Review of UK Aid Direct funding
round 2 and the lessons learnt

Overview - funding round 2
This UK Aid Direct funding round had a very broad focus. However, proposals addressing family planning,
nutrition, and ending modern slavery were particularly encouraged.
Applicants were asked to consider:
•
•
•

how they would address the Global Goals
how they would respond to DFID’s strategic priorities
how their proposals would contribute towards the goals of UK Aid Direct.

Applicants could apply for 2 different types of grants:
•
•

Community partnership grants, aimed at UK organisations with a turnover under £1 million, 		
for grants of up to £250,000
Impact grants, aimed at organisations implementing projects in countries DFID consider to be of 		
high or moderate fragility or in one of the lowest 50 HDI countries. These organisations should 		
have a turnover of under £10 million, with grants available for up to £4 million.

There was a 2 stage process for this funding round and applications were reviewed by an independent
technical team.

				“Out of 591 concept notes received
				for both grant types,
				
122 were shortlisted and invited to
submit a full application.”

Next steps
All applicants were contacted regarding the
outcome of their proposals and individual feedback
will be provided to every applicant, upon request.
The UK Aid Direct technical team has pulled together
a summary of their general observations regarding
applications, broken down into the following areas:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Project design
Added Value
Value for Money
Logframes
Risk
Process
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Project design
The best proposals were those that clearly identified:
Who exactly is benefitting, including how they have been selected and why. There is a clear understanding
of who the primary beneficiaries are and who the secondary beneficiaries are. The beneficiaries are clearly
identified and disaggregated. Some proposals struggled to identify primary and secondary beneficiaries.
Numbers were unrealistic and it wasn’t clear why they were the most vulnerable.
What the project is proposing to achieve, what is the change that is expected to happen. The change
is explained, measurable and realistic. Often statements mentioned the change but didn’t elaborate on
exactly what the change would look like, rather using a sweeping statement than a specific reference
of change. Some used statements such as empowering women and building capacity, that were broad
statements and not a clear definition of what the empowerment looked like, or what the result of the
expected change in capacity would be.
Why the project is needed, there is a clear justification of need based on evidence and data to demonstrate
that the need exists. All projects stated that there was a need, the best ones used relevant data to
demonstrate that need, in that specific location or sector, using local and national data to justify it. All
projects could demonstrate a link to Global Goals, the strongest ones focused on one Goal and showed
what kind of impact the proposal would have in contributing to the Global Goals.
How the project will be implemented, using examples and evidence that the approach works and has been
successful. Or if it is a pilot, demonstrate how it will be evaluated and potentially able to scale up.
The best application forms were those that wrote clear, logical theories of change, free from jargon and
addressed the issues identified in the issue or problem statement.

			“Some proposals were complicated, with different
elements not necessarily complimenting each other,
or driving change by working together, often just alongside
each other. Some of the more successful applications
focused on fewer interventions, but done well.”
Strong proposals demonstrated clear engagement of beneficiaries and other key stakeholders in the design
process or clear justification of why this has not happened. Most projects referenced ways to get feedback
from beneficiaries but the strongest ones demonstrated how they would then analyse that feedback to
adapt their project.
Whilst not specifically asked for, strong applications were able to show how their proposals complimented
existing DFID programming in the country of focus and reflected DFID’s country strategy.
Most proposals considered sustainability. Those that were the strongest demonstrated how they would
build on what already exists and made clear linkages to national and regional Government priorities. They
also had a strong relationship with key stakeholders and partners as well as an understanding of others
working in the same environment. The strongest proposals analysed sustainability from the dimensions of
social, political, financial and environmental perspectives, giving each element due consideration.

					 UK Aid Direct funding round 2: lessons learnt

		

3

Added value
Organisations did not fully emphasise the added value they could bring with the project. Little reference
was made to tried and tested approaches being applied in a new context or the ability to provide expertise
in a challenging area such as advocacy.

			“The best applications used examples of lessons
learnt from other projects and used outcomes
of evaluations to feed into the project design.”

Value for money
Overall projects responded well to certain elements of the 4Es approach to value for money. Economy
being the one element that organisations most easily identified with. Equal value needs to be placed on
articulating the response to all 4 Es and to provide a justification or analysis of the value for money the
project represents. Some projects will have a low beneficiary reach and a high cost, yet have a significant
impact - explanations to justify this were often missing.

Logframes
Applications with the strongest logframes were those that simplified the approach and range of
interventions, chose relevant indicators that could reflect the theory of change, did not put multiple
elements within a single indicator and had clear milestones of either absolute numbers or percentages, or
qualitative milestones. Those clearly showing how the overall change could be directly attributed to the
project were the clearest.

Budgets
Most proposals included realistic and well completed budgets, however there were some recurring errors
that increased the risk rating associated with a budget. The best applications had a budget structure which
was sufficiently detailed to allow an evaluation of the reasonableness of expenditure. Part of this is to
consider the adequacy of budget line descriptions and whether these sufficiently describe the activity to
take place. Secondly, it is important for expenditure to be sufficiently disaggregated; if multiple costs are
aggregated together, then it is difficult to evaluate how much items cost and whether the cost is reasonable.
Common weaknesses observed in the budgets included costing for ineligible items of expenditure (guidance
is available on the UK Aid Direct website on what items are ineligible). Also, there were a number of cases
where the profiling of expenditure did not appear to have a clear logic and appeared unrealistic.

Risk
In general, this section was well covered by the applications. Stronger applications ensured they identified
even the most obvious risks and had a well-articulated response for dealing with them should they arise.

Process
Some sections of the proposal were more detailed than others. The strongest applications ensured all
elements of the proposal had the correct level of detail. In some applications, there was a lack of consistency
of data and figures that were not aligned across different sections of the application.
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