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Introduction

Publish What You Fund has been tracking and monitoring the progress of organisations
to make their aid and development finance transparent since 2011 via the Aid
Transparency Index. The assessment is the only independent measure of aid transparency
among the world’'s leading aid and development finance organisations.

The objectives of the Aid Transparency Index are:
1 To assess the state of aid transparency among the world’s largest aid organisations
1 Totrack and encourage progress and facilitate peer learning, while holding aid
organisations to account
1 To raise awareness of transparency and open data standards at the national,
regional and international level, building on existing open data standards like the
International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI)

We periodically review and update the assessment approach used for the Aid
Transparency Index. This is to ensure that it remains aligned with aid transparency
standards, reflects current practice and continues to raise standards. We are also careful
to ensure that changes are gradual so credible comparisons can be made with previous
scores. A review was conducted after the 2016 iteration of the Index and we used the
updated approach in 2018 and 2020 (and for the 2019 UK Aid Transparency Review).
Following the 2020 Index we conducted another review that ran for six months from the
end of 2020 to spring 2021. We then conducted a review in early 2023 to make the
changes that have been incorporated in this revised technical paper.

For the 2023 methodology review Publish What You Fund atrred-te-make-thebegan by
opening up the review process eensultative-and-transparentfor stakeholders to make
proposals for any changes they saw as important. We began by holding a stakeholder
survey in February 2023 and added our own proposals to the inputs we received. We
included a review of the IATI Data Quality Index (DQI) proposals (held by IATI in 2022). We
then held a series of methodology review workshops with stakeholders before settling on

a final set of changesFhereviewbegarwith-arrterralreflectionand-analysispreeess

The main changes made to the approach for the 20222024 Index are:
1 A new scoring approach with the addition of a publishing time lag measurement

1 Updating the Networked data indicator to include a test for receiver organisations
at the transaction level

1 Exclusion of equity investment activities for planned end dates

1 New exclusions for the country strategy document indicator

$—Screening for the scope of an activity location before the sub-national location test
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This technical paper covers:

The indicators and components of aid transparency

The process of data collection

The weighting and scoring systems

Details on the automated tests applied during data collection.

il
f
il
f

Selection criteria

To be included in the Index, organisations must meet 3 out of 4 of the following:

1 The organisation is in majority public ownership, with one or multiple
governments as shareholders;

T Its primary purpose is providing aid and/or development finance across borders, or
it is responsible for the oversight and administration of significant proportions of
aid for development resources;

1 Its budget for aid and/or development - or the resources the organisation has at its
disposal to spend upon aid and development - is at least US$1 billion per year;!

! The organisation plays a leading role in setting aid and/or development policy in its
home country, region or specialist sector.

At a minimum, all organisations included in the Index must have a budget to spend on

aid and/or development of at least US$250 million per year. Publishing data in the IATI
Standard is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for inclusion in the Index.

Organisations included in the 20222024 Index

1 Calculated based on DAC CRS 2619-2021 ODF spend, information provided in annual reports or the
organisation’s own data. Where official data sources are not available, the largest recipient is
selected based on news articles or grey literature. Where figures for 2613-2021 are not available, the
most recent published figures are used.
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1.0 Components and indicators of the
Aid Transparency Index

1.1 Components

The Index is structured around five components of aid transparency:

|l

Organisation commitments and planning refers to aid transparency
commitments an organisation has made, alongside planning documents
published by them or their parent organisations (including national governments)
where applicable.

Finance and budgets refers to data published, which allow data users to follow
the money, from the total budget of a given organisation down to individual
transactions for each development activity.

Project attributes refers to descriptive, non-financial data on development
activities. This includes project titles and descriptions, as well as information
needed for project monitoring such as sub-national locations and sectors.
Joining-up development data refers to the diverse nature of flows, activities and
actors within the development sector and the need for the data to be linked and
connected to provide a full picture for the user.

Performance refers to data and documents that are essential to assess whether a
project is or has achieved its development aims - for example, reviews and
evaluations, objectives and results.

The Components of the Aid Transparency Index

Organisational
planning and
commitments

Finance and

Performance budgets

Joiningup
development data

Project attributes




1.2 Indicators

The Aid Transparency Index uses 35 indicators to assess an organisation’s aid
transparency. The indicators have been selected in response to needs expressed by a
range of development stakeholders and using the information types agreed in the
International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI) Standard.

In addition, an organisation’s overall commitment to aid transparency is measured by the
existence of Freedom of Information (FOI) legislation or Access to Information/Disclosure
Policies, and its efforts to promote access to and use of its information through data
portals.

The full list of indicators and definitions is available at the end of this document in Annex 1.
This list provides a definition and criteria for each indicator.



2.0 Data sources, data collection and
validation process

2.1 Data sources

Data collected from the IATI Registry

Data published by different organisations on the IATI Reqistry is available in one central
location and in the same open, machine-readable format. This allows data to be
processed and analysed faster and more easily, and for large volumes of data to be
compared and analysed. IATI publishers "register" their IATI XML data, providing links to
the original data source — which remains on an organisation’s own website — and other
useful metadata. For the Index, only IATI XML data published to the IATI Registry will be
taken into account and scored accordingly. See section 3. Scoring approach for further
details.

Other official and publicly available sources

For those indicators for which no IATI data can be found, information is gathered from
what is published online by each organisation on their website or data portal such as the
US Foreign Assistance Dashboard or the EU Aid Explorer. The sources of information must
be easily accessible from the organisation’s website to be scored.

For organisations that publish information to multiple databases or websites, information
from all sources is accepted. For example, data for the European Commission’s
Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection Department (ECHO) is published to two
humanitarian databases, the European Disaster Response Information System (EDRIS)
and the Financial Tracking Service (FTS), as well as to IATI. All three sources are accepted.
If there are differences between the three information sources, priority is given to the
most recently published information in the most accessible format.

Secondary sources

One indicator uses a secondary data source, the Global Right to Information (RTI) Rating,
to assess the quality of Freedom of Information (FOI) legislation. The Global RTI Rating
scores the strength of the legal framework in guaranteeing the right to information in a
country. Based on a 6l-indicator survey, the legislation is graded on a 150-point scale.? This
has been adapted to a three-point framework for the purposes of the Index and is used to
score the bilateral donors (for which national FOI rules apply).

A second scale was developed in 2012 to score disclosure policies for multilateral
organisations. This was guided by the principle that, while multilateral organisations are
not subject to national FOI laws and so may not be legally obliged to disclose their
information, many of them have Access to Information or Information Disclosure policies
and these should be taken into account. For more details on the RTI Rating and Access to
Information policy scoring methodology, see box 3 in section 3.1.

2The Global RTI Rating is produced by the Centre for Law and Democracy and Access Info Europe.
For the methodology and dataset, visit: http://www.rti-rating.org/country-data/
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2.2 Data collection steps

All organisations’ data will be collected in two stages. First, their IATI data will be run
through Publish What You Fund's software - the Aid Transparency Tracker - which
conducts automated tests on data published to the IATI Registry. Second, data is
collected via a manual survey for indicators that are either not published to the IATI
Registry or do not pass the tracker tests.

Stagel

Collecting IATI data through the Aid Transparency Tracker (“tracker”)

The Aid Transparency Tracker runs automated tests on all data published to the IATI
Registry. These tests are applied to all indicators except the FOIA and Accessibility
indicators (see scoring approach for the indicators in Table 1). This exercise returns
preliminary results that are displayed on the organisation’s individual tracker page. This
page is only accessible to the organisation, Publish What You Fund and an independent
reviewer. This allows an organisation to respond to the preliminary assessment by
publishing more or better data.

Manually checking and sampling IATI data and documents

In addition to these automated tests, manual checks and sampling are conducted by
Publish What You Fund staff on a number of indicators published in the IATI Standard.
The purpose is to ensure that the information published for these 17 indicators is what it
should be and to encourage the publication of high quality information to the Registry.

Manual checks and sampling are conducted twice: first, as part of the initial assessment
and second, at the end of data collection. The results of the first round of manual checks
and sampling are shared with the organisation, giving them the chance to fix any issues.

Manual checks

For five indicators relating to organisational planning, Publish What You Fund's team will
manually check that the documents published on the IATI Registry meet both the
requirements of the IATI Standard and the Index indicator definition.® A single document
is expected for each of the following indicators:

Organisation strategy
Annual report
Allocation policy
Procurement policy
Audit

=A =4 =4 =4 4

For individual projects and operations, 12 indicators are sampled to manually verify that
the information provided meets the required criteria and definition against which they
are being scored. A first round of sampling is carried out at the start of the data collection
process after the first set of data is pulled. Where indicators failed sampling or passed on
the margin, feedback is provided identifying the problems with the data so publishers can
fix issues before the final data pull. A second round of sampling is carried out at the end of
the process. The results of this second round are reflected in the final indicator scores. In

3 See Annex 1



the first round of sampling, for each indicator 12 random samples are selected from the
data for review. A minimum of six of these samples (the relevant project document or
data) need to pass sampling to be scored as IATI data. In the second round, 20 random
samples are reviewed and a minimum of 10 must pass in order for that indicator to be
scored as IATI data.*

If less than 20 data samples are available for an indicator, then all of the relevant
documents or data are reviewed and at least half of these must be approved in order to
be scored as IATI data. The sampled indicators are:

0 Country strategy or Memorandum of Understanding (MoU)
0 Titles

0 Descriptions

0 Project budget documents

0 Sub-nattenaHeeatienslocation
0 Conditions

0 Project procurement

0 Objectives

0 Pre-project impact appraisals
0 Reviews and evaluations

0 Results

0 Networked data

For five of these indicators, twe-multiple sub-elements are verified as part of the sampling
process. These are:

0 Conditions:
3 Conditions data
3 Conditions document
0 Results:
3 Results data
3 Results document
0 Sub-natienaHlocations:
3  Sub-nattenaHlLocation data (coordinates or point)
3 Sub-nattenaHlLocation (narrative)
0 Project procurement:
3 Contract documents
3 Tenders
0 Networked data:
3 Implementer name
2 Organisation references for participating organisations
3 Organisation names or references for transaction receiving organisations

4 It should be noted that we take a random sampling approach with a relatively small sample size (20
samples from what can be over 1,000 total activities). The margin of error with this approach is quite
wide and so, given the significant impact on scores if an indicator fails sampling (all IATI points for that
indicator are lost), the threshold for passing sampling is relatively low.



Stage 2

Collecting data not found on the IATI Registry through the manual survey

Second, data is collected via a manual survey for indicators that are either not published
to the IATI Registry or do not pass the tracker tests. This information is collected manually
and entered into the manual survey on the tracker.

All manual surveys are completed using information relating to the country receiving the
largest amount of aid by value from the organisation being assessed. The value of aid to
recipients is determined by the most recent OECD DAC CRS figures. If this information is
not available in the CRS, then the largest recipient is determined using the organisation’s
latest annual report.

To establish that information is consistently, i.e. “always”, published for individual projects
or operations, a minimum of five activities are selected within the largest recipient
country or thematic sector (if the organisation structures its work along thematic areas or
sectors rather than by countries), and the publically available information about those
activities is reviewed to see if the relevant data is available.

If less than five activities represent the organisation’s total spend in its largest recipient
country, information is cross-referenced against four other randomly selected activities in
other recipient countries. For Country/sector strategy or MoU, the information is cross-
checked for four other randomly selected countries or sectors in addition to the largest
recipient country or sector to establish that the information is “always” published.

2.3 Validation process

There is a defined data collection period of approximately four months for the Aid
Transparency Index. This is to ensure that organisations are compared fairly based on
information collected during the same time period. Once data has been collected for all
organisations included in the Index, the initial assessments are shared with organisations
and independent reviewers for comments (see box 1 below). They can provide updates
and corrections as necessary. Publish What You Fund encourages organisations to
participate in the review process, including utilising the tracker feedback, to improve their
data.

Box 1. Independent reviewers

The Index process is supported by a large group of independent reviewers that check
and comment on the data collection findings. Independent reviewers can submit
additional evidence if data has been missed and can dispute findings made by the
Publish What You Fund research team. After the independent reviewers have made their
assessment, this is shared with the relevant organisation for further comment before
being passed back to the Publish What You Fund researchers.

Independent reviewers offer their time and expertise on a voluntary basis and are
independent of both Publish What You Fund and the organisations being assessed in




the Index. This ensures that their judgements are as neutral as possible and that they are
not representing the point of view of the assessor or the organisation being assessed. We
have approximately one independent reviewer per organisation or per country.
Reviewers are selected based on their expertise in aid transparency and the organisation
or country they are reviewing.

The assessment remains available until the end of data collection and is updated regularly
throughout this period. This approach helps ensure that the availability of current
information is reflected as accurately as possible. For organisations that do not participate
in the review process, it is possible that information that is not easily discoverable on their
websites or databases has not been included in their final assessment.

The final set of IATI data is automatically collected at the end of the data collection period,
so any improvements or changes to an organisation’s IATI data during the data collection
period can be reflected in the final dataset used to compile the Index.

After the end of data collection, all surveys are subject to a process of verification and
standardisation conducted by Publish What You Fund’s research team. This is to ensure
that scoring is consistent across all surveys and considers relevant feedback received both
from aid organisations and independent reviewers. Publish What You Fund makes final
decisions on the assessments.

Based on their overall performance in the Index, organisations are ranked and grouped
across five scoring categories as follows:

Very good 80-100 %

Good 60 -80 %
Fair 40 - 60%
Poor 20 - 40%

Very poor 0 -20%

2.4 Data Quality Tester

Publish What You Fund has developed the Data Quality Tester® (DQT) to meet the needs
of organisations who want to assess the quality of their IATI data before publishing it. This
self-assessment tool is available to organisations all-year round and is a useful guide to
test the quality of new data before it gets published to the IATI Registry. Those using the
DQT should note that it will only provide an indication of scores for datasets since it does
not include the current data test or the IATI sampling that is carried out after the
automated tests are run.

5 Use the free, open source Data Quality Tester at: http://dataqualitytester.publishwhatyoufund.org/
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3.0 Scoring approach

3.1 Details of scoring approach

Current data
Only “current data” is assessed against the index indicators. For purposes of the Index,

“current” is defined as published within the 12-months immediately preceding the end of
the data collection period. For example, data collection for the 2020 Index ended on 30t
March 2020, so “current” information was published between 315t March 2019 and 30t
March 2020.

Information published before this period is not accepted as current and information
published after the close of data collection cannot be considered in the assessment. For
IATI data a current project or operation meets at least one of the following criteria:
1 Isinthe implementation phase (e.g. with activity status 2)
1 Has planned or actual end dates within the previous 12 months
1 Has disbursement or expenditure transaction dates within the previous 12
months.®

For manual surveys, documents that are not current under this definition are accepted
only if they are up to date with their regular cycle of publication, for example, annual
audits and evaluation reports, or if they have explicit extensions into the current period
written into them.

All indicators can score a maximum of 100 points. The scoring approach reflects a
graduated system whereby the total possible score an organisation can achieve on each
indicator is scaled depending on format, accessibility and/or number of years for which
the information is made available.

All indicators that are “graduated on format” are scored as follows:

If published as a PDF =16.67 points

If published on a website = 33.33 points

If published in a machine-readable format (CSV, XLSX, etc.) = 50.00 points
If published in IATI XML = 33.33 - 100 points depending on data quality and

fregueneytimeliness.

=A =4 =4 =4

¢ Projects or operations that finish more than 12-months prior to the end of data collection but are
still receiving loan or interest repayments are therefore excluded from the tests.



Box 2. What is machine-readable data and why is it scored highly?

Information published in machine-readable formats is presented in a structured way (not
free text) that can be read automatically by a computer. Formats such as XML or
spreadsheets (XLSX, CSV) are machine-readable formats. Data in traditional word-
processed documents, HTML and PDF files are easily read by humans but can be difficult
for machines to interpret, standardise or compare.

Publishing data in a structured, machine-readable open format allows activities of
different organisations to be quickly collected and compared. By contrast, comparing
non-standardised data across multiple organisations or countries would require
searching multiple websites and aggregating information published in different PDF
files. This difference is reflected in the Index scoring. Data published in the IATI Standard
scores highest, followed by data published in other machine-readable formats, then
websites and finally PDF files.

Documents are also scored based on accessibility: for example, an annual report
published on a website as a PDF would be picked up and scored in the manual survey,
however including a link to this report in an organisation’s IATI file makes it easier to
locate and identify and so it receives a higher score since it is more accessible.

For indicators relating to organisation planning (e.g. country strategies, audits, annual
reports) that are “graduated on accessibility":

1 Information published to the IATI Registry is awarded the full score for the
indicator

1 Information published in all other formats is awarded 50 points out of a possible
100.

These indicators relate to organisation documents, which may be provided in IATI data in
the form of links to documents held on an official public website. Critically, they must
specify the correct document code from the IATI ‘Organisation Documents Codelist'. This

makes them easier to locate and identify as they have been categorised according to a
common standard; hence they are scored more highly.

For indicators on projects or operations that are “graduated on accessibility”:
1 Information published to the IATI Registry can score 33 - 100 points per indicator

based on the quality and fregueneytimeliness of publication
1 Information published in all other formats is awarded 50 points for the indicator.


http://reference.iatistandard.org/201/codelists/DocumentCategory/

The scoring for the two forward-looking budget indicators at the organisation level is
“graduated on both format and the number of years” for which information is
published.

1 Publishing a budget for 26222024 counts as one year forward looking, 26232025
as two years and 26242026 as three years

1 Aggregate budgets are treated the same as a one-year forward-looking budget,
i.e. an aggregate budget for 26222024-2624-2026 is treated the same as a one-year

budget for 206222024.

If an organisation publishes a budget for 20222024 and then an aggregate budget for
20232025-20242026, then the budget is considered to be two years forward looking. The
scores are graduated as follows (where * = multiply and / = divide):

1 PDF=16.67 *y/3 (where y is the number of years, up to a maximum of three, for
which forward looking budget information is published)

 Website = 33.33 *y/3

1 Machine-readable = 50.00 *y/3

T IATI XML = 33.33-100 (depending on data quality and fregueneytimeliness) *
y/3

1 Aggregate budgets of between 2-3 years are scored the same as one-year

forward budgets.

The scoring of IATI data for two indicators is also “graduated on the proportion of
countries” in which an organisation is active and for which the required information is

provided.

1 Disaggregated budgets: when published in the IATI Standard, the scoring is
based on the proportion of budgets published for countries where an
organisation is active — or will be — for the next three years.

1 Country strategy - MoUs: when published in the IATI Standard, the scoring is
based on the proportion of countries where a given organisation is active and

for which a country strategy or MoU is provided.

Further details on the tests are provided in Annex 2.



Table 1. Scoring approach for all indicators

Component Indicator Scoring Approach

Finance and 9. Total organisation | Graduated based on format and number
budgets budget of years for which data is provided
10. Disaggregated Graduated based on format, number of
budget years for which data is provided as well as
proportion of countries in which
organisation is active
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Component Indicator Scoring Approach

1. Project budget Craduated based on format

12. Project budget Craduated based on accessibility
documents

13. Commitments Graduated based on format

14. Disbursements & GCraduated based on format
expenditures

15. Budget alignment | Graduated based on format

Project lo. Title Craduated based on format

attributes
17. Description Craduated based on format
18. Planned dates Graduated based on format
19. Actual dates GCraduated based on format
20. Current status GCraduated based on format
21. Contact details Graduated based on format
22. Sectors Graduated based on format
23. Sub-matienal Graduated based on format

{Location

24. Conditions Craduated based on accessibility




Component Indicator Scoring Approach
25. Unique ID Craduated based on format
Joining-up 26. Flow type Craduated based on format
development
data
27. Aid type Craduated based on format
28. Finance type Craduated based on format
29. Tied aid status Graduated based on format
30. Networked data Graduated based on format
3l. Project Craduated based on accessibility
procurement
Performance 32. Objectives GCraduated based on accessibility
33. Pre-project impact | Graduated based on accessibility
appraisals
34. Reviews and Craduated based on accessibility
Evaluations
35. Results Graduated based on format

Box 3. Approach to assessing and scoring FOIA quality

The Global RTI Rating scores the strength of the legal framework in guaranteeing the
right to information in a country. Using a 61-indicator survey, the legislation is graded on
a 150-point scale. This has been adapted to the 100-point scale used in the Index. Ideally,
adapting the 150-scale to our 100-point score would entail dividing the scale evenly into
thirds (33.33=1-50; 66.66=51-100; and 100=101-150). However, this does not capture the




diversity of the RTIl Rating, because at the time of writing, only one FOIA has scored 1-39
or 136-150 on the RTl scale, meaning that much of the substantive difference among
legislation is lost by simply dividing the scale evenly into thirds.

To resolve this, the three-point scale has been altered by reducing the range of the
‘66.66" scoring option and increasing the ranges of the '33.33" and ‘100’ options (0=no
legislation; 33.33=1-60; 66.66=61-90; and 100=91-150). Using this scale allows for greater
diversity in the results, while maintaining a replicable scoring system that rewards
objective progress. Though scoring organisations on a relative scale was considered,
given that both the Index and the RTI Rating score organisations based on objective
measures, it is not suitable to score organisations based on their performance relative
to other organisations for this indicator alone.

As the RTI Rating covers FOI legislation only, this means there is a data gap for non-
bilateral organisations with disclosure policies. Publish What You Fund has therefore
developed a second three-point scale. It recognises that, while non-bilateral
organisations may not be legally obliged to disclose their information, many of them
have disclosure policies and that these should be taken into consideration. This is
preferable to having a data gap or awarding them an average score for this indicator.

The scoring system used for disclosure policies is a cumulative measure of three key
indicators. If an organisation’s policy has all three, it scores 100. If an organisation’s
disclosure policy has none of the three, or no disclosure policy at all, it scores 0. The
indicators are:

1 Presumption of disclosure: To score for this indicator, a disclosure policy
must have a specific clause that states disclosure as the rule, thereby
requiring a compelling reason for non-disclosure (33.33 points).

1 Limitations on commercially sensitive information and sensitive internal
deliberations information: To score on this indicator, non-disclosure clauses
related to these matters must (a) clearly define a legitimate interest that is
being protected, (b) be limited to protecting that interest against harm, and
(c) be subject to a public interest override (33.33 points). To score on this
indicator all three sub-criteria must be met.

1 Independent appeals process: To score for this indicator, information
requesters must have a right to lodge an appeal regarding the application of
the disclosure policy with an independent appeals body which includes
individuals that are independent from the organisation and which has the
power to make decisions on how the policy has been applied in any
particular case (33.33 points).




While relatively simple, this indicator reflects international best practice in maximising
the right to information with the acknowledgement that organisations are required not
to disclose certain types of information.

Note that in previous years, the limitations on third party information and internal
deliberations were listed as separate criteria and appeals were assessed as part of the
public interest override clause within each of these. The simplification in the grouping
of criteria was made based on advice received from FOI experts. Additionally, inclusion

in these policies of a negative override, or prerogative to restrict access to information, is

assessed as undermining criterion 1 - Presumyption of disclosure, since any information

can be rendered secret on a discretionary basis.

3.2 Scoring through the manual survey

As detailed in section 2.2. Data collection steps, data is collected via a manual survey for
indicators that are either not published to the IATI Registry or do not pass the IATI
sampling. Only information that is found to be ‘always’ published is scored in the Index,
with a maximum of 50 points allocated, depending on format. Information that is
published inconsistently or only for some activities is recorded as ‘sometimes’ published
but scored zero.

For a given indicator, if it is stated that the project information published is for ‘case
studies’, ‘'some projects’ or ‘selected projects’' then it is assumed that this information is
published only ‘sometimes’ and the organisation is scored zero for that indicator.

For aid information to be comparable across organisations and recipient countries and for
it to be useful to different users, it needs to be consistently published across a given
organisation’s entire portfolio. Allocating points for information that is

“sometimes published” would result in over-rewarding organisations, given the small
sample of activities chosen for assessment. Information that is sporadically collected and
made available should be improved upon. For data that does not appear to be collected
or published at all, systems or processes need to be put in place to do so.

The organisations that do not publish information in the IATI Standard have their data
collected via manual website checks. In some cases, the information may be published
but not easily available using the menu or search functions on a website or database.
Publish What You Fund'’s researchers will search for information but if it appears to be
unavailable, will score the indicator as zero.

If our researchers cannot find a piece of information that is public and accessible, the
organisations can address this during the data collection period by providing direct links
to the information (see section 2.3).



3.3 Defining and measuring the quality of IATI data

The quality of IATI XML data is assessed by running a series of tests on all activity and
organisation data files published to the IATI Registry. These tests have been designed to
assess the availability, comprehensiveness and comparability of aid information and to
determine whether an organisation’s IATI data conforms to the IATI Standard. Most of the
tests have been derived directly from the IATI schema, which provide formats for
reporting data on various fields to the IATI Registry. Some additional tests have been
designed to check that data published in IATI XML is presented in a manner that allows
for comparison across organisations.

These tests are compatible with versions of the |IATI Standard v2.0x. The tests are no
longer compatible with IATI Standard Vvl.x, since this version of the standard has now been
deprecated by IATI.

Data quality is determined by the percentage of an organisation’s total current activities
published to the IATI Registry that passes the data quality tests for a given indicator. For
each indicator, organisations are awarded 33.33 out of 100 points for having at least one
“pass” result on the data quality tests and the remaining 66.67 points based on data
quality and fregueney-timeliness of publication. The Networked data test includes ar
elements that is-are scored slightly differently. For the organisation reference part of the
test, a percentage is calculated for each activity based on the Arurmberproportion of
participating organisations that include accepted organisation references. The score for
the test is the average (mean) percentage across all of the valid activities tested._For the
receiver organisations test a percentage is calculated for each activity based the

proportion of the transactions for that activity that include an organisation name or

reference. The score for the test is the average (mean) score for all of the activities tested.

The tests return a “pass” or “fail” result for each activity (or organisation file depending on
the indicator being measured) included in an organisation’s data files that meet the
current data requirement. For the Networked data organisation references test each
activity has a percentage score rather than a “pass” or “fail” score, and these are
aggregated to calculate the overall score for that test. A complete list of the tests run
against data published to the IATI Registry for the Index is available in Annex 2. These
tests were developed in an open consultation with Index peer reviewers and current IATI
publishers. We welcome feedback on them.”

7 Publish What You Fund far-runs a public consultation on the tests fertheprevieusassessrent
approach-inApri2017-andagatr-Septermber2019-in the run-up to the2620each Index. We always

welcome feedback and comments on further improvements. The 26%7previous consultations can
be found here: https//cmthub com/pwvf/%@%?—ted%me&keeﬁeu%aﬂeﬂﬁseues—the%@@feﬁe&%aﬁeﬁ

: - i - Please note that
users needed to reglster on GitHub in order to comment on the tests; registration is free of charge.



https://github.com/pwyf/

3.4 Defining and measuring frequeney-timeliness of IATI
data

Fregueney-Timeliness refers to how often an organisation publishes information on its

development activities to the IATI Registry (frequency), and how up to date information is

(time lag). For the 2024 Index we have introduced the time lag measure alongside the

frequency measure to have a more comprehensive appraisal of timeliness of publication.

The timeliness measure works as a multiplier of points awarded across indicators for

publication of IATI data. Publication frequency ranges from monthly to quarterly or less

than guarterly and time lag ranges from one month to a quarter or more than a quarter.

An average of these two measures is taken which determines the multiplier.

Publishing with monthly frequency and a month time lag allows an organisation to

achieve the maximum indicator score of 100 points; publishirg-auartery-upteo-95peints:

and-publishing with less than quarterly frequency and more than a quarter time lag

allows a maximum of tp-te-75 points_for each indicator scored for IATI data. To calculate
the fregqueneyscore for each indicator, the data quality percentage from the tracker tests
is converted to points and then multiplied by a-the fregqueneytimeliness multiplier.

The conversion to points converts the data quality percentage to a proportion of the
remaining 66.67 points still available after the 33.33 format points have been allocated.
This is done by dividing by 1.5 (so, 100% would convert to 66.67 points). After converting
the percentage to points, we apply a-the publication fregueney-timeliness multiplier. For
monthly publication_frequency and one month time lag this-the multiplier.is 1 (allowing

the remaining 66.67 points to be scored, meaning a maximum of 100 points can be
scored for the indicator), for quarterly frequency and a quarter time lag it is 0.925

(allowing a maximum of 95 points) and for less than quarterly frequency and more than a

guarter time lag it is 0.625 (allowing a maximum of 75 points). Where publication

frequency and time lag differ, the average (mean) of the two multipliers is taken and used

as the multiplier, as illustrated in the below table:

Timeliness mltiplier Monthly Quarterly Less than

table Frequency | frequency Quarterly
Freqguency

One nonth time lag 1.000 0.963 0.813

A quarter time lag 0.963 0.925 0.775

Less thara quarter ime | 0.813 0.775 0.625

lag

Example: An organisation that publishes current data to the IATI Registry every quarter,
with a qguarter time lag, with 80% of that current data passing the indicator tests, would

receive the following score for that indicator:

1 Convert the percentage to points: 80 + 1.5 = 53.33

1 The timeliness multiplier is quarterly frequency and a quarter time lag = 0.925.




1 Multiply by the fregqueney-timeliness multiplier-fereuarterly-publication: 53.33 x
0.925 = 4933
1 Add data quality points to format points: 49.33 + 33.33 = 82.67

1 Ifthe organisation publishes with monthly frequency and one month time lag, it

receives the following score:

1 Convert the percentage to points: 80 + 1.5 = 53.33

1  Multiply by the fregqaeney-timeliness multiplier for quarterly publication: 53.33 x 1=
53.33

1 Add data quality points to format points: 53.33 + 33.33 = 86.67

The fregaeney-timeliness of publication is calculated based on the IATI Dashboard
methodology. Details of the methodology and the fregueney-timeliness of publication for
existing publishers can be found at:
http://publishingstats.iatistandard.org/timeliness.html

Note that only IATI data is scored on fregueneytimeliness. Publishing information to the
IATI Registry allows an organisation to score more points than publishing information in
other formats. This is because there are clear machine-readable logs of when data is
changed, and therefore it is possible to assess fregueneytimeliness. This is usually not
possible for data published in other formats because the information is not always time-
stamped.


http://publishingstats.iatistandard.org/timeliness.html

4.0 Weighting approach

As described in Section 3, the format of a organisation’s publication, together with the
weight ascribed to individual indicators, determine its overall score in the Index.

Indicator weights are determined by the component to which a given indicator belongs
and the priorities identified by potential data users among organisations, governments
and civil society organisations. We carried out an online data user survey as part of the
review of our assessment approach and the results largely agreed with the existing
weightings between components. Because of this we have not changed the component
weightings and these remain the same as in the 2018, 2020 and 26262022 Indexes.
Commitments to aid transparency and organisation planning information remain
important. However, information on individual development projects covered by the
other four Index components is critical in order for information to be useful to partner
country governments, civil society and other stakeholders. Weightings attached to
components and indicators reflect these gaps and needs.

4.1 Component weights

Organisation planning and commitments to aid transparency account for 15% of the
overall weight. Finance and budgets account for 25% of the overall weight. Project
attributes, Joining-up development data and Performance are equally split and each
account for 20% of the overall weight.

Chart 1. Distribution of weight across Index components

M Organisational Planning and
commitments

M Finance and budgets

M Project attributes

Joining-up development data

W Performance
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4.2 Indicator weights

Together, the total points available across the 35 indicators adds up to a total of 100. Each
indicator differs in weight related to its respective component and to also reflect data
gaps and priorities identified by potential data users.

Table 2: Indicator weights

Component

Indicator Weightings
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15. Budget alignment* 3.33
Project attributes
16. Title 1
17. Description 3
18. Planned dates 1
19. Actual dates 1
20. Current status 1
21. Contact details 1
22. Sector 25
23. SubnatienatHlLocation* 35
24. Conditions 35
25. Unique ID 2.5
Joining-up development data
26. Flow type 3
27. Aid type 3
28. Finance type 3
29. Tied aid status 3
30. Networked data* 5
31. Project procurement* 3
Performance
32. Objectives 5
33. Pre-project impact appraisal 5
34. Reviews and evaluations 5




35. Results * 5

For indicators marked with an asterisk (¥), two separate elements are expected:

il

Budget alignment

This indicator has two equally weighted elements that both help align aid
spending with partner countries’' own budgets. First, the percentage of a capital
expenditure included in a project should be declared. Second, specific sector
codes should be used which are in line with partner country classifications, making
it possible to automatically map organisation data against budgets. For more
detail see the indicator definition in Annex 2.

Procurement

The publication of both contracts and tenders is expected for individual projects or
operations. Greater emphasis is put on the publication of contracts accounting for
66.66% of the indicator’'s weight (contracts account for 2.0 of the total indicator
weight, tenders account for 1.0). The total weight of the procurement indicator is
3.00.

Sub-natienalLocation

When published in the IATI format, two elements are expected, a sub-national
location narrative and geo-coordinates to map the activity. These two elements
are equally weighted to form the total weight of the sub-national indicator.
Networked data

This indicator includes tweothree elements, both-all of which test for information
about the other organisations participating in activities. First, the names of
partners implementing activities should be published (this was previously a
separate indicator; Implementer). Second, standardised references should be used
to identify all participating organisations in an activity (including implementers,
funders, co-financers and accountable organisations). Third, for each transaction in

an activity (commitments and disbursements) the receiver organisation should be

identified using either an organisation name or reference. -The scoring is split 2333

points for the implementer name, ard-+672 points for the participating
organisation references_and 1 point for identifying transaction receivers.

Results

When this indicator is published in the IATI format, two elements are expected.
First, results data can be published using the IATI Standard. Second, results
documents, providing additional information, can be published along with each
project or operation.




For all 35 indicators, definitions and notes are provided in Annex 1at the end of this
document, along with the different automated tests that define data that will be
accepted in Annex 2.



5.0 Challenges, limitations and
lessons learned

The methodology used for the Aid Transparency Index has been developed in close
consultation with development and transparency experts, taking into consideration the
challenges and limitations faced in previous years and any lessons learnt. The Index
nevertheless has limitations that Publish What You Fund acknowledges and invites the
wider community to discuss, and provide feedback and suggestions on ways to improve
where possible.

5.1 Scoring all organisations on all indicators

As in previous years, all organisations are scored on all indicators. Publish What You Fund
has looked carefully at how the methodology could take different models into account,
but ultimately concluded that it is not possible to exclude certain indicators from some
organisations and still maintain a consistent application of the scoring approach.

Organisations - bilateral agencies, international financial institutions (IFls), multilateral
institutions, foundations — are worth assessing together as they are influential providers
with an explicit development or poverty reduction mandate. They mostly represent
official external financing and all have an impact on partner countries and actors. They
are, therefore, held to a common set of standards, within or without “official development
assistance” flows.

Publish What You Fund, however, recognises that not all indicators are a direct fit with an
organisation’s particular business model. To help address this, the definitions for certain
indicators have been amended to accept equivalent documents or information. Annex 1
lists the equivalent documents that are considered to serve similar purposes to those set
out for each indicator and are therefore also accepted.

5.2 Nature and extent of aid and development finance flows

captured in the Index

The Index is designed to apply to a variety of aid and development stakeholders that
operate in both the private and public sectors. It is designed to assess all types of official
aid and development finance. In principle, the Index is designed to cover Official
Development Finance (ODF) as defined by the OECD’s Development Assistance
Committee (DAC).2 However, it can also measure the transparency of some other select
flows, such as regional, south-south and triangular cooperation.

8 The definition of OOF can be found here: https://data.oecd.org/drf/other-official-flows-oof.ntm



https://data.oecd.org/oda/net-oda.htm
https://data.oecd.org/oda/net-oda.htm

Organisations included in the Index are ultimately responsible for the publication of the
entirety of their portfolio as best practice. We considered how we might measure the
proportion of an organisation’s total portfolio for which it publishes data (referred to as
“visibility” or coverage). However, there was broad agreement among stakeholders which
whom we consulted that it would be very difficult to develop a standard approach to
measuring this due to the different business models and approaches to reporting among
the organisations in the Index.

We concluded that we will follow an iterative approach to assessing coverage. We will
carry out investigation into the organisations included in the index, using OECD DAC CRS
data, and other methods for those organisations that don't report to the OECD, or which
report different data to OECD and IATI. We will then follow up on any cases where it
appears that organisations have low coverage in IATI, and get in touch with the
organisations in question to seek further explanations as to what they do or do not
publish in their IATI data. If we conclude that an organisation is under-reporting, we will
take action such as flagging the issue (as we did with some of the regional development
banks in the 2020 Index), or excluding an organisation from the Index in cases where
visibility is excessively low.

5.3 Exemptions

Several indicators include exemptions for particular types of activities. For example, the
Pre-project impact appraisals indicator is limited to project-type interventions and other
aid types, such as budget support or core contributions to multilaterals are exempt from
the test. Another example is activity planned end dates. Equity-type interventions that

involve development finance institutions investing in companies by buying equity do not

have a planned end date since the equity is retained until it is sold with no date planned

at which this would be done. These activity types are therefore excluded from the

planned end dates test.

A change resulting from the 2023 methodology review is to exclude some activities from

the Location indicator tests. Some publishers use the Scope element in IATI to identify

whether activities have a subnational location or are global, regional or nhational in scope

and do not have a specific subnational location. Since this element is not consistently

used to identify whether activities have a subnational location we will carry out an

assessment of each publisher prior to the start of data collection to determine whether

we can exclude activities from the Location tests using the Scope element.

Administrative costs are related to expenses incurred in controlling or directing an
organisation and have been defined as being outside of the scope of the following
indicators used in the Index:

T Sub-nmatienatlLocation



1 Performance: pre-project impact appraisals; objectives; reviews and evaluations
and results.

Budget alignment

Project procurement

Project budget

Project budget documents

Networked data

=A =4 -4 -4 4 -4

Conditions

Other exemptions are not addressed in the Index. We recognise that there are often
legitimate reasons for excluding specific information (or sometimes entire projects) from
publication where it may cause material and/or direct harm. However, we do not accept
that some organisations should not be measured against these indicators; rather all
organisations should publish to all indicators with exclusions or redactions as necessary.

The principle we have adopted is that exclusions should be transparently stated at the
time of publishing. These exclusions should nevertheless remain exceptions and should
relate to specific types of information, to allow them to be challenged where they do not
appear to be warranted, whilst still ensuring the purpose of legitimate exclusions is not
compromised. For instance, if contracts contain commercially sensitive information,
Publish What You Fund would still expect the contract to be published with redactions
and the reasons for those redactions provided, including an explanation as to why
publishing the information will cause material and/or direct harm. Likewise, the identities
of some implementing partners could be redacted for security reasons in certain contexts
and project types, however, a blanket policy of confidentiality of implementing partners
will not be scored as transparent.

The IATI Standard allows for exemptions if the reasons are stated in an exclusions policy
document, or in the Exclusions section of the IATI publisher information page. However,
stating exemptions for specific projects is currently not possible within the existing
Standard. Organisations can contact the IATI Secretariat directly to address the issue of
project-specific exemptions in a future upgrade of the IATI Standard.

5.4 Limitations of the manual survey

A number of organisations still do not publish comprehensive data on individual projects
or operations, or do so in an unstructured format. This makes it impossible to get a sense
of how representative and comprehensive the data collected through the manual survey
is. There are still limits to cross-checking comprehensiveness (i.e. if information is “always”,
“sometimes” or “not published”) of publication in formats other than the IATI Standard
(see page 20).

Therefore, the data collection process for the manual survey takes a purposive sampling
approach. This means data is sampled for an organisation’s largest recipient country.



Publish What You Fund recognises that this approach may not be free from bias but is
likely to produce more consistent data than a random sampling approach, which might,
for example, include countries where there are few activities to sample.



6.0 Challenges of automating IATI
data quality assessment

The Aid Transparency Tracker is used to run data tests for organisations that publish to
the IATI Registry and is a complex piece of software. Naturally, there are some challenges
when automating the testing of data across different organisations and we are
continuing to learn lessons and make improvements. The full list of tests is available in
Annex 2.

6.1 Designing data quality tests

Data quality tests have been designed to assess the availability, comprehensiveness and
comparability of aid information and to determine whether an organisation’s IATI data
conforms to the IATI Standard. The majority of the tests have been derived directly from
the IATI schemas, which provide a common format for reporting data to the IATI Registry.
Some additional tests have been designed to check that data published to [ATI is
presented in a manner that allows for comparison across organisations.

Based on the feedback received in the-online 2617consultations prior to each Indexand

, several methodological

changes were made to the data quality tests in order to improve the quality of the

automated assessment of IATI data. Information on_each of the public consultations, the

feedback received and Publish What You Fund's responses are available at:

https://qithub.com/pwyf-https:Haithub-.com/pwyi2017-technical-consultation/issues-and
e ’ / y . . iritions.

Clarifying the methodology of the automated assessment to organisations and
partner organisations

Explaining the process for automatically collecting and assessing IATI XML data is


https://github.com/pwyf

