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The trustees of Motivation approved their annual report on 15 September 2025. It runs to forty-nine pages and it is, by the standards of
small charity reporting, a careful document. It sets out a new strategy for 2025 to 2030, arrived at after consultation with teams in
Kenya, India, Malawi, Uganda and the UK. It notes that the India board has been strengthened, that a new Managing Trustee has
taken over, that she is the organisation’s first female chair. It records that the Indian social enterprise sold 1,169 wheelchairs, up
twenty-nine per cent on the year before. The chair’s introduction describes a strategic approach “focusing on disabled people’s
empowerment through decentralisation of decision-making and leadership.” Having reviewed forecasts to the end of 2026, the
trustees concluded that the charity had “a reasonable expectation that there are adequate resources to continue in operational existence
for the foreseeable future.”

Fifteen weeks later, on 30 December 2025, a general meeting held at quarter past ten on Microsoft Teams resolved that the company be
wound up voluntarily. Joint liquidators were appointed from a firm on Broad Quay, a mile from Motivation’s office in Bedminster.
The trading arm that made the wheelchairs went the same day. In April the liquidator filed a notice of disclaimer.

The website now carries one sentence: “Motivation is proud to announce that our programme work is now entirely led and delivered
by Motivation Africa and Motivation India.” No date, no figures, no account of what moved or how. If you wanted to know what
happened to thirty-five years of wheelchair design work, the public record offers you a sentence and a filing history.

I live in Bristol and work on assistive technology, and I found out about this the way anyone would, which is to say late and sideways.
That gap between what an organisation is doing and what its documents say it is doing is what this study turned out to be about. I
had expected to find organisations describing their cuts precisely and their handovers vaguely. What I found instead was more
interesting and, I think, more forgivable.

I read the published documents of twenty-three UK international NGOs and coded them against thirteen questions about how they
describe organisational transition. The documents are annual reports, trustees’ reports, strategies, press statements and, where an
organisation had one, a document written specifically about the transition itself. Journalism was used to find the documents and never

to score them. Every score above zero required a quotation from the organisation’s own material.

The questions divide into four groups. Does the organisation say how many people and how much money are going, and by when.
Does it say what work is moving, to whom, with what resource, on what timetable. Does it say what it keeps, and what it leaves
behind in the form of employment, safeguarding, in-country registration, equipment, records and grant contracts. And does it say how
anyone would know whether the thing worked.

Twenty of the twenty-three disclose a restructuring, closure or transition in their own accounts. Three do not, and two of those three
turn out to matter more than I expected.

The full codebook, the scores and the sources are in the annexes. The rest of this is what the documents actually say.

Save the Children International’s 2024 trustees’ report tells you that the organisation’s headcount fell by seventeen per cent. It tells you
this in the section on greenhouse gas emissions.

The passage reads: “Our emissions intensity is calculated globally on a per-employee basis and totals 3.26 tCO2e/FTE for the reporting
period, compared to 2.77 tCO2e/FTE in 2023, which reflects a reduction in headcount by 17% compared to 2023.” Emissions intensity
requires a denominator. The denominator is people. The regulation that governs streamlined energy and carbon reporting obliged
someone to divide one by the other, and in doing so obliged them to explain why the ratio had moved.

I do not think anyone hid anything. The figure is also in the notes, where average headcount is given as 16,153 against 19,548 the year
before, and termination payments of USD 3.2 million against USD 395,000. But the place where the reduction is narrated, where a
reader is told what it means, is a paragraph about carbon. Elsewhere in the same report the restructure appears as “our Fit for Future
global and regional restructure process saw us restructure our teams to become more agile and efficient,” which is a sentence that tells
you the shape of the thing and nothing about its size.
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This is not an isolated trick of layout. Tearfund’s 2024/25 accounts disclose the cost of its restructure twice: once as “redundancy and
severance costs of £179,000 (2023/24: £1,611,000)” in the employee note, and once in a paragraph explaining that “the total number of
employees earning over £60,000 has decreased from the prior year due to the restructure carried out in 2023/24.” The million and a
half pounds is real and it is stated plainly. It appears because an accounting standard requires it to, attached to a question about senior

pay.

Marilyn Strathern, writing about audit in British universities, put the problem in a line that has since been detached from her and
stuck to Goodhart: when a measure becomes a target it ceases to be a good measure. What the emissions footnote suggests is a quieter
cousin of that. Numbers surface where a rule requires them, and the rules that require them were written for other purposes. Carbon
reporting produced a headcount figure. Senior pay disclosure produced a restructuring cost. Neither rule was interested in transition,
and so the transition is visible only in the shadow it casts across measures designed for something else.

None of that is anyone’s fault. It is what happens when the instrument doing the reporting was built to answer a different question.

Three things almost never appear.

The first is money moving to partners. Five organisations out of twenty-three put a figure or a percentage against it. Christian Aid
reports that forty-five per cent of charitable expenditure was shared with partners, up from thirty-seven, and that indirect cost
recovery is split fifty-fifty with implementing partners. Save the Children International reports partner spend rising from sixteen to
twenty per cent and an additional $57.5 million passing to local actors compared with 2022. ActionAid, CAFOD and Plan International
give figures of their own. The other eighteen describe responsibility shifting toward partners without saying what resource travels
with it.

Plan International’s own Pledge for Change self-report is the most candid document in the sample on exactly this point, and it is
candid because it was written to be. It states that “Plan International’s current cost recovery policy is focusing on Plan International
National Organisations sharing ICR fairly with Country Offices. Partners are currently not included in the policy, but we know that
some National Organisations have started doing so when required from the donor.” An organisation reporting against its own
commitment says plainly that partners sit outside the cost recovery policy. That sentence is worth more than any score in this study,
and it exists because somebody built a document whose job was to ask the question.

The second thing is dates. Six organisations give a timetable for the handover that is separate from the timetable for their own
redundancy or closure process. Save the Children International’s statement on withdrawing from UN pooled funds is the clearest: “we
have taken a strategic and principled decision to progressively withdraw from UN-OCHA Country-Based Pooled Funds (CBPFs)
starting in January 2026 and finishing by the end of 2027.” Two years, a start, an end. Almost everywhere else, the only dates in the
document belong to the reduction. The consultation has a timetable. The transfer does not.

The third is any measure of whether it worked. Four organisations state one. Programme indicators are everywhere, and there are a
great many of them, but a count of children reached tells you nothing about whether a handover held. Christian Aid commits to
repeating its partner survey in two years so that the direction of travel can be checked. Almost nobody else sets themselves a way of
being wrong.

I want to be careful about what that absence means. A transition has no natural reporting home. There is no line in the SORP for it, no
regulator asking, no donor template requiring it. Everything an organisation is obliged to publish about a year of upheaval concerns
its own solvency, its own staff and its own governance. The handover falls between the reporting categories, and things that fall
between reporting categories do not get written down. That is a design feature of the system rather than a failure of the people inside
it.
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What almost nobody writes down

23 UK international NGOs. Money to partners, handover dates and success measures are the
three things least likely to appear in a transition document.

Financial figure given
Receiving partners identified
Transferred functions named

Retained role stated
Completion date given
Residual liabilities addressed
Own commitment referenced
Headcount quantified

Review point stated
Authority split from delivery
Handover timeline given

Money to partners quantified

o) I 75

(z2) I 7+
1) I 70
c1) I 5%
) I 6%

co) I 52

©03) I 0%

1) I 35
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3 I 0%

(c) I 5%

(e I 22%

Transition success measures (D1) _ 17%
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Share of organisations whose own documents meet the code (%)

FIGURE 3 Share of organisations whose own documents meet each code.

The strongest pattern in the data is also the least surprising once you see it. What predicts whether a transition is specified is whether
somebody wrote a document about the transition.

Three organisations published a standalone document of that kind. Christian Aid’s Shifting Power in Aid came out in December 2025.
Plan International publishes an annual self-report against Pledge for Change. Save the Children International published its statement
on pooled funds. Across the transfer, residual and accountability questions those three score 89, 59 and 89 out of 100. The other twenty
score 36, 33 and 17. Widen the definition to include two organisations that embed a named and dated transition programme inside
their trustees’ report, STIR Education and HelpAge International, and the gap holds: 83 against 31 on transfer, 87 against 9 on
accountability.

The obvious objection is that this is circular. Organisations that had a plan were the ones able to write it down, and the document is a
symptom rather than a cause. I think that is largely right, and it makes the finding smaller and more useful than it first looks. Christian
Aid’s own annual report scores considerably worse than its dedicated report. The forty-five per cent staff reduction that defines that
organisation in the trade press appears in neither; the annual report says only that it is undertaking “a careful transition to a smaller
staff.” The same organisation, the same year, two documents, two very different levels of specificity. What differs is not intention. It is
the question the document was built to answer.

Which leaves the practical point. From the outside, the document is all there is. A partner deciding whether to accept a handover, a
trustee asking whether the board has a plan, a funder writing a condition into a grant, all of them are working from published
material. If an organisation cannot produce a document about its transition, nobody outside it can tell a transition from a subtraction.

That is a claim about visibility rather than virtue, and it is smaller than a scorecard would make.
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A dedicated transition document is the difference

23 UK international NGOs, coded from their own published documents. Organisations that published a
document specifically about transition or partnership, against those reporting only through an annual
report or press release.

Transfer specificity

Residual clarity

N 57

Accountability

OI
©
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Mean score (%)

. Dedicated transition or partnership document (n=5)
[B No dedicated document (n=18)

FIGURE 1 Organisations that published a document specifically about transition or partnership, against those reporting only through an annual report or press release.

I'built the sample from press coverage, which is how anybody would build it, and the sample was wrong.

Fifteen organisations went in because a restructuring had been reported. Eight went in as a comparison group, most of them chosen
because they held a public localisation commitment and nothing had been written about them. Five of those eight disclose a
restructuring in their own accounts.

CARE International UK reports cutting a fifth of its roles. War Child UK reports a completed restructure into an Alliance Foundation
model, with the UK entity narrowed to “fundraising, communications and UK advocacy to contribute funds to the Alliance
Foundation.” HelpAge International reports eleven country office transitions with named successor entities and dated go-live points,
which is the most operationally specific description of a handover anywhere in this study. CAFOD reports a cost reduction
programme and warns that “further streamlining is required,” which “may mean reducing the number of partners and programmes
we work with and on.” None of that made the news.

On every measure the comparison group scores higher than the reported group: 60 against 33 on transfer, 42 against 33 on residual, 38
against 20 on accountability. I am not going to claim that press attention causes bad documentation, because the two groups differ in
more than one way and the comparison cannot carry that weight. What it does establish is simpler. The organisations doing the most
legible handover work are largely invisible, and the ones we have all been reading about are describing cuts rather than transfers.
Coverage selects for the drama of the reduction. Nobody files copy about a well-drafted go-live date.

That includes me. I had HelpAge in the sample as a control, and it turned out to be the best-documented transition in it.

Eleven organisations address at least one of the six residual liabilities I looked for. One addresses four. Nobody addresses more.

Look at which ones get written down and a pattern appears that is worth sitting with rather than scoring. Employment comes up
repeatedly, because redundancy is a legal process with its own machinery and because organisations write about their own staff. Save
the Children UK notes that it aimed “to be transparent, work in partnership with colleagues wherever possible and respond to
feedback quickly,” and that it supported equality impact assessments through the restructure. Concern Worldwide records that sixty-
nine affected staff attended job search workshops run in English, French and Arabic. These are people looking after people, and they
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are recorded because somebody thought they mattered.

Leonard Cheshire is the one organisation that documents in-country registration in detail. “During 2022/23, the Charity made the
decision to close its regional offices in India, Kenya, Zambia, and Thailand following on from the strategic withdrawal of international
program delivery. The closure and deregistration process will be completed in 2023/24.” Four countries, named, with a completion
date. Across three consecutive annual reports covering a full withdrawal from international work after twenty years in the field, it
never names a single organisation that took the work on, saying only that delivery was passed “to other organisations where

possible.”

I do not read that as indifference. A trustees’ report exists to tell a regulator and a donor how the charity discharged its own duties,
and deregistering four subsidiaries is squarely one of those duties. The liabilities that get documented are the ones that sit on the
departing organisation’s own balance sheet. The liabilities that travel outward, the equipment a partner inherits with no maintenance
budget, the beneficiary records that need a lawful basis to move, the grant that has to be novated or lost, belong to nobody’s reporting

duty once they have left. They are real, and there is no form for them.

Concern Worldwide shows what that produces. Its 2025 report is precise about the reduction: “the severe humanitarian funding crisis,
which led to a reduction of 879 staff members in 2025 and the planned closure of three country offices,” and it names them, North
Korea, Lebanon and Rwanda. An organisation that can count sixty-nine workshop attendees is not one that lacks reporting discipline.
What its documents do not contain, anywhere I could find, is what happens to the work in those three countries. The discipline is real.
It is pointed at the organisation’s own account of itself, which is what the instrument asks for.

The best sentence in the whole study is in a going concern note.

Amref Health Africa UK is a small thing, twenty staff, a fundraising and programme office in London attached to an organisation
headquartered in Nairobi. Its 2025 trustees’ report is published as a scan with no text layer, which is why it defeated my first attempt
to read it and why I ended up running it through optical character recognition on a Tuesday afternoon. Buried in the reserves and
going concern section, between a paragraph about a ninety-five day notice account and one about related party transactions, is this:

“In the unlikely event of Amref UK no longer operating, any ongoing programmes would be transferred to Amref HQ. and Country
Offices ensuring that Amref UK’s charitable objects continued to be met.”

Nothing had gone wrong. Free reserves were within target at £1.27 million, staff had grown from eighteen to twenty, and the trustees
were satisfied on going concern. In that condition, with no pressure to say anything at all, they wrote down where the work would go
if they stopped. It is one sentence, it is not a plan, and it names a destination. Twenty-two other organisations in this sample, several of
them in the middle of an actual handover, do not manage the equivalent.

It is worth noticing which organisation this is. The entity that specifies a successor is the one whose centre of gravity already sits in
Nairobi, and for which “transferred to Amref HQ” describes a movement toward the middle of the organisation rather than away
from it. When the headquarters is in Nairobi, the handover is not an exit. That may be the whole thing in miniature, though I would

not want to build too much on one sentence in one small charity’s accounts.

Fifteen of the twenty-three hold a public commitment to localisation, either through Charter for Change, Pledge for Change or their
own published strategy. Six reference it in the material describing their restructuring. Nine do not.

Some of the misses are narrow enough to be worth stating precisely. Concern names Charter for Change in the same annual report
that reports 879 redundancies and three country closures, in a partnerships section, with nothing connecting the two. Oxfam GB
names its own Decolonial Partnerships Strategy in the same trustees’ report that reports its restructure. World Vision UK writes about
localisation and equitable partnership in its Afghanistan programme pages and not at all in the pages about its own reorganisation.

Read permissively, all three would score. I used the strict reading and applied it to everyone.

What produces the separation is not hypocrisy. A localisation commitment lives in the partnerships section, written by the
partnerships team for peers and for signatory reporting. A restructure lives in the financial review, written by finance and HR for the
regulator and the auditor. They are different authors writing for different readers, and there is no editorial process that would ever
bring them into the same paragraph. The commitment and the event that most tests it appear in the same PDF and never meet.

CARE International UK holds both Charter for Change and Pledge for Change. Its 2024/25 report says: “In the face of funding
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reductions we protected the proportion of funding for local partners and women-led organisations in CARE International UK
projects.” The same document reports cutting a fifth of its roles. I believe the protection happened. Neither the proportion nor the
protection is quantified, so from outside there is no way to check, and the sentence has to be taken on trust. Most of the sector is
currently asking to be taken on trust, and most of the sector is currently asking its partners to accept a great deal on the same basis.

Every organisation, every code

Coded from each organisation's own published documents. Darker is more specific.
# published a dedicated transition or partnership document. - no public localisation
commitment held, or no restructuring disclosed.
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FIGURE 2 Every organisation against every code. Darker is more specific.

10

Three things I had wrong, and one thing the method got wrong.

I began with the hypothesis that reductions are costed precisely and transfers described vaguely. Across the sample the reduction is
specified about fourteen points more precisely than the transfer, which is a real difference and too small to lead with. Both are usually
thin. A handful of organisations specify both.

I believed Tearfund had published a strategy committing it to “locally led influencing,” and that this drove its 2024 restructure. The
document containing that language belongs to Tearfund Canada, a separate legal entity. The phrase appears nowhere in Tearfund
UK'’s own reporting, which frames the same period as closing global-level advocacy and refocusing on “supporting advocacy through

local churches and church networks.” Tearfund UK does use the language of its own accord, describing an objective to “advance

Fifteen Weeks - Managing Transitions 7



globalisation/localisation by being intentional about becoming a global organisation that reflects the communities we serve,” but it sits

in the people and culture section, not in the account of the restructure.

I had Sense International down as a restructuring case with fifty redundancies. Its own separate accounts for 2024/25 show income
rising from £3.13 million to £3.60 million and unrestricted reserves rising from two weeks’ expenditure to four months’. The
redundancies belong to Sense, the UK parent, and not to the international entity I was coding. Sense International’s own document
instead sets out an intention to “become more locally led as an organisation with a view to ensuring that power, agency and
ownership of the work we do sits with local people and communities,” with consultations planned for 2025/26 and a strategy from
2027-28. That is intent without disruption, which is a different case and belongs in a different group.

And the method failed its own test. I set a rule that if a second coder disagreed with the first on more than one code in five, the
codebook was at fault. I recoded five organisations directly from source text after obtaining documents that the first pass could not
read, and the two rounds agreed on 77 per cent of codes. Fifteen disagreements out of sixty-five, which is worse than the threshold I
set myself.

The disagreements are informative. Six of the fifteen are Amref, where the first pass could not read the document at all and scored an
absence that was a scan rather than a silence. Five are Sense, where the first pass had been reading the wrong entity’s accounts. The
remaining four are all cases where a figure existed in a note that the first pass had not reached. Not one disagreement came from two
readers interpreting the same sentence differently. Every one came from what could be read. Access, in this exercise, mattered far
more than judgement, and the codebook survived a test that the retrieval did not.

I am reporting the failed threshold rather than quietly adjusting it, because the alternative would be the kind of thing this study is
about.

11

Here is what I keep coming back to.

None of these organisations is run on its annual report. The report is written months after the year it covers, by people who were not
in most of the rooms, for readers who mostly will not open it, under a framework designed to establish that money was spent as
intended. Motivation’s trustees signed a going concern statement in September on the basis of the position in December, and by the
time the ink was dry the organisation had a different future. That is not a lie. It is a lag, and every organisation in this sample has one.

Somewhere behind each of these documents there are people making difficult calls quickly and mostly well. There will be handovers
in this sample that were done with real care, over months, with long conversations and side agreements and personal favours, that
appear in the record as one sentence about partners or as nothing at all. There will be programme managers who spent a year making
sure a clinic kept running and never had time to write it up, because writing it up was the twentieth thing on a list during a

redundancy consultation. I have been that person on a much smaller scale and I know which twenty things get done.

So what I have measured is not how well the sector hands work over. It is what the sector is able to say about handing work over, in
the places where saying things is required. Those are different, and the gap between them is where most of the actual work lives.

The reason to measure the sayable anyway is that the sayable is what travels. It is what a partner in Kampala can read before agreeing
to take something on, what a trustee can hold a chief executive to, what a funder can enforce. Care that is never written down protects
the people who were in the room and nobody after them. Every organisation in this sample will lose the staff who ran its transition
within about three years, and what will remain is the document.

I should say where I am standing. My doctoral work argues that localisation in this sector operates as a shared administrative
vocabulary, one that lets very different institutions demonstrate accountability to one another while the underlying distribution of
authority stays roughly where it was. Producing a scored assessment of other people’s accountability documents is that vocabulary,
and I have just added to it. There is something faintly absurd about answering a question about audit culture by conducting an audit,
and I noticed it most acutely somewhere around the fortieth page of a trustees’ report, looking for a sentence that would let me put a
one rather than a zero in a cell.

I do not think that invalidates the exercise, but it does bound it. Thirteen codes cannot tell you whether power moved. Several
organisations here describe handing delivery to partners while retaining authority over what gets delivered, and are open about it:
Christian Aid states both that local actors decide in the first instance what happens in a community and that it is “not exclusively
‘partner-led” in what we work on, and how.” Both sentences are honest. Whether that is a transfer of power or a redistribution of
administrative labour is the question I spend my days on, and reading twenty-three annual reports has not settled it. It has made me
more sympathetic to the people writing them.
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12

For funders writing transition conditions, the three sparse questions are the whole test. What money moves to partners, on what
timetable, and how will anyone know whether it held. All three can be asked when the condition is drafted, they cost nothing, and the
answers are checkable later. Twenty-two per cent, twenty-six per cent and seventeen per cent of this sample answer them respectively,
which suggests they are not currently being asked.

For organisations in the middle of one of these, the finding in section five is the one to act on. Write the document. Not for the
regulator, which has no place to put it, and not as a communications exercise. Write it because it is the only part of a handover that

survives the people who arranged it, and because a partner accepting a transfer has no other way to know what they are accepting.

For the rest of us, the finding in section six is the awkward one. The organisations doing the most careful handover work were
reported nowhere. The accounts are duller than the coverage and they are considerably more informative.

I am conscious that this study asks people to produce more documentation at the exact moment they have fewest people to produce it.
That is a real cost and I would not pretend otherwise. The counterweight is Motivation’s one sentence, and Amref’s one sentence, and
the difference between them. One was written afterwards, by an organisation that no longer existed, about work whose destination
nobody had recorded. The other was written in advance, by an organisation with no reason to write it, and it names where the work
would go. Both are a single sentence long.
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ANNEX A

how this was done

SAMPLE. Twenty-three UK-registered or UK-entity international NGOs. Fifteen entered because a restructuring, closure or transition
was publicly reported between January 2024 and August 2026. Eight entered as a comparison group, selected for holding a public
localisation commitment with no reported restructuring; five of those eight turned out to disclose one. Three organisations disclose no
restructuring at all: Sense International, Amref Health Africa UK and Islamic Relief Worldwide.

SOURCES. For each organisation: the most recent annual report and accounts; any published strategy, operating model or transition
document; the organisation’s own statements and releases. Charter for Change and Pledge for Change signatory registers were
checked for each. Trade press was used only to locate documents and confirm that an event occurred.

CODING. Thirteen codes in four domains, set out in full in Annex B. Domain A covers the reduction, B the transfer, C what is left
behind, D accountability. Each domain is expressed as a percentage of its maximum. A code with no supporting evidence scores zero.
Where a document could not be obtained the code is recorded as not applicable rather than scored zero, which is why the reduction

domain has twenty observations and the others twenty-three.

EVIDENCE STANDARD. Every score above zero required a quotation from the organisation’s own document with a source and a section
reference.

DOCUMENTS OBTAINED DIRECTLY. Eleven documents were read as source files rather than through automated retrieval, including four
that had defeated the first pass: Amref Health Africa UK’s 2025 trustees’ report, which required optical character recognition; Sense
International’s 2024 /25 accounts; Motivation’s 2024 trustees’ report and the two Companies House filings recording its winding up;
Save the Children International’s 2024 trustees’ report and addendum, Save the Children UK’s 2025 annual report, and the statement
on withdrawal from country-based pooled funds; and Tearfund’s 2024/25 accounts.

RELIABILITY. Five organisations were coded twice, first through automated retrieval and then from source text. The two rounds
agreed on 50 of 65 codes, or 77 per cent, below the 80 per cent threshold set in advance. Eleven of the fifteen disagreements are
attributable to documents the first round could not read or to the wrong legal entity being read. None arose from two readers reading

the same sentence differently.

CONTESTABLE CODES. Where a document gives dates for developing a future strategy rather than for moving a function, the timetable
code is not met. Where an organisation names a localisation commitment somewhere in a report but not in the material describing its
restructuring, the commitment code is not met. Both rules were applied to every organisation, and both suppress scores for several

organisations that would score on a permissive reading.

WHAT THIS DOES NOT MEASURE. Whether transitions were handled well. Whether power moved. Whether partners were satisfied. It
measures what organisations published, in documents written for other purposes, some months after the events they describe.
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ANNEX B

the codebook

A, REDUCTION. Al headcount change quantified in the organisation’s own document. A2 a financial figure for saving, deficit,
restructuring cost or quantified funding loss. A3 a completion date, naming a month, quarter or year. Each scores 0 or 1.

B, TRANSFER. Bl transferred functions named: 0 none, 1 general categories, 2 itemised functions such as contracting, grant
management, monitoring, safeguarding, finance or technical assurance. B2 receiving partners identified: 0 not mentioned, 1 generic, 2
named organisations or a defined class with stated selection criteria. B3 resourcing to partners quantified, 0 or 1. B4 a transfer
timetable distinct from the redundancy or closure timetable, 0 or 1.

C, RESIDUAL. Cl1 the retained role stated, 0 or 1. C2 count of residual liabilities addressed, 0 to 6, from: employment and staff transfer;
safeguarding; in-country legal entity and registration; assets and equipment; data and records; donor contract novation. Routine
reporting unconnected to the transition does not count. C3 decision-making authority distinguished from delivery, 0 or 1.

D, ACCOUNTABILITY. D1 success measures specific to the transition, with a baseline or target; general programme indicators score zero.
D2 a review or reporting point. D3 the organisation’s own public localisation commitment referenced in the transition material; blank
where no commitment is held.

Reduction = sum(A)/3. Transfer = sum(B)/6. Residual = (C1 + C2/6 + C3)/3. Accountability = mean of scored D codes.
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ANNEX C

the sample

Ordered by the sum of transfer, residual and accountability. 4 marks a dedicated transition or partnership document.

ORGANISATION REDUCTION TRANSFER RESIDUAL ACCOUNT.
Christian Aid ¢ 67 100 72 100
Plan International UK ¢ 67 83 67 100
STIR Education ¢ 100 67 78 100
HelpAge International ¢ 67 83 72 67
Save the Children International ¢ 100 83 39 67
ActionAid 67 83 78 33
War Child UK 67 67 89 0
Islamic Relief Worldwide n/a 50 33 67
CAFOD 67 67 33 33
CARE International UK 100 50 6 33
Amref Health Africa UK n/a 50 33 0
Save the Children UK 100 33 39 0
Leonard Cheshire 100 33 39 0
International Rescue Committee UK 33 0 72 0
Tearfund 67 33 33 0
Motivation 33 50 0 0
Concern Worldwide 67 0 39 0
Sense International n/a 33 0 0
Oxfam GB 0 17 6 0
World Vision UK 33 0 0 0
VSO 0 0 0 0
Crown Agents 0 0 0 0
Mercy Corps Europe 0 0 0 0

Means across all twenty-three: reduction 57, transfer 43, residual 36, accountability 26.

Two organisations remain coded on partial evidence and should be revisited. Oxfam GB'’s annual report covering its restructure is not

yet published. Mercy Corps Europe’s financial review sits in a Companies House filing that could not be obtained. VSO’s four annual

reports contain no account of the country withdrawals reported elsewhere; that silence is robust across the four documents, and what

it is silence about is not established here.
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ANNEX D

corrections and right of reply

Every organisation in this study was sent its coded row, the evidence behind each score and the quotations attributed to it, and was
given four weeks to correct the record before publication. The letter asked two questions about factual accuracy and carried nothing
else. Corrections received are marked in the published dataset with the date they were made and the code they changed.

Every quotation in this report has been checked by eye against the source file it came from. Where an organisation’s document could

not be obtained, the code is recorded as not applicable rather than scored zero, and the affected organisations are named in Annex C.

The dataset and codebook are published alongside this report under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 licence. Use them, check
them, and tell me where I am wrong. Corrections after publication will be logged on the same page as the data.
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