IATI Donor Fact Finding Missions: Overview Findings

Exec Summary

1. The four donors visited are generally well placed to comply with IATI. Most of the information is captured in centralised systems, and timely publication of basic project information and financial flows is achievable.
2. The biggest issue is forward looking budget information. Most donors are still deciding how to meet the Accra commitment to provide indicative 3 year rolling expenditure or resource allocation plans.
3. There are conducive disclosure policies in place because of Freedom of Information Acts and a commitment to transparency. However, the move from reactive to proactive disclosure highlights that in many cases decisions will need to be made about exactly what restrictions might apply.
4. Where data are not being captured or changes will be needed to systems, we estimate relatively low cost.
5. It is likely there will be savings at country office level, due to unified reporting, and IATI could help coordinate donor HQ and country offices information management practices.
Background

The International Aid Transparency Initiative aims to deliver a step shift in global public availability and accessibility of information on aid flows. To achieve these goals, investment is required by aid donors, and it is important that this investment should be proportionate to the anticipated benefits of better aid transparency. 

We expect the main benefit of transparency to be more effective aid and therefore increased poverty reduction. These benefits divide into two broad types: efficiency gains (e.g. better planning, reduced administrative costs); and effectiveness gains (greater accountability leading to improvements in services; more predictability leading to microeconomic and macroeconomic improvements).  There is some analysis underway to quantify and evaluate these benefits.

However, the costs of IATI are largely on donors. They are mainly administrative: IT systems; staff time collecting and inputting data; and training and culture change.  There are also some anticipated benefits to donors in the form of reduced administration costs due to less duplicate reporting,

To better understand these costs and benefits to donors the Technical Advisory Group (TAG) was asked to undertake a series of donor fact finding missions. The objective of these was to assess feasibility, impact and costs of IATI on donors to: 

· Inform the scope of the IATI standard and how its implementation could be phased 

· Feed into the wider IATI cost benefit analysis work by defining the potential cost of IATI compliance to donors.
Approach
A three person team comprising of Brian Hammond (chair of TAG), Simon Parrish (DIPR) and Jonathan Orchard (independent auditor and financial consultant) visited 4 donors: UK (DFID), World Bank, Netherlands (DGIS) and Germany (BMZ, GTZ & KFW). The team met with finance, policy, IT, procurement and knowledge management staff to: 
· Review current donor systems and reporting processes

· Review donor disclosure policies

· For each information category proposed for inclusion within the IATI standard assess donor ability to report by looking at:
· whether, where & when it is systematically collected

· if it can be published in a timely manner

· the impact and cost of IATI on donor systems and administrative processes 
· Identify existing reporting processes, estimate the costs of duplicate reporting, and identify opportunities for how IATI could rationalise.
Main Findings

The four donors are well placed, with relatively low cost implications.
Systems & Data Capture 
· Systems are typically centralised and integrated, with staff in country offices capturing information directly into central finance and project management systems.
· Some donors are more centralised than others in terms of systems and processes. Most have central systems for basic project information and financial flows. However, some information types are held and managed in country offices.
· The appendix outlines the 25 information areas investigated and shows that most of the information being proposed for IATI is being captured and that there are few technical barriers to regular publication of basic project and financial information.
· The existing challenges with DAC CRS reporting do not necessarily impact on donor ability to meet IATI requirements. DAC reporting is often a time consuming process due to a) chasing a small percentage of ODA from small agencies and other central and local government departments, and/or b) the quality control procedures required to ensure statistical integrity, which can often require centralised manual coding.
· The main problem areas are detailed geographic information, conditions, public participation, Paris Declaration indicators, forward planning information (especially aligned to partner country financial years).
· Donors have varied approaches to quality assurance. For some, this is centralised and manual, others have built sophisticated systematic assurance routines, while others decentralise this role to project staff in-country.
Disclosure policies 
· Disclosure policies are generally inclusive due to Freedom of Information Acts. However, donors need to define their policies in more detail to move from reactive disclosure to proactive. When faced with the practicalities of proactive publication of some information types, there can be uncertainty whether they would be willing to do so. 
· Main problem area is 3 year rolling budget, where donors are constrained with their own domestic budgetary processes and have yet to define how they will meet the Accra commitment. At best, most could give ‘indicative’ figures for three years, not always on a rolling basis. 
· There are also potential issues with publication of: pre-approval pipeline projects due to uncertainty of agreement to fund them; project budgets & commitments as this could compromise procurement processes; and documents as until now these have been written for internal purposes and there are concerns over quality and potential inclusion of sensitive material. 

Costs
· The missions found that there were likely to be relatively low costs for donors to improve systems and processes at HQ, mainly restricted to minor adjustments to systems and changes to staff behaviour. Work is still underway on the donor cost benefit analysis and this will feed into a wider IATI cost benefit analysis. Indications at this early stage are that costs are likely to be in the range of $100K for donors that are best placed, up to a maximum of $1million (unless IATI was the trigger to build a major new centralised system with consequentially higher costs but also greater scope for efficiency gains).
Benefits 
· As mentioned above, work is still underway on costs and benefits. Indications are that there are likely to be savings for country offices, as country-level reporting will be unified. There are also likely to be benefits through improved coordination information management practices between donor HQ and country offices.
Common challenges for donors
· Most donors cited concerns about the quality of the data in existing systems, including variable titles and descriptions and inconsistent classifications. It was suggested that increased timeliness could worsen this. The quality of financial information is less of a problem. 
· For donors that do not use English, French or Spanish the language of descriptive information and documents can be a challenge. Although some documents are written in the language of the partner country, many are written in the donor’s native language.

· As highlighted above, forward planning information is difficult for all donors. The fact-finding missions also highlighted that at present most information is limited to the financial and budget year of the donor.
· Although there are conducive disclosure policies in place because of Freedom of Information Acts and a commitment to transparency, the move from reactive to proactive disclosure highlights that in many cases decisions will need to be made about exactly what restrictions might apply.
Other areas for IATI consideration 

· Information about project and aid flows is generally available and should be part of an early phase of implementation.
· Joint ownership of information with partner countries has been highlighted as an issue. Some donors have expressed the need for partners to agree to publication.
· IATI should allow flexibility for both centralised and decentralised reporting. This would allow donors to report in a manner that fits best with their size and structure.
· Procurement information is challenging as this is increasingly managed by partners in-country. In such cases, even though information may be published by the procurement agent, donors do not hold much information about procurement activities. 
· Donors currently get little information about specific projects and activities from implementing agencies.  They typically receive reports from NGOs they fund, but these are often not very detailed nor are the data presented or held systematically.
· Donors are keen for more emphasis on results in the IATI proposal. The standardisation of results at country level is something ITAI should consider. Any indicators should be context specific and in line with the country strategy.
· There is some sensitivity around the use of the term ‘conditions’ and their publication.
· IATI needs to better define what it expects in reporting pre-approval project information.
Appendix: Detailed of analysis of IATI information
	
	Data collected (Is the info in systems?)
	Readiness for timely publication in principle
	Cost

	√
	Yes 
	Yes & it is currently being published 
	Low cost -  Improvements to internal processes and better information management practices

	√
	Yes, but thresholds apply
	Yes & ready to publish
	Low - Medium cost. Small changes to existing systems and data capture processes (e.g. a new field)

	?
	Captured, but changes might be required
	In principle, but may be some issues to resolve
	Medium Cost.  Significant changes to systems and underlying data structures

	X
	Not captured in systems (or in unstructured format)
	There is an identified issue to resolve
	High cost. New systems likely to be required


	Information Area
	Data Collected?
	Readiness for publication
	Costs

	Project ID (inc. pipeline)
	?
	?
	√

	Project Title & Purpose / Description
	?
	√
	√

	Detailed geographic info 
	X
	√
	√

	Sectors & Policy Markers
	√
	√
	√

	Funding Type / Type of aid flow
	√
	√
	None

	Total project cost
	√
	√
	√

	Annual project budgets
	?
	?
	√

	Commitments information
	√
	?
	None

	Planned Disbursement Schedules
	√
	√
	None

	Disbursement information
	√
	√
	None

	Implementing Agency / channel of delivery
	√
	√
	None

	Forward planning budgets for country/sector
	?
	X
	√

	Paris Declaration Indicators
	?
	√
	√

	Conditions
	X
	?
	√

	Concept notes; Project design docs / logframes; Pre-project impact appraisals; Project evaluations
	?
	√
	√

	Output and outcome indicators 
	?
	√
	√

	Contracts awarded for project /local procurement
	?
	?
	√

	Future funding opportunities
	?
	√
	√

	Procurement procedures
	√
	√
	None

	Tied Aid Status
	n/a
	n/a
	None

	Aid Agreements
	?
	√
	√

	Aid policies and procedures 
	√
	√
	√

	Country, Regional and sector strategies
	√
	√
	√

	Assessments of aid and aid effectiveness
	?
	?
	√

	Information on opportunities for public participation in decision making and evaluation
	?
	√
	√



