Civil Society Organizations and International NGOs:

Ways Forward in Implementation of the IATI Standard for Aid Transparency

A Background Paper

Produced by
The IATI CSO Working Group

June 2012
Table of Contents
Summary









3

A.  International CSO Commitment to Transparency




6

B.  An Introduction to the International Aid Transparency Initiative


7

C.  A Background Paper on CSO Implementation of the IATI Standard


8

D.  What have donors currently published to IATI?




9

E.  Issues, Approaches and Ways Forward in CSO Implementation of IATI

10

CSO motivations for publishing to IATI





11

Outreach for Open Information / Data and IATI




12

Understanding of advantages to publishing to the IATI Standard


12

Concerns for CSOs implementing IATI





14

Developing an exclusions policy






16

Consideration of north/south equitable partnerships: Who ‘owns’ data?

18

F.  Developing a CSO Protocol / Guidance on Implementing the IATI Standard

19

Annex One:  Current Signatories for IATI 





21

Annex Two:  Members of IATI Steering Committee and IATI CSO Working Group

23

Annex Three: What is the IATI Standard and how does IATI work?


24

Annex Four: Organizations Interviewed






27

Annex Five: Bibliography of Resources






27
Acknowledgements
This Background Paper has been endorsed by the IATI CSO Working Group.  The Working Group is looking at CSO implementation of the IATI Standard within the context of CSO commitments to transparency and accountability.  It is also taking into account the broader importance of open information and data for CSO effectiveness as development actors.  The author, Brian Tomlinson (AidWatch Canada), is a member of the Working Group and serves as one of its co-chairs.  He has benefited greatly from the discussions of the Working Group over the past year, as well as from consultations within the Open Forum for CSO Development Effectiveness on issues in improving CSO transparency and accountability, and from contributions from northern and southern CSOs and networks that have been working on these issues for many years.

The Paper relied on in-depth interviews with various CSO colleagues, mainly from organizations with an experience in implementing the IATI Standard or those in support of these organizations.  The author appreciates their time and candor in providing a testing of issues from their organizational experience.  In the end, responsibility for the content of this Paper lies with the Working Group and the author, not the interviewees or individual members of the Working Group or the IATI Technical Advisory Group / Development Initiatives, which provided some funding.
Summary
Introduction

Within IATI’s Technical Advisory Group (TAG), an IATI CSO Working Group has been examining the IATI Standard in light of current CSO/INGO transparency and open information and data practices.  The Working Group will propose to the IATI Steering Committee a global Protocol or Guidance for CSO implementation of the IATI Standard.  This Protocol will take into account the distinctive characteristics of CSOs and INGOs as development and humanitarian assistance actors, as well as the different operating environments that shape CSO commitment for improved accountability and transparency.  
Based on interviews with select CSO representatives who are implementing the IATI Standard, this Background Paper provides an overview of CSO perspectives on the opportunities presented by IATI, within the context of open information and data, as well as some context-specific issues for CSOs in implementing the IATI Standard.  The primary audiences for the Paper are CSOs preparing the development of this Protocol as well as other members of the TAG and the IATI Steering Committee.  However, it might also provide background for other CSOs as they consider the implications of IATI for their own transparency policies and practices.
International CSOs /INGOs have made a commitment to improving their transparency and accountability.   They recognize the fundamental importance of accountability and transparency to create and sustain public trust, CSO credibility and legitimacy as development actors.  Transparency is clearly an essential pre-condition for CSO accountability.   Transparency also contributes to the effectiveness of aid by providing the basis for coordination and cooperation among CSOs, by improving access to information for Southern CSOs to understand the priorities of international development stakeholders, and by empowering all stakeholders in development as aid-users and beneficiaries.

In 2010, CSOs globally committed to the Istanbul Principles for CSO Development Effectiveness.  Principle Five calls on CSOs to “practice transparency and accountability”, demonstrating “a sustained organizational commitment to transparency, multiple accountability, and integrity in their internal operations”.  These commitments were developed in parallel and are consistent with the emergence of the International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI) Standard.  The focus is with a broad range of CSOs as actors in development cooperation, while acknowledging the many distinctions among CSOs and their different roles in development.

The IATI Standard, approved in April 2011, is a common, open, international data standard for the aid sector covering aid flows and activities, including both quantitative and qualitative information.  While the initial focus of the Standard has been on Official Development Assistance (ODA), it has been designed to cover aid activities supported by all development actors who wish to publish their data using this Standard.  In promoting the Initiative and the Standard, CSOs have acknowledged that they are implicated.  Some CSOs and Foundations in their role as donors have been early adopters in implementing the Standard. 
Each donor publishing data to the Standard is unique, affected by its open data and information policies, the compatibility of its current information management system with IATI data fields and the commitment to adapt its system to automate the publication of IATI data.  In initiating the process of compliance with the Standard, each donor has determined its capacity to meet all the fields in the Standard.  Given practical limitations, no donor has current published to all the fields.  The Paper points to areas not fully covered yet by most publishing donors.
Issues, Approaches and Ways Forward in CSO Implementation of IATI
IATI compliance is organization specific
DAC Donor Agencies have taken a variety of approaches to encouraging CSOs/INGOs to move towards an open information/data policy and become IATI compliant.  In the UK, DFID has made IATI compliance a condition for funding for most UK organizations receiving DFID funding.  To date, only DFID has followed this approach.  While there are varying views, the Working Group is considering how best to support sustainability of the commitment within CSOs to publish IATI data, including in circumstances where it is largely imposed as a condition of funding.

A CSO outreach strategy is essential
IATI has been evolving since 2008, but the Standard was only agreed in April 2011.  Knowledge of the Initiative and its implications for CSOs is weak or non-existent in both the North and the South.  A deliberate outreach strategy to CSOs will be essential to build this knowledge and the motivation to undertake the work to implement the Standard.

An Open Information / Open Data Policy establishes the grounding within the CSO for IATI compliance

 Organizations that have already adopted an open information policy have make a great deal of information available on their web site.  While clearly important, an open information policy, however, is not identical to a commitment to share data in an open standard.  But few CSOs have had an in-depth policy discussion of an open data policy for their organization.  Most discussions have focused on the practical issues of meeting compliance with the Standard, where the Standard has been imposed as a condition of funding.  It is essential that CSOs understand and internally socialize the advantages of open information and data within their organization, if the commitment to the IATI standard is to be sustainable.

Advantages derived from open information / IATI compliance
Several important areas of advantage were raised in the interviews: 1) the enhancing effectiveness and coordination of CSO programming, 2) the empowering stakeholders in development as aid-users and beneficiary populations; 3) the strengthening CSO voices for transparency with government and the private sector; 4) the communicating and practicing accountability; 5) the potential to reduce the reporting burden; and 6) the focus on more relevant proposals from CSOs making a funding submission.

Importance of enabling tools to encourage and sustain commitment to IATI

In order to ensure its sustainability, a comprehensive approach is required in the implementation of IATI, including not only the promotion to publish data, but also significant progress on enabling tools to facilitate the use of IATI data.  The latter should focus on stimulating the formation of an “open data ecosystem”, involving developers, researchers, data journalists and others, which make the data usable for data users.
Areas of CSO concerns in implementing IATI

CSOs are reported to raise a number of common concerns in implementing IATI.  While there is a reality to these concerns, depending on the organization involved, the actual experience of CSO early adopters of the Standard is also reassuring.  Some of the areas of concern raised include 

1) The comprehensiveness of the required data fields (It should be noted however that IATI leaves to the organization the definition of an “activity” to be reported and the scope of fields to be completed initially.); 

2) Required support, which has been essential for early adapters, will expand as the number of CSOs involved increase in numbers; 

3) Time and resources required to adapt an organization’s information management system varies considerably, but may be particularly an issue for medium-sized organizations (although some tools are being developed to assist these organizations); 

4) Detailed project data and information required, with organizations having varying views on their practical capacity and ethical imperative to comply for documents intended for internal use; and

5) Organizational preparedness beyond data management towards creating a culture and practice appropriate for open information/data policies have had limited attention.

The need for principles to guide exclusions

All publishing donors have exclusions, but do so respecting the principles of open data, and with an explicit justification for exclusions.  Several exclusions policies are available (e.g. DFID and a paper by BOND), but need to be adapted to the realities of CSOs, which are development actors distinct from governments.  Transparency and accountability may be affected by the challenges CSOs face in living under particular repressive regimes and laws as well as in some types of programming (e.g. human rights defenders).  The Working Group needs to agree on some basic principles for CSO exclusions in its protocol.

Open information and data in the context of equitable CSO partnerships
An important consideration for the Working Group’s Protocol should be the implications for the practice of equitable partnerships of an open information/open data policy and practice for CSOs  – who ‘owns’ information and data to be published?  How does implementation of IATI, mainly by Northern CSOs/INGOs encourage or otherwise affect existing Southern CSO transparency initiatives?  The Background Paper raises some of these concerns in the context of several Southern CSO interviews.

Structuring a CSO Protocol on CSO implementation of the IATI Standard
In its final section the Background Paper sets out a number of areas that a CSO Protocol on CSO Implementation of the IATI Standard could address.  These areas were the subject of a deliberation by the Working Group in May 2012, with the preparation of a draft Protocol for wide circulation and comment from June to September. The Protocol will be presented to the IATI Steering Committee at its meeting in the latter part of 2012. 
A.  International CSO Commitment to Transparency

1.  International CSOs / INGOs have a deep and serious commitment to improving their transparency and accountability.
  As development actors, they recognize the fundamental importance of accountability and transparency to create and sustain public trust, CSO credibility and legitimacy.  Democratizing information, creating open access to data, increasing and improving its flow among all stakeholders, including political actors, strengthens both civil society and democratic culture.  Transparency is clearly an essential pre-condition for CSO accountability.   Transparency also contributes to the effectiveness of aid by providing the basis for coordination and cooperation among CSOs, by improving access to information for Southern CSOs to understand the priorities of international development stakeholders and by empowering all stakeholders in development as aid-users and beneficiaries.
2.  In 2010, CSOs globally committed to the Istanbul Principles for CSO Development Effectiveness.  Principle Five calls on CSOs to “practice transparency and accountability”, demonstrating “a sustained organizational commitment to transparency, multiple accountability, and integrity in their internal operations”.  CSOs have agreed to implement this commitment in ways that recognize the importance of public access to constitutive organizational policies and documents, accessible information to all partner organizations, including sources of funding within a framework of mutual accountability and transparency, and a culture of open information and democratic accountability.
  These commitments were developed in parallel and are consistent with the emergence of the International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI) Standard.  

3.  At the November 2011 Busan High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness, CSOs, donors and partner developing country governments acknowledged in the Busan Partnership Document (BPd), the Istanbul Principles and the International Framework for CSO Development Effectiveness as the basis for strengthening CSO accountability (paragraph 22).   CSOs through the BetterAid Platform worked hard in Busan to ensure that all stakeholders recognize the IATI standard in the BPd as the basis for their commitment to transparency (paragraph 23).
4.  Implementing the CSO Istanbul Principles will draw on existing CSO/NGO practices, including the implementation of the IATI standard by many CSOs acting as donors.  The focus is with a broad range of CSOs as actors in development cooperation, while acknowledging the many distinctions among CSOs and their different roles in development.

5.  International NGOs (INGOs) have also acknowledged the Istanbul Principles.  But since 2006 they have associated themselves with a robust INGO Accountability Charter against which they have annually reported progress.
  Building on the Charter, INGOs adopted at the highest level of their organization in 2011 a Position Statement on Accountability.  This Statement asserts, “without transparency, accountability is not possible and without verification, accountability is not credible”.  They agreed to “affirm, without reservation, the commitment of our organizations to the IATI principles and goals”.  

6.  There are numerous regional and specific country-level processes as well as sectoral CSO charters, codes of conduct and ethics intended to address CSO transparency and accountability.  For example, the International Budget Partnership is promoting accessible, accountable budget systems and strengthening CSO capacities to analyze budgets in the Global South, including aid transactions.  Publish What You Fund is campaigning for and monitoring the full implementation of the IATI Standard.  Rendir Cuentas, a regional initiative in Latin America, brings together 25 civil society networks in eight countries to improve standards of national CSO transparency and accountability, in sometimes-difficult political environments in that region.  Open for Change, an international CSO network based in the Netherlands and hosted by the Dutch Platform, Partos, is working to increase access to data, knowledge and software applications within the global development sector. 

7.  National networks – for example, Bond in the UK, InterAction in the US, INFID in Indonesia, and Partos in the Netherlands – are working to raise awareness of IATI with members, helping organizations with the implementation of IATI (Bond), and local CSOs on implementation of IATI and on creating databases of funding for CSOs (INFID).  They, along with other national CSO platforms, are reflecting on avenues to improve CSO development effectiveness through existing current Codes of Conduct in relation to the Istanbul Principles.  

B.  An Introduction to the International Aid Transparency Initiative
8.  The International Aid Transparency Initiative was launched in September 2008 at the Third High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Accra, Ghana.  The purpose of the Initiative is to create a reporting Standard for aid activities that makes data and information about aid spending easier to find, compare, and be more accessible to end users for their own purposes.  
9.  The IATI Standard that was approved in April 2011 by the IATI Steering Committee is a common, open, international data standard for the aid sector covering aid flows and activities.  While the focus of the Standard is on Official Development Assistance, it has been designed to cover all international aid activities supported by all development actors who wish to publish their data using this Standard.  (See Annex Three for more details on the IATI Standard and how the IATI process for compliance with this Standard is intended to work.)
10.  IATI is therefore a multi-stakeholder initiative that includes donors, partner countries and CSOs representing those who have supported the 2008 IATI Accra Statement.  Signatories have agreed to give strong political direction to “invest the necessary resources, to meet in full existing nationally and internationally-agreed reporting standards and to accelerate availability of aid information” (IATI Accra Statement). 

11.  Up to March 2012, 29 multilateral and bilateral donor agencies, including one Foundation, have become signatories to IATI.  This group now represents more than 70% of Official Development Assistance (ODA).  A current list (March 2012) is provided in Annex One.  Of these signatories, 14 had published data to the IATI Registry.  An additional 11 NGOs and Foundations had also published data to the Registry.
12.  The Initiative has been hosted by DFID since 2008 and governed by the IATI Steering Committee, composed of the official donor signatories, partner developing country governments and CSOs.  The Steering Committee is supported by a Technical Advisory Group (TAG), which has been developing the data Standard, the reporting mechanisms and the protocols governing those who have signed up to the Initiative.  Working within the TAG, the IATI CSO working group was formed to examine conditions and develop guidelines for the implementation of the IATI standard by CSOs.
C.  A Background Paper on CSO Implementation of the IATI Standard

13.  CSOs have been working to strengthen their organizational capacities for transparency in many different contexts.  Since the launch of IATI in 2008, CSOs have also strongly promoted the adoption of the Standard among official donors.  CSOs have been full members of the IATI Steering Committee (see Annex Two).  In promoting the Initiative, CSOs also acknowledge that they are implicated.  At a minimum, CSOs as donors providing funds to other CSOs, and CSOs should therefore adopt the Standard as a possible benchmark for their commitment to transparency.  CSOs are also the direct recipients of official donor funds as partners.  Calls for full implementation of the IATI Standard by official donors has direct implications for the transparency of CSOs, particularly in relation to those activities funded by IATI-compliant donors.

14.  Working within IATI’s Technical Advisory Group (TAG), a CSO Working Group has been formed to examine the IATI Standard in the light of current transparency practices of CSOs and NGOs.  The Working Group will propose a global Protocol or guidance on CSOs and IATI for all stakeholders.  This Protocol will take into account the distinctive characteristics of CSOs and NGOs as development and humanitarian assistance actors, as well as the different operating environments that shape CSO commitment for greater accountability and transparency.
15.  This Background Paper explores current experiences in CSO implementation of the IATI Standard for transparency for their aid activities.  It sets out issues that CSOs share with other donors as well as those that might be unique to CSOs as development actors.  Its overall purposes are three-fold:

a) To inform the discussions within the IATI governance structures on issues, approaches, progress made to date, and ways forward in progressive CSO implementation of the IATI Standard;

b) To contribute to discussions and consultations with CSOs on these issues and ways forward; and

c) To identify key areas to be addressed in a CSO Protocol on Implementation of IATI Standards for the IATI Steering Committee after June 2012.

16.  This Paper is primarily a preparatory effort for those CSOs directly engaged with the development of this Protocol, along with members of the IATI TAG and the IATI Steering Committee.  Nevertheless the Work Group anticipates that it will be useful as a background piece to support emerging CSO discussions of the implications of IATI in countries where official donors have adopted the IATI Standard, and in awareness building among Southern CSOs about the Initiative and issues in CSO transparency. 
D.  What have donors currently published to IATI?

17.  The IATI Standard is acknowledged to be very ambitious, and intentionally so in order to maximize transparency for aid transactions.  Given this ambition and the extent and complexity of their aid program, it is encouraging that some signatory donors have quickly published data to the IATI Standard.  Limitations in current donor plans for reporting are to be expected when initiating both an institutional cultural change implied by an open information policy environment and the technical difficulties for such large agency programs.  

18.  As a result no donor has to date published data for aid activities for all the data fields in the Standard.  A review (March 2012) of the Implementation Schedules published to the IATI web site (www.aidtransparency.net/implementation), while not complete, provides an indication of what is actually published to date and the various issues facing those who have published.  As will be apparent in subsequent sections of this Paper, many of these issues are common to INGOs and Foundations that have also published (noting however, that several INGOs, with large programs but presumably less resources, have provided more data fields that some DAC donors).

19.  Each publishing donor is unique, affected by its current open data and information policies, the compatibility of its current information management system with IATI data fields and the commitment to adapt their systems to automate the publication of IATI data.  

20.  Based on a review of the Implementation Schedules
, it can be observed that

· Very few donors / organizations can as yet publish (or for a few are prepared to publish) forward projections of financial plans.  

· Most donors are only making available organizational documents that are already on their web sites (and some indicate that they have no plans to go further).  

· At the activity level, DAC donors readily agree to publish data already published to the DAC CRS.   But compared to the CRS, for some publishing donors, there is also more information on activity partners, types of funding, activity title and summary description, status and levels of disbursements. 

· Some official donors have limited their published data to what they are reporting to the CRS, and therefore fields such as activity description or conditions are not available at present for these donors.  

· Almost all donors will only publish a general agency contact, not activity level contact information.

· Very few donors to date are willing / able to publish information on conditions attached to activity finance.

· Few donors seem able/willing to publish activity level budgets or activity level documents.

· There is currently very limited capacity in most donor systems to publish meaningful results information at the activity level.

21.  It will be essential to maintain political and peer pressure to continuously upgrade systems and open further fields for open data access (particularly activity level documentation and conditions).  Currently the TAG Secretariat is working with publishing signatories to carry out a comprehensive review of the data that they are publishing to date, and encouraging them to make improvements where possible.

E.  Issues, Approaches and Ways Forward in CSO Implementation of IATI

22.  Over the past year there has been increased attention to the implementation of the IATI Standard by CSOs, Foundations and INGOs.  The primary focus for this work has been in the UK. From April 2011, DFID has contractually required recipients of “Partnership Program Arrangements” (PPAs), essentially program funding arrangements, to publish to the IATI Standard, at a minimum all activities related to their grant, starting April 1, 2013.  Similar conditions are expected for DFID’s Global Poverty Action Funds (GPAFs) and Civil Society Challenge Funds (CSCFs).  Bond has been leading a process with UK CSOs/INGOs to respond to this requirement and assist other NGOs to adopt the standard.
 

23.  Beyond the UK, several CSOs (Engineers Without Borders, Canada and Transparency International) and Foundations (Hewlett Foundation) have also been early adopters of the IATI Standard.  Discussion of the implications of the IATI Standard among CSOs has been developing in several other donor countries (e.g. Netherlands, the United States, France).  Research for this Background Paper on issues and approaches of CSOs is based on these discussions and has also benefited from ten direct interviews with several involved organizations.
  This section summarizes the outcomes of document research and these interviews.  It sets the stage for consideration (in the final section) of areas to be addressed in a Protocol for an effective implementation of the IATI Standard by CSOs.

CSO motivations for publishing to IATI
24.  It is clear that one of the primary motivations for many CSOs in the UK has been the donor requirement imposed by DFID on those receiving its funding.  While acknowledging that this requirement accelerated progress in publishing to the IATI Standard, several interviewees were also clear that organizational commitment to core values of transparency and accountability were equally critical elements.  In fact the early adopters have usually had an existing Open Information Policy that provided a policy and institutional foundation to act quickly and address solutions to issues that IATI raised for these organizations and their partners.
   

25.  Generating support throughout the organization, including at the senior management and board level, was critical and an existing policy was important for those able to act quickly.  While not directly a motivation, it was commonly agreed that demonstrating the advantages of IATI compliance to different sections of the organization – communications, programmers, campaigners – will be essential to sustain the initial motivation to continue to publish and adapt organizational information to the IATI Standard.

26.  Certainly it can be expected that official donors in becoming IATI compliant must include information for CSO counterparts that they fund.  But donors can take different approaches, some of which do not require the organization to become IATI compliant.
  Many donors already collect this information from the funded CSOs.  In the UK, however, it became a condition of funding that has “motivated” UK CSOs/INGOs.  In becoming compliant, most organizations seem to have published full range of activities, not just the DFID funded activities. It is also the case that Bond and the IATI Secretariat, supported by DFID, have provided significant support to UK INGOs over the past year to assist in meeting the deadline to become IATI compliant.  It will result in a number of major UK INGOs publishing data to IATI, which might not have done so at this point.  But the sustainability of the actual commitment to IATI and to working with Open Data can be questioned in this “conditionality” approach, as CSOs have raised in other contexts about other donor impositions of policy conditionality in the South.  
27.  Interviewees described a different approach taken by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs.  This approach clearly encourages the adoption of open information and open data policies and practices by Dutch CSOs, but not as an obligatory condition of funding.  Reflecting on their own experience, the Ministry realized that it is essential to build institutional commitment to the importance of transparency and the benefits of IATI to domestic accountability or local ownership of aid budgets, and as such to the effectiveness of development cooperation.  Partos, the Dutch CSO Platform, has taken a similar approach by building support for transparency and open data among its members because they see the advantages to doing so.  These advantages include the enhanced effectiveness of aid, more equitable partnerships, greater public participation, innovation, and new forms of cooperation in open networks.  Partos is in contact with the Dutch Ministry about cooperation in the support for CSOs opening up their data.  In neither case is the aid agency (DFID or the Dutch Ministry) funding the required the organizational changes needed by CSOs/NGOs in order to become IATI compliant.

28.  In the words of one UK interviewee, “you may be winning the game of compliance, but you are not winning the hearts and minds; people are doing it because they have to, and are not really seeing the benefits.  Focusing on strengthening commitment – hearts and minds – may be slower, but will create better benefit and more acceptance in the organization that it is worth doing, and therefore more sustainable”.  While there are varying views at this stage, the IATI CSO Working Group is considering how best to address this question of sustainability as it discusses “best practices” that will underlie its proposed Protocol.

Outreach for Open Information / Data and IATI

29.  CSOs with a mandate related to transparency issues or affected by donor conditions have begun to address IATI.  While some organizations have engaged since 2008, it is also clear from CSO consultations in the past year that knowledge of IATI is still very weak or non-existent among CSOs, north and south.  CSOs come to these discussions with misconceptions of IATI and the Standard and the expectations for CSO compliance.  A deliberate outreach strategy will be essential to build this knowledge and therefore the motivation to undertake the work to implement the Standard.  
30.  Country and regional level CSO/INGO platforms and coalitions in both the North and the South are ideally situated to undertake this work to deepen commitments to transparency among CSOs.  It will be one aspect of the broader CSO commitment to deepen practice in harmony with the Istanbul Principles in which these platforms (among others) will play a role in the coming years. But it will also likely require more deliberate engagement of the platforms (and through them their members) by Open Information/Open Data and IATI-knowledgeable promoters as well as new and dedicated resources.

Understanding of advantages to publishing to the IATI Standard


31.  Those organizations interviewed with an Open Information Policy have made a deliberate commitment to strengthen accountability and to align the organization’s mandate with open access to information.  These organizations have made a great deal of information available on their web site.  However, these policies seldom if ever address the possibility of the open sharing of consistent data across organizations (along the lines of the IATI Standard).  While clearly important, an open information policy is not identical to a commitment to share data in a standard, open and comparable format under an ‘open public licence’ or ‘by attribution open licence’.  Each organization must still take deliberate steps to integrate an understanding of the implications of open data, including IATI, into their open information policy.  These discussions do not necessarily have to be sequential, but they must occur in order to align what is being reported with what an open policy aims to disclose.

32.  CSOs, including those interviewed that have published data, have had few in-depth internal discussions on the advantages and implications of open data and IATI to their organization and its mandate.  Most of these discussions have focused on practical issues in meeting compliance with the Standard.  As noted above, there is also recognition by these same informants that ultimately CSOs must see IATI, not as a condition of funding, but in their own interests, and in the interests of their development effectiveness with project partners and stakeholders.  A more systematic understanding and socialization of these advantages within an organization are therefore seen as essential.  It also requires a commitment from the organization’s leadership to prioritise these issues as part of overall activities.  

33.  Several important areas of possible advantage were raised in the course of the interviews,

a) Empowering stakeholders in development as aid-users and beneficiary populations
As change agents, CSOs realize that access to information empowers people; such information about CSOs similarly empowers their constituencies to hold them accountable.  Information is potentially accessible to not only government and INGOs for planning purposes, but also to beneficiary populations at the community or district level.  Clearly many stakeholders – the public, partners and beneficiaries – would need additional searching and processing tools to effectively use this information, including the visualization of data (tools for which are being developed).

b) Communicating and practicing accountability
Recognition that a CSO has published its information fully compliant with the IATI Standard is a strong communications tool for the organization in credibly addressing its accountability challenges.  While initiated by donors, IATI data is fully available to all stakeholders of the organization.  Compliance, along with broader policies supporting open information and data, can address in part the information and knowledge base required for multiple stakeholders to hold CSOs accountable.  

c) More relevant proposals from counterparts
As donors, in implementing their open information and data policies, including IATI, foundations and INGOs provide information on activities that can clarify their funding priorities and interests to other stakeholders.  One interviewee found that in general open access to program and contact information on their web site had resulted in more proposals relevant to their mandate and within the financial scope of the organization.

d) Strengthened CSO voices for transparency with government and the private sector       Improved transparency on the part of CSOs provides them with the foundation to continue to press governments for open information policies, laws and practices.  Several interviewees pointed out that DAC donors have not addressed the implications of IATI for their private sector counterparts in an environment where the private sector is increasingly seen and funded by donors as an actor in development.

e) Potential to reduce the reporting burden

If IATI were to become the default basis for all donors for reporting aid transactions, then it is conceivable that the Standard could, at least in part, be the basis for reducing the different reporting burdens currently imposed by different donors on CSOs.  Independent of the IATI process, several donors, led by Sida, have been examining current donor terms and conditions in their funding of CSO partners to identify areas where harmonization might be possible.  This group of donors, who are also IATI compliant, should consider the implications of IATI to facilitate harmonization.

f) Enhancing effectiveness and coordination of CSO programming

Some of the earliest demonstration of the utility of open data is available through visualization tools for geo-mapping of aid activities. These tools may be particularly useful in humanitarian/relief situations where rapid, focused and coordinated programming is critical.  Such tools provide an important overview of CSO/donor activities in a given locale to avoid duplication or enhance collaboration.  But this data has the potential (assuming it becomes more complete and user-friendly) to make readily available the information required to improve priority setting on the ground.  This again requires a variety of easy-to-use tools that access and process IATI data for data-users at all levels.

34. Clearly, it is too early to expect these advantages to be realized already.  But most interviewees were convinced that the sustainability of the commitment to publish to the IATI Standard among CSOs would depend on significant progress in at least some of these areas within a relatively short timeframe.  A comprehensive approach is required to the implementation of IATI, including not only the promotion to publish, but also significant progress on enabling tools to facilitate the use of IATI data.
  The latter should focus on stimulating the formation of an “open data ecosystem”, involving developers, researchers, data journalists and others, which make the data usable for data users.

Concerns for CSOs implementing IATI


35.  Interviewees reported a number of CSO a-priori (mis)perceptions as they began to consider compliance with the Standard:  Common among these are that IATI compliance will require CSOs to make a major investment of time and money, will insist on unwarranted exposure of sensitive organizational information in the public realm, and may put at risk Southern partners facing a disabling political environment in their countries.  While there is a reality in differing degrees to these concerns, the actual experience of early adopters of the Standard is more reassuring.  Implementation of the Standard certainly requires an institutional plan and deliberate investment of resources, particularly staff time.
  Nevertheless it is also true that smooth implementation depends as much on institutional “enabling conditions” (information management systems, open data policies etc.) that will ease the start-up phases of implementation, particularly for larger organizations.  In the absence of these enabling conditions, start-up costs can be considerable for some of organizations.
36.  The following issues are among the common concerns expressed; but much can also be learned from current and emerging practice to address them.

a) Comprehensiveness of required data fields
The organization is often initially daunted by the scope and depth of the data requirements called for by the IATI Standard.  But these concerns are greatly lessened by the voluntary basis of IATI.  IATI leaves it to the organization to define the meaning of an “activity”, according to its own programming structure.  Often this can be a project, but it can also be the preference of the organization to use a much larger program as the unit of reporting to IATI.  IATI has not insisted that all fields be completed to initially register the organization’s data.

b) Support required

The technical aspects of the Standard often need clarification as the organization begins to map their data and information against the fields in the Standard.  All of those interviewed praised the strong technical support they received from the IATI Secretariat.  Yet there were several comments that the IATI Standard web site (www.iatistandard.org) is not “friendly” to non-technical specialists.  One-on-one support works when there are a limited number of implementing CSOs, most of whom are also based in the UK.  It is not clear the degree to which support will be available as a wider set of organizations initiate the process.  Most implementers suggested that web-based support was insufficient.  Given the hundreds of potential implementers for IATI among the NGO community (there are hundreds of major INGOs alone), IATI will need to find ways of increasing its ability to provide effective technical support to an increasing number of organizations.
c) Time and resources
Time and resources are clearly concerns and a reality for all organizations undertaking the implementation of IATI.  However, the amount of time required varies considerably by the size of the organization, by the degree to which the organization has a robust information management system (IMS) that is compatible with the Standard, and existence of information policies compatible with publishing information to IATI (for example on exclusions, see below).  

The draw on time and resources will vary considerably between organizations.  The largest organizations will often have a well-developed IMS and the issue is then the compatibility between the IMS and the technical structure of publishing to IATI.  The early adapters were able to implement through data dumps once the fields were mapped to each other (which requires a significant but one-off commitment of time and staff resources).  On the other hand, smaller organizations have some advantage in that the extent of their information is small and they can now use external web-based tools (e.g. Open Aid Register, www.openaidregister.org, and AidStream, www.aidstream.org), in which the organization’s data can be inputed manually and automatically translated and published to the IATI Standard.  There is more concern for medium-size organizations that may not have a fully developed MIS, or the internal resources to collect and enter all their data, where this becomes labour intensive or requires significant technical expertise.

d) Detailed project data and information

While no organization has an issue with the simple data fields for IATI such as straight-forward information on project title or summary description, all organizations have varying concerns about publishing project documentation, and for some including disbursement/commitment information.  At this stage, this level of information is not being published by CSOs, or by many official donors.  For most CSOs these documents are written for internal use and may not be appropriate to put in the public realm. For example, they may include various staff judgements on partner capacities for internal decision-making.  Yet for some end-users much of the relevant information may be found in this level of documentation.
Few organization have the capacity to review and/or re-write separate documents for IATI.  One organization said that it would never agree to publish internal narrative documents on details of project or program activities, beyond what is current published to their web site.  Similar to donors at this stage, most CSOs are publishing only what is currently in their database or already on their web site.

e) Organizational preparations for ongoing implementation

In larger organizations, particularly where current practices to provide information to an internal information management system needs adaption, it is important to have an effective communications strategy.  How does the organization ensure data and document quality and consistency for public consumption?  How is the risk of sharing information being assessed and implemented in common across the organization?  On what and when is it required to consult partners (see below)?  
Developing an exclusions policy


37.  The premise of IATI and an Open Information Policy is that all organizations should aim to publish all relevant information unless there is clear justification for excluding specific items.  But IATI also expects and has a provision for exclusions.  A review of Implementation Plans indicate that most donors are publishing between 80% and 90% of their aid activities; all current publishing donors and CSOs have excluded certain data and information.  Each donor/CSO must publish to the IATI Registry their exclusions policy and their decision-making process for determining these exclusions. 

38.  DFID as an early publisher to IATI has set out five criteria for exclusion in publishing DFID data.  Several other DAC donors have also adopted these criteria.

· Information that may harm international relations with other governments;

· Information that may pose a risk to the security or safety of any individual, including DFID staff, contractors and beneficiaries;

· Information that intrudes on the privacy of a person or could contravene confidentiality;

· Commercially sensitive information that does harm to DFID’s commercial interests or those of its partners or suppliers; and
· Information that is exempt from disclosure under other policies or regulations.
39.  Bond has produced an important background paper on implementing a CSO Open Information Policy in which it discusses an appropriate exclusions policy for CSOs.
  Based on the categories of the DFID policy, this paper suggest the following: 

· Information disclosure affecting relations between partner organizations and government/other NGOs (human rights work or work in some conflict affected states);

· Detailed specific information affecting the safety and security of NGO staff, partner staff or beneficiaries;

· Specific personal information of individual staff and/or partners (e.g. addresses);

· Commercially sensitive information (salaries, consultant fees);

· Information that is exempt under data protection laws or by pre-existing organisational policies.
40.  Bond suggests that organizations make public the number of activities that have been excluded when publishing information as well as their policy and decision-making process.  DFID has several levels of exclusion that might also be relevant to CSOs/INGOs:  excluding the total project, or a particular component of a project, or only financial information, or only particular documents.  Some publishing CSOs have taken a similar approach, publishing a general description of a project, but without identification of the country or contact information.  

41.  Current publishing CSOs interviewed have often based exclusion on pre-existing policies, some of which have permitted detailed publishing of contact information on the organization’s website, while others are more restrictive.  All organizations interviewed have an internal decision making processes to determine exclusions.  These processes usually rely on field staff and/or local partners to flag concerns that are then taken into account in publishing data and information to IATI and on the organization’s web site.  A few organizations have an appeal / complaint process where, in the extreme, partners may lodge a complaint, having failed to resolve the issue in discussion with the organization’s staff.  

42.  Southern CSOs have a mixed view on the question of exclusions.  In the Open Forum’s consultations for the Istanbul Principles, CSOs firmly supported CSO transparency as the foundation for their accountability.  Nevertheless they stated that “progress in transparency and accountability ... may sometimes be affected and limited by challenges CSOs face living under highly repressive regimes and laws and in armed conflict situations”.
  It was pointed out in the interviews that some well-established Northern CSO have long standing experience in assessing conditions in various countries with local partners and structuring their support accordingly so as not to jeopardize these partners.   This should be an important consideration in establishing exclusions.  It was also suggested that debate on transparency and exclusions among Southern CSOs is affected by the competitive aid regime in which CSOs fear they may be disadvantaged through too much information disclosure on various donors’ support.  Should consideration of the competitive nature of many donor modalities of support for CSOs be assumed to be an issue of “commercial advantage”?

43.  Several informants agreed that the Working Group’s Protocol agree on some basic principles for exclusion of information/data.  These principles would also need an elaboration of some guidance so as not leave the interpretation of these principles exclusively up to CSOs.  While exclusions have not been a major issue to date among CSOs publishing to IATI, there is some concern that some CSOs, particularly where CSOs have resistance to transparency for whatever reasons, may use exclusions as the default option rather than the exception.  This concern reinforces the point of view that the entry point for discussions of transparency and accountability should be the benefits of “open information”, with all relevant information in the public domain, unless there are good and stated reasons why there should be exclusions.

Considerations of north/south equitable partnerships: Who ‘owns’ data?


44.  “Pursuing equitable partnership and solidarity”, the sixth Istanbul Principle, has been a long-standing normative approach for many CSOs.  This principle states that “CSOs are effective as development actors when they commit to transparent relationships with CSOs and other development actors, freely and as equals ...”  An important consideration for the Working Group’s Protocol is how actions to implement IATI by CSOs, which are mainly based in the North, should be informed by this principle of equitable partnership?  To what degree is the information to be shared in the public realm also “owned” by southern counterparts who may be central to the activities being profiled?  How might IATI and other Open Information / Data initiatives affect existing processes among Southern CSOs to improve their own transparency and accountability?

45.  Those interviewed who were implementing IATI had not had any direct engagement with partners or other counterparts in the South.  This was also true for those who had developed an Open Information Policy.  It was suggested that these policies and the practices to implement IATI took account of ongoing and regular engagement with partners, principally through field offices.  Partners had good access to INGO staff to raise concerns, particularly on issues that might lead to exclusions.  Some had “complaints” processes that could be accessed in the extreme.  On the other hand, sometimes this lack of contact on the INGOs transparency practice was rationalized by the notion that the information involved “belonged” to the INGO and it was their right to publish.  Although this may be true for information where the INGO directly implements the activity, it may be questioned when local counterparts are the primary implementers.  With respect to the latter, to what degree do current partnership agreements cover issues of information disclosure?

46.  Enabling southern CSO transparency
There are a number of important initiatives in the South to stimulate improved transparency and accountability among southern CSOs.
  These include Rendir Cuentas and a number of independent initiatives to develop transparency tools appropriate to southern CSOs underway in Kenya.  However, there is still very little knowledge of the evolution of IATI since 2008 among Southern national/local CSO participants in these initiatives. 

47.  According to Rendir Cuentas, CSO reporting on the IATI Standard is a great opportunity, since it can help to strengthening the civil society sector.  However, the Latin American network sees the need for further development and discussion about the incentives for CSOs in the global South for the use the IATI Standard.  The network is devoted to building and establishing common, open, international standards for data transparency and accountability for CSOs in Latin America since 2009, including both quantitative and qualitative information, while promoting a culture of trust and transparency.  Their experience in promoting practices for engaging CSOs in becoming transparent and accountable in the region – by using common collectively built open standards – indicate that individual CSOs will have difficulties for committing to also report on IATI Standard (in English) in addition to the standards promoted by Rendir Cuentas.

48.  Through interviews with Southern CSO colleagues, some concerns were expressed in relating IATI to have Southern CSOs:  

· IATI may reinforce donor-oriented reporting mechanisms in Southern CSOs, which sometimes works against organizational transparency in the South.  Many Southern CSOs that rely on Northern funding now structure their information and accounting along donor lines and have difficulty addressing requests for an overview of the organization’s activities, whether funded directly by a donor or not.  A major investment in capacity to restructure the management of the organization’s information and financial accounts may be necessary to achieve this institutional goal, while still maintaining information for individual donors.
  

· Without changes in the different requirements for funding modalities, Southern CSO transparency may prove difficult for some.  Sometimes these donor modalities for funding, such as a general lack of funding for core organizational costs from both INGOs and official donors, seriously complicates the functioning of organizations and raises concerns about full disclosure in the use of funds.  

· Issues of personal confidentiality (staff and board identification) are raised by many more organizations than is common in the North.  

· Most organizations involved in these initiatives are very reluctant to share specific information about beneficiary populations, beyond anonymous reporting of results against donor objectives for particular projects.

· Capacities for meeting multiple and demanding results-based reporting requirements will limit the range of Southern CSOs capable of complying with transparency standards, particularly for smaller organizations.  On the other hand, Southern CSOs increasing recognize the importance of accountability to stakeholders and therefore the requirements for transparency. 

49.  Southern CSOs, along with their Northern colleagues, are promoters of transparency and accountability on the part of government and other stakeholders at the country level.  As development actors for the public good in many countries, they too must be transparent.  In this regard, CSOs are covered by national laws governing their operations, which often include provisions for transparency.  Often there is no resistance to openness, but rather the issue for many is capacities to determine how to be open, what kind of information should be available, and how to translate it into accessible formats for various stakeholders and the public.

F.  Developing a CSO Protocol on Implementing the IATI Standard

50.  This overview of IATI, opportunities and issues for CSOs, raises a number of areas that might be addressed by a global Protocol on best practices for engaging CSOs in becoming open organizations compliant with the IATI Standard.  The Working Group proposes to develop such a draft CSO Protocol on CSO implementation of the IATI Standard.  It will be reaching out to broad group of CSOs for consultation on its content, and then present it for discussion and adoption by the IATI Steering Committee during the latter part of 2012.

51.  A draft Protocol could address the following areas:

a) Reiterate the CSO commitment to transparency and accountability;

b) Confirm CSO commitment to the IATI Standard as part of a wider commitment by CSOs to transparency and accountability;

c) Establish some principles that will guide CSOs in implementing the IATI Standard;

d) Acknowledge the minimum enabling conditions for CSOs to be compliant with the Standard;

e) Establish minimum standards for dialogue between governments/donors and CSOs to develop national agreements that call for CSO compliance with the IATI Standard;

f) Establish an overview of “good practice” approaches for donors governing the voluntary implementation of IATI by CSOs;

g) Establish some principles regarding exclusions in reporting to the IATI Standard;

h) Affirm the commitment by all stakeholders for continued CSO membership, involving both Northern and Southern CSOs, in the governance of IATI and in any subsequent iteration of this governance body; 

i) Situate IATI compliance within a broader CSO policy relating to Open Data; and

j) Acknowledge the critical importance of initiatives for data intermediaries and user-friendly flexible tools for data end-users, with particular attention to issues of CSO development effectiveness and the capacities and interests of beneficiary populations for aid.
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Current Signatories for IATI

The following donors are IATI signatories (June 2012).  An up-to-date list is available at http://www.aidtransparency.net/about/whos-involved.   A list of organizations that have published data to the registry is available at http://www.iatiregistry.org/publisher.

Multilateral Donors:

1. World Bank 






(published data)

2. African Development Bank
3. Asian Development Bank 




(published data)

4. Inter-American Development Bank (IDB)

5. The European Commission (EC) 



(published data)

6. United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) 

(published data)

7. United Nations Office for Project Services (UNOPS) 

(published data)

8. United Nations Capital Development Fund (UNCDF)

9. United Nations Human Settlements Programme (UN-HABITAT)

10. International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD)

11. Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunization (GAVI)
(published data)
12. The Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria 
(published data)

13. Hewlett Foundation 





(published data)

14. CDC (UK’s Development Finance Institution)

15. United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) (new member)
16. United Nations Women (new member)

17. United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA)
Bilateral Donors:

18. Australia - AusAID 





(published data)

19. Canada – Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) (new member)

20. Denmark - Ministry of Foreign Affairs / DANIDA
21. Finland - Ministry for Foreign Affairs 



(published data)

22. Germany - Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ)

23. Ireland - Irish Aid
24. Netherlands – Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs

(published data)

25. New Zealand – NZAID

26. Norway - Norad
27. Spain – Spain Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Cooperation 
(published data)

28. Sweden - SIDA 






(published data)

29. Switzerland - Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC)

30. United Kingdom - DFID 




(published data)

31. United States – USAID (new member)

The following organizations have published their data to the IATI standard without becoming signatories (June 2012):

1. Oxfam GB 






(published data)

2. Engineers Without Borders Canada 



(published data)

3. The Indigo Trust 





(published data)

4. Publish What You Fund 




(published data)

5. Development Initiatives Poverty Research 


(published data)
6. Homeless International




(published data)
7. The International HIV/AIDS Alliance 



(published data)

8. ADRA-UK 






(published data)

9. Norwegian Refugee Council 






10. Progresso 






(published data)

11. Resource Extraction Monitoring 



(published data)

12. Scottish Catholic International Aid Fund (SCIAF) 



13. SPARK 







(published data)
14. Catholic Agency For Overseas Development (CAFOD) UK
(published data)

15. Transparency International




(published data)

16. Young Innovations Pvt. Ltd




(published data)

17. Trocaire (Northern Ireland)




(published data)

18. Traidcraft Exchange





(published data)

19. Send a Cow






(published data)

20. RSPB







(published data)

21. Methodist Relief and Development Fund


(published data)

22. MapAction






(published data)

23. LEAD International





(published data)

24. Health Prom






(published data)

25. Health Poverty Action





(published data)

26. Habitat for Humanity Great Britain



(published data)

27. GlobalGiving.org





(published data)

28. Find your Feet






(published data)

29. Fauna & Flora International




(published data)

30. EveryChild






(published data)

31. Concern Worldwide UK




(published data)

32. ChildHope UK






(published data)

33. Camfed International





(published data)

34. Build Africa






(published data)

35. BasicNeeds






(published data)

36. Article19






(published data)

37. AfriKids






(published data)

38. Africa Education Trust





(published data)

39. ADRA-UK






(published data)
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IATI Steering Committee Members

Australia

Betteraid
Reality of Aid Network
Burkina Faso

Civicus

Colombia

Development Gateway

Development Initiatives Poverty Research (DIPR)

Dominican Republic

European Commission

Germany

Ghana

INGO Accountability Charter

International Budget Partnership

Malawi

Montenegro

Nepal

Netherlands

Papua New Guinea

Publish What You Fund

Rwanda

Transparency International

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)

United Kingdom

Vietnam

World Bank

The IATI Steering Committee is also attended by a number of Observer Official Donors, some of whom recently become signatories and members (e.g. United States, Canada).  IATI is currently managed by DFID and funded by the governments of Finland, Ireland, Switzerland, Netherlands, Germany, Australia, Spain, Norway and the UK.  A Technical Advisory Group is chaired by Brian Hammond of the IATI Secretariat within DFID, while Development Initiatives Poverty Research serve as the Technical Advisory Group Secretariat.
IATI CSO Working Group Members

Members:

Brian Tomlinson (AidWatch Canada, representing the Open Forum on CSO Development Effectiveness), Co-Chair (brian.t.tomlinson@gmail.com)

Beris Gwynne (World Vision International & the International NGO Charter of Accountability Company), Co-Chair (Beris_Gwynne@wvi.org)

Don Marut, INFID, Indonesia

Rosa Ines Ospina, Rendir Cuentos, Argentina (Regional Network)

 Joni Hillman, Bond, UK

Anne Marie Heemskerk, Partos, Netherlands

Laia Grino, Interaction, USA

Liz Steele, Publish What You Fund, UK

Craig Fagan, Transparency International, Germany

Henri Valot, Civicus, South Africa

Héloïse Heyer, Coordination Sud, France

Rolf Kleef, Open for Change, Netherlands

Michael Roberts, David Megginson, Acclar Open Aid Data, Canada

Jeff Falkenstein, Foundation Center
Dinesh Venkateswaran, Techsoup Global
Observers

Isabel Bucknall, IATI TAG Secretariat, aidinfo, UK

Simon Miller, World Vision International, USA

More information on activities related to IATI and Open Information and Data can be found at https://docs.google.com/spreadsheet/ccc?key=0AtN56aEt6u4GdEZyUFBzR1dNWDlreUVzQ09ESG5qWWc#gid=0
Annex Three

What is the IATI Standard and how does IATI work?

The IATI Standard is a common, open, international data standard for the aid sector covering aid flows and activities.
  While the focus of the Standard is on Official Development Assistance, it has been designed to cover all international aid activities supported by all development actors who wish to publish their data using this Standard.  The Standard was discussed in detail by the Steering Committee and agreed at its meeting in February 2011.  The Standard provides a common data format so that information published by any donor is accessible to users in the same way.  

The IATI Standard uses a common IATI electronic data format (based on an XML schema) so that all donors publishing to the IATI Standard release their information in the same way.  It is therefore comparable and can be aggregated and analyzed across all IATI compliant data.  This makes it easier for data users to access the information, use it for their own purposes and compare it against other donors’ data.

All the IATI compliant data resides on the donor website, but it is available through a common IATI Registry (http://www.iatiregistry.org/).  The Registry simply provides an internet link to this data, and a basic preview function for each data file published.  When data is published, the organization registers their data files with the IATI Registry.  Annex One lists all organizations that have registered data with IATI (up to March 2012).
The IATI Standard covers several broad areas of data for an aid activity.  Defining an aid activity is at the discretion of the publishing donor, but an activity is often an aid project or a series of linked projects in an aid program.  The unit of aid and any hierarchy of programs and projects is defined by the donor’s own program rationale.  Each activity is given a unique IATI identification code, which identifies the activity uniquely among all donors reporting to the IATI Standard.

For each organization and distinct activity, the Standard covers the following information
:
Organization:

· Organizational Documents

· Forward Planning Budget Information (including country level information)
Activity:

· Reporting, Funding and Participating Organizations (including Implementing Organization)

· Recipient Country / Region

· Aid Type (loan or grant), Type of Collaboration, Finance Type and Tied Aid Status

· IATI Activity Identifier

· Activity Title, Description, Start and End Date, Status, and Sector Information (including DAC CRS sector, or any other sector vocabulary the organization may wish to use, including their own)

· Activity Contacts

· Financial transactions, including commitments, disbursements

· Activity Budget and Activity Documents

· Text of any Conditions

· Results Data
Official donors already routinely report some of this information to the Development Assistance Committee’s (DAC) Creditor Reporting System (CRS)
.  IATI has made every effort to assure compatibility between the IATI data standard and the CRS to avoid two reporting systems for donors.  Indeed the IATI Standard is based on the CRS and many of the data fields follow the DAC terminology and DAC code lists.  However, while familiar to official donors, not all CSOs or INGOs are equally familiar with this coding.
How does IATI Work?

When a bilateral, multilateral or other aid provider decides to be an IATI signatory, it is committing to publish its aid information data using the IATI Standard and its electronic data format.  Nevertheless the schedule and frequency of data to be published has been at the discretion of the donor.  The donor is required to publish an IATI Implementation Schedule that sets out both the timing and the data that the donor is preparing for publication.  There are currently 14 Implementation Schedules (from the 29 signatories) available on the IATI site (http://www.aidtransparency.net/implementation).  Three NGOs and one Foundation have also posted an Implementation Schedule, although more have published to the Registry.

The IATI Secretariat makes every effort to facilitate the donor preparation of data through their support site, the IATI Knowledge Base, (http://support.iatistandard.org/home) and through direct interaction with policy and technical officials.  The Knowledge Base also includes a section for NGO support (http://support.iatistandard.org/forums/20317313-for-ngos).  It is understood that publishing to IATI must be an iterative process for donors to adapt and develop their current information systems.

Several useful visual schema have been prepared for developing and managing an open information and data policy as well as the preparation and publication of IATI data:
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Annex Four

Organizations Interviewed

1.  World Vision International

2.  Oxfam GB

3.  Rendir Cuentas, Latin America

4.  INFID, Indonesia

5.  Bond

6.  Open for Change

7.  Plan International, USA

8.  Indigo Trust

9. Catholic Agency For Overseas Development (CAFOD), UK

10. Acclar, Open Aid Data, Canada
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�  This paper uses the generic term “civil society organizations”(CSO) to refer to the full range of non-market and non-state outside of the family in which people organize themselves to pursue shared interests in the public domain. Examples include community-based organizations and village associations, environmental groups, women’s rights groups, farmers’ associations, faith-based organizations, labour unions, co-operatives, professional associations, chambers of commerce, independent research institutes and the not-for-profit media.  The term “non-governmental organization” (NGO) or “international non-governmental organization” (INGO) is a more specific organization, a voluntary organization, either national or international, which is not a manifestation of a particular constituency of citizens such as trade unionists, people of faith, etc. 


�  See Principle 5 in the Open Forum, Siem Reap Consensus on the International Framework for CSO Development Effectiveness, 2011, accessible at � HYPERLINK "http://www.cso-effectiveness.org/-global-report,052-.html" ��http://www.cso-effectiveness.org/-global-report,052-.html�.


�  The Charter states, “We are committed to openness, transparency and honesty about our structures, mission, policies and activities. We will communicate actively to stakeholders about ourselves, and make information publicly available.”


�  As noted above, not all donors have published a Schedule and some donors have not updated their Schedule where they have gone beyond what was stated in the Schedule.  These comments are however indicative of the issues facing donors as they initiated their compliance with the Standard. 


� It should be noted that the OECD DAC and IATI are in the final stages of discussion of developing a common Standard as required by Paragraph 23 of the Busan Outcome Document.  All aid actors agreed in Busan to publish a plan to report to this common Standard by the end of 2012.


�  See background material produced by Bond for this purpose at � HYPERLINK "http://www.bond.org.uk/pages/transparency.html" ��http://www.bond.org.uk/pages/transparency.html� and at � HYPERLINK "http://support.iatistandard.org/forums/20317313-for-ngos" ��http://support.iatistandard.org/forums/20317313-for-ngos� (documents posted by Joni Hillman).  By June 2012 approximately 60 DFID grantees will have published to IATI and by April 2013 this will have increased to over 100 UK civil society organizations.


� Interviews involved three large INGOs, two platforms, three consultants, a small foundation and two southern CSO representatives, all of whom have been strongly associated with the implementation of IATI (except the southern CSOs).


�  An example of an Open Information Policies is OXFAM GB, “Open Information Policy Statement”, accessed March 2012 at � HYPERLINK "http://www.oxfam.org.uk/resources/accounts/open_information_policy.html" ��http://www.oxfam.org.uk/resources/accounts/open_information_policy.html�.


� For example, USAID has said that they have no intention (at least for now) of requiring US CSOs/NGOs to publish to IATI because they already have all the information they need from grantees to meet USAID’s IATI requirements.


�  Some early tools that exist in prototype include AidView (� HYPERLINK "http://www.aidview.net" ��www.aidview.net�), IATI Explorer (� HYPERLINK "http://www.iatiexplorer.org" ��www.iatiexplorer.org�) by Development Gateway, OpenSpending (� HYPERLINK "http://openspending.org/" ��http://openspending.org/�) by Open Knowledge Foundation (UK) which includes IATI among other datasets for many countries, Aid Maps by InterAction for Haiti, the Horn of Africa and food security (� HYPERLINK "http://www.interaction.org/work/ngoaidmap" ��www.ngoaidmaps.org�), and OpenAid.Nl (� HYPERLINK "http://www.beta.openaid.nl" ��www.beta.openaid.nl�) supported by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs.


�  For an excellent discussion of an organizational approach and plans, see Aidinfo, “DIPR on the path to transparency: A methodology for publishing IATI-compliant open data”, accessed March 2012 at � HYPERLINK "http://www.aidinfo.org/resources/reports" ��http://www.aidinfo.org/resources/reports�.


�  While this flexibility has been key for both official donors and CSOs to encourage early publishing of data to the Standard, it also reduces the usefulness of the data to end-users.  Comparability between donors is reduced and important fields for researchers are not completed.  In light of the comments above about the need to demonstrate the utility of IATI to multiple stakeholders, this flexibility may undermine the ultimate sustainability of the commitment to continue to publish to the Standard.


�  There is an excel spreadsheet tool currently under development that is designed for medium sized organizations that have the capacity to export some of their internal information to excel spreadsheets, which can then be converted to XML format.  It is currently being piloted with UK NGOs.


�  Bond, “Developing an Open Information Policy: Guidance for NGOs”, March 2012, accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://support.iatistandard.org/entries/20858941-open-information-exclusions" ��http://support.iatistandard.org/entries/20858941-open-information-exclusions�. 


� Open Forum for CSO Development Effectiveness, “The Siem Reap CSO Consensus on the International Framework for CSO Development Effectiveness”, June 2011, page 13, accessed March 2012 at � HYPERLINK "http://www.cso-effectiveness.org" ��http://www.cso-effectiveness.org�.


�  The following paragraphs focus on information provided by Rendir Cuentas and INFID who are members of the IATI CSO Working Group.


�  At the same time, the network is aware of the need to avoid multiple standards, but suggest that standards must be build from “the bottom up”, which is the approach of Rendir Cuentas.  They propose exploring the possibility of technical approaches that would permit those organizations in the region using the Rendir Cuentas standard to automatically report into the IATI standard.  See Rendir Cuentas, “Results of the Latin American Consultation for the IATI CSO Working Group”, April 29, 2012”, accessible on the IATI CSO Support page at � HYPERLINK "http://support.iatistandard.org/forums/20317313-for-ngos" ��http://support.iatistandard.org/forums/20317313-for-ngos�





�  While this came out in the interviews in the South, it is not a condition unique to only southern CSOs.  As noted earlier the compatibility of an organization’s IMS to the IATI Standard is an important potential constraint facing northern CSOs as well. 


�  HLF4’s Busan Partnership for Effective Development Cooperation calls for a common global standard for transparency with agreement by June 2012.  Discussions are underway to find common ground between the IATI Standard and the OECD DAC CRS+ reporting requirements for this global standard.  It is expected that this harmonization will include all current fields in the IATI Standard.


�  See “IATI Standard Version 1, 17 February 2011”, accessible at � HYPERLINK "http://iatistandard.org/standard" ��http://iatistandard.org/standard�.  Detailed items, definitions, formats and code lists can be found at �HYPERLINK "http://iatistandard.org/standard/organisation"��http://iatistandard.org/standard/organisation�.


�   The DAC Creditor Reporting System can be found at � HYPERLINK "http://www.oecd.org/document/0/0,2340,en_2649_34447_37679488_1_1_1_1,00.html" ��http://www.oecd.org/document/0/0,2340,en_2649_34447_37679488_1_1_1_1,00.html�.  Further background on DAC aid statistics can be found at � HYPERLINK "http://www.oecd.org/document/49/0,3746,en_2649_34447_46582641_1_1_1_1,00.html" ��http://www.oecd.org/document/49/0,3746,en_2649_34447_46582641_1_1_1_1,00.html�.


�  You are not required to be a signatory or publish an implementation schedule in order to publish to the IATI Registry.  Some NGOs have published without issuing an implementation schedule beforehand.
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