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The Real Aid Index assesses the top three to 

five1 ODA spending programmes in 2018 from 

the 6 Government departments, and 2 cross-

Government funds, that spend over £50m in 

ODA annually. These are the Department for 

International Development (DFID), the Foreign & 

Commonwealth Office (FCO), The Department for 

Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy (BEIS)2, The 

Home Office, The Department for Health and Social 

Care (DoHSC), The Department for Environment, 

Food and Rural Affairs, the Conflict Security and 

Stability Fund (CSSF) and the Prosperity Fund. 

Using the most recent available data which is 

from 2018, we have assessed how well each 

department’s aid is aligned with ONE’s Charter 

for Real Aid. We score the departments against 

three criteria: poverty-focus, effectiveness and 

transparency. The maximum available score for 

each category is 100, and we use a WEAK  (scores 

of 0-33),  MODERATE  (score of 34-66) and STRONG   

(scores 67-100) rating system. The assessment of 

individual aid programmes only assesses whether 

the programmes are poverty-focused and effective. 

We have used Publish What You Fund’s (PWYF) 

UK Aid Transparency Index transparency scores 

for each department. We have not given the Conflict 

Security and Stability Fund and the Prosperity 

Fund a transparency score because these were not 

included in the Aid Transparency Index. 

The scores for government departments are not an 

aggregate of the top five aid programmes within 

each department, although some of the information 

by programme is used to inform the aggregate 

departmental scores. The criteria used to assess 

programmes and departments are outlined below. 

While there are strong overlaps between the criteria 

used to assess departments and those used to 

assess individual aid programmes, there are also 

some differences and these are detailed below.

 
CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING DEPARTMENTS, 
FUNDS AND PROGRAMMES 

Each criteria has been given a weighting, which are 
added up to give the overall assessment for each 
department, fund or programme. These criteria 
have been selected based on the international 
evidence and standards around what constitutes 
effective and transparent aid. We have also 
selected criteria based on data availability and 
feasibility. In some cases, the judgements applied 
are subjective and this needs to be borne in mind 
when reviewing the index. We have indicated in 
the text where this is the case and identified the 
evidence we’ve used to make the judgement. 

POVERTY FOCUS 

 ƍ To what extent do the stated aims of 
the Department, Programme or Fund 
correspond to those set out in the Real 
Aid Charter? (33%)

We award the highest marks (33) where there is 

evidence that the aims of a given department/ 

programme focus directly on poverty eradication, 

as set out in its objectives or purpose statement. 

A wide body of evidence has identified the most 

relevant policies and instruments for poverty 

eradication and leaving no-one behind, including 

DETAILED METHODOLOGY & TECHNICAL NOTES

https://www.publishwhatyoufund.org/wp-content/uploads/dlm_uploads/2020/01/How-Transparent-is-UK-Aid_Digital.pdf
https://www.publishwhatyoufund.org/wp-content/uploads/dlm_uploads/2020/01/How-Transparent-is-UK-Aid_Digital.pdf
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pro-poorest growth, social services and social 

protection, tackling conflict and climate change3. 

Recognising that the sustainable development 

agenda encompasses a wider range of issues that 

may have an important indirect effect on efforts 

to end poverty, we award three-quarter marks for 

programmes where the aims are aligned with the 

SDG agenda, and there is clear evidence that the 

programmes aim to target the poorest and most 

marginalised. We award half marks for programmes 

where the aims simply align with the SDG agenda, 

but there is no evidence that it targets the most 

vulnerable, and no marks where programmes are 

not consistent with the SDG agenda.  

 ƍ Where external official assessments 
have been carried out, have they raised 
concerns about the extent to which 
the Department or Fund is meeting its 
objectives? (16.5%) 

Under this criteria we have considered external 

assessments conducted by official national 

and international institutions with a mandate to 

scrutinise international development programmes. 

This includes the National Audit Office (NAO), 

the Independent Commission for Aid Impact 

(ICAI), Parliament’s International Development 

Committee (IDC) and the Organisation for Economic 

Cooperation and Development (OECD). We have 

also considered the findings of external evaluations 

commissioned by the relevant departments. We 

award the highest marks (16.5) where external 

reviews have come to positive conclusions about a 

programme’s poverty focus, and half marks where 

a programme has been reviewed and no concerns 

have been raised. If a programme has not been 

assessed externally, this criteria is excluded from 

the overall ‘poverty focus’ score. 

 ƍ What proportion of the Department, 
Programme or Fund spend is marked for 
gender? (16.5%)

We have used the OECD DAC database to assess 

which ODA projects have gender as a significant 

or principal objective. If more than 85% of the 

Department, Programme or Fund has a significant 

or principal objective for gender, we award full 

marks (16.5). If 42.5% or more of the Department, 

Programme or Fund has a significant or principal 

objective for gender, we award half marks (8.25), 

if it is less than 42.5%, we award no marks. We 

have removed this criteria if programmes are not 

eligible for marking (primarily because they are 

core contributions or imputed in-donor spending).

 ƍ Does the Department, Programme or 
Fund spend at least 50% of the aid 
focused on country level development in 
LDCs and/or Fragile States? (33%). If the 
Department, Programme or Fund spends 
ODA tackling global challenges, does 
it prioritise the issues which have the 
greatest impact on poor people? (16.5%) 

This criteria has been split into two to reflect the 

fact that some aid programmes are focused on 

tackling issues at country level and some on global 

public goods which matter for poor people, and 

that both are important. A programme can score 

maximum marks by being allocated to the poorest 

countries, or half marks by tackling the global 

public goods/challenges which matter most for 

poor people.

On the country-level dimension, we give full marks 

(33) to programmes that invest at least 50% of 

programme budgets in LDCs and or fragile states4 

since these are the countries where half of the 

world’s extreme poor are predicted to live by 20305 

and which are least able to fund poverty eradication 

using their own domestic resources. We award half 

of the available points to programmes that invest 

less than 50% of their budgets in LDCs or fragile 

states, but where there is clear evidence that they 

prioritise the world’s poorest regions. We give zero 

points to programmes that do not invest 50% of 

their budgets in LDCs and or fragile states, and do 

not prioritise the poorest regions. 

Where programmes focus on global challenges 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/gender-development/dac-gender-equality-marker.htm
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we give half marks if the programmes or funds 

tackle the issues that have the greatest impact 

on poor people, based on the available evidence. 

This inevitably involves a subjective judgement 

about which score to use. We have been clear in 

the relevant sections of the index as to the basis 

upon which we have made the judgement. 

EFFECTIVENESS

 ƍ Can companies or institutions from any 
country bid for contracts? (33%) 

Tying aid to the goods and services of the donor 

country is illegal in the UK. There is also an 

international agreement via the OECD to untie 

aid to Least Developed Countries and Heavily 

Indebted Poor Countries (HIPCs.) There is good 

reason for this: aid tying can increase the costs 

of development projects by 15 to 30 percent and 

limits opportunities for local procurement in 

developing countries6.

We have analysed the best evidence available to 

assess if companies and institutions from any 

nationality can compete for contracts related to 

each programme or fund. Where we could not find 

this information through our desk research we 

have asked the relevant government departments 

and multilateral institution to provide this. We 

award maximum marks (33) if the programmes 

are open to bidders from any nationality, half 

marks where there is evidence of some nationality 

restrictions but companies and institutions from 

developing countries are supported to compete 

for contracts, and no points if there are nationality 

restrictions, no evidence of support to companies 

and institutions from developing countries, 

and evidence of preferential treatment for UK 

companies or institutions. 

 ƍ Does the project identify clear results 
that are expected to be achieved? (16.5%)

Managing for results is another core principle 

underlying the development effectiveness agenda. 

The Global Partnership for Effective Development 

Cooperation (GPEDC)  highlights that ‘development 

efforts must have a lasting impact on eradicating 

poverty, and reducing inequality, and on enhancing 

developing countries’ capacities, aligned with 

their own priorities.’7 There has been a widespread 

consensus that identifying the expected results 

from a development programme, collecting 

information on whether those results have been 

achieved, learning lessons about what has and has 

not been achieved and communicating the results 

to the public is important to ensure the effectiveness 

of development projects and programmes. 

To achieve the highest marks (16.5 points) under 

this criteria projects, programmes or departments 

must outline the results they are aiming to achieve 

and publish detailed information about progress 

or final results achieved. We award half marks 

(8.25 points) where programmes, projects or 

departments only publish detailed outcome results 

and quarter marks (4.125 points) for programmes, 

projects or departments that do not publish full 

results but publish some illustrative case studies. 

 ƍ Does the programme a) publish results 
that matter for the poorest and b) 
disaggregate results for all social 
groups (sex, age, disability status and 
geography)? (16.5%)

It is not only important to manage for results, it is also 

important the results identified are those that matter 

most for poor people. To achieve maximum marks 

programmes, projects or departments must publish 

detailed results relating to issues that matter most to 

poor people and if results are disaggregated by sex, 

age, disability status and geography. Disaggregating 

data is essential to the leave no one behind agenda, 

it provides a good basis from which to understand 

progress towards the sustainable development 

goals8. We award half marks (8.25) if results are 

published on issues that matter to the poorest but 

they are not disaggregated, and we award no marks 
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if there are no results published. 

 ƍ Is there any evidence that a) local actors 
were consulted in the development and 
the management of the project and b) 
the project prioritised local actors as key 
delivery partners? (16.5%) 

International agreements over the past 15 years have 

emphasised the importance of country ownership 

in achieving long-term development results. The 

Global Partnership for Effective Development 

Cooperation (GPEDC) has ownership as one of its 

core principles, recognising that ‘partnerships for 

development can only succeed if they are led by 

developing countries, implementing approaches 

that are tailored to country-specific situations and 

needs.’9 The GPEDC principles were designed for 

an era of largely government-to-government aid, 

whereas current aid programmes now involve a 

wide diversity of actors. We have therefore adapted 

this principle to reflect today’s realities. 

In our assessment, local actors are defined as 

national and local governments, private sector 

companies or local NGOs. We award full marks 

(16.5) if the programme demonstrated strong 

evidence of local consultation, half marks (8.25) 

if there was some evidence of local consultation 

and no marks if we could not find any evidence of 

local consultation. 

 ƍ Is there evidence that projects were 
drawn from national development 
strategies or were owned by local 
stakeholders as relevant? (16.5%)

In continuation from the local consultation 

criteria, we assess whether there is any evidence 

that the project was designed to align with the 

local development priorities and strategies in a 

respective country. We award full marks (16.5) if 

there is strong evidence that the projects were 

drawn from national strategies (16.5), half marks if 

there was some evidence that projects were drawn 

from national strategies and no marks if we found 

no evidence.

CRITERIA WHICH APPLY TO DEPARTMENT-
LEVEL ASSESSMENTS ONLY 

POVERTY FOCUS 

We use the same criteria for assessing 

performance on poverty focus for departments as 

for individual programmes or funds. 

EFFECTIVENESS 

We add an additional criteria for Departments: 

 ƍ Have external assessments raised 
concerns about the department’s 
procurement policies or practices? (11%)

Under this criteria we have considered external 

assessments conducted by national and 

international institutions with a mandate to 

scrutinise international development programmes. 

This includes the National Audit Office (NAO), 

the Independent Commission for Aid Impact 

(ICAI), Parliament’s International Development 

Committee (IDC) and the Organisation for 

Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). 

We have also considered the findings of external 

evaluations commissioned by the relevant 

departments.  We award maximum marks for 

a positive assessment of the departments 

procurement policies and practices and half 

marks if no major concerns are raised about the 

department’s procurement policies or practices. 

We exclude this category from the overall score if 

the department’s procurement policies have not 

been externally assessed. 

TRANSPARENCY 

Our assessment on transparency is done entirely 

at the Departmental level. This is because 

commitment to and policies around transparency 
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is generally determined at the Departmental rather 

than the programme level. 

The transparency scores are drawn from Publish 

What You Fund’s 2019 UK Aid Transparency Index, 

which is the most widely accepted method for 

assessing transparency and the basis for the 

commitments in the 2015 Aid Strategy. In line 

with PYWF findings, we did not score the Conflict 

Security and Stability Fund and the Prosperity 

Fund on their transparency.  

FURTHER TECHNICAL NOTES 

For many departments and funds, lack of 

transparency has made it difficult to assess 

against these principles. 

 ƍ We have assessed the largest five programmes 

in each department according to spend in 

2018. In the case of BEIS we identified 3 Funds. 

This approach may not provide a completely 

accurate reflection because spend by 

programme can vary year on year according 

to the schedule of replenishments. To ensure 

representation of both multilateral and bilateral 

aid programmes, in the case of DFID we have 

also included the largest bilateral programme 

in 2018, since departments have more 

operational control over bilateral programmes. 

 ƍ We only assessed multilateral programmes 

where the UK has full control about whether 

to contribute to the fund, and how much to 

contribute. We have excluded multilateral 

contributions where the UK makes an ‘assessed 

contribution’ based on its membership of the 

United Nations, European Union or similar 

inter-governmental arrangement. This is 

consistent with the approach taken in other 

assessments of donor contributions to 

multilateral organisations10. 

 ƍ While noting FCO-ODA contributions to 

Non Departmental Public Bodies, (NDPB) 

we have excluded these programmes from 

our assessment, recognising that NDPB 

are operationally independent from the 

department. 

 ƍ We’ve used the Organisation for Economic Co-

Operation & Development’s fragile states list to 

assess whether the 50% target is met.

 ƍ The ratings and scores for each programme 

and department is outlined in a separate 

excel document. The background information 

providing the context and justification for each 

score is provided in a separate word document. 

These three documents - ‘methodology and 

technical notes’, ‘overview and programme 

information’ and the final scores and ranking 

worksheet should be read together for a full 

picture of the Real Aid Index.  

 ƍ We have taken a number of steps to ensure that 

our ratings for programmes and departments 

are consistent and we try to provide evidence to 

justify these ratings throughout. Inevitably this 

approach has required that the ONE Campaign 

makes a judgement, using the information 

available to us, to assess programmes against 

some criteria. 

For more information, please contact Nasim 

Salad, UK Policy and Advocacy Coordinator at 

nasim.salad@one.org

mailto:nasim.salad%40one.org?subject=
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ENDNOTES

1  We have included the largest five programmes where there are at least five programmes. In some cases 

there are only three ODA programmes. 

2  Due to a large number of programmes, we have analysed the top 5 programmes within the 3 funds in 

BEIS and have used this selection to determine the poverty focus, effectiveness and transparency of 

each fund. 

3  https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/resource-documents/12392.pdf;  

https://www.odi.org/publications/10489-leaving-no-one-behind-critical-path-first-1000-days-

sustainable-development-goals;  

https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-assets/publications-opinion-files/8834.pdf

4   In some cases (particularly in the BEIS funds) the programmes do not provide a financial breakdown 

per country in their reporting, but do provide a list of countries they partner with. We have used this ‘list’ 

to indicate how poverty focused the programmes are

5  See https://s3.amazonaws.com/one.org/pdfs/DATA_Report_2015_EN.pdf;  

https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/resource-documents/12392.pdf

6  http://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-standards/

untied-aid.htm

7  http://effectivecooperation.org/about/principles/

8  International Institute for Sustainable Development. Disaggregated Data is essential to Leave 

No One Behind. https://iisd.org/library/disaggregated-data-essential-leave-no-one-

behind#:~:text=Disaggregated%20Data%20is%20Essential%20to%20Leave%20No%20One%20

Behind,%E2%80%9Cleave%20no%20one%20behind.%E2%80%9D&text=Most%20SDG%20

assessments%20to%20date,progress%20at%20the%20country%20level. 

9  http://effectivecooperation.org/about/principles/

10  See section 3.1, page 11 https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/resource-documents/11088.pdf, 

www.one.org/real-aid-index

https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/resource-documents/12392.pdf
https://www.odi.org/publications/10489-leaving-no-one-behind-critical-path-first-1000-days-sustainable-development-goals
https://www.odi.org/publications/10489-leaving-no-one-behind-critical-path-first-1000-days-sustainable-development-goals
https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-assets/publications-opinion-files/8834.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/one.org/pdfs/DATA_Report_2015_EN.pdf
https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/resource-documents/12392.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-standards/untied-aid.htm
http://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-standards/untied-aid.htm
http://effectivecooperation.org/about/principles/
https://iisd.org/library/disaggregated-data-essential-leave-no-one-behind#
https://iisd.org/library/disaggregated-data-essential-leave-no-one-behind#
http://effectivecooperation.org/about/principles/
https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/resource-documents/11088.pdf
http://www.one.org/real-aid-index

