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PAPER 3 - Approval of remaining IATI Standard 

Meeting of IATI Signatories and Steering Committee Members
OECD, Paris, 9 February 2011

Introduction
1. This paper is the product of a detailed round of consultations with all IATI stakeholders to agree the remaining part of the IATI standard. The Technical Advisory Group discussed the proposals at its meeting on 4 to 6 October. The proposals were then put to wider consultation from 25 November 2010 to an extended deadline of 14 January 2011. The online forum (www.iaticonsultation.org) includes links to the papers used in the consultation. 

2. This paper makes recommendations for discussion by signatories and the Steering Committee based on the comments received. Annex A tabulates abbreviated responses received from different IATI members to the consultation questions.
3. In order not to overburden this paper, the additions to the formal standard for these remaining items are in the separate Technical Paper – Section A:  Format and Definitions of IATI Standard for remaining data.
Purpose

4. The paper sets out recommendations in four key areas:

A. Publication of documents

B. Results and conditions

C. Activity budgets and planned disbursements

D. Budget alignment

5. These items have been identified as priority needs for partner country stakeholders. Many of these proposals also relate directly to the specific commitments made on transparency in the Accra Agenda for Action. These include commitments to provide full and timely information on annual commitments and actual disbursements, to make public all conditions linked to disbursements, to disclose results information where available, and to provide forward-looking information on three-to-five year rolling plans, with at least indicative information that partner countries can include in their budgets. 

6. It is clearly vital that the IATI standard includes proposals that will enable its members to meet these key Accra commitments on transparency. So in presenting these recommendations, the Secretariat has taken into account the issues and concerns raised by the different members of this multi-stakeholder initiative. In our discussions in the meeting we need to keep in mind a key distinction between: a) decisions of what should be included in the standard; and b) implementation issues for when, and even if, individual donors can publish some of these additional data. 

7. By making provision in the standard for these items, IATI will enable those signatories who are currently able to publish this information to begin doing so in a common format, linked to the IATI Registry. For other signatories who are not in a position to publish this information at present, these elements of the standard will be available as a guide, showing them the specific data being sought in each category, and helping them to make provision for publishing this information in future, as and when they amend their systems. Donors will be able to use their implementation schedules to indicate when they expect to be in a position to publish this information. And in two cases, conditions and results as data, the items are optional for those who wish to publish such information as accessible data. 

A. Publication of documents 

8. The publication of documents, in addition to data, has consistently emerged as a priority in consultations with partner countries and CSOs. From discussions in the TAG and the consultation, the focus is on publication of documents that donors already produce. There is no intention to require donors to produce new documents for publication (although donors are free to develop new document formats – e.g. summaries – for publication at their discretion). Similarly, IATI is not making any recommendations on the structure, content or format of documents. This will be entirely up to the donor based on their own systems and processes. 
9. In replies to the consultation, all donors agreed to provide a link to documents that they already publish; most wished to do this as part of their phase 1 implementation rather than from 1 January 2011. 

10. All donors agreed to the categories of information
 to be published and, as far as possible, to indicate which categories of information are covered in each published document. Some noted exceptions (e.g. pre‑project impact appraisals) or thresholds (e.g. on contract value) to what they would be publishing. Such exceptions and thresholds would be included in individual donor implementation schedules. There was a request for fuller definitions of the categories. These will be developed as part of the Glossary, once all the implementation schedules are received. Hewlett suggested adding agency level summaries of impact and lessons learned from cross-programme comparisons. Ireland noted that appraisals, as well as MoUs, belong to both parties so publication would need the agreement of both.

11. There were differing opinions on translations of any optional summaries of documents. Seven out of 12 signatories favoured having such summaries in the language used with the partner country, with some noting it should be on a case-by-case basis or demand driven. As the summaries themselves are optional, the recommendation, but not requirement, is that they should be in the language used with the partner country.

12. Eight out of 12 signatories wish to use PDF format; in some cases this format is mandated by their agencies. The recommended standard does not prescribe any particular technical format. Technical discussion in the TAG had suggested IATI should recommend that donors avoid publishing documents in PDF, as information in PDF documents can be difficult to extract. This became more important when stakeholders decided that information that many stakeholders want – such as conditions, beneficiaries, and results – will only be available through documents and only optionally as accessible data. CSOs felt it was essential to publish in more accessible formats than PDF. Nevertheless in the light of the consultations we do not propose to include a recommendation about avoiding the use of PDF as so few signatories would be able to meet the recommendation at present.

Recommendation for publication of documents: 

· 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.

B. Results and conditions 

13. Publication of all conditions linked to disbursements, and of results information where available, are key Accra commitments. However, discussion at the October TAG meeting revealed that at this stage many donors did not wish to go beyond publishing existing documents that contained information about results and conditions. 

14. On the other hand, some stakeholders have pointed out that finding relevant information embedded in different documents from different donors would prove challenging. In response, some signatories and observers are keen that IATI provides the capability for information on results and conditions to be published as data as an option for those that wish to do so.
15. There is consensus that IATI should not seek to define a common standard for results or develop results indicators since this is the work of other bodies. Similarly, IATI will not define standards for how conditions are applied or documented. But in both cases IATI is making proposals regarding the transparency of this information. 
16. In replies to the consultation, nearly all donors indicated that they already publish documents containing information about conditions (where applicable) and results. For some the results information was only available from evaluations, for others it was not systematically produced for all activities. 

17. All donors agreed to indicate (using a yes/no field) if conditions are attached to an activity, although for the EC this would be for future activities and Australia, Germany and Ireland noted that the disclosure of the existence of conditions would be subject to partner country approval or confidentiality requirements. Germany suggested that this item should be optional. 

18. Few donors are already publishing conditions and results as data; the notable exception in the Global Fund which demonstrated its results database at the TAG meeting in October. Some donors are investigating how to do this in the future. All respondents agreed to optional reporting of conditions and outputs/results as data for those that already do so or that wish to publish such information as accessible data in the future. Colombia felt that such reporting should not be optional, as links to reports are insufficient, since they will not be standardised and would make the simple consolidation of information about results of aid more difficult.  There were no comments on the content or format of the optional information that it was proposed to collect.
Recommendation for conditions and results: 

· (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. 
C. Activity (project) level budgets and planned disbursements 

19. Detailed information on future budgets and planned disbursements has consistently emerged as a top priority for partner countries. They also represent core Accra commitments
. The IATI standard seeks to address this issue in two ways:

· First, at the agency level, the agreements reached in July 2010 already provide for donors to publish forward-looking information on their overall agency budget, plus their multilateral contributions and other major institutional funding commitments under phase 1, and for forward planning totals for each country to be published under phase 2;
· Secondly, as  covered by this paper, to make provision for the publication of information on future budgets and planned disbursements at activity-level (i.e. for individual programmes and projects – see Box 1 for definitions).

20. The recommendations provide for: 

· Publication of activity budgets, giving a breakdown of the likely disbursements for a specific activity in each year (ideally the financial year of the recipient country) against the total commitment recorded for that activity over time. 
· Publication of updated information concerning planned disbursements at activity level, reflecting any changes to the original disbursement plans in order to provide up-to-date information for planning purposes. 

21. In the consultations, no respondents objected to the principle of including provision for such data in the IATI standard and there were no comments on the proposed format and content of the standard. Most comments related to the difficulty of publishing such data to align with the recipient country financial year, of providing planned disbursements on a rolling three year basis, and of updating planned disbursements quarterly. 
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22. Germany noted that some of these data are provided at partner country level. The EC agree with the principles, but noted that currently their data would be incomplete as it covered only ongoing activities; Australia too was concerned at the accuracy of quarterly budget and in-year planned disbursement data. Hewlett noted that such information is not held by them, but in the proposals grantees make to them; the Global Fund noted that they do not record planned disbursements due to their performance based model. Neither does UNDP. Furthermore, the Asian Development Bank and UNDP noted that activity budgets are in project documents on their websites, although UNDP could provide in-year data on activity budget updates. 

23. The UK will provide monthly data. Sweden is upgrading its systems to provide quarterly data from 2012 but, due to their cooperation structure, information on planned disbursements will not cover a complete three year period. Switzerland is also undergoing reorganisation and noted that quarterly reporting would meet most of these requirements. CSOs noted that reporting quarterly would mean less frequent information for some countries (e.g. Malawi), that three- year planned disbursements were an AAA commitment, and while difficult for some donors, quarterly updates should be implemented. 

24. This rich set of comments shows the challenges donors face in meeting their AAA commitments on predictability. IATI can neither solve these challenges itself (detailed work on predictability is being taken forward elsewhere under DAC WP-EFF Cluster C), nor require signatories to publish information that many do not have available at present. At the same time, since IATI seeks to meet priority partner country needs and fulfil AAA commitments, it is vital that the IATI standard makes provision to record information which is available about future spending. IATI should encourage donors to publish more information to the IATI standard as and when they are able to do so. IATI should also explore with donors and partner countries together what information is already provided at the partner country level (notably to Aid Information Management Systems) and how this could be made more widely available through the IATI Registry. 
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.

D. Budget alignment 

25. The final area for decision concerns proposals for aligning aid information with the budget classifications used by partner countries. This is a complex issue, but an essential one, since it is a priority need for partner countries, and it is fundamental to delivering on key Paris and Accra commitments, especially efforts to enable more accurate budgeting, accounting and auditing by developing countries and to increase the proportion of aid that is recorded on budget.  

26. There are many different aspects to improved budget alignment, and many are already addressed in the agreements on phase 1 and other proposals for phase 2 of the IATI standard
. 

27. The recommendations on budget alignment in this paper focus on the remaining critical need – the ability to specify the sector and economic classification of aid flows in a way that allows alignment with recipient country budgets for budgeting and reporting purposes. In the IATI standard this is described as the recipient country budget identifier. The recommendations for this seek to meet the identified information needs of partner countries without imposing disproportionate costs or unrealistic deadlines on donors. 

28. On the basis of previous discussions with partner countries and detailed technical work on the various options, the proposals put forward in the November/December 2010 consultation on the recipient country budget identifier sought to: 

· prioritise mapping aid to the budget structure;

· distinguish capital (e.g. new schools) from recurrent (e.g. teachers’ salaries) spending;

· allow for immediate country-specific coding where countries and their donors agree on the classification to be used;

· make use of the ‘raw data’ on sectors (i.e. activities classified by any internal system of coding – as opposed to CRS sector coding – that donors already record in their systems) for which IATI phase 1 already makes provision to publish; and

· over time develop a common code, building on commonalities between the raw data and country budget structures, which can be used to devise a classification that is common across countries, programmes and projects for the majority of sectors. 

29. In the consultations there was universal support for the TAG to do more work on this topic and on the potential use of common codes. Australia found the work promising, but felt that the proposals would benefit from a longer period of discussion and some piloting. The Asian Development Bank felt the implementation requirements needed more consideration first. However, no respondents disagreed with the principle that there should be a recipient country budget identifier in the IATI standard, which could be populated with information over time. 

30. The EC, Germany and Sweden all felt that IATI should build on and improve the existing links between donors and partner countries’ aid information management systems (AIMS). This is indeed what the IATI Secretariat has been exploring in the IATI pilots to date and in its planning for further piloting in 2011. Switzerland felt that such coding should apply only to large projects. 

31. All respondents noted the need for further work, with partner countries, to provide a percentage split of the commitment value of an activity for each budget classification and decide the threshold for any revisions to such percentages. Most would be providing data in phase 1 according to their internal sector classifications and supported work with willing partner countries on country-specific coding of activities. 

32. Most donors were not yet in a position to record the percentage of funding for an activity that will be used for capital as against recurrent expenditure. As this is an important piece of information for partner countries, it is proposed to include a simple facility to report it in the standard, while recognising that more work on definitions and revisions to systems will be required before donors could implement it. Such work would also draw on partner country needs and experience with their AIMS.

Recommendation for a recipient country budget identifier: 
· add a recipient country budget identifier to the IATI standard which will provide data items for recording, for each accountable institution involved in an activity, country-specific classifications to identify: (1)  the functional budget code; and (2) a percentage split for each budget code;

· add a facility to the IATI standard to record what percentage of funding for an activity will be used for capital expenditure; 

· to populate these fields over the longer term, donors will work with partner countries on country-specific classification of activities, including as part of developing and improving local AIMS, to publish as part of their data in IATI format; and
· agree to further work by the TAG subgroup on budget alignment to explore development of a common coding system to classify aid by partner country budget administrative/functional classifications

Box 1 – Definitions of activity budgets and planned disbursements


Activity Budgets


Activity budgets breakdown the likely disbursements in each year against the total commitment recorded for an activity. Budgets are amounts for specified periods; the commitment is the total amount for the duration of the activity. The standard provides for budgets to be reported for any specified period (annual, quarterly, etc.). Recipient countries need annual figures for their financial year for planning purposes. A second best alternative is to publish budgets for quarterly periods which would enable alignment with the majority of recipient country financial years. 


Budgets can be updated when there is a change to the overall commitment or to the phasing of an activity. The standard allows for these updates to be published, with an indication of whether the amounts are the original or revised activity budget.


Planned disbursements at activity level


Planned disbursements are projections for the transfer of funds. When a project or programme is first signed, the planned disbursements are identical to the activity budget. As implementation proceeds, the disbursement profile can change. These updated planning figures are recorded separately from the activity budget so that it is possible to compare planned (and ultimately actual) disbursements against the original activity budget. Recipient countries need to know the profile of planned disbursements for their budget preparation in order to know in which financial year disbursements on each activity are expected. And for budget execution they need the projected figures for the current financial year to be updated regularly. 











� The categories recommended to be included in the standard cover:


at agency level: annual reports; strategy papers; and country strategy papers. 


at activity/project level: pre- and post-project impact appraisals; objectives/purpose of activity; intended ultimate beneficiaries; budgets in as much detail as available; summary information about contracts; results, outputs and outcomes; conditions; reviews of project performance and evaluation (annual reports, project completion reports, etc.); and MoUs (subject to agreement of both parties).


� Text from Accra Agenda for Action (with underlining added for emphasis):


Paragraph 26(b): “Beginning now, donors will provide full and timely information on annual commitments and actual disbursements so that developing countries are in a position to accurately record all aid flows in their budget estimates and their accounting systems.”


Paragraph 26(c): “Beginning now, donors will provide developing countries with regular and timely information on their rolling three- to five-year forward expenditure and/or implementation plans, with at least indicative resource allocations that developing countries can integrate in their medium-term planning and macroeconomic frameworks. Donors will address any constraints to providing such information”. 


� The IATI registry will record the latest published data. The registry will archive data sets and provide access to all archived data that has been previously published. This will allows access to a history of budget data (as well as all other data).


� These include: alignment with country financial years; more timely information through quarterly publishing; flows expressed in local currency; distinguishing cash and in-kind flows; identifying the accountable government institution and implementing agencies; medium term forward planning data for country macroeconomic planning; geographical locations (optional); information on conditions and results; and activity budgets and planned disbursements linked to these.
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