Annex 4: Assessment of Expressions of Interest against the Guiding Principles
Principle 






1. Future hosting, governance and financial arrangements should be consistent with improving the accessibility, use and understanding of  information about aid spending; helping to deliver the AAA commitments; and agreeing standards for sharing information that will be useful to all stakeholders.
Development Gateway: The DG submission argues that it is well-placed to meet this requirement through its commitment to aid transparency, its country-level experience, and its innovative technologies, such as geo-coding. DG has a record of innovative approaches to aid transparency.
Development Initiatives: The DI submission puts particular weight on use of information as a core expertise. They have existing involvement in the wider transparency agenda, including close links to the International Budget Partnership.Their submission also proposes that they would work closely with UNDP on outreach to Southern partners. 

OECD: OECD’s experience, both of aid statistics and of the aid effectiveness agenda (including mutual accountability), and its history as a broker of norms for its members, should position it well on this dimension provided that conservatism about release of information does not cause inhibition. The response refers to ‘DAC’s highly developed reporting and accountability mechanisms, backed as they are by obligations imposed by the OECD Convention, the peer pressure of the DAC itself, and the seasoned expertise available in the DAC Working Party on Statistics and the DAC Secretariat’, as particular advantages. 
2. Hosting, governance and financial arrangements should be consistent with encouraging a widening of membership of IATI.
Development Gateway: DG has extensive links with non-traditional donors and with private Foundations, plus experience at country-level through its Aid Management Platform. It also has several offices in developing countries as well as in the North.
Development Initiatives: DI has strong experience of working with civil society, in the South as well as the North, and also with official sources on information, including OECD/DAC.
OECD: As an organisation whose largest development involvement is the Development Assistance Committee, OECD hosting might strengthen links with DAC donors not currently members of IATI, but might require enhanced efforts to demonstrate relevance to other official and non-official donors, as well as to aid-receiving governments and civil society organisations. An inclusive governance structure would therefore be all the more important.
3. It would be desirable that hosting, governance and financial arrangements should reduce, if possible, any duplication of effort between IATI and other initiatives around aid transparency.
Development Gateway: DG’s submission points out that it has shown an appreciation of the need to reduce duplication by merging its own aid database into the AidData initiative with PLAID. AidData has also converted non-DAC donor data to an IATI-compatible format.
Development Initiatives: DI’s submission point to synergies in administrative areas, web hosting and networking within the development sector.
OECD: There would be clearly be significant scope, notably in areas where enhancements to the Creditor Reporting System could build on the IATI standard.
4. Hosting, governance and financial arrangements should be such as to enable IATI objectives to delivered at lower cost than other routes, consistent with effectiveness.
Development Gateway: DG’s submission argues that its investment in many of the tools and processes necessary to enable IATI’s objectives will contribute to economical implementation. It also mentions its access to students and interns for some activities.
Development Initiatives: DI’s submission points to the unique experience of its staff given their direct involvement in the design and development of IATI. They also offer to do the work ‘at cost’, on a non-profit basis, to be independently verified.
OECD: Some synergies should be possible with DAC work on both aid effectiveness and statistics. The OECD submission argues that there is scope to integrate at least some of the IATI requirements, e.g. those concerned with classifications, within the existing DAC system, so keeping the need for additional staff low.
5. Any organisation hosting IATI should have objectives compatible with those of IATI and should not have a conflict of interest that would prejudice the achievement of the aims of IATI.
Development Gateway: The organisation’s objectives appear to be fully compatible with those of IATI. DG’s submission argues that no conflicts of interest exist. However, it would be important to understand whether the fact that DG supports a particular country-level aid management information system (AMP) might be perceived as potentially impacting on IATI’s ability to work with other country-level AIMS.
Development Initiatives: The organisation’s objectives, which include ‘supporting access to the transformative power of information’, appear to be fully compatible with those of IATI. It is not obvious that DI would have any conflict of interest in hosting IATI.
OECD: The organisation’s objectives, and specifically those of DAC, would appear to be compatible with those of IATI. The issue would be whether, in particular, OECD’s stake in the Creditor Reporting System might prejudice real commitment to developing and maintaining IATI, and whether the scepticism of some DAC members about IATI might also affect this.
