UK Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative Multi-Stakeholder Group

Minutes of the 16th Meeting - 15 March 2016 – BIS Conference Centre, 

SW1H 0ET (10-2pm)
Attendance

	Chair

Maureen Beresford - Department for Business Innovation & Skills

Secretariat

Margaret Sutherland - Department for Business Innovation & Skills

Vina Krishnarajah - Department for Business Innovation & Skills

Joe Turtle - Department for Business Innovation & Skills

Eddie Rich - International Secretariat

Industry

Dr Patrick Foster - Mining Association of the UK /Camborne School of Mines - University of Exeter

John Bowater - Aggregate Industries
Stephen Blythe - Independent Consultant -Teleconference

Andrew Enever - Shell

Civil Society

Miles Litvinoff - Publish What You Pay UK

Joe Williams - Natural Resource Governance Institute 

Eric Joyce - Extractive Industries Civil Society 

Danielle Foe -  Extractives Industries Civil Society
Eddie Holmes – Extractives Industries Civil Society

	Government

Mike Earp - Oil & Gas Authority

Alan Tume - HMRC

Carolinn Booth - HMRC

Stephen Martin - Scottish Government

Observers

Claire Ralph - Oil & Gas UK

Jerry McLaughlin - Mineral Products Association

Nominated People

Roger Salomone - Exxon Mobil

Matthew Landy - Statoil



Agenda item 1: Welcome and introductions
1. Welcome and introductions

Agenda Item 2: Agreement of minutes
2. The minutes were agreed and no further changes made. 

Agenda item 3: Feedback from Subgroups:

Launch Event:

3. Secretariat gave an outline of the preceding Communications Subgroup and recommended that the format of the Launch Event will comprise of two main themes:

· Firstly recognising the achievement of getting to the first report, and celebrating the effort that all involved put into it.

Secondly to thank those companies that participated in our first year’s EITI and to encourage more companies to participate in year 2.The MSG agreed that these were the right themes.
4. Secretariat confirmed that the EITI Champion Baroness Neville-Rolfe will be speaking at the event, and will stay for a Q&A. 
5. Secretariat outlined the format of the Launch Event. The Minister will make the opening speech, followed by Eddie Rich from the International Secretariat to give the international perspective. There will then be a short Q&A. The MSG agreed to this format. 
6. A Civil Society representative expressed concern over the timings of the Minister’s attendance. Secretariat confirmed that the format was such that the Minister would host the main part of the event, the beginning, and would stay for a Q&A, following the usual format for Ministerial attendance EITI events. 
7. In the second half of the event Secretariat recommended a panel comprised of members with subgroup experience each having up to 5 minutes to speak about their experience with EITI. 
8. Secretariat recommended Andrew Enever, Joseph Williams and Alan Tume. This will make the event last no more than 90 minutes. The MSG agreed to this. Secretariat would confirm Andrew Fulton’s availability. 
9. Andrew Fulton from Cleveland Potash has been asked to speak on the panel as well. 
10. Secretariat agreed to organise a meeting for the panel speakers on the w/c 11th in order to agree topics to speak on. 
11. The MSG discussed whether it would be appropriate for Moore Stephens to speak at the event, to give their point of view of the process especially in bringing the first EITI report together. 
12. The International Secretariat confirmed that they could provide factual highlights of the process which was common in other implementing countries.

13. The MSG agreed that it would be good to have a representative from Moore Stephens and Secretariat agreed to contact them. 
14. Civil Society representatives expressed the need to give all speakers a speaking note. 

15. Industry representatives recommended that the invite for the Launch Event be sent as a scheduler. Consensus was reached by the MSG that the updated invite containing the theme, speakers, and timings of the event will be sent out to the previous invite list (including those already invited), and a scheduler would be sent out to those who have confirmed attendance. 
16. An industry representative asked what sort of background the 51 confirmed attendees of the Launch Event were from. Secretariat confirmed that it was a mixture, and explained it would circulate a list.
17. Secretariat took on board concerns from industry representatives about the length of the Launch Event putting industry members off, and explained that in the updated invite would include clarification that it will last a maximum of 90 minutes.
18. A Government representative asked whether there would be any posters or infographics at the Launch Event to summarise the first report. 
19. Secretariat confirmed they were happy to look into this and asked MSG representatives wishing to contribute to feed in. 
20. Both Civil Society and industry representatives highlighted that there was a risk with the report being launched earlier than the launch event. This would provide journalists ample opportunity to analyse the report and potentially ask damaging questions during the Q&A.

21. To overcome this, the MSG agreed that the event would need a good moderator to ensure the Q&A remained on track.

22. Positive messaging was also essential as the majority of businesses who made material payments did participate in EITI in year one and it was important to highlight this at the event.
Comms strategy for first report:

23. Secretariat explained that the strategy had been circulated for MSG approval.
24. Industry-focused communications included a short update on EITI in the Spring edition of Wireline. 
25. Secretariat confirmed that, subject to No10 approval, the report was most likely to be launched on w/c 11th April with a requirement to publish by the 14 April.
26. Secretariat confirmed that the Scottish elections do not affect the launch of the report. This is because aggregate figures for the oil and gas taxes have already been published in by HMRC. 
27. Secretariat confirmed that it would organise a pre meet with Panel speakers in between the launch of the report and the Launch Event, in order to mitigate any negative press and prepare possible defensive Q&A. This was important to protect the UK EITI brand.
28. Secretariat relayed that on Civil Society communications that Publish What You Pay UK, Global Witness, National Resource Governance Institute and Extractive Industries Civil Society have suggested that they might blog about the report launch. Civil Society representatives confirmed they will disseminate the report amongst a variety of networks. 
29. On Government communications, Secretariat confirmed that it will be hosting an intranet news article about the report launch, a bulletin would be produced and sent to BIS stakeholders, and that relevant Government departments have been contacted and will disseminate the report as appropriate. 
30. Secretariat will Tweet through the BIS Twitter feed as well as Baroness Neville-Rolfe’s. Secretariat explained that it will also pass on the report to all MPs and Peers, as well as the chairs of relevant APPGs. 
31. Secretariat confirmed that the Business and Human Rights Resource Centre will be hosting a blog by Baroness Neville-Rolfe.
32. Secretariat will send an embargoed copy of the report 24 hours before publication to all companies who completed reporting templates. Companies which did not make material payments or failed to respond would get a copy of the report on the publication date.. 
Reconciliation:
33. HMRC explained that since the last MSG Industry and HMRC had worked with the Independent Administrator (IA) and as a result the IA had been able to reconcile all tax receipts to within the threshold set. HMRC have had a team of 3 dedicated to this. The process of reconciliation worked in that when there was a difference then the company and HMRC gave details for actual payments made through the year to the IA. 
34. HMRC expressed that this was an intensive process, and has revealed some of the challenges that our tax system presents. HMRC elaborated on the point that payments are made under a group payment arrangement, which makes explaining project-level reporting particularly troublesome for the IA to work through. However, HMRC said that they did a very good job despite the circumstances, and that for all those who participated in the process the figures were completely reconciled within the de minimus of £10,000. 
35. HMRC explained that the IA had been in weekly contact with them, and that HMRC had then fed that back to the reconciliation subgroup. The subgroup had received the initial anonymised draft report on 29th Feb and had met twice offering recommendations for changes on both occasions which were taken forward by the Secretariat. 
36. HMRC explained that it had worked with Secretariat in order to re-write the executive summary. 
37. Secretariat explained that it had worked with MSG representatives to re write the executive summary, Secretariat further explained that they had talked at length with the International Secretariat who explained that the report belonged to the MSG who could choose how to present the data.
38. The MSG requested that Secretariat and Industry work together to redraft the executive summary which was what most readers of the report would focus on. This was important to highlight the challenges of the UK legislative framework and the lack of a separate fiscal regime for mining and quarrying payments. Government representatives expressed concern about some of the linkages between data in the Contextual Chapter and other parts of the report. 
39. Civil Society representatives were concerned about the Beneficial Ownership data and thought the information in the report could be presented differently. They agreed to take this forward.
40. Secretariat confirmed the timeline to agree the 1st report. The report would come back to the MSG on March 29th and members would have until the 1 April to agree the report. It would then need to be passed to the digital publications team.
41. Oil & gas representatives stressed what perspective the report was written from, e.g. what part of the report belonged to the MSG and what part belong to the IA. 
Recommendations

42. Secretariat confirmed the requirement in 5.3f of the international standard for the Independent Administrator to provide recommendations in the report. 

43. The MSG discussed the recommendations which were included in the draft report.

44. Secretariat highlighted that they would check with the International Secretariat whether these needed to be published.
45. Civil Society representatives stressed the headline should be “Independent Administrator’s Recommendations” and if there were inaccuracies they would need to be highlighted. 
46. Government representatives confirmed that a review would have to be completed ahead of year two. They suggested delaying the publication of the recommendations but including the amended recommendations on our website with the results of the review at a later date.
Beneficial ownership
47. Civil Society stressed that the beneficial ownership data needed to be identified better. This was important because the beneficial ownership requirements track with the government regulations on the PSC register. This could be a question on how effective the government regulations are going to be on this. 
48. No PEPs were disclosed in the EITI report and therefore further thought would need to be given to whether the extractives sector was the best to champion beneficial ownership. On beneficial ownership, industry representatives highlighted there might be a difference between the ownership of a large oil and gas entity and a smaller mining interest. 
Conclusion to the EITI report

49. The MSG discussed whether it would be a good idea to include a conclusion in the first report. The conclusion would not need to be too lengthy but explain that this was simply the first report, the MSG would learn lessons from the process to improve compliance going forward which would be essential for validation in year two.  

Agenda item 4: review reporting cycle year 1.

50. Secretariat confirmed at the last MSG there was an action surrounding reviewing year one to improve the reporting cycle.

51. It was important that this work should move quickly before templates were distributed for year 2.
52. Secretariat recommended subgroups to meet separately to review the first year. This mainly included reconciliation, mining & quarrying and communications.

53. This does not prevent further reviews, but keen to concentrate on reporting cycle at this stage, but this was not urgent as it would not impact on reporting templates being issued. 
54. Government representatives confirmed that the review for the reconciliation sub group would probably last half a day and once recommendations were agreed they would be shared with the Chair of the MSG.

55. Industry representatives asked how company feedback would feed into this. It was confirmed that the executive summary asked for feedback to be sent to the BIS EITI inbox. 

56. Mining & Quarrying representatives confirmed that they would speak to the companies who had engaged in year one for feedback.

Agenda item 5: AOB:
Secretariat staffing

57. Secretariat explained that the previous Chair of the MSG Marie-Anne Mackenzie would not be returning to the EITI brief, and that for the time being Maureen Beresford will fulfil this role.  
Open Government Partnership National Action Plan:
58. Civil Society representatives highlighted that the OGP is an initiative that the UK government has been involved with which feeds into a National Action Plan (NAP) every three years.

59. This was an initiative where both Government and Civil Society agree commitments on anti-corruption and updates to these commitments are provided on a regular basis.

60. The initiative is led by the Cabinet Office. EITI and Civil Society asked the MSG to agree to the following:
a. The commitment in question related to extractives
b. Reporting under EITI to include project-level reporting and company disclosure of beneficial ownership
61. After a brief discussion the MSG agreed that the OGP commitment for the next NAP was for Civil Society and Government to agree and there was no reason for MSG involvement.
62. The Chair said goodbye and a big thank you to Vina for all her hard work on EITI over the last 3 years. It is her last MSG for some time as she starts her maternity leave in April. 
Next MSG Meeting- Tuesday 17th May 

Actions:
1. Secretariat to publish the minutes from the 15th MSG meeting in January 2016.
2. Secretariat to circulate to the MSG a list of who is attending the launch event on the 19 April and to send a scheduler invite to these people. Secretariat to also re issue invites to everyone with updated speakers and timings for the event to also advertise on gov.uk and GOXI
3. Secretariat to organise a pre meeting for all speakers at the event to go through what will be covered.
4. Secretariat to check with Moore Stephens if they are willing to speak on the panel at the event on the 19th April for up to 5 minutes and participate in the Q&A.
5. Secretariat to look into posters for the event to summarise the main findings of the report.

6. Mike & Claire to liaise with Secretariat about a key company that Moore Stephens were unable to contact.

7. Secretariat to put together defensive Q&A ahead of the launch event, to be shared with the MSG.

8. All MSG members to send small contextual updates to the report to the Secretariat by Friday 18 March.

9. Stephen and Margaret to work together on re drafting the executive summary and conclusion etc. Secretariat to share with MSG if time allows

10. Mike to look through the report and flag any inconsistencies with Secretariat by close Tuesday 15th March. To include a recommendation that Moore Stephens change the charts on pages 44 & 45 of the report into one bar chart. Secretariat to then share this with the MSG and ask for additional thoughts.

11. Secretariat to add narrative to explain what each table in the report represents. Secretariat to also re-add the mining footnote which has been omitted on page 30.

12. Secretariat to send all CSV files to the MSG once received by Mike and Moore Stephens.

13. Secretariat to check with Eddie Rich if the recommendations from Moore Stephens can be omitted from the publication of the first report. The MSG agreed that recommendations can be published once the MSG has completed their review of year one reporting.

14. Joe Williams to pass Secretariat some narrative on beneficial ownership by midday on 16 March, Secretariat to share with MSG if time allows.

15. Secretariat to update the subgroup list.

16. Mining & quarrying representatives to speak with the companies who have engaged in year one for feedback

17. Chairs of the reconciliation, mining & quarrying, and comms sub group to meet and review year 1.  Chairs of each of the sub-groups to make recommendations to the May MSG.  

The MSG agreed:
1. Beneficial ownership information should be moved to the end of the EITI report.

2. The MSG agreed that recommendations can be published once the MSG has completed their review of year one reporting (subject to advice from Eddie Rich)

3. That the OGP commitment for the next national action plan was for Civil Society and Government to agree and there was no reason for MSG involvement.
Secretary’s note:
· The EITI Secretariat acknowledges that there was a connection issue with the phone-line affecting those dialling in. 
