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IATI Country Pilot Report – Rwanda 1-4 June 2010
Executive Summary

Overall goals of pilot

· The mission successfully proved the feasibility of the IATI concept and that it is possible to get data from multiple donor systems, convert it into one common standard format (the draft IATI format) and automatically exchange with country systems
Information requirements & IATI standard
· IATI covers a majority of the needs of the aid information management system. Phase 1 will cover many, but not all, of the needs but will add significant value as this covers the data that changes regularly (e.g. disbursements, commitments)
· There are a wide range of stakeholders within Government that need information. There is commonality around the basics requirements (largely phase 1 data), and different stakeholders want more detail in different areas. Most of this is covered by IATI later phases (geo, outputs, conditions, traceability). 
· Some information needs identified during the mission are not currently met by IATI standard: more details about where money is spent (e.g. what is flowing into country, admin/unit costs) 
Donor data
· Donors all have access to HQ systems and use data from these systems for their current reporting to Government systems
· Most IATI phase 1 data seems to be available in donor systems. For the pilots we only got aggregate commitment and disbursement. Details and dates are required.
· Most donor systems don’t have later phase data, but donors are currently providing some of it manually (geo, country specific classifications)
Data Compatibility & Quality

· Projects in donor systems are aligned with projects in country systems
· There are some minor definitional and compatibility issues for both donor data and IATI proposals that needs to be looked at further. For example, some donors highlighted difficulties in translating their sector definitions to GoR’s sector definitions in the DAD which follow GoR budget classification)
· HQ systems are considered to be the most up-to-date and definitive source of data. Differences between data in HQ systems and the data in the DAD is typically due to DAD not being updated accurately
Impact of IATI on country systems & processes

· IATI has the potential to add significant value to aid information management processes for both Government and donors by increasing timeliness, accuracy, consistency of the data and reducing transaction cost for both parties of providing and collecting data.
· IATI will also provide a greater breadth of data, for example on forward looking project and country programme budgets, and more coverage of projects that do not go through Government (e.g. support channelled through NGOs).
· Country systems will require additional functionality to manage the import of data. Some consideration of information management practices such as validation of data will also be required.
Background

IATI’s pilot mission to Rwanda took place between 1-4 June 2010 in Kigali. Simon Parrish from DIPR represented IATI, David Kocharov from Synergy International Systems worked on the automatic data exchange.
The mission was hosted by Zephy Muhirwa and Dereck Rusagara (UNDP) from the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning (MINECOFIN)
The objectives for the mission were to 
1. To assess in detail the compatibility of data held within donors systems, the proposed IATI standard and the requirements of partner country aid management and budget systems 
2. To assess the feasibility of developing an IATI standard that meets the needs of different countries, donors and systems, and how to cope with country-specific needs
3. To assess the feasibility of automated data exchange between donors and country systems using the IATI standard
4. To identify the likely impact and cost of adopting such a standard on country and donor  systems and highlight lessons and challenges
Approach 
The aim of the pilot was to undertake a one-off data exchange between donor systems and the Rwandan aid information management system in order to prove the concept that standards can be developed and can effectively facilitate automatic data exchange between donor and recipient Government systems. 
Before the country visit we identified the main information requirements of the Rwanda Government (initially this was limited to the requirements for the DAD - the local aid information management system) and requested an export of data from donor systems. We received data from DFID, Netherlands, UNDP and World Bank.
We then translated the donor data into the draft IATI standard format and Synergy, the providers of the DAD software, developed a tool that enables the data to be imported into the Rwandan aid information management system.
We then discussed this process with donors and Government stakeholders to assess the practicality and value of such a method, and identify constraints and challenges.
An Overview of Aid Information in Rwanda

Financial Resources Mobilisation Unit (FRMU) and Development Assistance Database (DAD)
The Financial Resources Mobilisation Unit (FRMU) is part of MINECOFIN and is responsible for mobilising external resources, leading aid coordination, harmonization and alignment processes within the Government of Rwanda. To this end the FRMU has implemented a Development Assistance Database (DAD) to record all the aid commitments and disbursements made to Rwanda by international donors. Currently this is limited to aid implemented through Government, not NGOs. Furthermore, this data collection is also currently limited to international donors with physical presence in Rwanda.
The DAD was supplied and supported by Synergy Internal Systems and has been in use since March 2006. The DAD is available to all donors via internet-based interface and donors are responsible for entering data on their commitments and disbursements directly into the DAD. The DAD is also available to the general public. 

The data required in DAD is covered in more details in the following section. It holds data about all donor projects going through Government such as: commitments, disbursement, future allocations, sectors (aligned with budget classification). Data is requested to be updated quarterly, although in practice the timeliness and coverage of data provided varies from donor to donor. Getting regular data updates involves significant time and effort from staff in FRMU in reminding donors and providing support.
The areas that provide particular challenge include future looking annual budget/commitment figures for projects, the Government program classification, and commitment and disbursement figures. There is also a challenge to get multi-funded projects correctly recorded. The DAD is set up to record multi-funded projects just once, and capture all donors disbursements within that project record. In practice this rarely happens, with each donor recording the project individually, mainly due to the lack of understanding on how to report on such projects.
CEPEX
CEPEX, a semi-autonomous agency supervised by MINECOFIN, is responsible for the monitoring of project execution within the Public Investment Programme. This covers both aid-funded projects and those financed by national resources. CEPEX maintains its own database of project disbursements which is maintained by CEPEX staff from information provided to them by project coordinators, line ministries and donors. Data is requested on a quarterly basis. However, although this is the same frequency as DAD updates, the data available in the DAD is not used by CEPEX due to concerns about accuracy and timeliness. 
CEPEX also requires information about projects that don’t go through Governments, project expenditure, data on counterpart funding, and expected project outputs and results. 
National Budget Directorate
The National Budget Directorate within MINECOFIN requires data on actual and planned inflows of aid r for the preparation of the national budget and also the budget execution reports. The data held in the CEPEX database and in the DAD are not extensively used due to concerns about the reliability and comprehensiveness of the data. The Budget Directorate relies mainly on information obtained directly from line ministries. The greatest problems are perceived to lie with data on project support aid, with the data on budget support being generally considered to be more reliable.
The Budget Directorate also requires data about expenditure, counterpart funding, alignment with chart of accounts (e.g. equipment, good and services), and data on NGO projects being funded by donors.
A new budget system (SmartFMS) is currently being implemented. There is talk of possible integration with CEPEX and DAD in future, but there is no concrete roadmap.
Line Ministries
Line ministries such as MINEDUC (education) and MINISANTE (health) track the funding and execution of projects in their sector and report on this to CEPEX. Due to the number of aid-funded projects controlled by line ministries, these ministries are often approached for information on project support aid by a number of other actors (e.g. Macro Policy Unit, Budget Directorate, etc.). 
These ministries also require data from donors such as more detailed spending breakdown (what is being spent on consultants? travel?), unit/admin costs, the ability to trace money to ensure it goes to intended beneficiary, what money is coming  into the country, what the priority areas are, more qualitative information (strategies, policies, project descriptions, output/results indicators).
Donor Reporting
Donors report to the DAD on quarterly basis. They have direct access to DAD and manually enter their ODA data via the web interface. In all cases within the pilot, donors also had direct access to their central HQ finance/project systems and also entered the data directly to that. 
To report to the DAD, the donor staff member data first accesses the data from their central systems, runs a report and then uses the data to complete the DAD data entry. This can be a timely process (one recipient stated it can take up to 3 days full time work every quarter) and possibly the reason why data is often not  supplied on time or to the degree of detail required. The staff in FRMU spend considerable time reminding and supporting donor staff to update their data.
Meetings
Appendix A has a full breakdown of all the meetings we had during the week. In summary, we had separate meetings with the following:
· MINECOFIN: FRMU, Budget & CEPEX
· Line ministries: Ministry of Health (MINISANTE), Ministry of Education (MINEDUC)
· Pilot donors: DFID, Netherlands, UNDP, World Bank
· Other donors: EC
Government Information Requirements
The table below provides a summary of the information required by various stakeholders and systems within the Rwandan Government. It is not intended to be a definitive list of requirements, but a combination of the needs of the DAD system and other needs established through the meetings conducted during the visit. It also highlights whether IATI covers the information, whether donors provided it for the pilot and whether it is likely to be captured in donors systems. A more detailed version is available in appendix B which describes donors-specific compatibility in more details.
GREEN indicates that information is covered and compatible, ORANGE indicates that information is covered, but there may be some availability or compatibility issues, RED indicates it is not currently covered or available.
	Information need
	Unit/ System
	IATI
	Donors (overview)
	Donors systems

	Langauge (English and french
	 DAD
	Phase 1
	
	

	Project alignment with DAD
	DAD
	 
	
	

	DAD Project
 ID
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	

	Donor project ID
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	

	Title
	DAD, CEPEX, LM
	Phase 1
	
	

	Description
	DAD, CEPEX, LM
	Phase 1
	
	

	Program
	DAD
	
	
	

	Approval Date
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	

	Start Date
	DAD, CEPEX
	Phase 1
	
	

	End Date
	DAD, CEPEX
	Phase 1
	
	

	Duration (months)
	DAD, CEPEX
	Phase 1
	
	

	Implementation Status
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	

	Sectors (aligned with budget classification)
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	

	% distribution of funds
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	

	Is this a multi-country project?
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	

	Locations (province & district)
	DAD
	Phase 3
	
	

	% distribution of funds
	DAD
	 
	
	

	Organisations / Agencies donor agencies, implementers, national counterpart 
	DAD, CEPEX, LM
	Phase 1 
	
	

	Project Contacts (by Organisation/Agency)
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	

	 Project Cost 
	DAD, CEPEX
	Phase 2 
	
	

	Commitments
	DAD, CEPEX, Budget
	Phase 1
	
	

	 Disbursements
	DAD, CEPEX, Budget
	Phase 1
	
	

	Activity title
	DAD, CEPEX
	in practise this is rarely recorded
	
	

	Activity description
	DAD
	
	
	

	Objectives of activity
	DAD
	
	
	

	Start date
	DAD
	
	
	

	End date
	DAD
	
	
	

	Notes / Comments
	DAD
	
	
	

	Attach Documents
	DAD
	Phase 2 
	
	Unknown

	Missions / analytical (at project and donor level)
	DAD 
	 
	
	

	Annual Budget
	DAD, Budget
	Phase 2
	
	

	Parallel PIU
	DAD 
	Phase 3
	
	

	Expenditure
	CEPEX, Budget
	Phase 1
	
	

	Counterpart funding
	CEPEX, Budget
	Phase 1
	
	

	Traceability
	 LM
	Phase 2
	
	

	Admin/unit costs
	 LM
	
	
	

	Details of where money is going: chart of accounts alignment, % arriving in country
	Budget, LM
	
	
	

	Results
	CEPEX, LM
	Phase 3
	
	

	Funding type classification
	CEPEX, Budget
	
	
	

	Donor projects implemented through NGO 
	CEPEX, DAD, Budget, LM
	Phase 1
	
	


Donor systems and access to data
Data was provided by four donors. For two of these, World Bank and DFID, we took data directly from project databases on their website. As both donors make this available as a raw data download, we were able to easily translate this into the IATI XML format
. This also meant providing this data for the pilots was no additional work for these donors.
UNDP and Netherlands both provided data via spreadsheets. Again, we were able to develop a tool to automatically translate the data into IATI format relatively easily. As a result, we now have translation tools that enable data from all these HQ systems.
Coverage of data
For the pilots, we were unable to get a comprehensive set of data from donor systems. This was either due to unresolved disclosure policies or time constraints on behalf of the donor. Table 1 above provides an overview of the data we received and where there are gaps, with a further indication of where data is available in donor systems.  We managed to get about 60% of the core types of data required by the DAD – and most of the data that changes over time, and therefore requires regular updating. The main data areas not covered were:
· Rwanda specific data (e.g. link to Government program, district/province and sectors)
· Approval data (which is in many donor systems)
· Dates and values of individual commitments and disbursements
· (sub-project) activities (although this is not routinely filled out within DAD)
· Project cost 
· Project contacts
Results from the pilot
Data Exchange
We were able to successfully import the data from all four donors into a test version of the DAD. This serves to prove it is feasible a) to develop a common standard format that can incorporate data from multiple donor systems and country system, and b) to automatically exchange data between donor systems and country systems using the IATI standard to translate between the different formats.
In fact, as we are translating donor data in real-time from WB and DFID websites, and Synergy has now developed a fully functioning import tool for IATI data, in principle it would be possible to establish data exchange between them now with very little effort.
Compatibility of data
The compatibility of donor, IATI and country data structures, definitions, and data content was broadly good, with a majority of fields either accurately matching or with minor discrepancies that are easily solvable. Most importantly, there was a good level of comparability around the ‘unit of aid’ used within donor systems and country systems – the projects as defined in donors systems were typically the same – or easily mapped to - the projects within the DAD.  However, there are a number of areas worth highlighting and reflecting in discussions around the design of IATI and within donor agencies.  
1) Mapping data from donor systems to IATI.   
· Consistent code lists: Probably the most significant issue is the need for a consistent way of referring to classification data such as organizations, finance type, aid type, flow type, activity status. (e.g. we need a constant way of referencing MINSANTE as counterpart agency) 
· Sector: Some donors do not use DAC CRS sector (e.g. World Bank and UNDP in this pilot)
· Language:  For some, the language used in internal systems will provide a challenge (e.g. Netherlands in this pilot)
· Financial transaction dates:  the aggregated financial data provided for commitments and disbursements is not detailed enough to meet the IATI standard
· Multi-level projects: Some donors (e.g. DFID) have sub-project components as a second level to their projects. In DFID’s case these components can each have different aid types. IATI only currently allows one level for ‘activities’ and only one aid type, which suggests reporting must be done by component. However, it is the DFID project (not component) that is reported to the DAD. IATI will need to find a method of handling multiple levels.
· Definitions: We weren’t able to do a full analysis of the definitions used within donors systems, but when looking at the data it seems some of the definitions of disbursement amongst other field might differ. This needs to be looked at further.
2) Mapping IATI data to DAD 
· Activity vs. project: There is a simple semantic difference between what IATI call the basic unit of aid to be reported (activity) and the term used by DAD (project). This is not a problem because, as stated above, these units are comparable (see multi-level project issue above). It might lead to some confusion, however, as the DAD also has a unit called activity, which is a sub-project activity (see bellow). 
· Code lists: As above this is also an issue for using IATI data within aid management systems. The classification lists defined and used within IATI (e.g. CRS, organisation code) all need mapping to the classification lists within the DAD. 
· Activity vs. transaction level classification: IATI captures Finance type and Aid Type at activity  level, while DAD identifies this for each commitment. Similarly some Paris indicators are at disbursement level in DAD and activity level in IATI (although yet to be fully defined)
· Sub-project activities: IATI  does not currently handle the ability to capture details about sub-project activities
· Government programme:  This is an additional country specific classification required by DAD to align projects to Government programmes. Not currently captured by IATI, but the policy marker structure could be used to capture this information.
· Percentage breakdown for sub national geographic targets: DAD requests % breakdown of sub national geographic targets and IATI doesn’t currently handle this.
· Lead and silent donors: IATI doesn’t identify whether ‘funding organizations’ are lead or silent donors
· Linking disbursements to commitments: There is not facility in IATI to link disbursement to specific commitment 
· Approval date: IATI data format can handle approval date (as well as any other type of dates), but is not currently defined in standard 
· Definitions for annual budgets, commitments, and project costs: clarification is required to clarify how these three IATI concepts match the requirements in DAD, which currently only has commitments and project costs.
3) Data compatibility
· Project compatibility: there was a good level of comparability around the ‘unit of aid’ used within donor systems and country systems – the projects as defined in donors systems were typically the same – or easily mapped to - the projects within the DAD. Further work is required to look into DFIDs multi-level project/component structure (although the DFID data focal point thought it would be a case of aggregating the components)
· Data inconsistencies: (dates, commit/disburse values, status) – this is not because of fundamental systematic or definitional reasons, just got out of sync. According to all donors, these figures should line up
· Sectors code compatibility: The CRS codes (as well as World Bank and UNDP codes) are not compatible with the DAD sectors, which are based on Government budget classifications
· Specific dates for financial information: are important for budget year alignment (e.g. dates for disbursement & commitments)
4) Other Government stakeholder information needs and IATI 

In addition to the need of the DAD, other stakeholders such as line ministries, budget directorate and CEPEX expressed the need for data not currently captured by the DAD. Some of this is covered by IATI, some of it isn’t

· The areas that are covered by IATI include: Results; expenditure details; information to enable traceability; counterpart funding, projects implemented through NGOs
· The areas that are not currently covered by IATI include:  Admin costs / unit cost; details of where money is going (chart of accounts alignment, % arriving in country)
Added value of IATI
There was consensus amongst all stakeholders that IATI has the potential to add significant value to existing aid information systems and processes. We heard the following opportunities.
For partner country Governments
· Political pressure: IATI will raise the profile of the importance and value of providing information on donor aid flows. This should add political pressure and incentive 
· Greater breadth of information: IATI-standard reporting could extend the breadth of data stored in the DAD and make it more useful to line ministries.
· Consistency: If all of Government systems use IATI data as their source, there will be greater consistency of data being used across Government. 
For FRMU and the Development Assistance Database
· Automatic data exchange would: 
· Improve the regularity, timeliness and accuracy of data. Reducing some of the barriers for others in Government to use the system 
· Significant time saving:  Currently continual persuasive input and support is required from ministry staff to have donors update their data. IATI could systematise these procedures.
· Better data: Data that is currently challenging to get (e.g. future year budget plans for projects) should be made available. IATI should also provide a mechanism for handling multi-funded projects effectively.
· Wider range of data sources: e.g. data about donor projects funded through HQ, donors with no country presence, projected implemented by NGO projects 
· Greater breadth of information: Data that is not currently captured would be made available (e.g. output indicators)
Donors 
· Significant time saving: All donors stated that the large amount of time taken to report the information on a quarterly basis was a significant barrier to effective reporting (one donor said it takes 3 days a quarter to do this). All agreed (with possible exception of World Bank) that the ability to report directly from donor systems would be feasible and much more efficient.
· Reduced parallel reporting: Most donors said they report similar data to different Government actors, and agreed the IATI approach had the potential to limit this practice.
· Greater consistency: The multiple databases that currently exist all have ‘different versions of the truth’ and are usually inconsistent with donor systems which can cause problems. IATI could help resolve this.
Impact on local processes – what needs to be done to ensure IATI is effective
To achieve these potential benefits, there are some changes to the systems, processes and information management practices that would be necessary
· Validation: Consideration needs to be given to whether and how data being imported directly from IATI data (e.g. donor systems) should be validated before it is published on the live system.  Most (not all) donors wanted the chance to validate the data before it was published. (However, the donors all agreed that this was possibly best done as part of the IATI publication process)
· Manual updates will still be necessary: It is likely that, initially at least, that not all data required will be provided by donors through IATI. This means that a mix of manual and automated updates. The import function must handle with this.
· Overwriting data: Consideration needs to be given to how will data be overwritten (e.g. if a data item is manually updated on DAD, in some cases it may be undesirable to overwrite it with latest donor data from IATI)
· Costs for technical work: Some further technical development work will be required for the DAD. This will incur costs. We discussed developing a holding area that contains imported data and can be validated by both MINECOFIN/FRMU and donor before it is imported. It is also possible this would provide functionality to manage the overwriting of data (e.g. select which fields are overwritten from which donors.
· IATI beyond DAD. Further consideration should be given to how other Government systems could use this data.
Concerns, constraints and lessons for IATI
· Definitions: There was a note of caution from World Bank on the significant challenge of agreeing on definitions (in fact we heard of three definitions of disbursements during our meetings).
· Manual entry: Initially IATI will only cover a proportion of data needs, so manual entering will have to continue in addition to automated data exchange
· IATI limitations: IATI does not currently cover all the information needed and it is likely that IATI will only ever cover 80-90% of what is required. However, there are some data items identified in above section that IATI should look at carefully
· IATI alone is not enough: IATI can offer significant value to country processes, however, those processes and systems need to adapt and there will be costs involved.
· Data compatibility: The pilots demonstrated that the data held within donor systems and country systems was compatible with each other. However, the data compatibility section highlights a number of areas where there are inconsistencies (e.g. language, level of detail). We will need to bear in mind that these are not going to change overnight and there may be a period of adjustment to align some data elements.
· Reference codes: Standard reference codes are an essential part of the IATI standard (e.g. organization, status, aid type). Integration with other systems will be extremely challenging without having these established.
· Dates for financial transactions: Dates are essential for commitments and disbursements to enable financial years to be identified correctly
· Multi-funded projects:  IATI can help manage information flow for multi-funded projects by implementing a global identifier and protocols for the lead donor. This needs to be fully defined. 
Appendix A - Meetings
IATI team: Simon Parrish & David Kocharov
MINECOFIN team: Zephy Muhirwa and Dereck Rusagara (UNDP)
	Date & Time
	Organisation/Agency & Attendee 

	Tues 1st June 9am
	MINECOFIN IATI presentation
Add attendees & role
1. Mr. Ronald Nkusi (Coordinator, FRMU)
2. Mr. Marie-Anne Kamikazi (External Resources Mobilisation Expert)
3. Mr. Jean Bosco Ndaruhutse (External Resources Mobilisation Expert)
4. Mr. Zephy Muhirwa (External Resources Monitoring Expert)
5. Mr. Michel Sebera (International Legal Expert)
6. Mr. Dereck Rusagara (AIMS Specialist – UNDP)

	Weds 2nd June 3:30pm
	UNDP
Add attendees & role
1. Ms. Aline Kayitesi (Quality Control & Oversight)

	Thur 3rd June 10am
	World Bank
Add attendees & role
1. Ms. Mimi Ladipo (Country Manager)
2. Peter Isabirye (Operations Officer) 

	Thur 3rd June 11am
	MINISANTE
Add attendees & role
1. Dr. Agnes Binagwaho (Permanent Secretary)

	Thur 3rd June 3pm
	DFID
Add attendees & role
Mr. Serge M.  Wyclef (Communication Officer)

	Friday 4th June 9am
	Netherlands
Add attendees & role
1. Mr. Jolke Oppewal (Head of development cooperation)
2. Mr. Lon Zomer (Administrative officer -Development Cooperation

	Friday 4th June 10am
	EC
Add attendees & role
1. Simon VANDEN BROEKE (Head of Section Economics & Governance)

	Friday 4th June 11am
	MINEDUC
Add attendees & role
1. Ms. Sharon Haba (Permanent Secretary)

	Friday 4th June 3pm
	Budget Directorate
Add attendees & role
1. Mr. Elias Baingana (Director General, National Budget Directorate)

	Friday 4th June 4pm
	CEPEX
Add attendees & role
1. Mr. Jean Bosco Hodali (Data specialist)


Appendix B – Detailed data compatibility matrix for the Development Assistance Database
	Information need
	 
	Unit/ System
	IATI
	DFID
	WB
	NL
	UNDP

	Language (English and French
	 
	 
	Phase 1
	 English
	English
	mixture of english and french
	English

	Project alignment
	 
	 
	 n/a
	Components make it slightly more complicated
	
	 
	

	DAD Project ID
	 
	DAD
	The Ischema not standard
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Donor project ID
	 
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	also in DAD
	also in DAD
	 

	Title
	The official name of the project used in project documents.
	DAD
	Phase 1
	 
	 
	 
	Inconsistent as UNDP system has limited charaters

	Description
	A short overview of the project, understandable for the general public. Should consist of: 
a. Background, 
b. Goals/objectives, and c. Key activities
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	
	
	

	Program 
	The parent program serving as an umbrella for the given project
	DAD
	Phase 1
(policy markers)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Approval Date
	The date when the agreement for the implementation of the given project was signed.
	DAD
	schema not standard
	
	
	
	 

	Start Date
	The date of initiation of project activities as per the approved project document.
	DAD
	Phase 1
	inconsistent
	some inconsistent
	some inconsistent
	inconsistent

	End Date
	The date of conclusion of project activities as per the approved project document.
	DAD
	Phase 1
	Inconsistent
	some inconsistent
	some inconsistent
	inconsistent

	Duration (months)
	The actual or planned time-span for the project.
	DAD
	Phase 1
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Implementation Status
	The current phase of the project (e.g. pipeline, registered, etc.) in terms of its implementation
	DAD
	Phase 1
	some inconsistent
	some inconsistent
	some inconsistent
	some inconsistent

	Sectors (aligned with budget classificaiton)
	The Sectors/Sub-sectors of the economy to which the project contributes.
	DAD
	Phase 1
	DAC
	WB sectors
	DAC
	

	% distribution of funds
	The portion (in %) of the total project cost that will be contributed to support each sector/sub-sector.
	DAD
	Phase 1
	 
	 
	
	?

	Is this a multi-country project?
	Whether the given project is implemented in other countries as well as Rwanda
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	
	
	 

	Locations (province & district)
	The geographic locations within Rwanda that are intended to benefit from the project activities.
	DAD
	Phase 3
	
	
	
	 

	% distribution of funds
	The portion (in %) of the total project cost that will be contributed to support each location
	DAD
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Organisations / Agencies donor agencies, implementters, national counterpart (type, admin, silent) 
	The organisations that are relevant to the project according to the role they play in the project implementation.
	DAD
	Phase 1 (doesn't include lead / silent)
	
	Inconsistent – more   generic names
	Inconsistent – more   generic names
	Inconsistent – more   generic names

	Project Contacts 
	The contacts within each specified organisation that are associated with the project.
	DAD
	Phase 1
	
	
	
	 

	Project Cost 
	The amount requested for the project implementation. This should include contributions of all parties, i.e. Funding Agencies, Government Bodies, etc.
	DAD
	Phase 2 
	
	
	
	in country offices project docs

	Commitments
	Detailed financial information on the project commitments grouped by each Donor Agency that was selected for the project comprising:
	DAD
	Phase 1
	annual aggregate 
	aggregate only
	annual aggregate budget
	Commitment don;;t have dates and are  not in ATLAS (budgets are)

	 
	Implementer to which the commitment is made. 
	DAD
	Phase 1
	 
	not explicit
	not explicit
	 

	 
	Date when the commitment took place.
	DAD
	Phase 1
	year
	aggregate only
	year
	year

	 
	Currency in which the commitment was made
	DAD
	Phase 1
	 
	 
	
	

	 
	commitment Amount
	DAD
	Phase 1
	aggregate year 

	aggregate only
	aggregate year
	aggregate year

	 
	- Terms of Assistance (grant or loan).
	DAD
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Assistance type (grant, loan)
	DAD
	not at commitment level
	at project level
	at project level
	 
	at project level

	 
	Modality of Funding for the project (GBS, Project support/inkind, SBS, Project support/financial)
	DAD
	not at commitment level
	at project level
	at project level
	 
	at project level

	 
	Additional information on the loan (e.g. conditionality, etc.)
	DAD
	Phase 2 (to check)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Disbursements
	Detailed financial information on the project disbursements grouped by each Donor Agency that was selected for the project comprising:
	DAD
	Phase 1
	aggregate year
	Aggregates only
	aggregate year
	aggregate year

	 
	the combination of Implementer – Terms of Assistance that link the disbursement to a set of valid (recorded) commitments
	DAD
	Possibly derivable
	Possibly derivable
	Possibly derivable
	Possibly derivable
	Possibly derivable

	 
	Date when the disbursement took place
	DAD
	Phase 1
	aggregate year
	Aggregates only
	Aggregates only
	aggregate year

	 
	Currency in which the disbursement was made
	DAD
	Phase 1
	 
	 
	to check
	to check

	 
	disbursement Amount
	DAD
	Phase 1
	aggregate year (also, > DAD with all components)
	Aggregates only
	Aggregates only
	aggregate year

	 
	Paris indicators 
	DAD
	not at disbursement level, possibly derivable
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Activity title
	The title of the activity
	DAD
	
	
	 
	 
	in ATLAS

	Activity description
	A brief description for the activity
	DAD
	
	
	 
	 
	in ATLAS

	Objectives of activity
	A description of what objective(s) the activity pursues
	DAD
	
	
	 
	 
	in ATLAS

	Start date
	The activity start date
	DAD
	
	
	 
	 
	in ATLAS

	End date
	The activity end date
	DAD
	
	
	 
	 
	 

	Notes / Comments
	Any additional comments that are relevant to the given project.
	DAD
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Attach Documents
	Attached documents which may contain project-related information.
	DAD
	Phase 2 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Missions / analytical (at project and donor level)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Parallel PIU
	 
	 
	Phase 3
	 
	 
	 
	 


� Note: the term ‘project’ within the DAD is synonymous with ‘activity’ in IATI. Whilst the DAD ‘activity’ is a sub-project component, not currently covered by the IATI standard 


� We have created an online tool to do this is real-time �HYPERLINK "http://www.iatidata.org"�http://www.iatidata.org�
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