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International Aid Transparency Initiative
Meeting of Partner Countries with the IATI Secretariat

Sunday, 24th of October 2010, OECD, Paris
4:00 pm to 6:30 pm

The meeting was attended by representatives from 11 partner countries, members and observers of the IATI Steering Committee, as well as representatives from Kosovo
 and South Sudan, members of the IATI Secretariat and other organizations attended as observers. The participants list is in Annex 1. The meeting was chaired by Danila Boneva, UNDP.
A. Agenda:

A. Welcome and introductions
B. Framework for Implementation and IATI post 2011 – introduction by Sarah Furrer and Danila Boneva, followed by Q&A
C. Phases 2 and 3 of IATI – outcome of Technical Advisory Group (TAG) meeting and implications for partner countries with a focus on: i) documents, ii) conditions, iii) results – presentation by Brian Hammond, Chair of the TAG, followed by Q&A
D. Budget alignment – presentation by Brian Hammond, followed by Q&A
E. AOB:
a. Aid Transparency Assessment – presentation by Karin Christiansen, Publish What You Fund

b. Regional Paris Declaration Monitoring Survey workshops, Tanzania workshop on Mutual Accountability & HLF4 preparations – point of information by Danila Boneva.
B. Summary of Discussion:

1. Framework for Implementation and IATI post 2011:
Sarah Furrer, DFID outlined the latest amendments in the Framework for Implementation (FFI) which were introduced following feedback received from participants in the TAG meeting in early October. The objective is to agree the FFI at the IATI Steering Committee in January 2011, until then the document will continue to evolve. The changes include: stronger focus on implementation by explicitly linking the FFI to the individual donor implementation schedules; greater emphasis on the Accra Agenda for Action (AAA) transparency commitments, which are now quoted in the document; streamlined monitoring mechanisms, including a provision for partner countries to monitor donors’ compliance with the IATI standard either in separate reports or as part of an assessment of transparency in broader mutual accountability reviews. 

Questions & answers:
With regard to the use of mutual accountability mechanisms at the country level, Danila Boneva pointed out that a recent study by DESA/UNDP on Mutual Accountability and Transparency for the Development Cooperation Forum concludes that out of 70 countries surveyed, only 7 have established robust mutual accountability mechanisms. It is also not known how many of the current mechanisms are used to monitor donor reporting/transparency to recipient governments. It was thus suggested that in further developing the monitoring of IATI by developing countries, a survey process such as the one for the DCF is leveraged. This will ensure that the collection of feedback from partner countries is done systematically. 

Honduras stressed the importance of connecting all the different monitoring mechanisms envisaged in the FFI in order to establish an effective feedback loop. 

Uganda informed that they have a Joint Assessment Framework, which encompasses donor reporting to the government and are developing an Aid Policy, which will have an M&E framework.
Nepal suggested that partner country(ies) that have experience in setting up mutual accountability frameworks and mechanisms are invited to present at an upcoming meeting. It was noted that Ghana had presented their draft Development Partners’ Performance Assessment Framework and that Tanzania could be invited given their role in Cluster A of the WP-EFF and leadership in the area of mutual accountability.
Action: The Secretariat to invite partner country(ies) to present their experience on monitoring donor performance in one of the upcoming IATI meetings for partner countries.
Danila Boneva, UNDP presented the different options for IATI’s governance structure, institutional home and funding arrangements, which were put forward for a second round of discussion at the Steering Committee. Partner countries should pay particular attention to the functions, which IATI/its successor organization(s) will have to fulfill post 2011 and to the proposal for institutional home/governance structure of the initiative and raise their concerns at the Committee’s meeting the next day and the subsequent consultation in November. It is likely that discussions on IATI post 2011 will have to continue after January 2011 since there isn’t clarity yet on the overall aid architecture.

Questions & answers:
Karin Christiansen, PWYF suggested that the proposal on the future of IATI should clearly mention some guiding principles, such as the time-bound nature of IATI, the cost-efficiency of the future mechanism, etc.
Egypt asked how IATI is helping partner countries with agreeing common definitions; aligning information to partner countries’ fiscal years; building the demand side of transparency; and with the collection/analysis of data for the Paris Declaration Monitoring Survey.

Danila responded that common definitions are being agreed as part of the IATI standard. The agreement reached by the Steering Committee in July is for donor signatories to report on a quarterly basis, which will allow for alignment of information with the fiscal years of partners and donors. With regard to the demand side, IATI has consulted with an important number of developing countries (more than 70 took part in the regional consultations in 2009) and is continuing to do so through the electronic consultations, meetings of the TAG/SC, etc. Brian noted that IATI will not be able to help partner countries with the data for the last round of the Monitoring Survey, since implementation of phase 1 will begin as of 2011. However, the potential for using IATI in the future to draw analysis on ODA at country level is huge and will deliver savings in terms of resources invested and time. 
Partner countries also raised the issue of having a balanced representation of the different stakeholders (donors, partner countries, CSOs) in the future IATI structures, as well as balanced regional representation.

2. Phases 2 & 3 of IATI – Outcome of the TAG meeting and implications for partner countries:
Brian Hammond, Chair of the TAG highlighted key aspects of the discussions at the TAG meeting, which was held between 3-6 October in Cookham, UK. For example, a special session on Aid Information Management Systems allowed partner countries to share experiences. Upon request from participants, another group looked into communications for IATI and agreed to develop some ideas/plan for broader outreach among signatories, partner countries and other stakeholders, etc. One of the key messages from the TAG is that IATI is “open for business”. The Registry, which will serve as a catalogue of links to websites where donors will publish information is operational. In addition, the TAG meeting examined a number of issues, which are of particular importance to partner countries:
a) Documents: the proposal is for donors to link already published documents to financial information, which they will release as part of phase 1. The TAG has also reached an agreement on the type of documents to be published (e.g. annual reports, strategy papers, objectives/purpose of activity, budgets, etc.). A more detailed description of these will be put for consultation in November. Partner countries were invited to review the list and provide their feedback.
b) Aid effectiveness indicators, results and conditions: the agreement reached is to publish results and conditions within documents, which is a first step in ensuring transparency. However, more progress needs to be accomplished in the future by agreeing to publish these as data, which was the original proposal by the TAG Secretariat. An interim solution would be for donors to publish conditions in particular sections of documents, which can be easily accessed. The proposal to publish aid effectiveness indicators was not accepted since these will change after Busan. 
c) Geo-coding and unique IDs for multi-funded activities: the TAG is proposing these to be optional elements of the standard, which will allow donors that are willing to use them to do so, while others can join subsequently. 
d) Phase 1 adjustments: The TAG has also reviewed phase 1 in light of the need to align information with the budget of partner countries and to ensure traceability of funds down the delivery chain. With regard to the latter, it plans to develop a proposal on organizational identifiers.
e) Annual budgets and planned disbursement: this is a key ask from partner countries and the TAG/SC will have to agree the terminology and publication of this information.
Comments:
Egypt and Honduras underlined that conditions are the most critical issue for partner countries and would constitute a value added of IATI. Egypt also considers reporting of tied aid to be important. 
A number of partner countries suggested that they can also publish conditions and provide them to IATI. PWYF suggested that the TAG liaises with Cluster C/Task Team on Conditionality to cross-check the work they have commissioned on conditions.
With regard to results, Honduras highlighted that governments in recipient countries are interested to know and measure how the results from one donor/organization fit into the results of others and the government for a specific sector.  There is very little standardization of results measurement, reporting, monitoring (e.g. mid-term reviews) and evaluation and this undermines the whole effort. Publication of results is important since it is often difficult to obtain project monitoring and evaluation reports because of staff turnover and other factors. Danila mentioned that the UN agencies have a joint agreement on M&E as part of the UN Development Assistance Framework
.
Both Egypt and Bangladesh observed that it is very difficult to measure the impact of aid and the sustainability of development projects.

With regard to geo-coding, Development Gateway and Burkina Faso will jointly present the outcomes of their work later in the week. The “home-grown” aid information management systems in Colombia and Morocco similarly track projects at the sub-national level. There is a potential for partner countries to agree with donors locally to geo-reference interventions in their AIMS.

Egypt  proposed that a fund is established to support aid information management in partner countries. This is an area where IATI and the WP-EFF could work on.

3. Budget alignment
Brian Hammond, Chair of the TAG presented the adjustments to phase 1, which the Steering Committee is being asked to approve in order to allow for better alignment of aid information with the budgets of recipient countries. These relate to reporting of i) channels of disbursement of aid; ii) recording of the institutions accountable for the expenditure of funds and iii) capturing of reimbursements in transaction types to account for funds advanced by recipient governments under loan and grant agreements. 
The TAG plans to undertake additional research on coding in accordance with national budget classifications and comparability among different classifications.
Partner countries were also encouraged to agree with donors locally the coding that the latter would use when reporting off-budget aid in AIMS or through other means. It is advisable to agree the classification/specific sector/sub-sector code as part of negotiations of MOUs and when all parties are at the table.
Comments:
Uganda noted that they have tried different measures to improve the reporting of off-budget assistance in accordance with national classifications, but progress is very difficult to achieve.

Kosovo informed that they are using both the DAC CRS purpose codes and the national sectors and sub-sectors, defined in the MTEF in their Aid Management Platform, which is publicly accessible.
Rwanda urged partner countries to demonstrate their interest in getting information from donors, including those who have not signed up to IATI. The Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning has produced a quarterly report on aid effectiveness, which covers transparency and the ranking of donors has generated a lot of attention and feedback.

4. AOB:
A. 2010 Aid Transparency Assessment by Publish What You Fund:

Karin Christiansen, PWYF presented the 2010 assessment of the transparency of bilateral and multilateral donors. The assessment can be downloaded from: http://www.publishwhatyoufund.org/resources/assessment/. Users can change the weighting and see how it affects the scores of the various agencies.
In undertaking the analysis, PWYF had difficulties due to the lack of comparable and primary data and had to use 8 different sources to assess performance. The indicators are clustered into 3 categories: i) commitment to aid transparency; ii) transparency of aid to recipient governments; and iii) transparency of aid to civil society organizations. Donors are ranked in four groups depending on their scores. The findings demonstrate that there is a great variation in donors’ transparency and most likely within donor agencies with regard to transparency in different recipient countries. With the current data, however, it was not possible to take the analysis to the country level. The assessment recommends that donors should put more efforts/resources to do be transparent; should seize the opportunity to provide information using a common standard, such as IATI and invest in ensuring that IATI delivers for a variety of stakeholders in developed and developing countries.
Comments:

Partner countries welcomed the PWYF assessment. 
B. Regional Workshops:
Danila Boneva, UNDP informed about the upcoming regional workshops on the roll-out of the Paris Declaration Monitoring Survey and a planned workshop on mutual accountability under the leadership of the Government of Tanzania. It is important to raise the profile of the transparency agenda in these fora, which will feed into the preparations for HLF4.

Annex 1
	List of participants:

	Name
	Position
	Country
	Organization

	Elvane Bajraktari
	Senior Donor Coordination Officer
	
	Ministry of European Integration of Kosovo

	Talaat Abdel Malek
	Co-Chair of the WP-EFF
	Egypt
	

	Radwa Helmy Abdel-Raouf
	
	Egypt
	Office of the Co-Chair of the WP-EFF

	Justin Hien
	Director
	Burkina Faso
	

	Bhuban Karki
	Under Secretary
	Nepal
	Ministry of Finance

	Ivana Petricevic
	Adviser to the Deputy Prime Minister
	Montenegro
	Deputy Prime Minister’s Office

	Rafique Ahmed Siddique
	JCS Monitoring & Evaluation Officer 
	Bangladesh


	 Ministry of Finance

	Timothy Lubanga
	Assistant Commissioner, Monitoring & Evaluation
	Uganda
	Office of the Prime Minister

	Twesiime Fred
	
	Uganda
	Ministry of Finance

	Zephy Muhirwa
	External Resources Monitoring Expert
	Rwanda
	MINECOFIN

	Cao Manh Cuong
	Deputy Director General
	Viet Nam
	Ministry of Planning and Investment

	Yvon Mombong
	Coordinator, PGAI
	Democratic Republic of Congo
	Ministry of Plan

	Twaib Ali
	Assistant Director, Debt and Aid Division 
	Malawi 
	Ministry of Finance

	Moses Mabior Deu
	Director of Aid Coordination
	
	Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning of South Sudan

	Lidia Fromm Cea
	Director General of Int’l Cooperation
	Honduras
	Ministry of Plan and Int’l Cooperation

	Jose Antonio Funes
	
	Honduras
	Embassy of Honduras 

	IATI Secretariat:

	Sarah Furrer 
	Aid Effectiveness Advisor
	
	DFID

	Carolyn Culey
	Senior Policy Advisor
	
	DIPR/IATI Secretariat

	Simon Parrish
	Technology Solutions Advisor
	
	DIPR/IATI TAG Secretariat

	Isabel Bucknall
	Programme Associate
	
	DIPR/IATI TAG Secretariat

	Brian Hammond
	Chair of the IATI TAG
	
	IATI Secretariat

	Danila Boneva
	IATI Partner Country Outreach Coordinator
	
	UNDP/IATI Secretariat

	Other organizations:

	Karin Christiansen
	Director
	
	PWYF

	Claire Condon
	
	
	OECD


� Hereafter referred to in the context of the UN Security Council Resolution 1244 (1999).


� The guidance on joint M&E can be accessed at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.undg.org/index.cfm?P=4" �http://www.undg.org/index.cfm?P=4�.
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