Transparency International – Comments
“International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI)”. Scoping Paper for Consultation”. March 2009. 

The revised paper reflects some of the previous suggestions that were provided in early March by Transparency International. TI welcomes these changes and appreciates the efforts done to include them. The following inputs hope to build on this previous work done.

General
· The paper would benefit from presenting clearer definitions on its key terms, including what is meant by “transparency”.
· TI would recommend using the definition: “characteristic of being clear, honest and open in the disclosure of information, rules, plans, processes and actions.” (TI Plain Language Guide to Anti-Corruption Terms– forthcoming)
· The scoping paper may wish to better address how transparency is useful for development effectiveness.

· This includes how it provides a better understanding of which development opportunities based on citizen demands are funded and which opportunities are lost. 
· This would also mean including specific references to the relevant text from the AAA and Paris Declaration (while this has been done in some places, it would be useful to cite the referent paragraphs).
· The scoping paper would be strengthened from ordering the paper more clearly by how the IATI framework and current reporting systems are divided between donor and recipient countries demands, opportunities and challenges.

· The scoping paper could be improved by providing a realistic assessment of the areas that will have to be prioritised first (i.e. an ordering principle) and the intended thresholds to be met for each of the steps to be considered “successful”.

· For example, on pg. 26 it is mentioned that 80% of ODA being reported via IATI would be considered a “success”. Is this the intended short-term goal? 
· For example, it would be useful to include text on recommended “phasing” for the approaches (i.e. the eight recommendations).

· For example, it might help to categorise the assessed levels of difficulties for achieving each of the recommendations (pgs. 22 – 25).

Specific:

· Pg. 4: It would be useful to aggregate the list of “success” conditions to between 5 and 7 higher-level themes (which are used elsewhere): detail, predictability, timeliness, standards and comprehensiveness (on pg. 35). Alternatively, availability, comparability, timeliness, predictability and accessibility could be used (on pgs. 16-20). 
· Pg. 5: In terms of “Potential Next Steps”, this list would benefit from the same aggregation around the four related components of the project: i.) agreement on information to be published, ii.) common definitions of aid information, iii.) common data format, iv.) code of conduct.
· Pg. 7: The points listed under “Civil Society” should also include “access to understand and be part of the agreements that donors make” among themselves and with recipient governments. 

· Pg. 10: The points listed under “Citizens” could more explicitly state how increased information changes perceptions of their own government and about donors.

· Pg. 11: In the table in the first row and first column, it might be useful to include “Who is receiving the money in the government”. Other process indicators could be added as well. 

· Pg. 11: Further condense the list to be in line with the ordering principles of the scoping paper related to availability, comparability, accessibility, predictability and timeliness. 

· Pg. 20: The points included under “Impact” could be eliminated as the points are mentioned clearly elsewhere in the text. 

· Pg. 21: The points under “61” should be better organised to match up with the set of steps listed under “Where IATIA can add value” on pg. 22. 

· Pg. 22: Under “Recommendation 1”, TI would also consider reflection of how to address country strategies and funding frameworks in the analysis (as many donor countries, UN agencies and the World Bank all have multi-year country assistance strategies).

· Pg. 23: Under “Recommendation 2” it would be useful to break out the first point as they are two distinct ideas (discussing donor vs. recipient country concerns).

· Pg. 24” Under “Recommendation 4”, it might be better to shorten the text points to the most essential. While all these are important in a code of conduct, they can be included later. 

· Appendix A: The responses to the questions should be further developed to maximise their usefulness. 

