International Aid Transparency Initiative 

Scoping Paper.

Comments by Publish What You Fund
Publish What You Fund would like to welcome this Scoping paper and affirm its ongoing commitment to working closely and constructively with the International Aid Transparency Committee in achieving the shared objective of global aid transparency. 

Having considered the layout and proposals contained in the International Aid Transparency Initiative’s (IATI) Scoping Paper, Publish What You Fund welcomes the recommendations as a positive step in the movement toward greater transparency of aid. 

However, there are a number of areas that we believe would benefit from greater clarification or further development. We offer our substantive comments on the Scoping paper below for the committee’s consideration; and have attached a copy of the paper containing comments on more technical issues.

Our response to the Scoping paper is subdivided in the following manner:

1. Overarching issues.

2. Feedback based on the 4 related components of the IATI standard.

Overarching Issues
· The General approach is good, and offers a solid base on which to build upon. 

· Analysis of the current situation is comprehensive.

· Clear recognition of the challenges to rolling out the aid transparency agenda. 

· The proposed activities and recommendations would benefit from some adjustments in order to better reflect the stated objectives of the Initiative.

· There are a number of themes running through the Scoping paper that ought to be clarified and developed further:

1. Public Disclosure
· The importance of proactive publication of information is such that it should be referred to throughout the document

· At present, public disclosure only receives coverage by implication

· We recommend that the principle of proactive public disclose receives more explicit reference throughout the Scoping paper. 

2. The need for Comparability
· Publish What You Fund welcomes the Scoping paper’s recognition of the importance of timely and accessible data.

· However, data must also be comparable if it is to be of use to recipients and donor agencies alike

· Comparability is alluded to in various parts of the document, but needs to be developed further.

· Paragraphs 46 and 47 are particularly in need of alteration, as they do not distinguish between accessibility and comparability, and we would therefore suggest that they were altered to take account of this.

· The changes to Paragraphs 46 and 47 would then offer a good template for alterations to the rest of the document.

3. Future Focus
· Any attempt to develop a mechanism to trace aid must recognise the need to be forward-looking and timely, not just apply retrospectively.

· Whilst the paper recognises the importance of forward data in its analysis of aid transparency, this is not reflected in the recommendations for action.

· The need for forward data needs to be emphasised, in order for the information to be of greater use to recipient governments in developing spending budgets.

· The terminology used by the Scoping paper in this regard would benefit from clarification. “Traceability” implies an element of retrospective analysis, whereas the emphasis needs to be on developing clear evidence of existing and future aid flows.

Components of the IATI Standard
· Recognition of the need to develop a coherent IATI Standard is encouraging.

· The key steps suggested for achieving this goal (Paragraph 55) offer a systematic and logical approach to the challenge. 

· The committee may wish to develop these further by asserting the right of various groups to access and receive information as they require, in addition to the obligation on donors to publish it

· However, recommendations for achieving the component parts of this standard could be modified to better reflect the initial analysis of the aid transparency landscape. 

1. Donor Standards
· Publish What You Fund supports the Initiative’s ongoing efforts to develop aid information standards for its members, and the information categories that those members are encouraged to publish.

· The Scoping paper contains promising suggestions in relation to the classification and formatting of data, acknowledging the need for clarity in developing a definition of what categories of information need to be released.

· Any attempt to develop a series of aid categories must reflect the need to be timely and forward-looking, as noted in the analysis.

· The categories of information listed in Appendix C offers a good starting point for the standard. 

· In order to be comprehensive, this list of information would benefit from further expansion and refinement.

· Publish What You Fund strongly objects to the proposal that the list of information be split into phases (Recommendation 1, Paragraph 58). This would be counter-productive, lead to a minimum-standard approach, and conflict with the concept of pro-active publication of information.

· Recommendation 8 (Paragraph 64) on short-term opportunities is equally unnecessary and detracts from the immediacy of the need to publish information on aid activities.

2. Definitions
· The Scoping paper is congratulated for its consistent use of terminology throughout the document in an attempt to improve clarity. 

· However, some of the terminology used in both the analyses and recommendations is unclear and would benefit from alteration or elucidation.

· The definition of “Project” in terms of data gathering is unsuitable, as it is unclear whether it refers to contracts or agreements.

· “Import Content” (Page 3) is unclear, and does not appear to be a standard term.

· “Harmonisation Data” (page 14; Paragraph 67; and Appendix C) seems to be suggesting the Paris indicators, but if so the ‘alignment’ indicators are more relevant for this document.

·  “Geographic Classification/Information” (page 14; and Paragraph 67) should be replaced with a term that places greater emphasis on geocoding of information.

3. Data Formatting
· At present, the recommendations lack any emphasis on the importance of transparency to recipient budgets.

· This goes in hand with a lack of emphasis on the importance of comparability in the data that is released.

· Publish What You Fund suggests that the recommendations be altered to place greater weight on these important considerations.

· Reference to existing reporting formats recognises the need to build upon work that has already been undertaken.

· At present, analysis of existing formats focuses strongly upon DAC statistics. However, the DAC’s Credit Reporting System is rudimentary and does not result in a comparable dataset.

· Publish What You Funds recommends that in developing a common data format, the Initiative makes greater use of existing alternative formats. Foremost amongst these is the COFOG (Classification of Functions of Government) mechanism, of the IMF’s Government Financial Statistics, which will yield a level of comparability between recipient budgets.

4. Code of Conduct
· The proposal to develop a Code of Conduct for members of the Initiative is welcomed by Publish What You Fund.

· In order for the Initiative to be successful, it is of central importance that this Code of Conduct contains provisions for an effective mechanism by which to monitor the implementation of the International Aid Transparency Initiative. 

· Reference to “quality assured (validated) information sets” is an encouraging start, but the Scoping paper ought to clarify whom this is intended to cover.

· Clarification would further be helpful as to the process by which Recommendation 5 (on implementation, governance and management) will be established.

