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IATI Board  
 
cc. Secretariat. 
 
We are writing to ask the International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI) Board to consider funding 
Publish What You Fund’s (PWYF) 2024 Aid Transparency Index (ATI), given the current lapse in 
funding.      
  
The current supporters of the Index are the UK and the EC, who are also Members of IATI.  External 
evidence points out that PWYF’s Aid Transparency Index has an impact on improving data quality in 
IATI.      One report stated that “Donor agencies feel pressure from professional peers or political 
influences to comply with the IATI standard and improve their ranking on the independent Aid 
Transparency Index (ATI). Expectations from peers is mainly felt in independent aid agencies (e.g. 
DFID, USAID, BMZ-GIZ), while political pressure to perform better is often more dominant in 
government organisations that have a broader agenda beyond ODA disbursement (e.g. Ministries of 
Foreign Affairs).”      Quak, 2020, paraphrasing Honig and Weaver 2019. 
 
Data from recent assessments carried out by PWYF also demonstrate clear improvements in donor 
data every year the organisation publishes an ATI, and reductions in data quality in the years in 
between.   This contrasts to what might be created in the Data Quality Index. 
  
We understand that there were specific concerns from the Board raised about PWYF’s earlier 
proposal that we hope can be resolved per our suggestions below.    

1. Independence of the ATI from IATI.   IATI will not be assessed, but the majority of those 
being assessed are IATI members.   In the experience of the current supporting entities, 
while there are sometimes issues with the methodology PWYF kept their independence on 
this and protected it fiercely, requiring all those assessed to provide views in a formal 
methodology review process.  Relevant firewalls can be reinforced. Where possible those 
being assessed should keep discussions on data in separate meetings to that of the 
management of the contract, and ensure different people are involved to avoid conflict of 
interest.   Those on the Board or in IATI would not be able to change their methodology or 
approach except through the same mechanisms all others are and any agreement could 
reinforce that.    We understand PWYF would be open to a further review of their 
methodology before 2024. 
 

2. That IATI covers all publishers, but ATI only covers donors.   This is true but prompting a      
sizeable number of an entity’s strongest supporters and financial contributors to improve 
their data is a good use of funds, particularly where downstream partners and recipient 
countries want to make sense of that data, who are also IATI members.    We understand 
that 84% of IATI data is made up of those covered by the Aid Transparency Index.   

 
3. Creation of the DQI - this will be a useful tool for all IATI members but does not have the 

political clout or history or sampling approach that the ATI currently has, as a comparison 
between peers.   The two tools could complement each other.  

  
At this time, we would propose that the funding of the ATI only extends to the 2024 ATI. Or 
alternatively, in the future PWYF diversifies its funding sources and IATI is only a small component of 
supporters of the ATI. We would welcome discussion of additional parameters as needed. 
      
We believe this effort fits in well to the Data Quality objective of the 2020-2025 Strategic Plan and 
that there is evidence to support this. Recognizing that this effort would significantly increase the 
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current Data Quality budget of the 2022 Workplan but noting that according to IATI financial 
statements there has been underspend or financial reserves unused in previous years, we would 
encourage the Board to consider the opportunity cost of this effort and where the budget may be 
able to be rearranged to accommodate funding the ATI starting in this autumn.  We also understand 
that making a sole-source grant or contract with PWYF must be consistent with the procurement 
rules used by the member of the Secretariat making the agreement for use of IATI funds.      
 
We hope you are willing to consider this proposal. 
 
 
Horia Sohir Debbiche, African Development Bank  
Michelle Edwards, UK - Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office 
Yohanna Loucheur, Global Affairs Canada 
Andie Vaughn, Sarah Scholtz, Joan Atherton, US Agency for International Development (USAID)  
Renate Haustrate-Assam, European Commission 
Murad Hirji, Global Fund for Aids, TB and Malaria 
Erik Forsberg, The Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency. 
Herman Van Loon, Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
 
 

 
 


