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· Government




· Civil Society Groups


21 (18 in a group meeting, 3 through website)



· Private Sector




· Academia (through website)

1
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· Bilaterals



10



	Question 1.  Do you support the proposal?



	Respondent Type
	Feedback


	CSO
	The participants voiced full support to the affirmative and positive policy. They felt that the proposal at least shows that the World Bank is trying to be consistent and sincere in providing support and setting an example for the people and government, when Indonesia is trying to prepare itself to practice the mandate given by Public Information Transparency Act.

However, participants felt that the proposal does not address how information will reach all levels of the population, especially those lacking access to the internet and who lack familiarity with the Bank’s jargon.  They wondered will the Bank measure disclosure of information in the field.   This tied in to concerns with the Bank’s translation policy.  Participants commented that Indonesia has many languages, and that they would expect the Bank to translate documents into all of the languages.
Lastly, participants noted that the policy will only be as effective as its implementation, and commented that the disclosure committee should have real power to implement the policy.


	Academia
	Representatives from academia concurred with this assessment, since it will increase the World Bank’s performance.



	Question 2:  Do the proposed exceptions adequately reflect the areas in which

 there is a compelling reason for confidentiality?



	Respondent Type
	Feedback



	 CSO
	The participants felt that all items were clear; however, they noted that there were items which were not clear enough and which invite alternative interpretations, namely the right of the World Bank to withhold information it feels would cause serious harm.  This is the explanation of the Second Principle. Of course, it is within the right of the World Bank to sort which documents can be categorised as open and which ones are secret.  But since the World Bank is a public institution (according to the category stipulated by The Law Number 14 of 2008 on Public Information Transparency) and it has been committed to democracy, it is then obligatory for the World Bank to have clarity and certainty regarding its position. The damage/danger as stipulated by the second principle should not invite alternative interpretation. At the moment, the Second Principle has not provided expected points.
Additionally, participants argued that all documents related to loans, especially related to public needs, must be disclosed, so that there is a close monitoring of the implementation of projects funded by World Bank loans.
There were many concerns regarding third-party information.  Participants requested additional information on how the Bank will define “third parties”, and wondered which policy would take precedence in regards to projects cofinanced by the Bank and a third party.  Participants suggested that if the Bank’s policy should be used if the third party has a weaker policy. 

	Academia
	Yes


	Question 3:  Do the proposed exceptions balance the need for transparency and the need to protect confidential information?



	Respondent Type
	Feedback



	 CSO
	The participants felt the proposal was well balanced, but could be improved by explaining the exceptions with the criteria for why they are kept confidential. 
The participants also appreciated the inclusion of an appeals mechanism, but questioned its strength, scope, manner of function, and whether it would be independent/include independent membership.


	Academia
	Representatives from academia felt it is enough regarding the available information and it is a form of professionalism to protect the secrets of third parties.



	Question 4(i):  Do you support a uniform 20-year timeline to declassify most historical documents?



	Respondent Type
	Feedback



	 CSO
	The response amongst participants was mixed.  Some supported it fully, but argued that would be corrupted by irresponsible hands.  
Others felt that 20 years would too long. A shorter timeline would allow for more learning opportunities, and for timely development of best practices.


	Academia
	The representatives from academia supported this proposal fully, so that everyone can see the performance.



	Question 4(ii): Should certain documents be declassified sooner than 20 years?



	Respondent Type
	Feedback



	 CSO
	Some participants felt that the 20 year time range is too long for public disclosure, and suggested that a 10 or 15 years timeline would be better.  
Others argued that documents related to project implementation should be disclosed within 5 years or less.  They posited that the impact of projects must be known in real time, as well as during the proposal phase.  After five years information on project implementation is irrelevant and yields information that is not useful for monitoring how well projects are implemented.



	Academia
	Representatives from academia felt that the timeline is long enough, since there are possibly scandals that will be covered up.


	Question 4(iii): If so, what types of documents could be declassified at earlier intervals?



	Respondent Type
	Feedback



	 CSO
	The participants recommended that documents labeled “confidential” or “very confidential” should be declassified.  Special attention should be paid to documents for general purposes of projects funded by the World Bank.


	Academia
	Representatives from academia suggested that the Bank disclose documents regarding Project Audits funded by the World Bank at earlier intervals.


	Question 5: Do you support the proposal to add project audits and annual audited project financial statement prepared by borrowers to the list of documents that the borrowers are required to disclose?



	Respondent Type
	Feedback



	 CSO
	Participants supported these proposals fully, for transparency and observing the work value.


	Academia
	Representatives from academia endorsed this proposal.


	Question 6: Other documents prepared by member countries, related to World Bank operations, which member countries should be required to disclose?



	Respondent Type
	Feedback



	 CSO
	Participants suggested that that the Bank  require the disclosure of documents related to cooperation agreements, project budgets, and project work plans be disclosed.  They also recommended that it be  mandatory for the Bank to periodically disclose reports on the progress of project implementation steps, so that early control can be done if budget mistreatments happen.
Lastly, participants requested that the Bank release information related to DPLs and program loans.


	Academia
	Representatives from academia suggested that the Bank disclose all documents regarding grant projects for third-world countries.


	Question 7: Other disclosure issues?



	Respondent Type
	Feedback



	 CSO
	Participants argued that unclear restrictions on the disclosure of information is risky. The policy should be indicators of accountability and clear “risks”.
There was also a question as to how seriously the Bank is considering the comments it receives from stakeholders during the disclosure consultations.  They requested that CSOs be included in the development of this policy.

Participants questioned how documents prepared under earlier disclosure policies will be handled under the new policy.
The issue of the Bank’s corporate procurement was also raised.  Participants felt that the Bank should disclose information related to its own bidding process, including its list of blacklisted companies.
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