INTERNATIONAL AID TRANSPARENCY INITIATIVE
ISSUES EMERGING FROM SCOPING PAPER FOR DISCUSSION AT IATI STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING APRIL 2ND 2009

Comments on the IATI scoping study prepared by DIPR have been largely positive. A large number of the comments are either good points that can be taken on board easily, or corrections/clarifications. 

However, a few substantive issues have been raised that need to be further discussed at the IATI Steering Committee meeting. 

	Topic 
	Issue 
	Stakeholder positions 
	Recommendation

	Level of ambition 
	Should IATI adopt a phased approach and focus on part 1 (agreeing what is to be published) and part 4 (the code of conduct) between now and 2010? 

Should IATI first agree standards for a core set of information and then expand? 
	EC are promoting a less ambitious approach focused on 1&4. UNDP and Germany also cautious on ambition. 

Some NGOs e.g. PWYF are strongly against a phased approach and are pushing for more ambition. However, KeyStone Accountability (representing Civicus) are also calling for a realistic approach. 
Accessinfo (not on Steering Committee) suggest IATI should work to agree classes of info to be published in parallel to developing the standard. 


	· Agree a long list of areas to be published (part 1) and a code of conduct (part 4) as a first step. 

· Agree a core set of areas for which definitions and formats (sections 2&3) will be agreed under IATI in the first instance. 

· TAG to develop non mandatory guidance on definitions and formats for other areas, to make it easier to expand coverage at a later stage. 
· Later, expand to agree common standards and definitions for all areas. 

	Reliance on CRS
	The CRS is a DAC database which provides core information on aid activities. Should this be used as a basis for the IATI standards? 

Other commentators have suggested the IMF COFOG classifications as an alternative for sectoral classification. 


	The DAC are strongly against using CRS information as a starting point as it does not meet the needs of stakeholders in partner countries and was never designed to do so. UNDP also caution too much reliance on CRS information. But CRS classification standards provide a starting point. PWYF in favour of using COFOG as an alternative. 

The WP-STAT chair and Germany are strongly in favour of using CRS as fully as possible.  
	· TAG/DIPR to provide further guidance on relationship of IATI and CRS. 

· SC and TAG to discuss use of CRS as a starting point. 

· TAG to consider use of COFOG classifications. 

	Understanding the cost of changing donor systems to ensure IATI compatability 
	Some question whether the investments in donor systems needed to achieve IATI are really ‘modest’ and propose more Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA.) 
	The DAC, Germany and EC have questioned whether the investment in donor systems will really be ‘modest’ as asserted in the paper.  
	· SC should mandate TAG to set up a team to look formally at donor systems and do an objective assessment of investment needed to meet IATI standards under varying levels of ambition. 

	Ensuring accessibility to local stakeholders
	Simply publishing information will not necessarily make it accessible. Does the IATI need to have another stream of work, possibly starting in 2010, to build the capacity and awareness of a wider group of stakeholders? 
	Germany suggest paying more attention to accessibility. 
	· SC should consider whether this should be in the IATI workplan from 2010 onwards. It is not currently budgeted for so will require additional resources.  

	Language 
	Should all information be published in a common language (English and French?) or should there be more focus on local languages? 
	EC are concerned on language issues. 

Germany feel that use of multiple languages is not realistic. 
	· SC should provide steer to TAG on this. Trade off around international comparability versus local accessibility. 

· Use of translation software may be an option. 

	Forward looking or retrospective publication 
	Should IATI standards apply to past aid as well as current and future aid?

Including past aid will strongly increase the costs of compliance.  
	PLAID (not on SC) have suggested ensuring retrospective reporting is included. 
	· SC should discuss and provide guidance to the TAG. Options are: 

· All past and future aid 

· Set cut off date (e.g. 2005)

· Only current projects, whenever they started 

· Only aid from now on to be covered. 

 

	Coverage – all aid, or only ODA? 
	
	Question raised by Hewlett (applies particularly to Foundations) and KeyStone Accountability. 
	· SC should recommend that ODA should be covered by IATI standards at a minimum but encourage eventual compliance for all aid. 


