INTERNATIONAL AID TRANSPARENCY INITIATIVE 
FIFTH MEETING OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY 13TH APRIL 2010, 0ECD, PARIS 

The fifth Steering Committee meeting of the International Aid Transparency Initiative was held in Paris Tuesday 13th April 2010. Members of the Steering Committee attended along with observers (see attached list.) Some members attended by VC and telecon. The meeting was chaired by Sarah Cooke, DFID.
1) Agenda 

a) Welcome and introductions 
b) Report back from TAG meeting and discussion of relevant issues 
c) Report on pilots and donor support visits 
d) Report back on partner country outreach 
e) Clarification of IATI’s relationship with the WP-EFF Cluster C
f) Discussion on IATI post 2011 
g) Clarification of expectations of new IATI signatories and observers 
h) Presentation and discussion on cost benefit analysis
i) AOB and closure 
2) Report back from TAG meeting and discussion of relevant issues 

a) Brian Hammond, chair of IATI’s Technical Advisory Group (TAG), reported back from the TAG meeting held in Oxford on 22nd/23rd March. He outlined the points that should be noted by the Steering Committee (see report for details.) Brian explained that the group had agreed that there should be a common Code of Conduct for everyone. However, there will need to be some tailoring of the phasing to respond to individual donor circumstances. 
b) Brian also explained that the Code of Conduct will be taken forward by a small group including the EC and Colombia. Nepal has just volunteered to join this group, for which we are grateful. Further nominations are requested from CSOs and donors. 
c) Brian also explained the timetable for consulting on the draft proposals ahead of July’s full signatories and Steering Committee meeting: 
i) On 4th May, a proposal on the data to be published, with agreed formats and definitions, will be circulated to TAG members and other stakeholders. Feedback will be requested by 21st May. 

ii) A second round of consultation will be launched on 4th June, with responses requested by 11th June. 

iii) Final versions of papers will be produced by 18th June, to enable members to prepare ahead of the July signatories and Steering Committee meeting. 
iv) For all dates, French and Spanish versions will be available one week later than the English versions, and those working in either language will be given a one week extension of the consultation period. 
d) In the discussion, the following issues emerged: 
i) Germany felt that there is need for further discussion on the licensing model and on traceability, which was agreed by the TAG Chair. 
ii) DIPR observed that many donors were working on standard indicators for output and outcomes and asked if this should be considered as part of the IATI standards. The World Bank felt that this discussion should be taken forward in collaboration with Cluster E. 
iii) The World Bank, Publish What You Fund and UNDP have concerns around the use of CRS as the basis for the standards. The World Bank also raised concerns on how IATI will ensure alignment to partner country classifications. 
iv) Publish What You Fund agreed that the proposal on staged implementation is sensible and pragmatic but emphasised the need for a transparent process for determining what each donor will be able to publish and when.
v) Australia and UNDP supported the proposal to have flexibility in the phasing. Sweden and Germany agreed with this and recommended that there be a ‘minimum’ and a ‘full’ IATI package, as it might be difficult for donors to sign up to both at once. Sweden emphasised that this is in order to ensure an inclusive process which enables others to sign up. However, DIPR felt that while it is important to have flexibility, it is also important to agree on a clear end point which donors can move towards as they upgrade their systems. 
vi) Australia felt that the CoC should be renamed, a point supported by UNDP. They noted that basing the standards on the CRS is important in working with statistical colleagues. 
vii) Sweden raised concerns that the report did not convey some of the controversial issues in the meeting, for example that any new sector codes should be optional and around the definition of budget support. The latter concern was clarified. 
viii) The EC requested IATI to provide more clarity on what information should be published, when, and how, to assist them in preparing to implement the IATI standards. 
ix) The TAG chair emphasised that there would need to be some tailoring of the IATI standards for those donors who do not currently report to the OECD-DAC, including the World Bank, UNDP, GAVI and Hewlett. 
e) In conclusion, the chair requested members:
i) To nominate members of the Code of Conduct sub-group (Action: all SC members, particularly donors and CSOs) 

ii) Provide the TAG with the name of a technical/IT contact, where appropriate (Action: all donors) 

iii) To note the timetable for consultation as outlined by the TAG chair (Action: all to prepare for consultation periods.) 

3) Report back on pilots and donor support visits 

a) Brian Hammond provided an update on plans for the IATI pilots and the timetable. Pilots will take place April – June 2010. Countries participating in the pilots are: Cambodia (desk study), Malawi, DR Congo, Burkina Faso, Colombia, Sri Lanka, and Rwanda. The IATI standards are also being piloted in Haiti in the reconstruction effort. Pilots in DRC and Malawi will include mapping to the partner country budget classifications. 
b) Brian noted that it is very important that participating donors provide all of the data that has been requested. Further requests for participation in the pilots have been made by partner countries to Netherlands and Spain. Brian also re-emphasised the importance of having technical contacts in donor agencies. 
c) Brian noted that Simon Parrish from DIPR has provided donor support visits to Australia, New Zealand, the AsDB and Spain. We are also offering support visits to any signatory who has not yet received one. 
d) In the discussion, GAVI said that they would like to participate in the pilots through their partners. 
4) Report back on partner country outreach activities 

a) Dasa Silovic from UNDP provided a report on the partner country outreach activities carried out since the last meeting. She noted that there is great interest at country level in engaging in IATI. 
b) UNDP has been working with the TAG to identify and reach out to pilot countries and encourage their participation in the pilots. The countries have been selected on the basis of regional balance, different kinds of aid management systems, and country interest in participating. 
c) Dasa emphasised that IATI should not be seen as just a technical exercise, but a critical component of mutual accountability and linked to this wider agenda. 
d) The next steps will be to continue to contribute to existing events and regional initiatives, including the WP-EFF and DCF. There are plans for consultations and side events at the July DCF meeting and September MDG Summit. 
e) In the discussion, the following issues emerged: 
i) Nepal requested donor IATI focal points in country to facilitate implementation of IATI. (Action: all donors to provide country focal points to the IATI secretariat.) 
ii) The DR Congo presented their experiences in taking forward their aid management platform. They have drafted their own country specific code of conduct, which has received favourable comments from donors. They have also been able to engage CSOs to agree their responsibilities under the Code of Conduct. They also subsequently emphasised the importance of ensuring aid is on budget and noted that they were working to try to do this through their aid management platform. 
iii) It was clarified that the pilots will test whether IATI information can be provided in ways which are compatible with budget classifications, rather than testing actual data transfer into budget systems. The important thing is to ensure that aid can be shown on the budget, even when it doesn’t use country systems. 
f) Clarification on IATI’s relationship with WP-EFF Cluster C 

i) Alma Kanani from the World Bank, which co-chairs the predictability and transparency taskteam under Cluster C of the WP-EFF, presented. She noted that IATI is an independent initiative which is providing technical expertise and resources to inform the work of the taskteam. Outputs of the taskteam will be determined only by the taskteam, but IATI inputs will be helpful in determining these outputs. It is no longer envisaged that the taskteam will fully adopt the IATI standards as their output. Alma also noted that the taskteam can be helpful in informing IATI’s work. 
ii) Sarah Cooke noted that a letter to this effect had been sent to all WP-EFF members and agreed to circulate the letter to the IATI Steering Committee (Action: IATI Secretariat) Sarah also noted that the IATI standards will be agreed before they are discussed by the taskteam, to avoid any duplication. 
5) Discussion on IATI post 2011 
a) Sarah Cooke noted IATI is a short term initiative due to run until the 4th High Level Forum on Aid Effectivenss in late 2011. However, to be successful, some tasks will still need to be done after 2011. At the request of the Steering Committee at the last meeting, the secretariat has prepared a paper outlining options for how to take forward these tasks after 2011. 
b) Romilly Greenhill, IATI leader at DFID, outlined the proposed tasks as highlighted in the paper and asked for member views as to whether these were appropriate. 
c) Members responded as follows: 
i) The World Bank and Australia advised that the language on ‘monitoring compliance’ is very legalistic and should be changed. It was more appropriate to talk about quality control. There was some discussion on what was meant by quality control, with DIPR feeling that IATI should not have a centralised quality control function, but that sharing of data will enable better quality data. 
ii) The World Bank were strongly in supportive of the essential tasks, and also supported the potential tasks. However, they felt that the potential tasks were outside the scope of IATI. 
iii) Germany agreed that the essential tasks were essential, and agreed on the need for quality control. Capacity building is a potential task but not essential. Germany suggested promoting wider donor sign up was also important, a point agreed by Sweden. 
iv) UNDP, Burkina Faso and DGF felt that capacity building for partner countries and CSOs should be seen as essential rather than possible. However, in the discussion it was clarified that the question for the paper was about the scope of IATI, rather than whether these activities are important. IATI needs to encourage greater donor funding of and support for capacity building while not taking this on itself. It was agreed that the language would be clarified. 
v) Burkina Faso also questioned whether IATI’s work would be fully completed by end 2011. 
vi) The EC felt that as IATI is a temporary initiative, technical support to donors for implementation and monitoring of implementation are not essential. However, communications on the agreed standards and encouraging wider donor sign up were felt to be important. 
d) Romilly then presented the next set of issues, including whether tasks should be taken over by one or more organisations; governance arrangements; and funding arrangements. 
i) A majority of members felt that one organisation should be tasked with taking on all functions (World Bank, Germany, Ghana, Transparency International, Australia, Sweden, EC). The EC felt that this should be without additional funding. 
ii) Several members observed that it was too early to determine future governance arrangements now (Germany, Ghana, TI). However, some felt that a structure like the current Steering Committee might be needed, which represents only the membership (World Bank, TI) Others (EC, Australia) felt that there should be no continued governance structure. 
iii) Germany felt that the criteria for assigning IATI to an institution should include capacity to host the initiative over the longer term, and provision of support from organisations own resources. 
iv) Some concerns were raised about putting the initiative out to tender (Ghana, TI)
v) Only Australia raised funding, emphasising that there needs to be more clarity on the earlier questions before this can be clarified. 
e) In conclusion, Sarah Cooke noted that the secretariat would take on board the comments and revise the paper accordingly ahead of the next meeting. 
6) Clarification on expectations of new signatories and observers 
a) Sarah Cooke informed members that non IATI signatories were being invited to become observers. This will enable them to observe SC meetings, participate in the TAG, and comment on proposals. However, it will not give them full voting rights in determining the standards. 

b) Sarah also informed members that we are approaching target donors to encourage them to become signatories. New signatories would not be expected to follow the same implementation timetable, given the need for preparation time. However, we would expect them to implement phase 1 within one year of signing up, subject to discussions with the technical teams. 

c) No points were raised by members. 

7) Presentation and discussion on cost benefit analysis methodology 
a) George Gelber from DIPR presented the revised cost benefit analysis that DIPR has prepared, following feedback at the IATI Conference last October. George explained that there were three options in taking forward the paper: no further action by the secretariat; refining the analysis as a private assessment tool; or developing the tool for a shared cost-benefit analysis. 

b) In the discussion, a number of members praised the paper. The EC, DGF, Australia, Sweden and the World Bank all felt that the paper fulfilled its function and that no further action was needed. It was also felt that the analysis should be used to convince non signatories to sign up to the initiative. Publish What You Fund suggested that a checklist of the likely parameters and types of costs would be useful in helping donors to assess the likely costs to them, a point supported by Sweden and Germany. 

c) It was therefore agreed that no further action would be taken on the cost benefit analysis but that it will be published on the IATI website. A checklist of potential costs and likely parameters would be added. Members were urged to use it in convincing colleague s of the value of IATI. 
8) AOB 
a) Sarah Cooke explained that there are two options for the full signatories and Steering Committee members meeting in July: 1st July in New York (following the DCF meeting) or 7th July in Paris (immediately prior to the WP-EFF ExComm meeting.) Most members felt that the 7th July would be the best date. As previously outlined, the papers will be available by 18th June. 
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