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1. Background 

1.1 First grantmaker survey (2014) 
In 2014 SADP commissioned a review of the state of LNGO governance in Cambodia, with a specific 

focus on financial management. An analysis of NGO sector assessments produced over the last two 

decades revealed a perception of widespread and seemingly intractable weak governance and 

problematic financial management. To complement the mining of secondary sources the review 

included a short survey of a small sample of grantmakers/funding agencies1.  The rationale for this pilot 

was to explore if, given the non-existence of systematic (beyond the anecdotal), objective (not self-

reporting based), and valid (analytically transparent and defensible) picture of the incidence of fraud, 

and the role of NGO governance and NGO financial systems in facilitating mismanagement, funding 

agencies would be willing to share some very basic information about their partner NGOs. 

The willingness to participate in the survey and to share their assessments of grantee issues with 

governance, financial management and fraud proved limited but the data of the few agencies that did 

share (triangulated with data from an audit firm with a large NGO portfolio) unequivocally proved the 

value of the methodology.  

The core assumption of the review that initiated this survey was that the widespread and seemingly 

intractable issues of Cambodian NGOs are best understood as co-responsibility, if not co-creation of the 

NGOs themselves and of those funding them. Of all account-holders2 they are best placed to assess and 

monitor an NGO’s financial management, they have a direct (moral, operational, reputational and 

sometimes legal) stake in their partners’ financial integrity, and often an explicit commitment to 

capacity building/organizational strengthening. Funding agencies play a crucial role in safeguarding 

proper external oversight. 

The review concluded that the status quo, given two decades of substantial investments in capacity 

building (e.g. financial management training) and self-regulation efforts of the LNGO sector 

(Cooperation Committee of Cambodia’s voluntary certification system for Good Governance and 

Professional Practice) indicates that the accountability relationship between grant giver and grant 

recipient doesn’t work properly. So far, the focus has been on grantee/account-giver behavior. Given 

the ineffectiveness of that focus, it is high time to devote attention to account-holders operations.  

1.2 Second Grantmaker Survey (2015) 
As the survey’s methodology had proven its feasibility the survey was repeated in 2015, using the same 

very short questionnaire, with the objective to test if participation and the willingness to share could be 

increased. To the extent that this objective would be met, the survey would not only allow for evidence-

based assessments of the incidence of problems of the NGO sector, and the way they correlate with 

each other, but also allow for conclusions regarding funding agencies’ differing knowledge about and 

perceptions of shared grantees, and regarding the reliability of external audits for flagging problems. In 

                                                           
1
 The terms grantmaker and funding agency are used interchangeably in this proposal. 

2
 Communities the NGOs work with, other NGOs, those funding them, the government… 
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other words, the survey would offer relevant insights not only about the operations of account-givers 

(LNGOs) but also about the operations of their account-holders (funding agencies). Participation indeed 

increased and willingness to share deepened and the resulting dataset allowed for some very revealing 

inferences regarding3: 

 The incidence of serious issues with governance (25%) 

 The incidence of serious issues with financial management (25%) 

 The incidence of fraud (15-20%) 

 The very strong correlations between the quality of weak governance, financial management ,and 

the occurrence of fraud (the former increase chances of the latter manifold)  

 The large extent of disagreement between grantmakers co-funding the same LNGO about that 

LNGO’s quality of governance, financial management and being troubled by fraud (disagreement 

about 30% of all issues) 

 The insufficiency of external audits to assess financial systems or be alerted to the presence of fraud 

(two-thirds of serious financial management issues were not raised  in previous external audits) 

The 2015 survey had two major limitations. Firstly: the sample of grantmakers (and thus the sample of 

LNGOs ) was too small to allow for statements about the Cambodian NGO sector.  A corollary of this 

sub-optimal coverage of the survey was that for most LNGOs it only included the assessments of its 

operations by a small number of the funding agencies from which it receives grants. Secondly, the very 

small number of questions did not allow for either the exploration of any detail about the operational 

issues queried, or collect any background information about the NGOs (including e.g. about their 

external audits). 

Nevertheless, despite these limitations4, the 2015 primary data about funding agency operations fully 

confirm and strengthen two major conclusions drawn from the original review of subjective, secondary 

material:  

 Although many Individual funding agencies invest in improving grantee financial management and 

have stringent controls in place, a substantial proportion needs to take their due diligence more 

seriously. 

 But, even with all funding agencies having stringent controls in place regarding their own grants5, 

fundamental improvement of the LNGO sector financial management is going to require much more 

inter-agency information sharing and collaboration than currently in existence. 

                                                           
3 Results of the 2014 assessment, including the pilot survey results can be accessed here 

Results of the 2015 grantmaker (and audit firm) survey can be accessed here 

Some short summary write ups (blog posts for the Global Anticorruption Blog, powerpoints for presentations to 

funding agencies) can be accessed here 
4
 to be addressed in the third grantmaker survey: see below 2.2 

5
 At an aggregate level, over the last two decades, the proportion of both Cambodian LNGOs and of their funding 

agencies that have professionalized their financial management/oversight has increased substantially. Despite this, 
the issue of problematic LNGO financial management and fraud seems intractable. Given the LNGO sector reality 

https://rogerhenkeblog.files.wordpress.com/2016/02/report-final-version_dd_wp1_feb2016.pdf
https://rogerhenkeblog.files.wordpress.com/2016/01/due-diligence-working-paper-2_version_19-02-2016.pdf
https://rogerhenke.com/publications/blog-post-presentations-etc/
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There are multiple reasons for the lack of information-sharing/collaboration in NGO sector funding in 
Cambodia (e.g. lots of “projectivised” funding, normally not requiring grantees to provide a robust 
global picture their accounts, normally not looking for engagement with other funders of the same 
grantee because they are not involved with one’s project, grantee relationship management and 
confidentiality policies – sometimes contractually formalized - and reputational worries, all of which 
contribute to siloed  knowledge about red flags and financial mismanagement). And on top of all these, 
comes the very real practical difficulty of how to share information and otherwise collaborate with all 
the co-funders of all one’s grantees.  

Box 1: Ongoing supportive work 

In addition to the 2015 grantmaker survey data material has been collected on two issues that play a 

core role in funding agency due diligence regarding the financial management of their grantees: 

The practicalities of good global audits: given the questionable quality, and/or often limited 

interpretation of the necessary remit of an external audit of NGO financial statements, given the status 

quo wherein some funding agencies require global audits and others require project/program audits, 

and given the reality that some of these requirements are non-negotiable (e.g. because a major back-

donor is their enforcer), interviews were conducted with several funding agencies and audit firms to 

better understand the status quo, and identify feasible directions for funding agency collaboration on 

the external auditing of shared grantees. The aimed for ultimate goal is a status quo in which all LNGOs6  

would  be externally audit, on the basis of a ToR that guarantees a more useful remit, and in which those 

funding agencies that require project audits still get them, all without more overall/collective spending 

on external audits, and hopefully less admin burden on the LNGO. The analyses of the material collected 

is going to be available in the form of a short Working Paper by the end of 2016, and intended to inform 

further work in by interested funding agencies  (see below Box 2) 

Grantee Finance Systems Assessments (FSAs): material was collected on the very diverse way in which 

a sample of funding agencies currently assess (potential) grantees’ financial management, the resources 

they invest in FSAs, and the ways they deal with the findings.  The aimed for goal is to feed inter-agency 

discussions about what a proper FSA requires, and how that could collaboratively be achieved for shared 

grantees. The analysis is going to explicitly include attention to issues created by one-size-fits-all 

approaches, the ‘non-profit starvation cycle’, and the win-win potential for funding agencies and 

grantees.  Also this work is going to become available in the form of a short Working Paper by the end of 

2016, with the intent to inform further work by interested funding agencies (see below Box 2) 

  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
of LNGOs receiving money from on average maybe four or five funding agencies, without effective inter-agency 
information-sharing about shared grantees, the problems are going to remain as they are. 
6
 Within limits: obviously yearly organizational budget, and some other basic conditions need to make external 

audits a reasonable requirement. 
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2. Proposal for the next phase 

2.1 Introduction 

Until very recently the NGO sector lacked an authoritative analysis of the need for development 
agencies to take fraud and corruption in their own sector seriously. It also lacked a “straightforward 
application of the best counter-fraud practice, from the public and private sectors” . But Oliver May’s 
(2016) Fighting Fraud and Corruption in the Humanitarian and Global Development Sector has taken 
care of that lacuna. Although this treatise focuses on what individual funding agencies should have in 
place to be duly diligent, it is very clear about the importance of information-sharing: unless the global 
development community can establish information-sharing protocols to help manage this risk, 
organisations will remain vulnerable to this carousel (p.136) 

The findings of the second grantmaker survey clearly revealed that to the extent that the survey 
limitations can be overcome, it would not only deliver a much more statistically representative picture 
of the state of affairs, and allow for much ‘thicker description’ of the problems and their 
interrelationships, but would also constitute an inter-agency information-sharing resource. This 
possibility transforms the survey from a tool for fact-finding and understanding (only), into an action-
research device that delivers operationally directly relevant and actionable payback to all funding 
agencies that participate in it. 

The objective of the next phase of the Funding Agency Due Diligence project is to achieve this 
transformation and find credible, sustainable institutional embedding for the resulting information-
sharing resource. That this work is most feasible, or even only fully possible, if embedded within a 
credible independent international organization is based on the assessment that the confidentiality 
constraints of quite some funding agencies can only be overcome when the inter-agency information-
sharing resource is hosted by a legal entity with a recognized reputation for dealing with sensitive 
information.   

Overcoming the limitations and institutionally embedding the result seems most feasible taking a staged 
approach. Without a clear ‘proof of concept’, investment in an institutionally embedded resource is 
going to be difficult to find. Full realization of the concept is going to require the ability to deal with 
current legal/contractual constraints that (some) funding agencies are subject to. This requires various 
preliminary investigations and negotiations, which are part of a first stage of the next phase (see 5). The 
first stage also includes the implementation of the third grantmaker survey (see 2.2) as such a proof of 
concept that aims for sufficient coverage to deliver inter-agency information-sharing deliverables. 
‘Sufficient’ means ‘sufficient to convince all stakeholders that investment in the institutional embedding 
of the resource in a host that is a credible guarantor of the required confidentiality, and able to manage 
information security and legal protection of information providers7 is a good idea’.  The second stage is 
the implementation of the next (fourth) grantmaker survey (see 2.4) by an independent credible 
institution, aiming for statistically representative coverage, and a fully realized information-sharing 
resource as its deliverable. 

 

 

                                                           
7
 E.g. see May (2016), p.77 for these requirements 
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2.2 Third grantmaker survey (2016-2017) 
The second (2015) grantmaker survey, having as its main objective to increase and deepen participation 

of grantmakers, opted to use a survey instrument of minimal length. The objective was met, and one 

may assume an increasing awareness of the importance of sharing information, and willingness to do so. 

The third grantmaker survey aims to: 

 Take the next step and enlist all that are not legally/contractually bound to non-sharing8 as 

participants,  

 Collect information about grantee issues with governance, financial management, fraud,  and 

external audits at a level of detail that allows for an analysis of incidence and interrelationships that 

is maximally revealing9, and 

 That allows for reporting back to all participating funding agencies individually about their 

alignment/disagreements with others funding the same grantees in an operationally relevant way 

(direct ‘payback’ for participation).  

Obviously, a certain percentage of non-response and refusal to participate, especially given a much 

more time-consuming questionnaire that is going to require the responding agency to consult the 

dossiers of each of their grantees10, is going to be unavoidable. However, the objective for the third 

grantmaker survey, is to considerably boost the proportion of grantees of each grantmaker that is also 

reported upon by (some of) the other agencies providing grants to those LNGOs11. Support from various 

‘back-donors’ (like USAID) is going to be sought to help convince NGO grantmakers to participate. 

Those grantmakers that are, or think they are, currently legally/contractually bound by confidentiality 

requirements that do not enable them to participate in the survey are going to be asked to describe 

those constraints, and to share what, if anything, would need to be in place for them to become able to 

share partner level information.   

The extent to which the objective for the individual grantmaker reports can be fulfilled is going to be 

dependent upon the success of boosting the above described proportion of grantees of each 

grantmaker that is also reported upon by (some of) the other agencies providing grants to them. The 

more of a grantees funders are included in the survey, the more, for each of these funding agencies, the 

survey results are going to represent a good proxy for a ‘donor meeting’ about that shared grantee. 

Given that for many/most funding agencies, it is practically impossible to organize meetings with the co-

funders of all their grantees, a good way to think about the potential and/or practical value/significance 

of these reports is that they are a very efficient way to identify those grantees in one’s portfolio, about 

whom one should really talk with the others that also fund them.  

                                                           
8
 Unless specific legal guarantees can be offered, contractual clauses have been amended, etc. 

9
 The questionnaire for the 2016-2017 survey is available for perusal and comment upon request. 

10
 The very simple instrument used in 2014 and 2015 did not require that the respondent who was knowledgeable 

about a grantee check with the grantee file.  
11

 The questionnaire is going to include a question about the other agencies funding the same grantee so that both 
grantmaker knowledge about the co-funders is explored, and the proportion referred to in this objective can be 
quantified. 
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Given the importance of aiming for broad coverage and maximum data-sharing the survey takes a lot of 

time. Experience to date has shown that substantial number of follow-ups is required to get all funding 

agencies that are not principally unwilling to respond to actually submit the data12. This is only going to 

increase with a much more time-consuming questionnaire. This implies that data-gathering cannot be 

limited to one contiguous ‘fieldwork’ period, but needs quite some weeks thereafter for follow ups. The 

required time-period is thus longer than the required consultancy days. To be able have realistic 

discussions/negotiations with possible independent hosts for the fourth grantmaker survey (see 2.3) 

credible evidence for how much time/grantmaker needs to be budgeted on average for data-collection, 

and data-validation is needed.  The third grantmaker survey is going to provide a laboratory for this that 

generates the necessary information for the feasibility (see 5) for the independent hosting of future 

rounds of the grantmaker survey. 

Time 

The estimated time-period required for fieldwork, follow up for additional data-collection, data-analysis 

and report-writing, and presenting results is four months (mid-February 2017 – Mid-June 2017). 

Fieldwork and presentation of results would require two visits to Cambodia, and a total of approx.  25 

days in-country. 

Report-writing would include both a global report on the aggregate results and reports for individual 

funding agency participants. 

Budget 

Expense category Expense kind Days Cost/day Total 

Consultancy days  55 days $ 150/day $  8250 

Cambodia visits Flights, visa, apt. transfers  $ 650/visit $  1300 

 Per Diems (food, hotel, transport) 25 days $ 45/day $  1125 

    $ 10675 

 

Given that the time required for data-collection and validation is a guestimate: the ambitions for 

coverage and the substantially increased information demand make the third round qualitatively 

different from the second and the experience of the preceding survey must therefore be assumed to be 

only very partially indicative. The risk of this budget underestimating the time required is for the 

consultant. 

  

                                                           
12

 From Annex 9 of the 2015 survey report: Non-response was only accepted after a minimum of three follow ups. 
The average number of follow-ups was 4, with a range of 1 to 10. For those that did not cooperate the average was 
6 follow-ups, with a range of 3-8 
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Box 2: Follow up to ongoing supportive work 

The Working papers on The practicalities of good global audits and on Grantee Finance Systems 

Assessments that are scheduled to become available in December of 2016 are expected to become the 

basis for presentations in Phnom Penh and discussions amongst a group of funding agencies. 

Presentations can be scheduled during the consultant’s grantmaker survey fieldwork visit in 

February/March 2017. One possible follow up is compiling short descriptions of ongoing collaborations 

involving inter-agency coordination of external auditing, and of Financial System Assessments.  

Funding agencies could be requested to provide some basic information about these ongoing 

collaborative efforts, based upon a list of questions that probe relevant aspects. The information-

gathering can be done by e-mail. 

This proposal does not yet contain any time-line or budget for this possible follow up. It is expected that 

if enough agencies express interest during and immediately following presentations of the working 

papers, this follow up is easily arranged for. Consultant time required can be expected to be limited. 

2.3 Feasibility for the hosting of an inter-agency information-sharing resource 

by an independent international organization 
To determine the required characteristics/qualities/legal and other standing that would make for a 

feasible independent international host, one needs to know the confidentiality, information security, 

legal and other risk management etc. constraints these characteristics need to overcome. 

The implementation of the third grantmaker survey is going to generate data on these constraints and 

on funding agency suggestions/ideas about what needs to be in place for them to be able to share. 

Complemented by a number of key informant interviews about this issue, this can be expected to 

provide a workable overview of the constraints and the possible requirements that need to be fulfilled 

for dealing with them. 

The potential kinds of independent international organizations seem limited13: audit firms, compliance 

consultancy firms, international NGOs that work on financial management and due diligence, or existing 

development aid transparency initiatives. A feasibility study would check if this list of possibilities is 

comprehensive, identify the most obvious candidates within each category (applying some obvious 

category-specific criteria14), find out which of these would be approachable for the envisioned role, and 

try to get an initial indication for what kind of financial expectations the various candidates would have. 

For this last aspect, the information about the resource-intensity of the data-collection, and the 

reporting requirements, that are going to become evident during the implementation of the third 

grantmaker survey are going to be an essential ingredient in gauging financial expectations. 

                                                           
13

 But the feedback from funding agencies about constraints and requirements might suggest additional 
possibilities. 
14

 E.g. an international audit firm would need to be not  present in Cambodia, and have no short-term plans to 
enter the Cambodian market, so as to avoid conflicts of interest 



9 
 

Given that engaging any independent international host for this role is going to require the commitment 

of sufficient resources, preferably for a multi-year period, it seems appropriate that those funding 

agencies most interested to make this happen and willing to consider a core commitment are part of the 

decision-making regarding more concrete next steps (choice of one or more possibilities from amongst 

the remaining candidates),checks with a sample of the funding agencies whose information-sharing 

constraints are the reason for engaging such a host in the first place, to find out how they will respond 

to them,  further more practical discussions with one or more of the candidates - possibly including the 

invitation of their representatives to Phnom Penh - and the actual decision). 

Therefore, this proposal only budgets for the preliminary work, which should result in a short report, 

that can be used to bring together such a group of funding agencies.  The design of the next step should 

be done collaboratively.  

Time 

Given that the third grantmaker survey is both going to provide essential practical input for this 

feasibility, and function as a proof of concept that needs to convince all stakeholders, the feasibility 

study report can only be written after the conclusion of the third grantmaker survey. However, some of 

the information gathering could in principle start way earlier. And the key informant interviews can be 

scheduled during the field work periods scheduled for the third grantmaker survey (not involving travel 

and other material expenses).  The report would be available in September 2017, allowing for enough 

time to have all necessary arrangement with the chosen host in place before the implementation of the 

fourth grantmaker survey (see 2.4) is due.  

Budget 

Expense category Days Cost/day Total 

Consultancy days 8 days $ 150/day $ 1200 

 

2.4 Fourth grantmaker survey 2017-2018 
The substance of the fourth grantmaker survey is expected to be very similar to near identical to that of 

the third. Given that the questionnaire for the third is based on the feedback received on two 

predecessors, only minor changes are likely. 

The major change is going to be that the fourth round of the grantmaker survey is envisioned to be 

implemented by a credible independent international organization (see 2.3), that also manages (access 

to) the data base of information that the survey generates. 

Reporting for the first and second surveys has been comprehensive but technical. When the survey is 

institutionally embedded, it becomes likely that the aggregate reporting is (also) going to include a 

professionally edited policy brief. 
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Proper, brief but comprehensive reports for individual grantmakers are going to be piloted during the 

third grantmaker survey15. This pilot is undoubtedly going to result in adjustments/improvements.  Thus 

the fourth round of the survey can be expected to result in a more optimalized version of this 

deliverable.  

Also, these reports are expected to result in quite some direct inter-agency contact, exchange of 

information, discussion about shared partners, and alignments of shared partner assessments. That 

funding agencies fully reap the benefits of the operationally directly relevant payback that these 

individual report hold, is difficult to envision without such exchanges16. Some measure of 

facilitation/coordination of those exchanges would greatly increase their efficiency and effectiveness. 

The best way to provide that support is still an unanswered question17.  The third survey is also going to 

function as a pilot for how best to support these exchanges.  Figuring this out, ensuring that a large 

number of funding agencies are practically able to join, needs a reasonably participative exercise, best 

designed when the individual report are available.  This might require some funds or it may be covered 

by one or more participating stakeholders taking the initiative and making staff time available.  

Time 

Implementation of the fourth survey is envisioned one year after the implementation of the third 

survey. By then, all arrangements with a credible independent international host are feasibly in place.  

The process of inter-agency discussions around shared partners (see paragraph above), take place after 

the results of the third survey have become available, which is parallel to the decision-making about and 

negotiation with that host organization.  

Budget 

With so many unknowns, it doesn’t make much sense yet to formulate a budgetary expectation for the 

implementation of the fourth survey. The fieldwork costs can be expected to be in the same order of 

magnitude as for the third survey. However, depending on the choice for a hosting institution, the kind 

of stake this hosting institution has in providing this service, the added value it brings to the project, etc. 

the additional costs are currently impossible to estimate.  The feasibility (see 2.3) is expected to shed 

light on this unknown.   

The costs (money or in-kind) associated with reaping the full benefit from the inter-agency exchanges 

around the results of the third grantmaker survey, currently equally difficult/impossible to estimate, 

could conceptually be subsumed under the third survey. However, for practical purposes, from the 

perspective of a staged implementation of this project, these costs are best subsumed under the post-

third-grantmaker phase, for which “fourth grantmaker survey” is a convenient shorthand.   

                                                           
15

 The second survey already included reporting back to all participating grantmakers about the partners they 
shared with others who also participated and did not assess in the same way as (one or more of) those other 
grantmakers. 
16

 A free benefit of such exchanges is that they also hold great potential as an (additional) instrument for data 
validation. To collect that benefit the exchanges need to include some measure of reporting back to the 
implementers of the survey. And the implementers need to budget for this data validation work.   
17

 SADP has unsuccessfully tried to provide that support for the inter-agency discussions on the reported back (see 
footnote 15) results of the second survey. 
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The individual reporting, in combination with some measure of facilitated/coordinated support to 

optimize the efficiency and effectiveness of the inter-agency information exchange, would seem to 

make a subscription model of funding the survey and the managing of its database, or even more likely  

a combination of core funding plus subscription,  the most obvious way to cover the costs.  Based upon 

the grantmaker responses to the individual reports of the third survey, budgeting for the fourth survey is 

expected to include the design of a feasible (core cost plus) subscription model. 

3. Summary overview, time-line and budget 
 

Time Activity Budget 

Sep-Dec 2016 Ongoing supportive work NA 

Sep-Nov 2016 Finding funding for 3rd grantmaker survey & feasibility NA 

Feb 2017 Roundtables to decide on follow up to supportive work NA 

Feb 2017 Designing follow up to supportive work & finding funding NA 

Feb-June 2017 Implementing 3rd grantmaker survey $ 10,675 

June 2017 Designing ways for optimal inter-agency exchange & finding funding NA 

Feb- Sep 2017 Follow up to supportive work re global audits & FSA TBC 

Feb-Sep 2017 Feasibility for credible, independent, international host $ 1200 

July-Oct 2017 (Facilitated/coordinated) inter-agency Information-sharing TBC 

Oct 2017 Designing funding model for an independently hosted fourth survey NA 

Oct-Dec 2017 Finding & contracting credible, independent, international host TBC 

Feb-June 2018 Implementing fourth grantmaker survey TBC 

 

In summary, there are two major (green) and two minor (yellow) funding commitments necessary to 

make the whole Funding Agency Due Diligence project feasible. To go ahead, the first major funding 

requirement for a total of $ 11,875 needs to be committed by late November 2017. 


