DRAFT MINUTES

IATI STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 5TH JULY 2011
Time: 13:30-17:45

OECD Conference Centre, Room CC2

Participants: 
Present
Jackie Peace (Chair), Neil McKie (IATI Secretariat), Monowar Ahmed (Bangladesh), Yvon Mombong (DRC), Cao Manh Cuong (Vietnam), Alasdair Wardhaugh (IATI Coordinator), Karin Christiansen and Andrew Clarke (Publish What You Fund), Brian Tomlinson (Better Aid Coalition), Bhuban Karki (Nepal), Alex Gerbrandij (EC), Gyongyver Jakab (Global Fund), Eric Wyss and Jaunita Olarte Suescun (Colombia), Jean-Louis Sarbib, Spiros Voyadzis and Guillaume Delalande (Development Gateway), Samuel Aggrey and Mary-Anne Addo (Ghana), Bill Anderson (Aidinfo), Beris Gwynne (INGO Charter of Accountability Company Limited), Ronald Nkusi (Rwanda), Kevin Bohrer (Hewlett Foundation), Alimatou Zongo (Burkina Faso), Abie Kamara (Sierra Leone), Danila Boneva and Dasa Silovic (UNDP), Theo Kanene Mukwanga (Republic of Congo), Ali Dirr Farah (Somalia), Alma Kanani and Barbara Lee (World Bank), Craig Fagan (Transparency International), Liz Higgins (Ireland), Lotten Hubendick and Melinda Cuzner (Sweden), Elena Mondo (IBP), Judith Randel (Development Initiatives), Simon Parish (TAG Secretariat), Timo Olkkonen (Finland), Twaib Ali (Malawi), Liz Ditchburn (UK), Alex Beech (Aidinfo), Jon Kapp and Kris Oswalt (DevInfo), Yohanna Loucheur (Canada), Isaora Zefenia Romalahy (Madagascar), Pieter Dorst (Netherlands), Talic Melia (Australia), Alex Mwakisu (Tanzania), David Kocharov (Synergy), Lidia Fromm (Honduras), Riwa Nasreddine (Lebanon), Katherine Monahan (USAID), Salmer Hachem and Kang Seunkook (African Development Bank), Mama Koite Doumba (Mali), Thierno Suydou Niane and Aboubekrine Sakho (Senegal).
By Phone

Brian Hammond (TAG Chair), Steve Davenport (Development Gateway), Carolyn Culey (IATI Secretariat), Sarah Furrer (DFID).
Apologies

Switzerland sent apologies through the Chair and confirmed that they would be represented by Sweden.
Update WB Implementation experience

Alma Kanani provided a feedback on how the WB implemented IATI. She highlighted main factors which facilitated WB implementation: 
· an enabling policy environment which meant that the information required for publishing to IATI was already in the public domain; 
· a good and well established information platform which brings together information internally;

· that the WB already had experience with reporting in CRS-type information structures and;

· a cross-WB task force including information technology specialists, statisticians, financial and accounting and staff working on policy. 
She emphasised that while implementation had required substantial effort, this was justified in terms of what IATI offers. The challenge for WB is now to work on automation to ensure data can be updated frequently without huge costs. Kevin Bohrer updated on Hewlett Foundation progress and indicated that they have found subsequent data publications substantively easier than the first round of publishing to IATI.  

Busan and Transparency

Alma highlighted the work of the WP EFF task team on predictability and transparency. She called on members collectively to ensure that transparency is elevated to a political level in Busan. The importance of working on budget transparency and on how to incorporate aid management into budget transparency work was also highlighted. Several SC members emphasised the significant progress IATI has made on transparency and wanted to highlight this at Busan. IATI members should be proud of their efforts. Some suggested that IATI is the common standard for aid transparency and could be adopted as such in Busan. Others highlighted the critical mass of institutions moving towards IATI implementation and proposed that leading by example rather than seeking to mandate IATI was the best means of getting others on board.
Budget identifier

Ongoing work on improving how IATI information can be matched across to partner government budgets was highlighted:

· CABRI highlighted its work on aid transparency from the perspective of public financial management systems and budgets: a position paper on aid transparency has been developed and will be presented at the WP-EFF.

· A WB initiative which is currently at very early stages was presented. WB has developed a tool called “Boost” which uses Excel-based technology to present detailed government budgets and make them accessible. It has the potential to include aid information. If it proves viable, there is a potential that this is a simple and useful tool to link the budget and aid information. The tool is currently not publicly available.

· PWYF highlighted work it is undertaking in Uganda to map budget and aid information – a film on why to make aid transparent and a visualisation of Uganda’s budget were shown to the Steering Committee.
Action: It was agreed that this is important work for IATI to follow. A paper bringing together findings from ongoing work and recommendations will be developed for the next Steering Committee meeting in October.

Update from TAG on implementation, support and accessibility 

Twelve signatories have completed their implementation schedules; eight have yet to do so. Three signatories have published and six further organisations are committed to publish before Busan; others will do so at a later date. 

The iatistandard.org site has been re-designed and includes a support function. 

On accessibility it is early days as only three signatories have published data, but already we know that people like SODNET in Kenya are using IATI data. The aidinfolabs site promotes and showcases accessibility tools and more work in this area, promoting IATI’s added-value, is planned. 
Partner country pilots update

Colombia is preparing a country pilot. They are particularly interested in 2nd phase information – for example on results, and using geo-coded information. Discussions about pilots are ongoing with DR Congo, Nepal and Rwanda. In DRC and Rwanda, the governments are interested in making the link with the budget, and in Rwanda, the pilot will look into information on NGO-executed projects.
CSOs/INGOs – Implementing IATI
Beris Gwynne from the INGO Accountability Charter presented the proposed CSO process to tailor the IATI standard to their needs and take implementation forward. Partner countries strongly welcomed CSOs publishing to IATI – this is information which is needed. CSOs were encouraged to take this forward as a coalition of the willing.
Outstanding Implementation issues

The Secretariat presented 3 issues for decision/comments in the implementation paper:
1) Whether members approve the proposed procedure for approving minor and major changes to the standard

A number of members wanted more information about the proposed process for changes and did not want to sign off on the proposed way of approving “minor changes”. A “silent procedure” was proposed for minor changes to allow members to object and there was a further proposal to constitute a group of practitioners from implementing agencies to examine proposals for minor changes. 

Action: Secretariat to provide more information by e-mail and clarify/amend process for approval of changes in line with suggestions made.
2) Whether the IATI registry should provide for archiving

Action: Chair concluded that the majority of members did not want IATI registry to provide for archiving. No archiving will be provided at present. If TAG finds it an issue in implementation, the Steering Committee can return to the topic.
3) Comments on the proposed structure for donor self reporting

Action: Because the proposed format is considered confusing, the Secretariat will issue a clearer proposal.

Future Hosting of IATI

Comments on the process proposed by the Secretariat (hereafter referred to as the “proposed process”) were sought. Development Initiatives and Development Gateway did not participate in the discussion to avoid conflict of interest.
The EC opposed to the proposed process and called for members to:

(1) Call for IATI to be adopted as the international aid transparency standard in Busan

(2) Busan to agree on hosting of IATI

(3) Busan to agree that IATI should be hosted in the DAC

Sweden, Netherlands, and UNDP endorsed the process proposed of a multi-stakeholder consultative nature and volunteered to join the core group. Netherlands highlighted importance of robust terms of reference.
Denmark, Finland, Ireland and Switzerland favoured a DAC arrangement. Switzerland however supported the process proposed by the Secretariat. Finland was also happy to support the process if that’s what the majority wants but would like someone to represent their views in the SC.
Germany indicated that there are a lot of points which speak for the DAC but that they supported the proposed process to come to a decision.

Honduras and Colombia supported the proposed process and both volunteered to join the core group. Netherlands called for an African country to volunteer for the core group.

Hewlett Foundation supported the proposed process and volunteered for the core group but highlighted a potential conflict of interest because they currently provide grants to both Development Initiatives and Development Gateway.  

CSOs felt it was too early to make a decision on hosting IATI by the DAC and could send the wrong signal to potential non-DAC implementers. Transparency International volunteered to join the core group. 

Two CSOs called for opening up process to include organisations which haven’t been included before. They called for competitive bidding process. Some responded that this may raise issues for official organisations and would need to look at the cost/benefits of opening the process. Moreover, it was already agreed at the last SC that the process would be limited to the three organisations that had expressed an interest. 
The UK highlighted that since there was a diversity of views, we need to be very clear on the criteria for selection. Also need to have a well managed process and need to take into account Busan, recognising that there is diversity of views. 

There was broad agreement to follow the process set out, ensuring that the core group reports regularly to the Steering Committee. The core group will debate robust criteria for the process. The EC expressed a reservation, because they want the decision about IATI hosting to be taken in Busan. 
Action: Secretariat will make a revised proposal for the process, taking into account suggestions and volunteers, and recording the EC’s reservation.
IATI Budget and Workplan 2011/12
The Secretariat invited members to come forward after the meeting if they wanted to contribute to the budget. Sweden pledged EUR 55,000 at the meeting. 
Action: IATI members to get in touch with the Secretariat about making further contributions.
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