.

Ireland emphasised the concept of publishing information once and using it often. She emphasised that most aid systems are fairly decentralised, especially regarding decision making at country level, and that information on conditions and results should be taken from AIMS rather than HQ data. This would reduce dual reporting. 

The representative from the UNDP stated that, in their experience of working with AIMS, monitoring results is often hampered through a lack of data in these systems. The comparisons are most useful and clearer when compared between organisations and agencies at a high level. 

The German representative said that they would publish results and conditions information with agreement from partner countries and that they were working on how to get agreement with them on this. 

Brian Hammond emphasised that IATI could not resolve all of the issues on results, but is simply providing a space to put documents on conditions and results in one place. The information doesn’t need to come from HQ level, it can be linked from AIMS or country offices, and the focus should be on what information is involved, not where it is stored. 

The Chair closed by saying that the concern about having to coordinate with partners to get this information is an implementation issue, and that any definitions about what information this should include will be added to an IATI glossary. The above recommendations on publishing results and conditions were agreed. 
Activity Budgets and Planned Disbursements

Brian Hammond introduced this section emphasising its relation to the Accra commitment on predictability. 

Recommendation for activity budgets and planned disbursements: 

· publish activity budgets as data showing the amount and the period(s) covered using the format in the attached technical paper. Where and when possible these should be according to the financial year of the recipient country or alternatively broken down by quarter;

· update these budgets for any changes and record if the budget figures are original or revised;

· publish updates on planned disbursements on activities at least annually as data showing the amount and the period(s) covered using the format in the attached technical paper. Where and when possible these should be according to the financial year of the recipient country and cover the next three years; and

· update planned disbursements within the current financial year, where and when possible quarterly.

The German representative confirmed that it made sense to publish revisions of the budget, but expressed a concern about holding historic data – she had understood that IATI would not archive information.
The Australian representative stated that initially, they had concerns about this part of the standard because of the difficulty of aligning with their financial year which runs from July to June. They could agree with the principle but asked that their concerns be noted; currently they are able to report on a half-yearly, but not quarterly, basis. She confirmed that they support the recording format that accords with partner country years. 

The Irish representative supported the principle of quarterly reporting but was concerned about having the necessary resources to implement this at country level. 

USAID commented that they have kept these areas in mind in developing their own systems and while they are not signatories, they would be largely compliant on these four areas. Results information is currently available at project level, with plans to publish country by country results on the website. The Dashboard will be updated on a quarterly basis in the future. They expressed the difficulty with forward budget projections due to the annual Congressional appropriations. They highlighted the Millennium Corporation Challenge’s grounding in the Paris Declaration, with 5 year grant agreements, publishing projected impact, quarterly tracking indicators at country and sector level, and publishing results of impact evaluations. 

Brian Hammond responded to Germany’s query regarding archiving and historical data in the IATI registry. He confirmed that data in the IATI registry would always be the latest data, but that the idea of an archive function would be useful for researchers and users of information to understand changes over time. 

The World Bank echoed Germany’s concern with the archiving function which had not been formally agreed. She asked for a grace period where data isn’t stored in the archive, since there will be initial iterations of IATI compliant data that aren’t as fully quality assured as they wish. 

It was agreed that any proposals for archiving information on the registry would need to be discussed and agreed at a later date.

Further, Brian Hammond emphasised the difference between periodicity of reporting and frequency of reporting—how often information is updated to ensure that partner countries have the most up to date information for budgeting purposes. 
The Vietnam representative stated how difficult it was to compare different donors since they all update their information at different times. It is harder when they are all working to different schedules.

The International Budget Partnership stated that the frequency of updates needs to be related to recipient country fiscal years, in order to align with the budget processes in country. However, the more often information is updated, the more useful it is. 

PWYF emphasised the importance of donors not reducing regularity of reporting to partners in cases where they are already committed to regular e.g. monthly reporting. 

The above recommendations on publishing activity budgets and planned disbursements were agreed with the removal of the footnote in the paper that referred to an IATI registry archiving function.  

Budget Alignment

Brian Hammond introduced the proposals set out in Paper 3, referring to paragraph 26b of the AAA which covers budget alignment. 

The representative from Switzerland agreed that this is important, but expressed concern that IATI was expecting all aid to be provided to central budgets.  The Chair emphasised that this was not the case and that it was useful for recipient country governments and parliaments to understand what assistance is coming into the country – no matter in what way - so that they are informed. 

Germany thanked the Secretariat for the useful work done on budget identifiers but stated that in the short term, it is not possible to find a global solution for this local problem. She emphasised that work with partner countries on AIMS was vital for processing information coming from donors through IATI. She confirmed that Germany do not intend to add an ID field to their systems, since at a global level, this adds nothing to the data.  

The Australian representative echoed the thanks for the work done on this so far. Although it is not in harmony with their thinking, they would support the recommendation at a high level, but suggest that the wording should be simplified.

The EU supported Germany’s comment and stated that they were keen to fully align with country systems, echoing the split in responsibility for the Accra commitments, between donors and partners. Donors cannot be responsible for partner codes. All countries have different systems and there would be resource issues in training people. They support working through AIMS to improve sector codes, but are not currently in favour of a budget identifier for the time being. 

Ireland stated that aid being on budget was vital for IrishAid, and they want to see it reflected in partner country budgets, regardless of modality. They expressed interest in importing the identifier from AIMS and highlighted its importance. 

The UK representative highlighted the importance of this element for partner countries, but agreed that a satisfactory technical solution had not yet been found. Nevertheless, it is critical for work on transparency, and it needs a placeholder in the standard to recognise its importance. 

Canada requested a clarification on whether IATI was capturing only aid to the government sector, or beyond that, since capturing all aid to the same standard seemed ambitious. The representative asked whether a marker for identifying aid direct to governments could be considered. 

The Colombia representative expressed disappointment at the number of optional items included in the day’s proceedings. He expected more added value beyond data which are already available. 

The representative from PWYF emphasised that AIMS don’t necessarily map very well on to budgets. She said that CABRI are working on this issue – they are experts and IATI should watch their work. She believed budget and domestic accountability couldn’t commence until a budget identifier is working. 

The representative from Ghana stated that they understood the problem for their development partners, but that to move forward with transparency, rejecting the budget identifier was out of the question. Further country pilots would help to see how to align better, but it is important to understand that not all countries have AIMS; the focus should be maintained on the country level. 

Sweden supported the UK and Ghana in not removing the budget identifier from the standard.

The UNDP representative highlighted the importance of involving finance and planning departments in this discussion, since this would add another useful perspective to the one of those of officials working on aid effectiveness. 

The Chair summarised that the members were clearly committed to budget alignment and recognised the importance of working with partner countries. It was proposed that the identifier should be kept as a field but that the wording of the recommendation should be changed and circulated on a no objections basis.

Australia supported a redraft and simplification of the recommendations, and the suggestion to focus on country pilots. She emphasised that this needed to be an iterative process. 

The World Bank stated that they supported the principle of budget alignment but would like further work to be done, since a clear solution has not yet been found, and they felt the reference to AIMS should be toned down, since AIMS are not focused on budgets. 
UNDP noted that partner countries should be making the call on AIMS and budget alignment.
Germany requested that the budget identifier should be an optional field in the standard.

Brian Hammond suggested that since the field was as yet not defined, it was not appropriate to make it optional, which was supported by the representative from Ghana. 

During the break, a re-drafted recommendation was put forward and signatories and Steering Committee members agreed on an amended wording as follows: 

· add a recipient country budget identifier to the IATI standard;
· do further work to develop the definitions and format for this identifier, especially at country level and in consultation with budget experts, to build on the work done so far;
· donors will work with partner countries on country-specific classification of activities, building on experience with local AIMS and improving country budget systems;
· agree to further work on budget alignment to explore development of a common coding system to classify aid by partner country budget administrative/functional classifications.
The World Bank requested to have further consultation on the phase 2 items of the standard, with a response by Friday 11th February, since the VC link had dropped and they had been unable to participate fully in the debate [subsequently agreed]. 
7) Update on Implementation from Hewlett Foundation

Kevin Bohrer, Programme Officer, the Hewlett Foundation

Kevin Bohrer shared the experiences of implementing IATI at the Hewlett Foundation, apologising for not yet being able to share the implementation schedule publicly for the moment. Whilst highlighting the high level of support on policy, technology and grant-making levels, he identified some of the challenges faced. These included tackling the traditional stance of foundations in terms of public disclosure of information and working with systems where information isn’t framed in the language of international development. Further, he outlined the work that they are funding the Foundation Center to do; namely mapping of IATI codes to foundations data and holding surveys with foundations to understand the issues behind their working with IATI. Kevin Bohrer expressed the importance of changing foundations’ motivation by showing them how data can improve development effectiveness.

The UK representative emphasised the similarities with their implementation experiences, and highlighted the importance of systems mapping. 

The representative from the INGO Charter on Accountability stated that NGOs are about to commence work in a similar way to foundations and are keen to learn from their experience.
Kevin Bohrer closed by emphasising the importance of encouraging the IT community to start working with IATI compliant-data. He also stressed the usefulness of the TAG in bringing people together to share their experiences and knowledge. 
8) Licensing proposal 

Caitlin Wilson from AusAid introduced this topic with an update on Australia’s approach. AusAid’s systems have moved towards open access via the internet under the Government 2.0 initiative, which promotes a web-based approach to more open government, a culture of engagement, and access to government information through innovative technology. This includes freedom to reproduce/remix original source data (i.e. open license).
AusAid is taking on aspects of this e.g. looking at a dashboard, re-developing its annual statistics report with innovative/visual presentation of data. While the driver is domestic, it links to support for IATI, and provides a ready-made platform for doing this. 
The Chair noted that the proposal to the meeting is that IATI information should be published under an open license, with dual licensing for donors who are unable to agree this. 

The UNDP representative noted that the UN has a license which prohibits commercial use – they will therefore pursue the dual licensing option, which will require approval from their legal team and will build on the experience of UN Data that publishes in an open format socio-economic indicators. 

The German representative said that she could not agree dual licensing for the same reason, and this issue will be reviewed when Germany submits its implementation schedule. 

The Swiss representative said that he could not confirm dual licensing yet for the same reason. 

Concluding the discussion, the Chair confirmed agreement with the licensing proposal, acknowledging that UNDP, Germany and Switzerland need to work through this issue further, with the possibility of a fallback position if necessary to allow all signatories to publish to the IATI registry. 
9) Framework for Implementation

Eric Wyss, Accion Social, Colombia, Brian Hammond, Chair, TAG 

The Chair expressed how far the Framework for Implementation had come since its initial form as the Code of Conduct. She emphasised that this is not going to be a legal document and that the proposal follows the Accra Agenda for Action and restates the commitments made in the IATI Accra Statement. It was further highlighted that it will be a document that is endorsed by signatories and not signed.

Eric Wyss highlighted the importance of predictability of resource allocation for all stakeholders. He praised the good progress made, recognising the challenges faced, suggesting that this should not take away from the aims and the aspirations that the signatories have to become more transparent. He expounded the benefits of IATI for both donors and partners and urged the signatories to adopt the Framework for Implementation and the Standard today.
Paul Isenman noted that the revised proposal had benefited from comments in the consultation and that in redrafting we had avoided legal language, preferring that of agreements such as the AAA. Brian Hammond presented a version of the Framework for Implementation revised in the light of discussions ahead of the meeting. He took people through proposed changes, most of which were accepted without discussion as drafting improvements. 

The Steering Committee came to the consensus that the language in the Framework for Implementation should focus on aspiration, with language related to timescales “aiming to implement...” rather than the more definitive “will implement...” 

The World Bank said they were unclear where the phases of IATI are set out and uncomfortable with aiming to implement the remainder of IATI within one year of implementing phase 1. This comment was supported by Australia, Germany and Switzerland. 

Development Initiatives suggested putting in place a mechanism for making phase 2 proposals less general and more specific and time-bound, with a final deadline. The UK representative supported this, and noted that four years after Accra was a long time to complete phase 2. 

The Colombian representative stated that the phase 2 elements were what added the most value for partner countries. Transparency International expressed support of the progress made by the Steering Committee and the level of aspiration among donors. The EU recommended making a final deadline for implementation. 

Ireland agreed that the language of the Framework for Implementation was sufficiently non-committal to work as an aspirational document – even if there is considerable work to do, we are prepared to do it. It should be viewed as an expression of intent. 

Brian Hammond confirmed that the implementation schedules were agreed in October 2010, covering both phase 1 and phase 2. These would be updated to reflect the decisions in the meeting and re-circulated. He suggested that it may make more sense for later implementers to work on all of the IATI Standard at the same time, rather than taking a phased approach. He also clarified that the language for the timetable was an aim and not a binding commitment. 

The World Bank agreed that the language was aspirational but said that they were still concerned by a lack of understanding around phases. They expressed concern that phase 2 was not yet concluded. They requested circulation of all changes to the standard agreed by those in the room to VC participants to confirm. 

The Danish representative stated that they were working on their Accra commitments, but that they were not necessarily providing the information in the IATI format. They stated that they had no strong feelings about the Framework for Implementation, but wanted to understand how the implementation schedule tied into this. 
The representative from Colombia asked that donors ensure they place a structured time frame on to the Framework for Implementation and Implementation Schedules. The UK and Sweden agreed with the Colombian representative and the EU representative pointed out that many of the Accra commitments should have begun being implemented already. 

The Chair stressed that the Framework for Implementation should be treated as a collective statement of good will and aspiration from all those who work on IATI. 

Concerning aid information in the public domain, the World Bank asked about ‘verification status’ and preferred that ODA was not singled out in reference to preliminary data being incomplete. Drafting amendments were made to address these points, with the verification of data as preliminary or final to be made in the separate detail on licensing arrangements. Following a comment from Germany in bilateral discussions, it was agreed to delete reference to any period for submission of revisions. 
Germany suggested that instead of separate donor self-reporting on their work on IATI, the annual progress report should include the specific reports coming from donors. 

Australia asked for the first donor report to be submitted in June 2012, as a 6 month follow up to Busan. 

The UK specified that the process for donor self reporting should not be heavy and asked for a very simple reporting format, no longer than 1-2 pages highlighting exceptions. She expressed a strong preference for initial reports to be published by donors within three months of the year-end, i.e. by March 2012. 

The Netherlands recommended that that donors should submit reports on a quarterly basis, since it is a useful tool to enable donors to keep updated with what others are doing. He emphasised the importance of peer pressure in the run up to Busan. 

Australia agreed that they would work to March 2012, provided that there was a follow up conversation on the format. 

The representative from Ireland highlighted the importance of peer pressure in the interests of progress, even if it is facilitated in another way from donor reports, since it could have an impressive effect on implementation. 

The World Bank echoed Germany’s comment on the Annual Progress Report drawing mainly from the donor self-reporting. She said that they felt CSOs and think tanks should not be included as specific examples of independent monitoring bodies but referenced in the general introduction of the Framework for Implementation. 

The Chair responded that monitoring by partner countries and CSOs is an important feature which should inform the Annual Progress Report together with the donor self reporting. Reference to these mechanisms should therefore stay in their current place in the monitoring section. 

Brian Hammond suggested dropping the reference to publishing donor reports on donor websites, in order to keep the process light, to note that the format for donor self reporting was ‘to be agreed’ and to separate the Annual Progress Report clearly from the other three monitoring mechanisms to demonstrate more clearly that they will each feed into the Annual Progress Report. He reiterated from the morning discussion that implementation schedules needed to be ready by 31 March 2011, so that a Steering Committee meeting before Busan could capture what progress has been made on implementation. 

It was agreed that a discussion regarding the format for donor self-reporting would be held at the next meeting of the Steering Committee. 

A timeframe of March 2012 was agreed for the first donor reports and participants agreed on an evaluation to be carried out by the end of 2013. 

A number of textual amendments were made to the Framework for Implementation in the light of the discussion and these changes to the version discussed in the meeting are highlighted in the final version of this document, attached with these minutes. 
10) IATI 2011 Workplan and Budget 

Alasdair Wardhaugh, DFID and Chair, IATI Secretariat

Alasdair emphasised that the work plan and budget clearly maps to the precise tasks and functions of Richard Manning’s Future Hosting of IATI report. He stated that he would accept comments on the work and offers of funds to support IATI, either round the table or in follow-up emails. 

No comments were made on the work plan and budget. 

Alasdair confirmed that he would follow up with signatories to discuss any issues or pledges by email. 
AOB

PWYF announced that they are commencing writing the methodology for the next Aid Transparency Assessment, and would welcome comments from the previous report. 

The INGO Charter of Accountability representative reiterated their invitation to the IATI Secretariat to send a representative to their Annual General Meeting in April, to give a comprehensive presentation on what IATI might mean for NGOs. 

PAGE  
1

