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Introduction 

This paper distils the findings of an in-depth fact-checking review of the Italian self-assessment, 

coordinated by DGCS and prepared for the 2025 OECD-DAC Peer Review (see: Samuele Pelloni 

and Marco Zupi (2025), Analisi del documento italiano di autovalutazione in previsione della Peer 

Review OCSE-DAC nel 2025. Rapporto di fact-checking, CeSPI-AAI, Rome, October). The aim is to 

assess, in an evidence-informed manner, how the findings of the 2025 self-assessment align with 

official sources and quantitative information. 

The review focuses on three interlinked areas: 

• verification of strategic consistency – testing the self-assessment’s findings against the main 

reference documents of Italian development cooperation (primarily the Triennial 

Programming and Policy Document and the strategic framework of the Mattei Plan for 

Africa); 

• quantitative data analysis – systematic use of OECD-DAC ODA datasets (volumes, 

geographies, sectors, channels) to corroborate or question statements about results and 

allocations; 

• longitudinal assessment of recommendations – checking progress against the 

recommendations of previous Peer Reviews (notably 2019 and the 2022 follow-up). 

Alongside a description of the self-assessment, the review offers a critical, comparative reading that 

highlights distinctive contributions and flags contradictions, gaps or ambiguities in light of available 

documentation and statistical evidence. The review’s contents are organised around six priority 

thematic axes: 

1. Key instruments and policies / aid trends; 

2. Role and engagement of civil society; 

3. Evolution of multi-stakeholder partnerships; 

4. Alignment with the EU strategic framework; 

5. Focus on the Mattei Plan; 

6. Migration policies. 

The evidence base comprises programming documents, legislation and budget acts, OECD datasets 

(including CRS) and a dataset derived from Joint Committee (Comitato Congiunto) decisions for 

2023–2025 (to develop a – partial – reading of the most recent years), documentation from previous 

Peer Reviews, and OECD thematic recommendations, with particular attention to the 2021 OECD-

DAC Recommendation on strengthening civil society and protecting civic space. For each thematic 

axis, the analysis considers both the current state of play and the targets announced in the 2025 self-

assessment, as well as their alignment with the 2019 recommendations, in order to gauge the degree 

of implementation and the programmatic implications for the next three years. 

 

1 Strategic Consistency 

The Italian self-assessment shows a significant degree of strategic consistency with the institutional 

architecture shaped by Law 125/2014 and with the Triennial Programming and Policy Document 

(DTPI). The shift to a Results-Based Management (RBM) approach and the adoption of a Theory of 

Change as a shared grammar for project selection, financing and monitoring marks a genuine change 
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in administrative culture: operational manuals, new proposal formats, SDG-aligned indicators and a 

multi-year evaluation plan entrusted to independent evaluators are its core pillars. This trajectory – 

from “projects” to “results” – aligns with OECD-DAC (2019) recommendations and the Mid-Term 

Review (2022) calling for standardisation, organisational learning and greater transparency of results.  

With regard to the geographical priority given to Africa and the explicit objective of aligning with 

the plans of partner countries, the self-assessment adheres to the framework outlined by the DTPI 

2024-2026 and reiterated in the OECD Italy Profile 2025: Africa remains the primary destination for 

Italian bilateral ODA. The programmatic narrative linking this priority to the Mattei Plan for Africa 

– presented as a partnership platform with diversified instruments and Team Europe/Global Gateway 

synergy – is coherent in terms of structure, but requires verifiable implementation choices. 

However, in terms of concrete implementation, starting with the Mattei Plan for Africa, the declared 

coherence exhibits at least two weaknesses: (i) elements of vagueness and uncertainty at the 

institutional and financial level (logical chain, timetables and monitoring not fully defined; use of 

pre-existing initiatives that complicate attribution and additionality) and (ii) disconnect between 

narrative and operations on the migration-development nexus (migration does not appear as an 

autonomous pillar; countries do not always coincide with the main origins/transit points to Italy). 

Parliament and various observers have called for complete project sheets, indicators, summary tables 

and verifiable reporting; the need for transparency and public traceability should certainly be noted. 

The Mattei Plan for Africa has the merit of placing governmental responsibility for development 

cooperation at the level of the Prime Minister’s Office, signalling top-level commitment in a global 

context of ODA contraction and soft-power retrenchment. At the same time, coherence conditions 

need to be explicitly spelled out when defining the Plan’s architecture: 

• the balance between grants and credit instruments (including concessional finance), with 

careful assessment of debt risks for partner countries; 

• climate-energy coherence and alignment with the SDGs and the Paris Agreement; 

• social safeguards and human rights, including mechanisms for public consultation; 

• inclusive governance that avoids concentration in a few large operators and guarantees 

ownership and transparency; 

• a multi-year Country Programming framework – results-oriented and with an explicit 

territorial component (Territorial Framework Agreements, AQT) – designed to serve as 

bridge between strategic objectives and actual delivery, moving beyond RBM “project by 

project” and translating priorities into co-programmed territorial portfolios consistent with 

Team Europe/Global Gateway. 

Political partnership vs. inclusive partnership. To date, the Mattei Plan has largely taken the form 

of a government-to-government political partnership. While diplomatically valuable, this approach is 

weak on two effectiveness drivers: (i) a ground-level needs assessment informed by territorial data; 

(ii) an inclusive in-country partnership that structurally involves sub-national institutions, civil 

society, universities/research centres, SMEs and diasporas. Integrating these dimensions – through 

Country Programming and AQT – is necessary to ensure ownership, accountability and alignment 

with national/territorial plans, shifting from a set of initiatives to a coherent portfolio of measurable 

local results. 

A defining feature long recognised internationally – but not highlighted in the self-assessment – is 

Italy’s decentralised cooperation and the territorial approach to SDG localisation. The DAC Peer 

Reviews of the early 2000s repeatedly identified as a distinctive Italian specificity, the ability to 

mobilise sub-national actors in stable partnerships (regions, municipalities, universities, civic 
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networks and local production systems). Recent literature shows that localising the 2030 Agenda is 

now a strategic lever to accelerate impact: over two-thirds of the targets require action at the local 

level; the Accra Agenda for Action (AAA, 2008) and the Global Partnership for Effective 

Development Co-operation (GPEDC, launched in 2012 after Busan) both reinforce the need for multi-

level governance, policy coherence and transnational territorial partnerships. Italy – host of the Global 

Dialogue on Localising the SDGs in Turin (2014) – has a wealth of practices and networks which, 

however, did not become the “backbone” of its strategic framework in the 2010s, partly due to 

resource constraints and institutional redesigns. 

This gap creates a clear opportunity for the new DGCS Office VI (since 2024) – tasked with relations 

with public and non-profit actors – to relaunch the territorial dimension: joint DGCS-AICS 

guidelines, Territorial Framework Agreements with partner countries (regions/cities and their local 

counterparts), and place-based RBM/ToC integration (local SDG indicators, sub-national ownership, 

territorial risks and assumptions) could realign Italy’s tradition with the international trend now also 

championed by the UN Secretariat, while fostering productive coordination between bilateral and 

multilateral cooperation. This represents a missing but extraordinary potential for coherence: it would 

enable the translation of the national strategic framework into Country Reference Frameworks with 

explicit, localised territorial components – embedding, for example, within the Mattei Plan country-

specific territorial portfolios (city-to-city cooperation, corridors, agri-industrial value chains, and the 

research–action nexus for SDG localisation). 

 

2 Evidence from the data 

Quantitative fact-checking offers a nuanced picture of “stated vs. measured” coherence. 

ODA macro trends. In 2023, Italy’s gross bilateral ODA disbursements fell by 28% in real terms 

compared with the previous year. The main driver is in-donor refugee costs – almost 60% of the 

bilateral total – which critical observers have described as a component of “inflated aid” 

(expenditures counted as ODA – e.g., spending on refugees in the donor country – but not directed to 

partner countries). In 2024, overall volumes bounced back, but remain well below international 

targets to allocate at least 0.7% of GNI to ODA and 0.15% to LDCs. These dynamics constrain room 

for manoeuvre and the credibility of policy choices. 

An additional contextual element concerns the divergence between appropriations and cash 

outlays (disbursements): while appropriations are rising (over €6.7 billion in 2025), cash forecasts 

are consistently around €4.5 billion and show a slight decline since 2021. In parallel, in 2023 only 

17% of bilateral aid flowed into stable, multi-year programmes in partner countries, versus an OECD 

average of 43% – a profile that weakens the predictability and effectiveness of Italian aid. 

Channels of delivery. In 2023 the public sector absorbed around 80% of bilateral ODA (almost 

double the 2020 share); CSOs/NGOs received 5.3% (7.4% including earmarked multilateral), down 

from 8.9% in 2022. This signals an operational recentralisation that risks weakening participation and 

local embeddedness–pillars invoked in the Italian self-assessment. 

There is also a classification distortion worth noting: in the CRS records a significant share of 

resources is attributed to “CSOs in partner countries”, but in many cases these are fiscally driven 

flows (5×1000/8×1000) to religious entities or affiliate offices of Italian/international organisations, 
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not autonomous local actors. In other words, the “CSOs in partner countries” subheading sometimes 

includes affiliate offices and tax-origin flows (5×1000 and 8×1000) that do not correspond to genuine 

local ownership. The result is an overestimation of “local” engagement and fragmentation. Reports 

should make this distinction explicit and re-map such flows in a way that is consistent with ownership 

and SDG localisation objectives. On top of the declining share, fragmentation is outstanding: over 

half of CSO initiatives are under USD 42,000, with obvious limitations in terms of scale, 

sustainability, and ability to influence public policy. 

Geographic priorities. In recent years, Africa has remained the leading region for bilateral and 

earmarked multilateral funding; Ethiopia, and also Mozambique, Tunisia, Libya, Senegal, point to 

factual alignment with the DTPI and the Mattei Plan. The Middle East is the second region (Syria, 

Palestine, Jordan) in 2023, including Turkey, which is the top recipient in the migration compartment 

(for the migration portfolio, see the dedicated analysis below). 

Deep dive based on the most recent Joint Committee (CC) data. The analysis of CC decisions 

from 2023 to October 2025 confirms a marked shift toward Africa: over 50% of 2024–2025 

commitments are directed to the continent (of which €417 million to Sub-Saharan Africa, including 

€221 million in West Africa), while significantly smaller shares go to Asia (≈11%), Europe 

(≈6%) and Latin America and the Caribbean (≈2%); 31% consists of “unspecified” contributions 

(without direct geographic attribution). These findings – consistent with the Mattei Plan’s strategic 

orientation – are read by some observers and third-sector actors as a possible risk of a significant 

contraction of commitments outside the African continent. From a perspective of strategic 

coherence and accountability, it will therefore be useful to monitor over time the overall 

geographic balance and to assess the advisability of dedicated windows for currently under-

represented regions, thereby avoiding unintended full “crowding-out” effects relative to already 

defined bilateral and multilateral priorities. 

The university and research channel. The data show a structural decline with strong concentration: 

contributions to the ICTP “Abdus Salam” in Trieste alone account for about 60% of academic funding 

in 2015–2023. PPPs and networks remain marginal with volatile flows. Against this backdrop, the 

role of the private sector raises specific issues of additionality and local embeddedness. 

A rapidly expanding implementing entity. Excluding AICS-managed funds, and based on CC 

decision data, in the 2024–2025 biennium CIHEAM Bari emerges as the leading 

implementing/administrating entity by resources approved by the CC (≈€243.4 million; 13.6% of the 

total), with large-scale operations including Senegal (€64.5 million, via a single grant), Ghana (€35 

million), Congo (€30 million), and decisions without direct geographic attribution (€27.4 million). 

This scale-up and expansion into extra-Mediterranean contexts present an opportunity for impact, but 

call for organisational upgrading to ensure the effectiveness and quality of interventions: 

strengthening human resources, procurement, monitoring and evaluation, financial reporting, and 

information systems, in line with OECD-DAC standards and with social and environmental safeguard 

commitments. A capacity-strengthening roadmap – with Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) on 

execution timelines, data quality, and results-based performance – would help consolidate 

CIHEAM’s role as a technical-operational instrument in support of Mattei Plan priorities, while 

safeguarding additionality, ownership, and transparency. 
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Private sector for development. Within this picture, the private-for-development channel has some 

notable features. In 2018–2022, “private sector institutions” channelled about 3% of bilateral ODA, 

with volatile flows and a marked dualism: SIMEST concentrates many micro-operations (export 

subsidies, equity) with strong extra-Africa exposure (China, Brazil, India); CDP has been active since 

2020 with few projects but large amounts via collective investment funds (green/renewables). While 

consistent with a capital-mobilisation approach, this configuration requires evidence of additionality 

and local spillovers (decent work, local firms, value chains) and – above all – demands greater 

attention to micro, small and medium-sized enterprises as engines of sustainable development, which 

are not yet central to the strategy. Beyond the stop-go nature of flows, it is worth noting that in 2015–

2023 only €10 million out of €767 million channelled through the private sector are recorded as aid, 

all in the form of grants, while operations such as the AFC transfer (2022) and the related CDP loan 

show how a small number of actors can absorb very large shares. 

Migration: policies, data, programmes. The Migration–Development Nexus Guidelines (2023) and 

the DTPI 2024-26 set out robust principles (rights, regular channels, Assisted Voluntary Return and 

Reintegration – AVRR, diasporas, evidence-based approaches). In practice, however, disbursements 

classified under “Facilitating safe and regular migration and mobility” do not reach 2% of bilateral 

ODA (less than 1.5% of projects), with major operations in Niger (EUTF, 2019), Moldova-Ukraine 

(UNHCR, 2022) and Libya (IOM, 2022). Within the migration portfolio, Turkey is the top bilateral 

recipient: this fuels debate about the risk of externalising border control policies, accentuating the gap 

between the narrative on the migration-development nexus and the actual allocation of resources. 

Moreover, some critical issues persist with the Mattei Plan: migration is not a stand-alone pillar; 

transparency and monitoring are incomplete; bureaucratic obstacles hinder the channelling of trained 

workers into regular migration pathways. Diasporas call for formal inclusion in governance (CIDCI) 

and for co-design/financing channels. 

Overall reading. The evidence converges on several gaps: 

1. Excessive centrality of the public channel relative to the stated “whole-of-society” 

ambition; 

2. Under-utilisation of territorial/decentralised cooperation and CSOs compared to Italy’s 

tradition and to the need for SDG localisation; 

3. Need to strengthen the Mattei Plan in terms of accountability, additionality, and 

measurable linkages to ownership, sustainability and local development; 

4. Operational misalignment among financial instruments. There is a clear disconnect at the 

operational level between the various financial instruments currently in use (grants, credit, 

blending and guarantees via CDP): in the vast majority of cases they do not move in a 

coordinated way within the same sector or geography. In the absence of formal, operational 

Country Programming frameworks, there is no allocative guide to steer the sequencing and 

combination of instruments along a single pipeline towards defined outcomes. The only 

effective coordination tool remains “system missions” (missioni di sistema) – useful but 

insufficient to ensure coherence and continuity: once the mission ends, so does the 

coordination. It is necessary to establish integrated country/sector platforms – with a shared 

calendar of financial windows and a translation table from instruments to results – that 

continuously connect public and private actors (including SMEs), thereby turning “many 

instruments, little governance” into coordinated portfolios oriented to measurable results; 

5. Declining frequency of meetings of the cooperation system’s collegial bodies and persistent 

uncertainty around local ownership practices (public consultations and involvement of 

partner-country actors), often mentioned in documents but rarely documented in operational 

examples – especially regarding the effective leadership of partner-country counterparts; 
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6. Non-transparent mapping of local CSOs. The statistical over-representation of “local” 

CSOs that are in fact affiliates or are financed via 5×1000/8×1000 requires a methodological 

correction and an active policy to strengthen genuine local counterparts, in order to realign 

practice with the ownership claimed (also in relation to implementation of the OECD-DAC 

Recommendation on enabling civil society in development and humanitarian assistance, 

adopted on 6 July 2021). 

 

 

3 Some recommendations 

This section translates the analysis into operational recommendations, presented with the rationale, 

instruments, responsibilities and expected results, with the aim of tangibly strengthening the strategic 

and delivery architecture of Italy’s development cooperation policy. 

 

i. Relaunch the territorial dimension and SDG localisation 

Why now 

Across the international community, there is a growing consensus that accelerating the 2030 Agenda 

depends on the ability to translate goals and targets into concrete action on the ground – that is, to 

localise them through place-based policies and multi-level governance. Italy’s own practices in 

decentralised cooperation – long recognised by the OECD-DAC as a distinctive feature – offer a 

valuable stock of know-how; yet they have not been institutionalised in a stable infrastructure capable 

of turning fragmented experiences into scalable portfolios by country and sub-national area. This is 

a key dimension of development linked to an innovative approach to intervention and is essentially 

absent from the self-assessment, even though it is fully consistent with the spirit of Law 125/2014, 

with the framework of the Global Partnership (effectiveness, PCSD) and with OECD-DAC work on 

the effectiveness of decentralised cooperation; UN literature further documents the link between SDG 

localisation, territorial partnerships and measurable improvements in policy performance. 

What it concretely means to “relaunch the territorial dimension” 

1. Coordinate bilateral and multilateral efforts around a single territorial architecture. 

DGCS should assume the role of coordination hub for territorial cooperation. This entails 

three operational functions: 

1. a DGCS-AICS guideline for multi-level co-programming – with the direct 

involvement of sub-national entities – defining roles, responsibilities and minimum 

standards (sub-national context analysis, territorial Theory of Change, local baselines, 

open reporting mechanisms); 

2. a technical–data helpdesk to support regions, cities, research bodies and universities, 

chambers of commerce and diasporas in building robust proposals, integrating 

bilateral funds and multilateral instruments (UN Local2030 Coalition, IFIs) and 

ensuring coherence with EU country frameworks (Team Europe/Global Gateway), 

recognising the need to leverage and align Italy’s significant multilateral ODA asset; 

3. a regular convening mechanism with networks of local authorities and with CIDCI 

to stabilise consultation and co-design on territorial priorities (including financial 
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inclusion and diaspora entrepreneurship). In practice, this means operationally 

following through on CIDCI’s emerging role and on the diasporas’ request for full 

participation in decision-making venues (e.g., the Mattei Plan steering committee) and 

in joint programming processes, while creating virtuous synergies – functional to the 

national system – between the bilateral and multilateral channels. 

2. Territorial Framework Agreements (AQT) in priority countries. For each country, 

establish multi-year AQT aggregating a place-based portfolio in a given area (region, city, 

corridor) with shared objectives on: essential services (water-health-education), decent work 

and up-skilling, green transition and climate resilience, agri-food value chains and logistics, 

and excellence in local action-research. Each AQT should include: 

1. a localised ToC with hypotheses and risks tied to the sub-national context; 

2. the preparation and use of KPIs to assess effectiveness from an SDG-localisation 

perspective (access to services; youth/women employment rates; emissions avoided; 

value-chain productivity; innovation in multi-level, multi-stakeholder policy and 

governance); 

3. a blended financial structure (grants, technical assistance, contributions to 

multilaterals, guarantees, catalytic equity), built in coherence with the EU framework 

and CDP instruments – while avoiding non-additional pro-export drifts; 

4. a public dashboard showing milestones and results. These elements address both the 

identified need for transparency and verifiable causal chains, and the empirical 

evidence on where and how Italian private instruments have operated so far. 

Expected result 

A country-by-country territorial portfolio – coherent with national plans and with the Mattei Plan for 

Africa – that realigns Italy’s tradition to the international frontier on SDG localisation, strengthening 

ownership, accountability and impact. 

 

ii. Make the RBM/ToC approach effective “end-to-end” 

The need 

The self-assessment records a clear methodological advance (RBM, ToC, evaluation planning), yet 

result consistency along the entire chain – from selection to scaling – remains uneven across 

administrations and instruments. We must move from project-level RBM to portfolio-level RBM, 

with shared standards and timely public information. 

Operational steps 

1. Common Results Framework (QRC). DGCS, AICS and CDP adopt a single, mandatory set 

of essential indicators and define the minimum evidence threshold (baseline, targets, 

milestones, data sources) for all initiatives above a set threshold (for example, €3 million). 

Every project logframe must be translated into a public dashboard (“logframe-to-dashboard”) 

that updates progress on cross-cutting outcomes: decent work, climate, gender, human rights, 

inclusion. The principle is simple: same rules, same transparency, regardless of the channel, 

so as to foster comparability and learning. Robust and transparent result frameworks that bring 

together Italian actors should of course be aligned with the Country Result Frameworks of the 

partner countries 
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2. Results-oriented (and territorial) Country Programming. Publishing Country Reference 

Frameworks should become the bridge between strategy and delivery: for each country, clear 

objectives and outcomes, explicit territorial components (AQT), and a share of grant financing 

for local networks/CSOs based on results-oriented management, linked to independent 

verification. Systematic alignment with Team Europe Initiatives/Global Gateway avoids 

duplication and enables guarantees and investments to be deployed where a well-defined local 

value chain exists. The territorial architecture (AQT, city-to-city, corridors, value chains) does 

not replace but structures Country Programming: AQT become components of the country 

frameworks, with localised Theories of Change and SDG-related indicators, avoiding the 

dispersion of project-by-project RBM and fostering cumulative evaluations, learning and 

ownership (public consultations and co-programming with sub-national actors). 

3. Stable mechanisms and practices for stakeholder engagement. For full alignment with 

Team Europe Initiatives and Global Gateway, Italy needs stable mechanisms and practices to 

involve Italian actors (CSOs, academia and universities, SMEs) in EU programmes, with 

financial tools and support services dedicated to accessing calls and guarantees. The absence 

of this component hampers both the attractiveness of EU opportunities and the mobilisation 

capacity of Italy’s private sector, particularly SMEs. 

4. Integrated Country/Sector Platforms (new instrument). Establish standing tables (DGCS–

AICS–CDP–SIMEST) with local actors and firms, publishing a single pipeline by 

theme/country, with a shared time window for calls/instruments and common KPIs; 

complementarity checks are a pre-condition for approving operations of significant size. 

Expected result 

An ecosystem in which measurability, transparency and comparability guide decision-making and 

sift what works, reducing discretion and information asymmetries. 

 

iii. Define and implement a multilateral strategy consistent with the bilateral 

portfolio 

The need 

Italy has a long-standing vocation for multilateralism and allocates a significant share of its ODA to 

the multilateral channel (EU, United Nations, IFIs). However, there is no explicit multilateral strategy 

to steer priorities, allocations and influence in decision-making fora (boards, negotiations, thematic 

coalitions) in a way that aligns choices with bilateral programming and territorial portfolios. In an 

international context marked by ideological pressures, transactional aid and a questioning of the 

multilateral consensus, a clear strategy would make it possible to maximise the effectiveness of Italy’s 

ODA and to contribute to the evolution of global agendas. 

Operational steps 

1. Adopt a three-year MAECI-DGCS Multilateral Strategy with thematic/institutional 

priorities and concentration criteria (core vs. earmarked). 

2. Define lines of influence (board positions, coalitions, standards) and monitor outcome 

objectives consistent with Country Programming. 

3. Connect multilateral contributions and bilateral/territorial portfolios (AQT) through two-way 

feedback mechanisms. 
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4. Plan joint evaluations and reporting on results achieved. 

5. Leverage collaboration with South–South cooperation actors, integrating their approaches 

and instruments where compatible with human rights, climate and the 2030 Agenda. 

 

Expected result 

Greater influence for Italy in multilateral fora and improved ODA effectiveness, measurable through: 

systematic alignment between multilateral contributions and Country Programming (including AQT); 

an increased share of multilateral resources oriented to defined priorities (core + thematic windows) 

with a reduction in earmarked fragmentation; negotiating positions producing documented outcomes 

(results tied to decisions/resolutions/board actions); and bi-directional learning cycles between 

multilateral and bilateral work that accelerate SDG results in partner countries. 

 

iv. Rebalance channels and strengthen the partnership with the private sector 

The problem to solve 

Data for 2018–2023 show the prevalence of the central public sector channel and, in parallel, a decline 

in the relative weight of CSOs, academia and decentralised cooperation. As for the private sector, 

Italy has taken important steps, but with uneven trends: a large number of SIMEST micro-operations 

and CDP’s entry focused on collective funds, with limited capacity to mobilise and target the SME 

fabric. The volumes are not negligible, but there are unmet needs on additionality and local spillovers 

(suppliers, skills, decent work). 

 

How to intervene 

1. Return to a multi-stakeholder path. Set a three-year target to increase the share of bilateral 

ODA channelled via CSOs and sub-national entities, supported by: 

1. Multi-year calls and regular co-programming cycles with regions and 

municipalities; 

2. Predictable co-financing to stabilise investment in local capacities; 

3. Incentive criteria for proposals with KPIs focused on SDG localisation and 

independent impact evaluations. The goal is not (or not primarily) quantitative: it is to 

rebalance the ecology of actors to maximise ownership and the social legitimacy of 

interventions. 

2. From transaction to outcome in “private-for-development”. Shift the focus from deal-by-

deal instruments to outcome-oriented platforms combining guarantees, catalytic equity and 

inclusive procurement. Four conditions are decisive: 

1. Additionality and spillover metrics, ex ante and ex post (decent jobs created, share 

of local suppliers, skills transfer, application of ESG/rights standards); 

2. Traceability of the value chain of CDP investments – even when channelled through 

collective funds – to verify coherence with territorial plans (AQT) and with KPIs 

focused on SDG localisation; 

3. Innovation in managing external debt-reduction measures. At the macro level, 

promote an innovative approach to sovereign debt management in partner countries 
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(SDG debt swaps, climate-resilience clauses, support for debt transparency), 

integrating technical assistance and debt management tools with results-focused 

platforms and the integration of the different sustainable development pillars; 

4. Inclusive governance of initiatives. Governance should structurally include civil 

society, diasporas, research and universities, and SMEs: this reduces the risk of 

concentration among a few large operators and increases local ownership and 

accountability. 

In this context, it makes sense to prioritise the mobilisation of SMEs – which are closer to 

local production systems – when the quality of sustainable development results can be 

demonstrated. 

Expected result 

A rebalancing of channels that restores the multi-stakeholder identity of Italian cooperation and a 

private partnership that demonstrates additionality, decent employment, and local embeddedness. 

 

v. Migration: measurable objectives and a verifiable policy mix 

Starting point 

The 2023 Guidelines and DTPI 2024-26 have set a coherent framework: rights, regular channels, 

Assisted Voluntary Return and Reintegration, and diasporas as levers of co-development. In the 

Mattei Plan, the topic is listed as cross-cutting, but practice shows considerable room for 

improvement on transparency and monitoring; diasporas themselves are calling for stable 

participation in governance and co-design. DAC data also show that disbursements labelled 

“facilitating migration and mobility” remain marginal within total bilateral ODA. 

What to do to close the gap between narrative and reality 

1. Define distinct results for three lines of intervention. 

1. Regular channels and employability. Set quotas and occupational profiles by sector 

(with partner countries), define indicators for placement rates and recognition of skills, 

and link pre-departure training to actual legal entries (with coordination with the 

decreto flussi, where applicable). Establish explicit links to EU Talent Partnerships 

and coordinate with national labour market reforms. 

2. AVRR and dignified reintegration. For each programme, set verifiable results: share 

of returnees with supported employment or re-employment within 12 months; post-

return services actually used; income stability; psycho-social support. Plan ex ante 

longitudinal follow-ups and public reporting. 

3. Diaspora entrepreneurship and remittances. Create competitive funds and 

dedicated lines for diaspora entrepreneurship linked to territorial plans (AQT); expand 

local financial inclusion (including initiatives to reduce remittance costs, where 

applicable). Integrate CIDCI into country-level governance and into the design of 

instruments. 

2. “Mattei by design” transparency. Publish the portfolio, milestones and migration KPIs on 

a unified dashboard; restore complete project fiches and distinguish development cooperation 

components from migration management agreements, to avoid ambiguity about the use of 

ODA and to strengthen accountability to partners and citizens. For Mattei Plan initiatives, 
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adopt a minimum safeguard set (social, environmental, human and labour rights) with ex ante 

assessments, grievance mechanisms, public consultation, and periodic reporting, in order to 

guarantee accountability, rights protection, and climate-energy alignment. 

 

Expected result 

Measurable migration policies, aligned with rights and co-development, with diasporas as key actors 

and a more transparent, evaluable Mattei Plan over time. 

 

vi. Institutionalise fact-checking and open data 

Why it’s needed 

This study aims to demonstrate the value of combining documentary verification and quantitative 

analysis based on OECD-DAC/CRS sources (and beyond) to compare claims with results. To enable 

continuous improvement, this practice must be made structural. 

What to put in place 

1. Permanent fact-checking unit. Within DGCS (in coordination with AICS and independent 

actors), one of the existing units (such as Office III – Legal Affairs, Evaluation of 

Interventions and Oversight of AICS) should lead an annual verification cycle covering: 

strategic consistency, financial trends, channels, results, and follow-up on OECD-DAC 

recommendations. The output is a concise public report with traffic-light performance ratings 

and corrective actions. 

2. “Joint Committee” dataset in usable format. For institutionalised fact-checking to be truly 

useful, a machine-readable, structured dataset of Joint Committee decisions must be made 

public (decision ID, date, subject – keywords linked to SDG targets – channel, amount 

authorised per year, implementing body, implementation status and all changes/updates), 

tracking the differences between resolutions.  

3. At present, decisions are available only as non-standardised PDFs, and amendments often 

apply total or partial shifts across dozens of earlier decisions, making automated extraction 

and near-real-time monitoring impossible. A standard format (CSV) and a public API would 

exploit the Joint Committee’s informational advantage – namely, providing a timely snapshot 

of ODA allocations under its remit – and allow these data to be integrated with DAC/CRS 

flows for coherent, up-to-date analysis. 

4. Open data by design. Extend OECD-DAC/IAEG-SDG standards to all projects – including 

the Mattei Plan and blended finance: delivery channel, sub-national location, line-item 

budgets, indicators and implementation status, with a systematic link to independent 

evaluations. The goal is not “more data,” but useful data for adaptive management, public 

transparency and future programming. 

Expected result 

An institutional “learning cycle” that reduces information asymmetry, improves decision quality, and 

strengthens Italy’s credibility – including in the context of Peer Review. 


