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Executive summary

This report covers the 2025 Australian Aid Transparency Audit run by the ANU Development
Policy Centre. The Centre audits Australian aid program transparency every three years —

previous audits were completed in 2013, 2016, 2019 and 2022.

In 2025, we continued the practice used in previous audits and assessed the Aid Program’s
transparency about the projects it funds. This included auditing whether the Aid Program
lists all of the projects, whether it provides basic information about these projects and
whether it makes detailed documentation available covering the full aid project cycle. As in
previous audits, we covered projects from Pacific countries, some South-east and East Asian

countries, and projects from a random sample of country or regional programs elsewhere.

In 2025, we also continued the practice, started in 2022, of assessing the availability of high-
level Australian aid data. In addition, we expanded our analysis to assess the availability of

aid project performance data, and we assessed the utility of Australia’s new AusDevPortal.

The central finding of this Audit is that, whereas previous audits had documented general
declines in Australian aid transparency, in 2025 Australian aid transparency improved
considerably in a range of ways. These improvements were driven, first and forem ost, by
AusDevPortal, which has led to considerable transparency improvements. Nevertheless, the

2025 Audit also identified areas where improvements are still needed.

Overall budget information

The availability of high-level information on Australian aid spending made available on
budget night or shortly thereafter has always been a comparative strength of Australian aid
transparency. However, in some years, particularly 2020-21 and 2021-22, some essential
information was not made available in a timely manner. By the time of the 2022 audit, data
availability had improved. The central finding from 2025 is that these improvements were
maintained. Only one high-level aid transparency issue remains to be addressed: whereas
once DFAT published ODA/GNI estimates as part of its budget night releases, it stopped

doing this in 2014-15. This practice has still not yet resumed.



Transparency Portal
AusDevPortal has had positive effects on overall Australian aid transparency in a range of

ways, many of which we document in the 2025 Audit.

In addition, in the 2025 Audit we assessed the portal directly against a series of criteria that
reflect what an aid transparency portal ought to contain to optimise its usefulness. The

table below shows what we found.

Table 1: AusDevPortal evaluation

Presenton
portal 2025

Aggregate level info

Project level info

Spending by country for
multi country projects.
Time series

Data downloads

Documents P

Note: Table 6 in report. Y = yes, N = no, P = partial

The portal does well in a range of areas. High-level spending details are covered. In addition,
the portal provides basic information on all Australian aid projects. Although it is too soon to
fully assess this, the portal appears to be designed to accumulate data for multiple years for
individual projects (time series data). Along with the achievements, there are still some
ways in which the portal could be improved. At present, it does not provide country level
spending data for aid projects that span multiple countries (although this information can
be found on websites linked to the portal). The portal also does not link to key project
documents for some aid projects. Finally, it is not yet possible to download data from the
portal, which is a limitation for anyone wishing to systematically analyse Australian aid

project data.



Aid project performance

DFAT staff must assess and report on the performance of most aid projects with budgets
over AUD 3 million. In the 2025 Transparency Audit we assessed the availability of these
data. While it has generally been possible to obtain the data in the past, access has now
become easier with the data included on project pages in the AusDevPortal. This reflects

another transparency improvement.

Basic information

Ever since the first Transparency Audit in 2013, we have documented the availability of
basic information on individual Australian aid projects. The information we have assessed
has pertained to: project description, project start and finish dates, project budgets and
previous year’s financial expenditure. The figure below plots transparency over time based
on the average performance across all these areas. As can be seen, from 2013-2022 the
availability of basic project information declined significantly. However, thanks to
information available on AusDevPortal, the availability of basic project information has
improved substantially. Basic project information availability is at its highest point since our

audits began.



Figure 1: Availability of basic project information
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Availability of detailed project documentation

The availability of detailed project documentation has been a weakness identified in a
number of Audits. The problem was particularly acute at the time of the 2022 audit. In 2025,
the deteriorating trend of document transparency reversed. Overall document transparency
in 2025 was notably better than in 2022. This improvement was driven by the improved
availability of review and evaluation documents, and implementation documents. The
availability of planning and design, and policy and direction documents, on the other hand,
has not improved since 2022. Although there is a trend of improvement, overall document
transparency is not yet as high as it was in years prior to 2022 and remains an issue of

concern.

As can be seen in the figure below, in 2025, as in previous audits we found considerable
variation in document transparency between country and regional programs. Encouragingly,
as we show in the audit, in most country and regional programmes, transparency has

improved since 2022.

Vi



Figure 2: Average availability of project documentation by country in 2025
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Note: Listed as Figure 7 in report. Countries and regions marked with an asterisk were the countries/regions with the 10

largest budgets in the year of the audit.

There were other patterns visible in the 2025 documentation data too. Of most importance
in 2025, as in earlier years, we found that projects that started the project cycle more

transparently were more likely to remain transparent across the project cycle.

Based on our 2025 audit we have the following transparency recommendations for the

Australian aid program

Keep doing the good things

Australia now performs well across a range of transparency measures spanning from the
provision of high-level aid budget information to availability of individual project data. Our
first recommendation is simply that the aid program ought to continue ensuring these

successes are maintained in the future.

Maintain, update and expand AusDevPortal

AusDevPortal has been the most significant improvement in Australian aid transparency
over the 12-year period that we have conducted Transparency Audits. In coming years it will
be crucial that the portal continues to be regularly updated with data and that its functions

are expanded to include tools such as data downloads. Given the importance of the portal,

vii



its potential, and the fact that there is still scope to improve it, we recommend that the aid

program continue to maintain and grow the functionality of the portal.

Improve document availability

Although there have been some improvements, the availability of project documentation
remains a transparency weakness for Australian aid. As such, an urgent recommendation of
this audit is that resources and effort need to be devoted to ensuring that the availability of
project documentation improves, and that these documents are available online. Because
transparency early in the project cycle is correlated with transparency later in the project
cycle, we encourage DFAT to ensure that document transparency is normalised from the

start of aid projects.

Enabling environment

Since the 2022 Audit, support from politicians and senior DFAT staff appears to have been
the catalyst for the significant transparency improvements that we documented in this
year’s audit. Australia’s post-2022 transparency achievements have also been driven by the
hard work of DFAT officials directly involved in the AusDevPortal. However, current
improvements are not guaranteed to be maintained and built upon in the future unless
senior officials and politicians continue to resource and empower those working on
Australian aid transparency. For this reason, our final recommendation is that politicians
and DFAT officials continue their high-level support of Australian aid transparency. If this
occurs, the transparency achievements documented in this audit are likely to endure and be

built upon in coming years.
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1. Introduction
Transparency is an essential aspect of giving aid effectively. It enhances accountability,
enables more accurate research, improves public awareness, allows civil society in donor

countries to monitor aid and helps recipient countries track the aid they receive.

At a time where aid transparency has been falling in some major donor countries, the 2025
Australian Aid Transparency Audit shows that Australian aid transparency has improved
since 2022. This finding represents a turnaround. Previous Development Policy Centre Aid
Transparency Audits had plotted an overall decline in the transparency of the Australian aid
program, a trend mirrored in other analysis (Publish What You Fund, n.d.).

Much of the improvement that has occurred since our previous audit has stemmed from
Australia’s recently launched AusDevPortal. This portal has been a significant achievement
and represents a step change in Australian aid transparency. Nevertheless, as the 2025 Aid

Transparency Audit demonstrates, there is scope for further improvement.

Australia’s government now has the opportunity to build on their achievements with the
portal. If remaining issues are addressed and progress is continued into the future, Australia
could position itself as a global leader on aid transparency. This would solidify the
government’s repeated claim that “transparency” is one of the defining features of
Australia’s aid program.! It would also have flow-on effects including better interactions

with aid partners, better aid management and, potentially, improved aid quality.

This report starts with a section on the methodology underpinning the Australian Aid
Transparency Audit, details changes in coverage and methodology from previous audits,

provides results, and then concludes with a discussion chapter and recommendations.

2. Methodology

The Australian Aid Transparency Audit focuses on three aspects of aid transparency: the
availability of timely high-level of information on Australian aid spending; the availability of

basic information on aid projects (such as budgets and performance); and the availability of

1 Australian Government, Australia’s International Development Policy, Canberra: Commonwealth of Australia,
2023, p.4.



detailed project documentation. These foci differentiate it from other transparency
initiatives such as Publish What you Fund (Tilley, 2022 and 2024) and the Center for Global
Development’s work (CGD, n.d.) which use OECD and IATI reporting. While the Publish What
You Fund and the Centre for Global Development’s approaches have the utility of enabling
cross country comparisons, this comes at the expense of detail. The Audit is designed to
provide a comprehensive breakdown of what is working and what is not when it comes to
aid transparency in Australia. It is customised to the Australian context, and is designed to
focus on information that will be useful for organisations working on and with Australian
aid. The Audit is also designed to enable careful monitoring of different aspects of

Australian aid transparency over time.

The 2025 Aid Transparency Audit focused on the following key aspects of transparency:
budget transparency, the availability of performance reporting data, the utility of Australia’s
new AusDevPortal, the availability of basic information on individual aid projects, and the
availability of detailed project documentation. The data in this transparency audit were
collected in March and April 2025 by Estelle Stambolie working in consultation with Terence
Wood, who also participated in the 2019 and 2022 audits. The methods used to gather data

in each of these areas were as follows.



2.1 Aid Budget transparency

Our assessment of high-level aid budget transparency is based on whether the aid program
has released the following key information about Australian aid spending on budget night or

in a timely manner shortly thereafter:

e total overseas development assistance (ODA);

e ODA/GNI;

e total country, regional and global program spending;
e spending by sector; and

e estimates of total aid given via other government departments.

2.2 AusDevPortal

The existence of the AsuDevPortal changed several elements of the audit methodology from
previous years. First, we did not calculate the proportion of projects that had information
online, as the portal includes all projects.

Second, in previous years we only searched DFAT country and region webpages when
searching for project documents. This year we also included the portal when searching for

project documents.

Third, in a new section in this year’s audit, we evaluated the portal on elements that we
believe benchmark its effectiveness as a transparency tool. The five areas we evaluated the
portal on were the presence of: aggregate information on the aid spending, project-level
information, country-level budgets for multi country projects, time series data, data

downloads and project documents. We scored the presence of these items as “yes”, “no” or

“partial” in the relevant section of the report.

2.3 Performance reporting

Another new feature of this audit that we have evaluated the availability of performance
reporting data. Performance reporting data are DFAT-produced scores that assess how well
aid investments are performing during implementation. These scores come from
Investment Monitoring Reports, including Humanitarian Investment Monitoring Reports and
Final Investment Monitoring Reports, which are completed for all projects with a total value

of AUD 3 million and above, excluding projects of an administrative nature, core



contributions to multilateral organisations, projects that have been in implementation for

less than six months, and projects administered by agencies other than DFAT.

In this year’s audit we report on performance data availability for 2025 and also
retrospectively across all years since the first audit in 2013. Our assessment of performance
data availability is based on whether performance data is available on request for
researchers, can be found in annual country or country program PDF reports, is made

available online in a single location, and whether it is in downloadable format online.

2.4 Project transparency — overarching approach and sampling

In its project-level analysis, following the practice of previous audits, the 2025 audit covered
all aid-recipient countries in the Pacific as well as Indonesia, and a set of country or regional
programs that were randomly chosen in 2016 from other parts of the world. The sample has

been kept identical since 2016.2

A total of 26 country and regional programs were included in our audit, including 15 from
the Pacific region, five from South-east and East Asia,3 four from South and West Asia, and
two from the Middle East and North Africa. A complete list of the country and regional

programs in our sample is shown in Table 2.

Table 2: List of country and regional programs in the sample

Region Pacific South-east and South and West Middle East and
East Asia Asia North Africa

Countries / Federated States of South-east and Maldives, Palestine, Iraq
regional Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, East Asia regional | Pakistan, Sri
programs Nauru, Niue, Pacific regional program, Laos, Lanka, South and

program, Papua New Indonesia, West Asia

Guinea, Palau, Marshall Mongolia, regional program

Islands, Samoa, Solomon Philippines

Islands, Tonga, Tokelau,

Tuvalu, Vanuatu

2 The countries covered in the 2016 and 2013 reports differed somewhat. However, all Pacific countries and
Indonesia were included in both reports. In the 2016 report, sensitivity testing was conducted to gauge the
impact of the changed sample. The impact on overall transparency scores was very small.

3 In previous audits we referred to this program as “ASEAN and East Asia”. We have changed the name to
“South-east and East Asia” in this audit on the advice of DFAT. The area covered has not changed.



In the 2025 Audit, Cook Islands was no longer included in the sample because it has
graduated from being eligible for Official Development Assistance (on 1 January 2020). Two
of the sampled countries had no project within our size cutoff and were subsequently
excluded from the direct analysis of the aid program website detailed in Section 2.6.* We
selected the individual projects that we audited in each of the country studies using IATI
data provided to us by DFAT and focused on projects with annual spends within a country of
over AUD 1 million. We searched for information on these projects on the AusDevPortal and

also country and region webpages on DFAT’s website.

2.5 Transparency scores of projects — basic project information

The first project-level index is a basic project information index, which rates projects
according to the availability of basic information for each individual project on the website.
This index is designed to quantify the extent to which basic descriptive information is
provided about projects in our sample countries that have annual budgets above AUD 1
million. Such information does not afford an observer the ability to study projects in depth,
but at least allows for a basic assessment of a project’s size and purpose. The components

of the index are listed in Table 3. All this information was obtained from the AusDevPortal.

Table 3: Basic project information index criteria

Category Inclusion criteria

For a score of 1, at least one supporting sentence describing what the

Project Description project does has to be provided.

Project Start and End Dates Project start year or end year provided.

Project Budget Project budget in Australian dollar millions.

A score of 1 was reported if previous financial year spending

Previous Financial Year Expenditure | . . . . .
information for the project was readily available.

41n 2025 Tokelau and Maldives were the only two countries that had no project information relevant to the
audit. In 2022 Tokelau, Federated States of Micronesia, Niue, Palau, Marshall Islands, and Maldives did not
have relevant information. In both the 2016 and 2019 audits, seven countries were excluded from analysis for
the same reason, including the aforementioned countries and Iraq.




2.6 Transparency scores of projects — availability of documentation

The second index focuses on the availability of substantive project documentation. This
index is designed to capture the extent to which in-depth information is provided on
projects — information that would allow interested observers a detailed sense of project

purpose, structure and performance.

As in previous audits, the availability of project documents was assessed across four
document categories, reflecting the four stages of what is sometimes referred to as the
‘project cycle’ or ‘aid management cycle’.> For each category, projects received a score of 1
if at least one relevant document was available, and 0 if no documents were available. The

categories and inclusion criteria are shown in Table 4.

We selected the projects that we assessed based a comprehensive project list based on IATI
reporting data provided to us by DFAT. We focused on the countries listed above and
limited our search to projects with a budget of over AUD 1 million. We used the same size

cut-off as was used in the 2022 Audit.

We commenced our search for project documents by looking on the project pages of
AusDevPortal, we then searched DFAT country and region webpages and any websites
linked in these webpages. At this point in time, because the AusDevPortal does not include
documentation for all projects, to ensure comprehensiveness and consistency with
approaches used in previous years, we also searched for project documentation on country

and regional pages in DFAT’s main website.

For many projects, the aid program provides ‘related links’ (hyperlinks to external websites)
that provide additional information or documentation for the project. Documents found
through such related links were also counted towards the relevant category.® Furthermore,

we included and assessed evaluations published on DFAT’s Development Evaluation Plans

5> These document categories were originally used by AusAID at the time of the 2013 transparency audit.
However, they are broad categories, which sensibly capture different components of aid projects, and — as
such — continue to remain relevant to aid transparency.

6 In some earlier audits we counted separate project websites as being documents. We also counted basic fact
sheets as documents. In this year’s audit we followed the practice of the last audit and did not count websites
or basic factsheets. Only substantive documents found on external websites were counted towards
transparency totals.



webpage, which provides access to review and evaluation documents of many ongoing and

completed projects.

We also followed the process used in 2022 when measuring project documentation
transparency for multiphase projects. Specifically, we focused on the availability of
documentation for the project’s current phase. While some multiphase projects are on
DFAT’s website with information relevant to their current phase, other multiphase projects
only contain documentation from earlier phases. Commencing in the 2022 Audit, we
distinguished between project phases whenever we could find phase information. In a small
number of instances, it was not clear in project documents which phase was being referred
to. Nevertheless, distinguishing by phase is the most appropriate way of studying

multiphase projects as transparency requires up to date information.

Table 4: Avadilability of project documentation index criteria

Category Inclusion criteria

Documents that outline the aid program’s planned approach to aid activities in the
recipient country. For a score of 1, at least one document containing higher-level
analysis on the recipient country or sector which is clearly, directly relevant to the

1. Policy and project had to be present. Acceptable documents included: statements of

Direction Setting commitment; memorandums of understanding; subsidiary agreements; and baseline
research. Evaluations for previous phases of a project and similar documents (which
provide detailed information about the context informing a project) were also

counted. Broad strategies such as country development plans were not counted.

Documents that explain how the activity should be undertaken. For a score of 1, at

. least one document demonstrating the planning and design behind project activities
2. Plan and Design
had to be present. Acceptable documents included: work plans; design documents;

concept documents/notes; and quality at entry reports.

Documents that report on the outputs of aid activities and whether these outputs

3. Implementation achieved their objectives. For a score of 1, at least one document demonstrating the
and Performance relationship between intended and actual outcomes had to be available. Acceptable
Management documents included: any reporting documents, such as monitoring reports; progress

reports; annual program reports; and analytical reports.

Documents evaluating the performance of aid activities (as against reporting
4. Review and progress, which are counted in the third category). For a score of 1, at least one

. document detailing a mid-term or final evaluation had to be available. Acceptable
Evaluation
documents included: mid-term reviews; independent completion reports; and

evaluation reports.




As in our previous audits, in cases where the most appropriate category in which to classify
a project document was unclear, the document was discussed and discretion was used to

determine its categorisation. No document was counted in more than one category. Where
a document included elements relating to more than one category (for example, policy and
direction setting elements as well as plan and design elements), the document was counted

in whichever category was determined to be the greater focus of the document.

In 2013, the aid program linked to country strategies from individual projects, and in that
year’s transparency audit Development Policy Centre staff counted them as policy and
direction setting documents. In 2016, country strategies were located elsewhere on the Aid
Program website. Reflecting this change and the fact that country strategies are not tied to
specific projects, starting in 2016 country strategies were no longer not counted as policy
and direction setting documents, causing substantial fall in score for policy and direction
setting documents from 2013 to 2016. To account for the change in audit methods, the
2016 Audit provided two averages: one including policy and direction setting documents
and one excluding them. Following this practice, we have continued to exclude country
strategies from country and direction setting documents, and provide averages both
including and excluding policy and direction setting documents in our 2019, 2022 and 2025

audits (see section 3.4 for results).

To report on the overall performance of individual project documentation types we

calculated the percentage of projects that possessed documents in each category.

In the 2022 Audit we did not penalise new projects down if they did not have
implementation, performance management, and review and evaluation documents online
because projects only generate this information once they have been running for some
time. However, in 2025, because — at the time we collected our data — the most recently
available data on the AusDevPortal was from 2022-23 we did not differentiate between
newer and older projects. Even the newest projects in 2023 could quite reasonably be

expected to have information online by 2025.

To calculate overall document transparency scores for projects, we aggregated project

scores across individual indices and converted these numbers to percentages.



Following the same averaging method used in previous audits, we then used individual
project scores to create country, region and sectoral transparency averages. For example, to
calculate the mean transparency score for Samoa, we averaged all the individual project

transparency scores for projects in Samoa.

3. Results

In this section we present and discuss our findings, highlighting relevant comparisons with
previous audits. First, we detail overall aid budget transparency. Second, we provide an
assessment of the information available on the AusDevPortal. Third, we report on the
availability of project performance information. Following that, we present our main
findings on basic project information and document availability. We then report on
comparative analysis, examining relative transparency by recipient country, region, sector
and project size. Finally, we report on the correlation of document availability between

different phases in the project cycle to explore path dependency in project transparency.

3.1 Overall aid budget transparency

Overall, aid budget information has been presented in various formats over the past 13
years. Our assessment of this is based on the availability of key high-level spending numbers
that are, or should be, made available on budget night or shortly thereafter. Table 5
provides a comparison of the availability of these types of information across time. The
2020-21 and 2021-22 summaries contained just two out of five key pieces of budget
information, failing even to include an estimate for total aid. Budget transparency increased
in 2023-24 and then in 2024-25 this improvement was maintained. However, high-level
budget data is still missing ODA/GNI estimates, the standard measure used by the OECD to
measure a country’s aid generosity. Prior to 2014-15, this estimate was routinely included in

annual aid budget statements.



Table 5: Budget information contained in aid budget summaries, 2012-13 to 2024-25

Total ODA
estimate

ODA/GNI
estimate

Country/

regional
estimates
Total
sectoral
estimates
Total OGD
estimates*

Source: Relevant documents obtained by the Development Policy Centre on Budget night or shortly after. Those interested
in full documentation (at times not available on Budget night) can visit: Australia’s development budget and statistical
information; OGD= ‘Aid through other government departments’.

3.2 AusDevPortal

The existence of the AusDevPortal means that all existing Australian aid projects are now
detailed, at least to some extent, in the public domain. This is a significant improvement on
all previous years of the audit where most country and region pages only listed some of the
active investments in those countries and regions. In 2022 only about 60-70% of all
Australian aid projects were listed on DFAT country and region webpages, whereas in 2025

all projects could be found on the Portal.

Table 6 shows the results of this audit’s assessment of the availability of key information
and features on the AusDevPortal. ‘Aggregate level info’ is information on aggregate
spending of the aid program, including sector and country aggregates. ‘Project level info’ is
basic information for projects. ‘Spending by country for multi country projects’ is the
country-by-country breakdown of the budget for projects that operate across several
countries. ‘Time series’ is the availability of more than one year’s data for individual
projects. ‘Data downloads’ is based on whether project data can be easily downloaded.

‘Documents’ refers to the availability of aid project documentation on the Portal.
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Table 6: AusDevPortal evaluation

Presenton
portal 2025

Aggregate level info

Project level info

Spending by country for
multi country projects.
Time series

Data downloads

Documents P

Note: Y = yes, N = no, P = partial

As Table 6 shows, the portal provides comprehensive information for aggregate spending
(the total size of the aid program, total spending in individual countries, and total sectoral
spending). The portal also provides basic information on all aid projects that Australia was
operating in the relevant year. Both types of information are provided through an intuitive
interface that is reasonably easy to use. Aggregate numbers, provided in an accessible
format should be very useful for non-specialist users seeking basic information on Australian
Aid. Project data will be particularly useful for people seeking to understand the nature of
individual projects. Such information has, in theory been available through other means.
However, having the information in a single place and provided in an easily accessible
format is a major improvement. There is, however, some room for future improvements as

can be seen in Table 6.

First, in the case of projects that operate in multiple countries (42% of the projects covered
in the portal) there is no information on the portal detailing how much of each project’s
spending goes to each of the countries the project operates in. Because this information can
be accessed by IATI data, and because IATI data can be found via the portal, we have still

given the portal a “partially achieved” score on this criterion.

The next feature currently lacking on the portal is the ability to download data in a CSV or
similar format. As in-depth analysis of Australian aid requires the ability to work with data,

this is a significant limitation. Moreover, other aid data sources such as the Lowy Institute’s
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Pacific Aid Map and the OECD’s CRS reporting system make data downloads available,

reflecting the fact that doing so is not impossible for technical reasons.

Finally, although the portal contains links to some documents for some projects this
function is not comprehensive. We were able to find documents for some projects not on
the portal elsewhere on DFAT’S website. If the portal is turned into a comprehensive one-

stop shop for all project documentation, this will add considerably to its utility.

3.3 Performance reporting

DFAT staff assess the performance of all projects with a total budget of over AUD 3 million
on an annual basis.” They also assess the performance of recently completed projects. These
performance assessments include performance scores for a number of key criteria. DFAT is
not alone in doing this: a number of large donors assess project performance and make
performance data available to researchers. Data of this nature have been used by
academics and provided a number of important insights into aid effectiveness (Honig, 2018;

Feeny & Vuong, 2017; Bulman, Kolma & Kraay, 2017; Wood, Otor & Dornan, 2021).

In Table 7 we report on the extent to which DFAT has made individual project performance
data available. We do this across four criteria: whether the data have been provided to
researchers that requested it; whether the data can be found in country reports (usually
individual PDFs online); whether the data are made available online in a single location and
in an easily accessible format; and whether the data can be downloaded from the

AusDevPortal (or an equivalent site) in a format that researchers could easily use.

7 Performance reporting data come from structured self-assessments completed by DFAT staff annually for
bilateral, regional, global and multilateral investments. Very similar reports are produced for humanitarian
emergency projects and these also generate performance data. Performance reporting is not required for
projects that are purely administrative, less than six months old, administered by other agencies or which are
core contributions to multilaterals.
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Table 7: Performance data

2013 | 2016 | 2019 | 2022

Available to researchers on request

Made available in country reporting

Online in single location

Downloadable from portal

DFAT has made performance reporting data available to researchers on request in all years
since 2016. Data do not seem to have been made available in 2013. But as far as we are
aware this was simply because no researchers requested it, hence we have left this year
blank. In all audit years it was also possible to find performance reporting data in country-
level reports (placed online in the forms of PDFs). However, making performance data easily
accessible from a single site and coupled with other project data manner did not occur in
the period before the AusDevPortal. The portal has brought an improvement in this area:
placing performance data alongside other project data in a single portal makes it easier for
people with an interest in specific projects to access information on their performance
alongside other data. While we were able to find examples of projects over AUD 3 million
that did not have performance data online, we assume that this was because performance

was not assessed for these projects.

Finally, the AusDevPortal does not have downloadable project performance data available.

For this reason this criterion was scored as not available in 2025.

3.4 Basic project information index

Table 8 reports on the availability of basic project information for projects listed on
AusDevPortal. All the basic information covered in this Audit is now available on the portal
for all individual projects. There are project descriptions, dates and budgets for all projects.?
However, because only one year’s worth of data was available when we undertook the 2025

Audit there was no improvement in data on the previous financial year’s expenditure.

8 Budgets are at project-level only and do not show country spends for multi country projects.
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Table 8: Overall basic project information index score

Year Project Planned Project Previous financial Average
description dates budget year expenditure score
2013 100.0% 100.0% 47.6% 48.9% 74.1%
2016 99.6% 86.2% 86.6% 0.0% 68.1%
2019 100.0% 88.2% 88.2% 0.0% 69.1%
2022 98.6% 79.3% 77.1% 0.0% 63.8%
2025 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 75.0%

Overall, the average availability of basic information has improved from a low in 2022 and is
now up to levels last seen in 2013. In the period after the data was collected for this audit
another year’s data were uploaded to the portal. For some projects this means that
previous financial year’s data are now available.® With further updates in the future, it is

very likely that the aid program will score 100% on the basic information score.’

Figure 3: Average availability of basic information across information types

80%

70%

60%

50%
2013 2016 2019 2022 2025

? Specifically, this is the case for projects active in the previous year and this year. Projects that came to an end
in the previous year do not have multiple years information. Projects that have just commenced cannot have
multiple years information.
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3.5 Availability of project documentation index

Table 9 shows results from our second index, which is focused on the availability of project
documentation for projects with an annual budget over AUD 1 million. Two overall average
scores are shown: one that includes the policy and direction setting documents category
and one that excludes it. As explained in the methods section, country strategies were
counted as policy and direction setting documents in 2013 but not in later audits, thus
increasing the score in 2013 for that category. As a result, we have calculated averages
excluding policy and direction setting documents to allow direct comparisons with 2013

results.

Table 9: Overall availability of project documentation index score

Percentages 2013 2016 2019 2022 2025
Policy and direction setting 88% 33% 27% 36% 35%
Plan and design 67% 56% 50% 28% 24%
Implementation and performance management 38% 29% 25% 12% 19%
Review and evaluation 22% 35% 46% 20% 45%
Average 54% 38% 37% 24% 31%
Average (excluding policy and direction) 42% 40% 40% 20% 29%

Notes: 2013 results are taken from 2016 Audit, and could not be re-calculated. ‘Average score excluding policy and
direction documents’ is calculated to allow for comparisons with 2013.

The averages show that there has been a clear improvement since the 2022 Audit. However,
the level of average document availability is still below 2019 levels. Of all the document
types, review and evaluation documents were the most readily available. Moreover, our
percentage measure of review and evaluation documents is, by necessity, an

underestimate. This is because the score is based on the assumption that all audited
projects will have had an evaluation conducted for each phase of the project published at
the time of our audit. In reality, not all projects over AUD 1 million are routinely evaluated.
However, because DFAT did not routinely published information on whether individual
projects had been evaluated or not in the periods covered in our audits, we have had to

work off the assumption that all projects were evaluated.

Although there is insufficient information in the public domain to enable us to calculate the
percentage of evaluated projects with published evaluations across the years covered in our
audits, DFAT provided us with the percentage of project evaluations published online in the

2023-24 financial year. In that year, 91 percent of evaluations were placed online. This is
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substantially higher than the 45% score obtained using all projects as the denominator.
However, 2023-24 is the only year for which that information is available. Therefore we
have stuck with the 45 percent figure in Table 9 so as to provide consistent calculations
across all audits. While the figures in Table 9 are underestimates, they demonstrate a clear
improvement between 2022 and 2025, although numbers have still not yet recovered to

2019 levels.

In the future, DFAT could further enhance evaluation transparency by making it clear on the
portal whether individual projects have been evaluated or not.1° Making this information
available would enhance transparency as well as allowing us to calculate accurately

estimated publication rates in future audits.

After review and evaluation documents, policy and direction setting documents were the
next most commonly available documents in 2025. However, only slightly over a third of
projects had these documents online, and there was no real improvement from 2022.
Implementation and performance management document availability has improved
significantly since 2022 but is still below 2019 levels. Finally, planning and design documents

were less readily available than they had been in 2019, which was already an all-time low.

In contrast to 2022’s findings that document availability was at its worst late in the project
cycle, in 2025 documents from the middle of the project cycle were the least likely to be

publicly available.

10 Transparency could be further enhanced for projects that were not evaluated if an explanation was provided on the
portal as to why they had not been evaluated.
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Figure 4: Project documentation availability 2013-2025
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In order to maximise transparency and make the task of finding project information as easy
as possible, ideally all project documentation should be made available via the portal, rather
than only being available elsewhere on DFAT’s website. Figure 5 shows the share of project
documents that could be found on the portal as well as the share that could be found either
on the portal or elsewhere on DFAT’s website. As can be seen the portal performed best
when it came to evaluation and review document availability. As per the discussion above
we are not expecting 100% of projects have evaluations either on DFAT webpages or the
portal. However, the difference between DFAT webpages and the portal clearly shows that
at the time of our audit, not all evaluations available elsewhere were making it onto the

portal.
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Figure 5: General document availability versus portal document availability
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Note: The score for review and evaluation documents is on the assumption that all projects conduct evaluations.

3.6 Comparative findings

In the following subsections, we compare the availability of project documentation across
regions, countries, sectors and different-sized projects. We do this based on the second of
our two transparency indices — the index that looks at document availability across the

project cycle.

3.6.1 Availability of project documentation by region

Figure 6 shows the average availability of documentation for 2016, 2019 and 2022 audits in

the four regions audited.

18



Figure 6: Average availability of project documentation by region
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All regions except for Middle East and North Africa have improved in transparency since
2022. The greatest improvement was in South and West Asia. South-east and East Asia and
the Pacific improved from 2022, although transparency in these regions is still worse than it

was in 2016 and 2019.

3.6.2 Availability of project documentation by country

Average project documentation availability by country shows the availability of documents
averaged across all projects for the country in question in our sample. Figure 7 shows the

average availability of project documentation for each country group for 2025.

Mongolia, Irag and Sri Lanka scored highest, while Tuvalu and South-east and East Asia

Regional scored lowest.
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Figure 7: Average availability of project documentation by country in 2025

70%
60%
50% —
40%
30%

20%

. 1ITF

Average document availabilty
|

@ O @ LS F PS> FEE T RN SO NS
O FFFFE O SEIETEE S LW SO
N S &S e ) L O ¢ PR\ SN RS
A SIS AN N N < @ g
S » & 3 @ S ¢ 5
& '\0(\ & R © ’3 \(')
MRS ® N Q
Qrb Qg’ (_)O\ @ O . OQ
Q'bQ Qg,oo qé’“@

Note: Countries and regions marked with an asterisk were the countries/regions with the 10 largest budgets in the year of
the audit.
Figure 8 is a scatterplot comparing average availability of project documentation by country

between 2022 and 2025 audits.

Each point on the plot is a country program. The country program’s position on the x-axis
reflects its transparency in 2022 and the position on the y-axis reflects its transparency in
2025. The dotted diagonal line is a one-to-one line. Points on this line are country programs
whose transparency scores did not change at all between 2022 and 2025. Points above the
line are programs which became more transparent, points below the line are countries
where transparency fell. The further a country program is away from the one-to-one line

the more its average transparency changed during the period.

The solid yellow line is a line of best fit which shows the average relationship between
country transparency scores in 2022 and 2025. The fact that the line’s slope is less than that
of the one-to-one line reflects the fact that, on average, transparency in lower scoring
countries in 2022 improved more than was the case in countries where transparency was
reasonably high. Countries and regions with red dots are countries from the 10 largest
country or regional programsin terms of budgets in the year of the audit. All other countries

are marked with grey dots.
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Figure 8: Correlation of availability of project documentation between 2022 and 2025
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Note: Countries and regions with red dots are countries from the 10 largest budgets in the year of the audit.

More country programs are above the dotted line than below, meaning transparency for

most country programs improved from 2022 to 2025. This is a turnaround from a decline

found in 2022. Transparency improved the most in Sri Lanka and the Philippines. The biggest

falls were in Palestine and Tuvalu.

3.6.3 Availability of project documentation by sector

Each project included in our audit was classified into one of the seven sectors used in

previous audits: infrastructure and trade; agriculture; governance; education; health;

humanitarian and disaster risk reduction (DRR); and other.1! This was done using project

sectoral data in IATI reporting (which is the same as AusDevPortal reporting for sectors).

Because projects can be spread across more than one sector in IATI, and because IATI

sectors differ from those listed above, we took the largest sector by spending for each

individual project and mapped it to one of the sectors used in this audit. We did this to

allow comparisons across time.

11 In earlier reports were also had a “gender” sector. We no longer have this sector because no equivalent
sector exists in IATI data.
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Although it has fallen, agriculture remains the sector with the highest transparency (likely
due to ACIAR reporting). Education is next highest and is improving. Infrastructure scores
similarly well and has improved considerably since 2022. Humanitarian and disaster
response and recovery has the lowest score and has been deteriorating since 2016.

Transparency in health is also poor though it appears to be improving somewhat.

Figure 9: Average availability of project documentation by sector
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3.6.4 Availability of project documentation by project size

Figure 10 shows that although the pattern of increasing transparency with increasing
project size remains, it is not as strong and clear as it was in 2016.%2 In particular, in 2025
the 3 million to 50 million brackets do not differ greatly in their level of transparency. The
general picture for all categories shows that all have improved since 2022, but in most

instances the improvement has not yet been enough to return to 2019 or 2016 levels.

12 For project size analysis across years we used budget at the total annual project level.
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Figure 10: Distribution of projects by project size and transparency scores
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Note: Project values are measured in Australian dollars.

3.6.5 Projects and transparency

To test whether having planning documents online is associated with a project being more
likely to have evaluation documents uploaded too (giving at least two years for evaluation
documents to be added), for each year of audit data we ran logistic regressions in which the
dependent variable was whether the project had review and evaluation documentation
online, and the key independent variable was whether the project had planning
documentation online.’® The unit of analysis in the test was individual projects. In our
regressions we also controlled for budget size, in case size of the project determined

whether documents were uploaded both in the earlier and later stages.

As can be seenin Table 10, in 2025 there is a clear and statistically significant relationship:
projects that were more transparent earlier in the project cycle tended to be more

transparent later in the project cycle.

13 Although, as discussed above, not all projects over AUD 1 million are evaluated, our interest in these
regressions is the relationship between the publication of the two types of documents. The relationship itself
between the publication of the two types of documents is a relative on and is not likely to be affected by
whether evaluations were conducted or not, particularly given that we control for project size in one
regression model.
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Figure 11 plots the average change in the probability that a project will have evaluation
documents online if it has planning documents online. These figures are taken by calculating
the marginal effects after running the regressions shown in Table 10. Figure 11 shows the
2025 results alongside results from earlier audits. Lines are plotted for the bivariate
relationship as well as the relationship once project size is taken into account. As can be
seen, the clearest relationships were found in 2025 and 2019, although there were also
positive relationships, albeit not statistically significant, in the 2016 and 2022 audits. The
marginal effects show that the presence of planning documents online increased the
probability of evaluation documents being online by 32 percentage points in 2025.14 These
tests show that projects that begin transparently are more likely to continue to be

transparent than those that begin lacking transparency.

Table 10: Regression results comparing planning and evaluation document availability

2025 sample only Bivariate Size control

Evaluation documents online

Planning documents online 1.42*** 1.29"**
(0.28) (0.20)
Budget (In) 0.29""
(0.12)
Adj R-Squared (0.06) (0.07)
Number of Cases 330 330

Standard errors in parentheses
*p<0.1,* p<0.05 *** p<0.01

14 The model with a size control gave a marginal effect of 28 percentage points increase in probability of
having evaluation documents online if planning documents were online.
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Figure 11: Marginal effects of having planning documents online
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4. Discussion

Australia’s aid transparency on the whole has improved considerably from 2022. This
represents a real achievement. However, there remains considerable scope for
improvement in a range of areas. In the following sections we discuss achievements as well

as areas where performance still needs to improve.

4.1 AusDevPortal

By far and away the biggest change in aid transparency to have occurred since the last audit
has been the establishment of AusDevPortal. The portal has brought improvements in many
areas and has made information on Australian aid much easier to access. However, there is
further scope for improving the portal. In particular, more detailed information on how
project spends are broken down over countries, timeseries data, downloads and more
comprehensive links to project documentation data would all further increase the
usefulness of the portal. Should improvements to the portal continue to be made, the portal

has the potential to place Australia at the forefront of global aid transparency.
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4.2 High-level data

The availability of aggregate Australian aid spending produced on budget night, or shortly
thereafter, has improved to a point where, of all the items that should accompany each new
budget, only ODA/GNI estimates are not produced. Although the information is only
released after the fact, additional aggregate spending data provided on AusDevPortal and
though Statistical Summaries complements the budget night releases. Taken together these

information sources give a good sense of overall Australian aid spending.

4.3 Basic Project Information and performance data

The availability of basic project information is now much improved thanks to the
AusDevPortal. However, two major areas for improvements remain. The first of these — the
lack of previous year’s project spending — appears to be in the process of being improved as
additional years’ data are in the process of being added. The second as noted above in the
section on the portal, is the absence of project spends broken down by country for projects
that span more than one country. Improvements in these areas will further enhance the

ability of users to learn the basics about Australian aid projects.

In recent years the aid program has been commendably willing to share project
performance data with researchers. Relevant information on project performance has also
been available included in annual country program reporting PDFs, although data in this
form are not always easy to find. With the arrival of the portal, the aid program has built
upon its pre-existing practice: the portal now reports performance ratings for all projects
where performance assessments are undertaken. This is another important step forward,

although performance data cannot yet be easily downloaded, which is a limitation.

4.4 Document availability

Although, primarily thanks to the AusDevPortal, the availability of extensive basic
information on projects has improved, the availability of detailed project documentation,
particularly planning and performance documentation, is still poor. There have been
improvements since 2022, but document transparency remains an issue — much poorer than

it was in 2013 and poorer than it was in 2019.

26



4.5 Transparency patterns

In terms of where and what types of projects were most likely to be more transparent, our

most important findings were as follows.

First, at the country level, countries with higher transparency scores in 2022 were still more
likely to score higher in 2025. However, average transparency in countries that performed
poorly in 2022 improved more rapidly than transparency in countries that already scored

reasonably well in 2022 suggesting that some transparency laggards are catching up.

Second at the project level, although larger projects tend to be more transparent on

average, the relationship between size and transparency has been weakening over time.

Third, as in earlier audits, projects that had planning documentation available online were
also more likely to have documents from later in the project cycle online — suggesting that
projects carry transparency momentum: if a project starts its life transparent it is much

more likely to remain transparent.

4.6 Progress against recommendations from last audit

1. It is time for a transparency reset: In 2022 we recommended that a wholesale
transparency reset was needed for the aid program. This recommendation has not been
adopted. However, the AusDevPortal has brought marked increases in important aspects of
transparency. While it is not a reset per se, it does represent a distinctive break from past
practice. If progress associated with the portal continues, the positive change may prove to

be almost as good as a reset. However, this is contingent on improvements going forward.

2. A transparency unit: In 2022 we recommended that a transparency unit be set up within
DFAT. The team tasked with developing the AusDevPortal has performed an important role
in collating relevant data and changing programme team practices. However, it does not yet
count as a transparency unit. Possibly its status might become equivalent to such a unitin

coming years.

3. Return budget night aid data releases to the status of Ministerial Statements: While

there has been improvement in the quality of the summary document released on budget
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night, the government has not returned to the bipartisan, pre-2014 practice of releasing
detailed ministerial statements on budget night. We continue to encourage the government
to do this. Doing so would be appropriate given the aid budget remains the largest single
portion of DFAT’s annual expenditure and the significant public interest in its allocation and

effectiveness.

4. Standardise online reporting for country and regional programs: In the 2022 Audit, we
recommended that online reporting for country and regional programs be standardised in
the name of improving overall transparency and making information easier to follow. The
presence of AusDevPortal has gone some way to meeting this recommendation. However,
standardisation of what is made available on actual country and regional webpages is still
lacking. A potential alternative means of meeting this recommendation could be that the
portal fully take over the project reporting currently found on some of these pages. Doing
this, however, would require many more documents be made available on the Transparency

portal.

5. Adequately resource country programs: In 2022, we also recommended that country
programs be adequately resourced to ensure that people had time to work on transparency.
Clearly, the establishment of the AusDevPortal represents the devotion of increased
resources on DFAT’s behalf, and this has clearly delivered dividends. However, there is still
considerable room for improved document transparency, and this will likely only come once
country programs find a way of normalising the provision of key documents. This may well
require increased resourcing or, if nothing else, the further empowerment of staff working

on the portal to standardised procedures and press for improved document transparency.

6. Keep doing what is being done well: in 2022 we commended the aid program on some
of its transparency strengths and we encouraged it to ensure that these achievements were
maintained. In one specific area, the provision of high-level information on budget night,
this has recommendation has clearly been met. Other strengths, such as the proactive
provision of project performance data to researchers has also continued, which is also

commendable.
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5. Recommendations

Based on our analysis in the 2025 Transparency Audit we have the following

recommendations for improving Australian aid transparency.

Keep doing the good things

As it currently stands, Australian aid transparency has a number of important strengths:
aggregate high-level aid budget information; the availability of project performance data;
and the improved availability of basic project information are all achievements.
Improvements are still required, but our first recommendation is simply that the aid

program should continue to maintain and support its achievements to date.

Maintain, update and expand AusDevPortal

AusDevPortal has been the most significant improvement in Australian aid transparency
over the 12-year period that we have conducted Transparency Audits. In coming years, it
will be crucial that the portal continues to be regularly updated with data and that its
functions are expanded. To facilitate full transparency, the portal needs to have a data
download function. Expanding the portal to contain much more by the way of project
documentation would turn it into an effective one stop shop for all relevant project
information and we recommend that this be done. Doing so would also help ensure that
project documentation, which is the main weakness we have identified in this audit,
became another Australian aid transparency achievement. In addition to this improvement,
it will be important for multi-country projects to have project country spends provided on
the portal. This information is already in Australia’s IATI reporting and so should be
comparatively easy to incorporate into the portal. Finally, inadequate timeseries data is a
limitation of the portal as it currently stands due to the small number of reporting years,

although this will improve as more years’ data are added to the Portal.

Moving forward, the portal needs to be adequately resourced to ensure that it performs at
least as well as it currently is. Similarly, the internal processes that have facilitated the

provision of the underlying data that are so important for the portal need to be maintained.
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Improve document availability

The availability of project documentation remains a major transparency weakness for
Australian aid. As such, resources and effort need to be devoted to ensuring that the
availability of project documentation improves substantially. We believe that the portal
would be the best place to store these documents. However, if for some reason, this is not
possible, making more documents available on country and region webpages would be a

good start.

Build in transparency at the start of projects

As we have shown in previous audits, and as we have found again in this audit, projects that
are transparent in terms of document availability from the start are more likely to stay that
way across the project cycle. For this reason, we recommend that DFAT put processes in
place to ensure that the public provision of project documentation is prioritised by staff
early in the project cycle. This will hopefully improve the provision of documentation across

the rest of the project cycle.

Enabling environment

Since the 2022 Audit, support from politicians and senior DFAT staff appears to have been
the catalyst for the significant transparency improvements that we have documented in this
year’s audit. Australia’s post-2022 transparency achievements have also been driven by the
hard work of DFAT officials directly involved in the AusDevPortal. However, current
improvements are not guaranteed to be sustained unless senior officials and politicians
continue to resource and empower those working on Australian aid transparency within
DFAT. For this reason, we strongly encourage ongoing high-level support of Australian aid
transparency. This should include leadership and oversight by DFAT’s Development Program
Committee, incentivising good practice with the Department, and regular engagement with
ministers, the parliament and the public on the implementation of the government’s aid

transparency agenda.
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