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Background 

IATI is an informal coalition of donors, partner countries, civil society organisations and aid information experts who are working together to improve aid transparency. IATI has a fixed life span, running from its launch at the 3rd Accra High Level Forum in September 2008 to the 4th High Level Forum in Seoul in November/December 2011. 
However, it is clear that for the initiative to be successful, some follow up will be required post 2011. IATI signatories and funders have expressed a strong preference to avoid creating a new organisation or permanent body. DFID and others involved in the joint secretariat also have dedicated staff capacity for the initiative up to end 2011 but not beyond. The IATI Steering Committee has therefore requested proposals on the tasks to be done post 2011 and possible institutional homes for these tasks. 

This paper, which is being prepared for the 13th April IATI Steering Committee meeting, identifies some preliminary questions on which the SC will need to take a view. It also raises questions about the process for reaching final agreement on these issues. It is envisaged that final agreement will need to be reached by early 2011 to allow sufficient time to put the necessary arrangements in place before the 4th High Level Forum. This agreement will also influence decisions on the Code of Conduct which will need to be reached by December 2010. 

1. What tasks will need to be fulfilled post 2011 if IATI is to be successful? 
The bulk of IATI’s work in designing the standards and supporting donors to implement them is envisaged to be carried out by end 2011. However, some tasks will still be required post 2011: 

Essential
These areas are essential if IATI is to succeed and would need dedicated staff capacity and funding, and in some cases collective decision making. 
1. Updating standards as required (e.g. if international standards upon which IATI standards are based change, or partner country needs change)
2. Maintaining registry (e.g. updating guidance, maintaining website, promoting site, ensuring usability etc)

3. Technical support to donors to assist in implementing the standards 

4. Monitoring compliance against agreed standards (this could be done by a specific committee, mainstreamed into other monitoring mechanisms, or left to CSOs.) 

Potential 
These areas are important, but could be mainstreamed into existing processes:  
5. Communications/publicising agreed standards including with partner countries and CSOs. 
6. Encouraging wider donor sign up including non-DAC donors and NGOs

7. Developing a ‘kite mark’ which indicates whether or not donors are complying with the IATI standards (possibly by phase.) 

Possible 
These are areas which will be important for the success of IATI. However, they may not necessarily be included in discussions on IATI post 2011: 
8. Capacity building for partner countries and CSOs on aid information management/aid tracking, including making use of IATI information 

9. Support to ‘infomediaries’ who will help users to access and use IATI information. 

Questions for Steering Committee: 

· Do members agree that these are the required tasks? Should any be added/subtracted? 

· Should numbers 10 and 11 above be included in the discussion on IATI post 2011, or should it be assumed that they are covered elsewhere? 
2. Should these tasks be taken over by one or more organisations? Bearing in mind the strong preference expressed by SC members to avoid creating a new organisation, there are four options for taking forward the tasks listed above:  

1. One existing organisation is asked to take on all the tasks, and funded accordingly (see below.) The Steering Committee could ask one body with the relevant specialism to take on this work (e.g. a multilateral, bilateral, NGO, or private sector organisation) or it could be put out to tender.  

2. The above tasks are split and allocated to different organisations on the basis of relevant expertise and other criteria.  

3. The tasks are fully mainstreamed into existing work

4. The secretariat rotates amongst IATI members, with each member holding the secretariat for a given period (e.g. 1 year.) 
Questions for Steering Committee 

· Which of the above options is the preferred one? 
· If option 2 is preferred, what would be the most relevant criteria for allocating tasks to existing organisations? 
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3. Governance arrangements post 2011  

IATI is currently governed by a multi-stakeholder Steering Committee with technical work being led by the Technical Advisory Group (TAG.) The Steering Committee comprises of representatives of donors, partner countries, CSOs and aid information experts. Donor signatories are all represented by themselves or by other donors. Observers are also allowed to attend (including non-signatories) but when they speak it is clear that they are only observers, not full SC members.

 The Steering Committee needs to take a view on whether there will be any continued governance structure for the initiative post 2011. This will depend in part on the decisions reached on section (2) above. 

This issue is related to the relationship between IATI and the WP-EFF. IATI is contributing to the WP-EFF Cluster C on Transparent and Responsible Aid. 
The IATI standards will be used to inform the reporting formats and agreement on the type of information to be published that are proposed to be developed through the cluster, according to the current workplan. Discussions about the future governance structure of IATI therefore need to take place in tandem with discussions about the future of the WP-EFF, post Seoul.  

Options include: 

1. No continued governance structure for IATI. IATI is fully mainstreamed into existing governance structures such as the WP-EFF, EU, UN DCF etc.  (Note, however, that if IATI retains a separate budget, arrangements will need to be in place to oversee the use of funds.) 

2. IATI governance is incorporated into WP-EFF structures post Seoul.  There will however be timing issues with this option, as IATI will need to have clear governance structures to hand over to in late 2011 and post Seoul structures are unlikely to be clear immediately. (Note, also, that not all IATI members are members of the DAC or WP-EFF.) 

3. IATI retains a separate governance structure, with a Steering Committee/board, possibly a management committee to oversee the use of funds, and possibly a technical committee to oversee the updating of standards. The exact structure will need to be determined if this is considered the preferred option. 
Questions for Steering Committee: 

· Which of the options above is preferred? 

· Do members envisage any timing problems in relation to clarifying IATI governance structures before the post-Seoul WP-EFF structures are clear? 

· How will IATI deal with the challenge of incorporating the work into existing governance structures given that not all members of those structures are IATI signatories? 
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4. Funding arrangements post 2011
At present IATI is funded through a pooled account managed by DFID. Nine donors have either funded IATI through the pooled account or are expected to do so shortly: (Netherlands, Finland, Ireland, Spain, Switzerland, Norway, Germany, Australia, UK.) 

Preliminary indications suggest that undertaking all the tasks listed in section 1 above would require around 6 full time staff, including 3 technical specialists to maintain the standards, update the registry and provide technical support; 2 people to lead on partner country and CSO outreach and communications; and 1 to lead on donor outreach and to support monitoring efforts. Including overhead costs for hosting agencies, we would envisage this costing in the region of £0.6m - £0.8m per year. 
Options for continued funding include: 

1. Donor funding for IATI is fully mainstreamed into existing funding contributions to organisations taking on IATI’s functions 
2. A separate pooled fund or trust fund is maintained to support the tasks identified above, either funding one organisation or several. This would require one organisation or a management committee to manage the trust fund. 

Questions for Steering Committee

· To what extent do SC members envisage providing continued funding to IATI post 2011? 
· Do SC members prefer that funding is mainstreamed into existing funding or a separate pooled fund/trust fund? 
· If a separate pooled fund/trust fund, which organisation or group would be the most appropriate manager of those funds? 
5. Options for taking the discussion forward 
The Steering Committee needs to do further work to inform its decisions on how IATI’s functions will be taken forward post 2011. Options include: 

1. The secretariat is tasked with preparing a series of options for discussion at SC meetings throughout 2010. 

2. A representative sub-group of the SC is tasked with developing proposals, working with the secretariat; 

Questions for the Steering Committee 

· Which of the above options is preferred? 
· If option 2, which members would volunteer to participate in the sub-group? 
· Do members agree that we should expect to reach agreement by Spring 2011 in order to put the necessary arrangements in place ahead of the Seoul HLF in November/December 2011? 
· Who should make the final decisions? Should it be the Steering Committee, or the Steering Committee plus signatories and endorsers? 
The Construction Industry Transparency Initiative (CoST) 





Implementation of the Construction Industry Transparency Initiative was put out to tender, which was won by a consortium led by PriceWaterHouseCoopers (PWC.) A management board oversees the work of the PWC-run secretariat. The management board is informed by an advisory group, which makes technical recommendations on the shape of the initiative. 





The Business Call to Action 





The Business Call to Action is run by an independent secretariat hosted by UNDP. The work of the secretariat is overseen by an international project team, which holds fortnightly conference calls. This includes representatives of the donors funding the initiative as well as non funding strategic partners.  A high level Steering Committee meets every 6 months to provide strategic direction to the initiative.  








