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TAG Meeting – Oxford, 22nd- 23rd March 2010
Meeting Record

I. Welcome Session
Brian Hammond welcomed the 65 participants to the 3rd TAG meeting and ran through the agenda for the two days, which was agreed.
i. Overview on general IATI activities 

As background to the meeting, Owen Barder highlighted some of the issues in the presentation on practical proposals for the implementation of IATI that was completed in January, including the desirable characteristics of IATI, the model of ‘publish once, use often’, and the extensive commonality of classifications for various purposes. 
ii. Outcomes of discussion at Steering Committee on Scope and Code of Conduct
Romilly Greenhill summarised the decisions of the meeting of the Steering Committee in December 2009, notably to agree definitions and data format for data by July 2010 and definitions and format for documents, along with a code of conduct, by December 2010, with implementation of Phase 1 still scheduled by the end of 2010.
iii. Overview of TAG plan 
Simon Parrish gave a presentation outlining the TAG work plan that had been agreed following the Steering Committee decisions, the work done to date, next steps to July, preparations for the country pilots, outreach to donors, and an overview of the emerging technical proposals.
II. Definitions 
i. Presentation of work on definitions 

Hélène Mainville gave a presentation of the process to arrive at definitions, the systems examined, how definitions were derived, the correspondence with current systems, feedback on the scope, how the discussion would be handled in the TAG, and next steps. Participants had received a paper with the definitions and a detailed spreadsheet of the codes before the meeting. 
Owen Barder provided a brief overview of the paper Show me the Money to show the importance of the unique ID and traceability. Karin Christiansen gave a brief overview of paper PWYF had commissioned on linking IATI information to recipient budgets.

ii. Action points

· Create subgroups to work on: unique ID numbers and traceability; links to recipient budgets and sectors; tailoring to non-DAC donors.
· Secretariat to clarify and address issues noted against agreements below.
· Test definitions and some content in country pilots (e.g. sectors, what they want to see in long description).

· Determine and define the “unit of aid” that IATI will measure, and avoid ambiguity and inconsistency with use of the words ‘activity’ and ‘project’.  

· Discuss and make proposal on the frequency of publishing data.

iii. Preliminary Agreements (subject to further consultation)
Participants agreed the definitions for Phase 1, subject to further work on some issues as noted below:

· 03 01-Funding Country / Institution: use ISO country codes (need to decide between 2- or 3-character coding system).
· 03 02- Extending Agency / 03 03 Implementing Agency / 03 04 Beneficiary Agency: Work on linking OCHA’s FTS to the AMP in Haiti had led to a proposal, after the papers were circulated, to have a single list of agencies and assign a role (or roles) to them ‘extending’, ‘beneficiary’ or ‘implementing’ as relevant for each activity. Some noted the importance of following funds as far along the delivery chain as possible, especially where donors delegate a large share of aid to other agencies. 
· 03 05- Recipient Country: use ISO Country codes for recipients. Discussion on regions with some wanting the region specified, others wanting the countries listed as they could be aggregated for any regional grouping. Secretariat to make proposals, possibly just for regions defined strictly by geography; leaving administrative groupings to be listed in descriptions.
· 03 06- Bilateral or Multilateral Type: Useful to distinguish major types of flow, including use of multilateral trust funds. To consider needs of non-official donors who may not use this classification and examine alongside channels (03 03) in cases where a mix of channels is used within the same activity. 
· 03 07- Flow type: To distinguish ODA, non-concessional official development flows and private and NGO developmental flows. Export credits excluded as not development finance (information on individual credits is confidential in any case).  NGOs need to distinguish flows financed by ODA and those financed by private funds.

· 03 07.1-Type of aid: The new DAC classification useful to reflect current aid modalities. But subgroup needed to find a way to identify aid that is or is not recorded on budget, drawing on existing work including by DRI and CABRI. 
· 03 08- Finance Type: As well as the type, call for a measure of concessionality of loans. 
· 03 09-Aid Activity ID: This covers multiple IDs. Agreement on recording donor’s unique ID. Need more work, with the technical group, on process and technical requirements to allocate and record a ‘globally unique ID’ that links contributions from all sources to the same project/activity. Also need to consider links to IDs in other systems (e.g. CRS/OCHA).
· 03 10- Project Title & Purpose / Description: As well as meaningful titles need a long description in the official language used with the recipient. Consider a minimum length for the description and asking recipients what they want in the description field.
· 03 12- General / Detailed Sector: IATI to use CRS sector codes for international comparability, but allow for more than one sector per activity with the percentage recorded against each sector code used and constraint they must sum to 100%. Linking to recipient needs for sector information to be addressed by subgroup looking into link to recipient budget codes, on which work has already been done. Also draw on AidData experience of more detailed sub-sector coding. Suggestion that any adaption of CRS codes should be referred to as ‘IATI sector codes’.
· 03 13- Project Dates: At a minimum record planned and actual start and end dates for the activity, retaining a history of changes to dates. The date recorded against a commitment value (04 03) would be the date of signature, which could be well before the start date. It was not planned to record pledges in IATI.
·  03 17- Tied Aid Status: Reflect the legal restrictions on procurement as recorded in the aid agreement.

· 03 18- Policy / Thematic Markers: At a minimum, should record gender equality and environment. Scope for organisations to publish according to themes they use internally. No need to sum to 100% as they are cross-cutting. 
· 04 03 Amounts committed by individual donor: Recording date and amount allows for alignment with financial year of recipient. Negative amounts will show reduced or cancelled commitments.
· 04 06 Actual disbursements or payments: Agreed to record disbursements, but need more work on the level of detail to permit traceability while respecting confidentiality. Interest in showing disbursements ‘from whom to whom’. Some concern if aggregated and reported quarterly; the country pilots can test the requirements. Interest in recording ‘expenditure’ by the implementing agency as well as ‘disbursements’ (i.e. funds transferred to the implementing agency). Traceability will address this issue.
· 04 07 Loan repayments: Not discussed; frequency to be agreed.

· 04 08 Interest payments: Not discussed; frequency to be agreed.

iv. Discussion

· Need to work on commonality of reporting and relevance of code structures to all donors, not just the 24 DAC members. 
· Minimise adding to the workload of statisticians.

· Focus on recipient government use and access to information. 

· Need the ability to aggregate data for different time periods. Fiscal years are a huge issue in country planning and budget systems. Recording dates against transactions will provide a mechanical resolution, but not resolve the need for planning data by the recipient’s fiscal year. 
· Political and bureaucratic issues will affect the work, over and above the complexity of the data collection.
· Phases 2 and 3 were not discussed at length due to lack of time. The Chair reviewed them quickly and pointed out that several elements had been touched on during the discussion. He noted that subgroups would be needed for outputs and results and that some data items are linked to project documents and so suggested they should be considered along with the standard for publishing documents. 
· Anyone feeling some data elements should be moved from one phase to another was asked to notify the TAG Chair.
III. IATI pilot country studies

The TAG discussed the timetable for the country pilots. These were agreed as Cambodia in April (desk study), Malawi and DRC in May, Rwanda and Colombia in June, with Sri Lanka and Burkina Faso still to be scheduled. Timely provision of donor data already requested will be key to maintaining this timetable. 

IV. Technical Support Breakout Session

i. Introduction

Simon Parrish introduced the topic with a presentation. The main stakeholder groups were represented by partner countries (Malawi, Mexico, Palestine), donors (Denmark, Germany, Spain, Sweden, UK, World Bank), and Infomediaries & technical experts (AidData, Development Gateway, Freebalance, FTS, Groupsia, Open Knowledge Foundation, TR-AID, UNCTAD).

The group considered

· Technical requirements outlined in the technical paper
· Draft proposals and issues

· New ideas and possible solutions for meeting the requirements

· Additional issues.
ii. Action points

· Set up a license group to take forward proposals

· Ensure XML schema is designed in a way that is extensible

· More thought about how global identifiers are implemented – with practical examples of how it will work 

· More detailed proposal on the best approach for donors to update the registry 

· Further work on how data should be segmented is required, with practical tests 

· More work on mechanisms for sub-national geographic coding (follow up with World Bank and UN)
· Establish effective communicating and collaborating methods and work with small groups to try out some of these ideas.
iii. Preliminary Agreements (subject to further consultation)
· Design IATI to serve ‘raw data’ to specialist users to enable them to provide tools and services that make data accessible to end users

· The nine requirements in the technical paper provide a good basis for technical design of IATI, including principle that access to the data should be anonymous 

· Data should be openly licensed, including for commercial use; aim to have one standard license model for all IATI data

· IATI standard will be an XML format with extensibility to move to more semantic framework (e.g. RDF) later if necessary

· Data should be published as raw data in files

· Data should be published as a complete snapshot of data for all activities, rather than just publishing the data that has changed

· Old versions of data snapshots should be kept as archives

· A central registry will provide links to the published information.
iv. Discussion

Headline technical requirements 
· Anonymous access:
· Pros: better information about who is using the data; increased security

· Cons: having to register is significant barrier to using the data.

The group concluded that the cons outweighed the pros, and that IATI should enable anonymous access. However, should promote effective mechanisms for getting usage statistics such as Google analytics. Optional provision of information would be OK.

· Registry: The role of the registry should not be essential for IATI to function effectively, and should not be a single point of failure. But need to be clearer what implication that has on donors and users. Some felt that a more decentralised model would be more in keeping with today’s computer architecture. Others felt that this would potentially make it more difficult to find the data. Group concluded that should proceed with the registry as a centralised model for indexing the data, but also explore options that would make the process less reliant on the central registry.

· Data management and integrity: This was a concern if data about the same projects are located in different locations (e.g. CRS and IATI registry). Need to ensure effective identification and versioning of data is included within the data sets.

Options for how data should be licensed
· Aim to have one common license model for all IATI data, subject to discussions with legal and other specialists within data providers’ organisations about whether this was attainable. 
· Consensus that the licensing model should allow commercial use. Need further discussion of using attribution or share-alike arrangements.
· Examine both data and documents when considering licensing issues, to save time later. 

· Create a separate group to look at licensing issues, consulting freedom of Information people who have done lots of thinking on this.

Data format
· Consensus for an XML based format with an IATI schema.
· Agreed more technically sophisticated models such as RDF might be desirable in the future. Start simple with XML, but design it in a way that doesn’t rule RDF out. 

· Suggestion for translation tools that allow conversion both from simpler formats such as .csv (e.g. the CRS USIF format) to the IATI XML format and from the IATI XML format to simpler formats such as .csv.
· Although IATI will make decisions on documents at the end of the year, need interim guidance by July. Feeling that should be ‘anything but PDF’ due to the challenges of extracting useful data, e.g. in tables. Microsoft Word might be a reasonable option.

Unique identifiers
· Essential for data management, being able to trace aid, and to link co-financed projects – as well as providing basis for evolution to a semantic RDF approach. However complex issue requiring more work to develop practical proposals – including pilots. Comments included:

· Challenging as it involves behaviour change and is a social problem rather than a technical one.
· A URL based identifier (e.g. ‘iati/project/12345’) would provide extensibility.
· Trying to build meaning into identifiers (e.g. start with org code) is not desirable as it would need managing and run into issues of ownership of the project (who ‘owns’ a co‑financed project?); random IDs are better. 

· Who will provide and maintain the IDs? IATI to provide a centralised ID generator?
· Need practical examples of how this will work.
Technical architecture

· Publish raw data in files rather than by providing programmatic interfaces to the underlying database (through APIs). APIs could be provided as an additional service.  Donors that so wished could provide the files dynamically using persistent URLs that generate a file (through a RESTful interface).
· Complete snapshot of data for all activities rather than just publishing the data that has changed. This means that users need to access only one dataset to get a full picture.
· Keep old versions of data snapshot as archives—frequency and period is to be defined.  Where files are generated dynamically, donors should create snapshots into files to create an archive of revisions.

· Compatibility of schema: acknowledge that the standard schema will change over time; need to ensure it is backward compatible to previous versions.

· Central registry that provides links to the published data:  

· Further work is needed to establish the best approach for donors to update the registry. One suggestion that registry should crawl and discover files automatically; investigate this option further. 

· Another issue is what metadata the registry should hold about the data files to enable most effective discovery. 

· Segmentation of data. How should activities be grouped into files? This will impact the level of metadata the registry holds to enable data to be easily found; needs further work. Group discussed the following options:

·  One project per file (+ easier for users to find the data they want by country and/or by sector; - results in thousands of separate files, and complexity in the registry).
· One file for all donor activities (+ easier to produce and manage; - create a huge file, lots of bandwidth required to access, users have to download data they might not want).
· One file for all donors’ activities in a specific country (+ manageable file sizes, easier to find and access data for specific countries; – activities are often not country specific, finding data by sector is not easy).
Mechanisms for sub-national geographic coding 
· Needs further work; points made included:

· Danida uses region codes - aggregating up.
· World Bank is piloting geocoding that will account for 30% of World Bank records in AidData. They are using polygons to cover areas rather than specific administrative boundaries, and would be happy to collaborate on this with IATI.
· Development Gateway found provinces change after wars, therefore might be better to choose places such as cities.
· UN has a working group on geography - just looking at location at a sub-national level. Should follow this up.

V. Code of Conduct Breakout Session

i. Introduction

Alex Gerbrandij introduced the issues paper that had been circulated to all TAG participants.

ii. Action points

· An award to whoever submitted an accepted alternative to ‘code of conduct’ to better reflect the spirit and tone of IATI.
· Create a representative subgroup to facilitate drafting and building consensus.
· Prepare a timetable for draft and consultations in parallel with technical work.

iii. Preliminary Agreements (subject to further consultation)
· Pass the IATI standards as far down the chain of intermediaries as possible.

· Need a designated lead institution and budget for monitoring beyond self reporting.

· Integrate monitoring transparency into other relevant monitoring mechanisms.

iv. Discussion

· Tone of the Code of Conduct: 

· The CoC is meant to move beyond the commitments of the Accra Agenda for Action (AAA) to action. 

· The spirit and use of language should be in line with that of the Paris Declaration (PD) and AAA --aspirational, to some extent inspirational, guiding rather than directive, but clear and not hesitant. 

· The CoC, like the PD and AAA is a statement of policy and intention and is not a legal commitment. It should not contain language that suggests otherwise. 

· It may be preferable to change the name to reflect that spirit and tone. A symbolic award would be offered to whoever submitted an alternate suggestion that carried the day.

· Phasing of implementation:

· There should be unified buy-in to a common vision and to the three phases defined in the technical standards.  

· The time required for implementation will in practice vary among donors for technical, budget and political reasons. Each donor would proceed as quickly as feasible, given its own circumstances and would strive to meet the agreed technical standards by an agreed outside date.

· Recognition of differing paces of implementation should mean that there is no need for exemptions of given categories of donors or for partial signing on to the common vision. 

· There was frank recognition that changing and speeding up reporting systems would in the short term be costly in terms of time and financing, made harder by cuts in donor administrative budgets.

· There are also offsetting benefits to participating donors of IATI’s transparent and early release of data, as well as larger benefits to partner countries, CSOs and publics. 

· Useful to share experience of those that have already made investment; DFID asked to inform others in IATI of their experience.

· Political ownership and leadership among aid donors is key to implementation.

· “Health warnings” on quality:

· There was agreement on the underlying principle of rapid public disclosure, even at the risk of lower quality from less time for “cleaning”; but that the risk should not be exaggerated. Experience to date suggests that getting data out quickly to a broad audience permits “crowd sourcing” to improve quality through faster and better identification of errors
· IATI reporting is intended to be akin more to a “management information system” than an official record.

· Unique codes will help to mitigate duplication and under reporting. 

· The objective should be disclosure in the language most appropriate to each partner country. But speed and cost meant that there would have to be compromises and short-cuts (e.g. using Internet translation tools).

· Who is covered:

· The primary target is aid donors, including major intermediaries – multilateral development banks, international agencies and global funds and partnerships. However, efforts should be made to get endorsement and participation by at least a few CSOs and foundations. 

· The CoC aims to get broad immediate endorsement from as many donors as feasible, and to encourage others, including non-DAC donors, to sign on over time.

· IATI standards should be passed as far down the chain of intermediaries as possible, including at country level.

· Monitoring:

· Monitoring is key, all the more so because there would not be validation or compliance processes for the CoC.

· There should be a designated lead institution, and adequate budget, for monitoring that goes beyond self-reporting. The choice depends on the future evolution of IATI.

· Monitoring transparency should also be integrated into other monitoring efforts, as relevant. These include EU mechanisms, DAC peer reviews, country “scorecards”, civil society mechanisms, the Development Co-operation Forum, and the post-Seoul monitoring mechanism.

· Process:

· It would be useful to have a slightly enlarged core group with representation of donors (bilateral and multilateral), partner countries and CSOs to facilitate the process of drafting and building consensus. 

· There needs to be a timetable of drafts and consultations, in parallel with work on technical issues, to reach agreement by December 2010.

VI. Working with DAC WP-STAT Breakout Session

i. Introduction

Eight members of WP-STAT members who were present in Oxford convened an informal discussion on the morning of 23 March out of which the following proposals and observations were made:

· CRS++ can presently produce 80-90% of what IATI is looking for in Phase 1 and should not be dismissed. 

· IATI is currently too top-down driven and should focus more on a bottom-up approach and be more demand driven.

· Transparency can be improved by building on existing systems.

· The best interim solution for IATI is for DAC donors to produce improved, current CRS++ data on a quarterly basis.

ii. Action Points

· DAC IATI donors to confirm their formal commitment to CRS++ quarterly reporting.

· Aim is to produce first reports by end of November 2010, with data covering 2010 up to September 2010.
· Donors to explore whether quarterly reporting of disbursements to specific agencies (channels of delivery) is possible.

· Suggestion to move agency annual budgets, agency budgets for multilaterals, and channels of delivery (implementing agencies) to Phase 1 and forward planning budgets for countries to Phase 2 (ahead of Seoul).

· Prepare presentation of this proposal to WP-STAT meeting in June 2010

iii. Agreement

· To work to produce an interim solution to most of the requirements in IATI Phase 1 by up to 8 DAC IATI donors through improved and adjusted CRS++ reporting on a quarterly basis by the end of 2010.

iv. Discussion

· Quarterly Reporting

· General consensus that monthly reporting is currently impossible; even quarterly reporting is a challenge.

· Information will be published directly by donors, not through DAC.

· Aim is to produce first reports by end of November 2010, containing data on all projects committed or ongoing for the first three quarters of 2010.

· Quarterly reporting may skew some data (e.g. budgets split proportionally, disbursements high in fourth quarter of financial year).
· Data

· Data published quarterly unlikely to be fully verified; quality control is an annual process for some.

· Need for reporting systems to overwrite with latest data while maintaining an audit of previous versions.

· Quarterly CRS++ can meet most of IATI Phase 1 plus elements of later phases.

· Global Unique Activity ID is a problem; donors will definitely not be able to deliver on it in 2010.

· Completion dates are not generally available.

· Need to check if CRS ID will be available if report quarterly, in order to link with later complete annual CRS reports. Donor IDs should be available. 
· Negative (reversing) commitments not in CRS++ but possible in IATI.
· The act of publishing non-compliant data (e.g. descriptions in donor’s language) will create pressure for improved data quality.

· Some donors can handle multiple sectors. Others can’t.

· CRS++ should provide good data on channel of delivery, so move this up to Phase 1.
· Disbursements: Some will report quarterly aggregates per programme. Others can handle transaction-level between agencies (i.e. per channel of delivery)

· Project contact should be a point of inquiry that is not dependent on personnel changes.

· Annual Agency budgets and agency allocations to multilaterals are generally available, so can be moved into IATI Phase 1.

· Annual country forecasts are an important target for Seoul and so should move to Phase 2.
· Scope

· Will cover only main aid agency(ies); will exclude smaller ministries and local government/municipalities. 
· Format

· Reports to be published in USIF csv format; IATI to explore converting reports into IATI XML format.
· Donors will publish comprehensive data on their own HQ sites, and possibly country sub-sets on their country sites.

· Relationship between IATI, WP-STAT and Cluster C

· Group felt that non-IATI WP-STAT members might also be able to report following this interim solution. This could help broaden transparency to cover more aid. It would also help to gain wider acceptance of improved transparency in Cluster C of the DAC Working Party on Aid Effectiveness, while IATI members would still be in the vanguard by moving on to Phase 2 in 2011. 
VII. Accessibility Breakout Session

i. Introduction

Danila Boneva introduced the topic based on the background issues paper circulated prior to the meeting. 

ii. Action Points

· UNDP to draft a letter to ministries to ask them to provide a link to IATI website on their own website.

· Suggest that an IATI Facebook group is started and make more use of social networking to spread the word about IATI.

· Consider allowing partner countries to contribute to the IATI communication strategy.

· Add partner country information to the IATI website to highlight the progress in country.

· Ask partner countries for further inputs and to formalise involvement in this workstream through virtual discussion.

iii. Preliminary Agreements (subject to further consultation)
· Communications strategy important; everyone should contribute to it. Need to deal with misperceptions about IATI, especially among signatories and endorsers. More outreach to parliamentarians’ groups.
· Build on concrete proposals from the conference as listed in the issues paper, such as ensuring comparable information, producing guides to the IATI registry in multiple languages for donors and infomediaries, and supporting infomediaries who can improve accessibility for end-users.

iv. Discussion

· Accessibility and access

· Distinction between accessibility (internet availability, language) and access (people being able to use, feeling safe to do so, knowing the information is there). Need to be clear of IATI’s mandate in this area. 

· Some noted translation to local language is important. Others the need for good internet access and other means of dissemination. Examples mentioned were cell phones (as more widespread, but still require literacy), radio and newspapers.

· Noted that IATI will not be able to tackle accessibility issues such as translation and internet access; these will need to be tackled by recipient countries and local organisations.

· IATI can identify the needs of different users and the role of these users, which would provide information on existing gaps. 

· Local meetings could reach end users who include governments, CSOs, and parliamentarians. 
· Awareness 

· Lack of awareness is a big issue. Amazing how few people know about the AAA; most people do not understand issues of transparency.

· Little or no mention of IATI on signatory’s websites or those of NGOs in Europe; imagine it is even worse in south. 
· Need to raise awareness on IATI beyond aid effectiveness teams in donor’s organisations at headquarters level and down to the country level.

· New communications strategy includes a regular newsletter and revamped website. Budget limits outreach, so rely on partner countries to inform their own constituencies. 

· Interest in having non-DAC donors also report to IATI standard; round table discussion on IATI at Bogota meeting on southern cooperation will explain the value added of information to southern providers.

· Suggestion that IATI could do more case studies and share learning; perhaps CDDE could organise an event to share information from e.g. the pilots.

· Turning data into information

· Databases contain data not information; need human interaction to create meaningful information for distribution through any type of media. 
· Need infomediaries to transform data into information, governments will not be able to provide this service. Cannot expect governments to respond to each individual project or request for information. 

· Infomediaries can help to carry accountability down the chain of delivery.

· How do we identify potential intermediaries?
· Incentives
· Accessibility is a key issue for IATI to be relevant and retain support; if people are using the information then donors will see the relevance and continue to provide it in IATI format. 

· Need to work on intermediaries to explore the incentives and challenges to using the data.

· The media are a major stakeholder at the global and local level. But they have both incentives and disincentives.
· Public motivated to look for information as much aid is coming into countries, yet poverty is increasing; people want to know about impact.
· Donors have incentive to making aid information accessible, as do not wish to be held to account by parliamentarians for lack of effective oversight of aid. 

· Need to distinguish the different kinds of users and then look at incentives and try to understand how to motivate them.
· Broader access within government

· Current generation aid management systems (AIMS) are web based. But it is only a partial solution as in many countries it is regional governments that need access to this information and so providers are working on ways to provide systems in an offline mode.
· AIMS provide good information on where donors are involved and in which sector, but it is often between Ministry of Finance or Planning and donor governments. This needs to be spread to other line ministries. And there are challenges in capturing aid that goes to civil society.
· If the local beneficiary is aware of the information then they can make use of it. It is important to facilitate linkages between systems. If these could be linked better then it would limit redundancy of information. Brazil’s presentation at the IATI conference was a very good example.
VIII. Special Breakout Session on mapping aid to recipient budgets

i. Introduction

Romilly Greenhill chaired the session, noting that publication of information in a way that is compatible with recipient country budget classifications is a central aim of IATI. This special session would help to flesh out the item in the proposed standard on the recipient budget identifier (03 11). 

To help start the debate, Publish What You Fund, the International Budget Partnership, the Development Gateway and ODI have done work to look at the degree of commonality between recipient budget classifications across three sectors: education, health and justice, law and order (JLO). This aims to help inform decisions about whether a common ‘spine’ of classifications could be developed which would be applicable across a large number of partner countries and also consistent with the CRS. This could help to avoid donors having to code projects according to both national and global classifications. 

Sam Moon from ODI presented the findings from his work. The main findings were: 

· Most countries differ substantially when it comes to the structure of sectors and institutions. However, at a lower level, most institutions have a set of functions which are relatively comparable across countries. 

· In the education sector, there is great deal of commonality in the structure of education spending across countries, and good alignment with CRS classifications. In health, there is little commonality across countries. In the JLO sector, at the sectoral and institutional level, countries vary widely, but when it comes to lower level functions, there is a high degree of commonality. 

· In summary, the research suggests that creating a sub-sectoral ‘spine’ of classifications, which can map to a large part of country budget classifications and also to the CRS, may be possible. ODI have already developed a draft spine which they are happy to share. 

ii. Action Points

· Further work is needed to understand whether such mapping is possible across more sectors and more countries, particularly Francophone or Spanish speaking countries.
· This approach should be tested in some of the IATI pilots: Malawi and DRC volunteered to do this. 

· It is also necessary to better understand current donor systems for classifying spending, to see how much commonality there is with the proposed spine and how realistic this approach would be for donors. 

· The concept needs to be communicated more clearly – a good, simple write up is needed to discuss with others including donors (who were not well represented in the group). 

· The proposed spine itself should also be circulated more widely. 
iii. Preliminary Agreements (subject to further consultation)
· All present, in particular the partner country representatives, agreed on the importance of IATI developing standards that can map to country budget classifications.
· The ’spine’ approach was a potentially useful one in informing the IATI standards. 
iv. Discussion

· A number of partner country representatives highlighted the challenges they face when information is only provided according to CRS classifications, which then require detailed work to enable mapping to budget. 

· Many countries continue to face challenges with their aid information management systems (AIMS) not mapping well to budget and other PFM systems. Sometimes AIMS are based on CRS classifications.
· The practicality of this approach depends on how feasible it will be for donors to subdivide their current classifications to map to the spine, which is as yet unknown. 

IX. Concluding Session 

A rapporteur from each breakout session provided the main conclusions from their session. The Chair noted the next steps as producing a report of the meeting and creating the sub-groups that had been suggested to work virtually from now to June. After July the TAG will move on to considering documents and, subject to the budget, arrange another face-to-face meeting well ahead of the Steering Committee meeting in December.

The Chair thanked all participants for their active participation and the meeting was closed.
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