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Editor’s note: On 24 May 2011, in GFO 147, we ran a Commentary entitled “Auditing the Auditor” which 
focused primarily on the work of the Global Fund’s Office of the Inspector General (OIG). We invited 
readers to submit “letters to the editor” with responses to the article. We received five letters, which we 
reproduce below. Each of the letters was from the head of a principal recipient (PR). (Letters were edited 
for length.) GFO also invited the OIG to provide comments. The OIG replied that it would place its 
comments on the Global Fund website in due course.

+++

Letter from Derek von Wissell, Director of the National Emergency Response Council on HIV/AIDS, a 
government agency that serves as PR for all Global Fund grants in Swaziland

I think your comments on “problem area 1” (“The OIG’s approach to conducting audits and investigations
is overly zealous”) are a realistic reflection of our experience. The whole audit experience in Swaziland
was so unpleasant that I nearly lost some of my most senior staff who felt offended by the attitude, actions
and accusations of the auditors.

For example, before the end of the audit, allegations were made by the OIG at a debrief to an open public
audience that were so intolerable they led to a confrontation (in private, witnessed by the fund portfolio
manager) between myself and the Inspector General. False allegations were made implying
fraud/theft/corruption in statements like “The PR is unable to provide documentation and proof of
expenditure for $x million,” a very large amount of money. The audience, including senior government
officials, the media and CCM, was stunned. The allegation was proven false a couple of days later, but
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there was no public retraction. To this day, nine months later, questions are still being asked by the media
and even in Parliament about the OIG’s statement. In a money-managing organisation such as a PR,
reputational risk is taken extremely seriously.

“Zero tolerance” is acceptable and understandable, but it is by applying first world standards on third world
capacity that tensions are bound to emerge. Many of our implementers do not have bookkeepers,
computers or accounting systems, but they are doing fine work, impacting on people’s lives.

I think the Global Fund Board should set a level of “acceptable risk, deviation, loss or leakage” to avoid a
situation where the pursuit of perfect “zero tolerance” comes at an unacceptable cost. What does the OIG
cost to discover how much loss?

In conclusion, there is a real danger that the truly amazing work and successes brought about by the
Global Fund will become overwhelmed and stifled by the Fund’s unreasonable preoccupation with
processes, details and micromanagement – and by the OIG.

Derek von Wissell, Mbabane, Swaziland

+++

Letter from Elizabeth Mataka, Executive Director, Zambia National AIDS Network (ZNAN), a national NGO 
which serves as a PR in Zambia (Ms. Mataka also served as Vice-Chair of the Global Fund Board from 
2007 to 2009.)

The GFO article was well thought out, bringing out the true concerns that most audited countries have had
regarding the working methods of the OIG and of its sub-contracted auditors.

My first concern is that OIG staff come not to audit but to find fault at all costs. If they do not find
theft/fraud/embezzlement in a PR, they go fishing in other waters. How else would you explain the
question during the entry meeting, “Yes Mrs. Mataka, so what is keeping you awake at night?”

My second concern is that the OIG focuses too much on PRs and not enough on sub-recipients (SRs) and
sub-sub-recipients (SSRs). My organisation, ZNAN, is not an implementer; instead, it sub-grants 90% of
its Global Fund grants to approximately 150 community-based SRs which operate throughout the country.
The auditors who came to audit ZNAN spent 80% of their time auditing us and had very little time to audit
our SRs and SSRs. They did not have time to look at the SR documentation which we provided to them.
Yet the OIG still went ahead and formed a negative opinion (concerning unsupported expenditures which
should be refunded) without fulfilling its task of going down to audit these SRs and SSRs. If they had
visited the SRs, they would have realized that even though the SR’s books were not always properly kept,
funds were still being spent on the target group!

My third concern relates to the difficulty of financing the implementation of OIG recommendations. The
OIG report highlights the areas of weakness and makes recommendations, which often include capacity
strengthening of various kinds. Such interventions require funds to implement, and the most obvious
source of these funds is the same (or different) GF grants, particularly in the case of civil society PRs that
have no other funding sources or whose other donors have withheld funding due to the same OIG report.

The Global Fund reacts by halting or reducing disbursements, and/or demands that the PR reimburse
funds which it no longer has. This, in turn, leads to the PR, SRs and SSRs losing valuable personnel due
to lack of funds. As a result, instead of improvements taking place in line with the OIG’s
recommendations, various units within these organisations slowly decay due to lack of use and, finally, all
the little gains made over the years through the GF programs are stopped or even reversed. This is
particularly so with community-based organizations, which do not have the luxury of multitudes of funding



sources.

The OIG should lay the blame where it belongs. Yes, the PR has fiduciary responsibility for funds made
available to it. However, when funds sub-granted by the PR to SRs are not accounted for, the OIG fails to
make the situation clear and places too much blame on the PR. (For some PRs, this has influenced other
donors to withhold their support to the PR, de-motivating staff and almost killing the PR.) Yet nobody
drags the name of the Global Fund through the mud when the Fund itself grants money which is not all
accounted for.

I fully agree that there should be zero tolerance for corruption and theft, but I also believe that different
lapses deserve different reactions. It is simply unjust to halt funding to an organization that has not stolen
money, even though its SRs are cited as having not accounted for certain funds. A sensible solution to me
would be to blacklist the SRs involved and hand them over to law enforcement agencies instead of
punishing the PR and all the SRs who have done nothing to attract punishment. And when the OIG says
that certain SRs have not accounted for all their expenditures, the OIG should produce a detailed analysis
of disputed amounts instead of expecting SRs to agree to refund a block figure without any details.

There is strong evidence that sub-contracted staff used by the OIG have not read the grant agreement
between the PR and the Global Fund. In one case, the OIG recommended that at the closure of a Round
1 grant, “vehicles should … be returned to the CCM for reallocation to where there is greatest need.” This
requirement completely contradicts the grant closure provision in the grant agreement. It also suggests a
high degree of ignorance regarding the role of the CCM.

Finally the OIG and the Global Fund Secretariat should aim to build and strengthen. ZNAN is a solidly
performing PR whose ratings from the Fund are nearly all A or B1. And ZNAN has not committed any
fraud. To harm and, in the limit, to kill such a PR is counterproductive and is a sheer waste of the funds
that the OIG strives to protect.

Elizabeth Mataka, Lusaka, Zambia

+++

Letter from Karl Hofmann, President and CEO of Population Services International (PSI), an International 
NGO which serves in many countries as PR for Global Fund grants.

Your commentary in GFO 147 is highly relevant and reflects the experiences of many country coordinating
mechanisms (CCMs), PRs and SRs who have been audited by the OIG. PSI was audited a number of
times in 2010 as a part of the OIG’s plan to provide the OIG with insights into the operations of a large
Global Fund implementer. From our experience, delays in the issuance of audit reports, coupled with the
multitude of recommendations issued by the OIG, may be having a chilling effect on the work of the
Global Fund Secretariat, local fund agents (LFAs), and implementers.

We must be beyond reproach in using public funds – but at the same time, we must be able to act boldly
to scale up programs that work and that are helping people live healthier lives. I take as given that the OIG
aims for a more cost-effective Global Fund.It would be a shame if overzealousness by the OIG had the
unintended effect of weakening the Fund and slowing its work.

Karl Hofmann, Washington DC, USA

+++



Letter from Magaly Caram, Executive Director of the Asociación Dominicana Pro-Bienestar de la Familia 
(PROFAMILIA), a national NGO which serves as a PR in the Dominican Republic (The letter has been 
translated from Spanish; the original version is posted on the Aidspan website here.)

In June 2010, we hosted a delegation from the OIG who came to audit us regarding our role as PR in two
TB grants. Based on our experience, we would like to make the following points:

The recommendations of the OIG are not always appropriate for countries with weak health
systems, where the public sector is the largest implementer of programmes. In most instances, the
solutions to the problems identified by the audit cannot be addressed by a non-governmental PR,
such as PROFAMILIA, which, despite being responsible for the grant in the eyes of the Global Fund,
is handicapped by the inefficiencies of the public sector. In the OIG’s draft report of the audit
conducted in my country, we were criticised for not having installed new equipment purchased for a
hospital. But the public health sector, not PROFAMILIA, was responsible for providing adequate
space for the installation and operation of the equipment.
Nearly a year after the OIG was here, we still have not received the final audit report. In March 2011
we received a draft of the final report, based on the OIG’s field work. There was nothing particularly
damaging concerning PROFAMILIA in the draft report. But we were disturbed to see some of the
things that were said about other PRs – things that should have been shared privately with the PRs
individually.
The OIG should concentrate less on searching for fraud, and more on actions that will minimise the
risk of losses.
It is true that there has been fraud in some grants. But because the OIG focuses so much on
discovering fraud, instead of improving existing processes, people will mistakenly conclude that all
implementers are stealing.
PRs who know that they are about to be audited live in a state of uncertainty which creates a certain
paralysis.

In closing, however, I would like to point out that the OIG staff and contractors acted in a very professional
and respectful manner when conducting the audit in the Dominican Republic.

Magaly Caram, Santo Domingo, Dominican Republic

+++

Letter from Karen Sichinga, Executive Director, Churches Health Association of Zambia (CHAZ), a 
national faith-based organisation which serves as a PR in Zambia

 

I applaud GFO for its work in providing checks and balances to ensure that one powerful partner, the OIG,
does not treat others unfairly. I agree with the comments you have made, and would like to add the
following.

The “Statement of Auditing Standards SAS 210, 315 and 330” specifically requires an auditor to
have knowledge of the entity being audited. However, based on some of the recommendations the
OIG has issued, these basic standards appear not to have been followed. Every time we referred to
the proposal and grant documents, the OIG team appeared not to be aware of their contents. The
OIG teams should all be tasked to read and re-read the proposals before carrying out audits so that
they have a greater understanding of the background.
The staff who were subcontracted by the OIG to audit us included (a) people who had previously
failed job interviews with us; (b) people who had worked for SR organizations whose capacity we
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had helped build; and (c) people from a firm based in a country that had previously been painted
black by the OIG. The OIG should vet staff contracted to work on these audits to ensure they are all
qualified and experienced and are not some makeshift team that is even less qualified than the LFAs.
The approach of the auditors was often that we were guilty until proven innocent. This tended to
create an environment that wrongs must be found at whatever cost so as to justify the hypothesis
created about a country, PR, CCM or SR.
The OIG used polices issued in 2010Responding to “Auditing the Auditor”Editor’s note: On 24 May 
2011, in GFO 147, we ran a Commentary entitled “Auditing the Auditor” which focused primarily on 
the work of the Global Fund’s Office of the Inspector General (OIG). We invited readers to submit 
“letters to the editor” with responses to the article. We received five letters, which we reproduce 
below. Each of the letters was from the head of a principal recipient (PR). (Letters were edited for 
length.) GFO also invited the OIG to provide comments. The OIG replied that it would place its 
comments on the Global Fund website in due course.

+++

Letter from Derek von Wissell, Director of the National Emergency Response Council on HIV/AIDS, 
a government agency that serves as PR for all Global Fund grants in Swaziland

I think your comments on “problem area 1” (“The OIG’s approach to conducting audits and
investigations is overly zealous”) are a realistic reflection of our experience. The whole audit
experience in Swaziland was so unpleasant that I nearly lost some of my most senior staff who felt
offended by the attitude, actions and accusations of the auditors.

For example, before the end of the audit, allegations were made by the OIG at a debrief to an open
public audience that were so intolerable they led to a confrontation (in private, witnessed by the fund
portfolio manager) between myself and the Inspector General. False allegations were made implying
fraud/theft/corruption in statements like “The PR is unable to provide documentation and proof of
expenditure for $x million,” a very large amount of money. The audience, including senior
government officials, the media and CCM, was stunned. The allegation was proven false a couple of
days later, but there was no public retraction. To this day, nine months later, questions are still being
asked by the media and even in Parliament about the OIG’s statement. In a money-managing
organisation such as a PR, reputational risk is taken extremely seriously.

“Zero tolerance” is acceptable and understandable, but it is by applying first world standards on third
world capacity that tensions are bound to emerge. Many of our implementers do not have
bookkeepers, computers or accounting systems, but they are doing fine work, impacting on people’s
lives.

I think the Global Fund Board should set a level of “acceptable risk, deviation, loss or leakage” to
avoid a situation where the pursuit of perfect “zero tolerance” comes at an unacceptable cost. What
does the OIG cost to discover how much loss?

In conclusion, there is a real danger that the truly amazing work and successes brought about by the
Global Fund will become overwhelmed and stifled by the Fund’s unreasonable preoccupation with
processes, details and micromanagement – and by the OIG.

Derek von Wissell, Mbabane, Swaziland

+++

Letter from Elizabeth Mataka, Executive Director, Zambia National AIDS Network (ZNAN), a national 
NGO which serves as a PR in Zambia (Ms. Mataka also served as Vice-Chair of the Global Fund 
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Board from 2007 to 2009.)

The GFO article was well thought out, bringing out the true concerns that most audited countries
have had regarding the working methods of the OIG and of its sub-contracted auditors.

My first concern is that OIG staff come not to audit but to find fault at all costs. If they do not find
theft/fraud/embezzlement in a PR, they go fishing in other waters. How else would you explain the
question during the entry meeting, “Yes Mrs. Mataka, so what is keeping you awake at night?”

My second concern is that the OIG focuses too much on PRs and not enough on sub-recipients
(SRs) and sub-sub-recipients (SSRs). My organisation, ZNAN, is not an implementer; instead, it sub-
grants 90% of its Global Fund grants to approximately 150 community-based SRs which operate
throughout the country. The auditors who came to audit ZNAN spent 80% of their time auditing us
and had very little time to audit our SRs and SSRs. They did not have time to look at the SR
documentation which we provided to them. Yet the OIG still went ahead and formed a negative
opinion (concerning unsupported expenditures which should be refunded) without fulfilling its task of
going down to audit these SRs and SSRs. If they had visited the SRs, they would have realized that
even though the SR’s books were not always properly kept, funds were still being spent on the
target group!

My third concern relates to the difficulty of financing the implementation of OIG recommendations.
The OIG report highlights the areas of weakness and makes recommendations, which often include
capacity strengthening of various kinds. Such interventions require funds to implement, and the most
obvious source of these funds is the same (or different) GF grants, particularly in the case of civil
society PRs that have no other funding sources or whose other donors have withheld funding due to
the same OIG report.

The Global Fund reacts by halting or reducing disbursements, and/or demands that the PR
reimburse funds which it no longer has. This, in turn, leads to the PR, SRs and SSRs losing valuable
personnel due to lack of funds. As a result, instead of improvements taking place in line with the
OIG’s recommendations, various units within these organisations slowly decay due to lack of use
and, finally, all the little gains made over the years through the GF programs are stopped or even
reversed. This is particularly so with community-based organizations, which do not have the luxury
of multitudes of funding sources.

The OIG should lay the blame where it belongs. Yes, the PR has fiduciary responsibility for funds
made available to it. However, when funds sub-granted by the PR to SRs are not accounted for, the
OIG fails to make the situation clear and places too much blame on the PR. (For some PRs, this has
influenced other donors to withhold their support to the PR, de-motivating staff and almost killing the
PR.) Yet nobody drags the name of the Global Fund through the mud when the Fund itself grants
money which is not all accounted for.



I fully agree that there should be zero tolerance for corruption and theft, but I also believe that
different lapses deserve different reactions. It is simply unjust to halt funding to an organization that 
has not stolen money, even though its SRs are cited as having not accounted for certain funds. A
sensible solution to me would be to blacklist the SRs involved and hand them over to law
enforcement agencies instead of punishing the PR and all the SRs who have done nothing to attract
punishment. And when the OIG says that certain SRs have not accounted for all their expenditures,
the OIG should produce a detailed analysis of disputed amounts instead of expecting SRs to agree
to refund a block figure without any details.

There is strong evidence that sub-contracted staff used by the OIG have not read the grant
agreement between the PR and the Global Fund. In one case, the OIG recommended that at the
closure of a Round 1 grant, “vehicles should … be returned to the CCM for reallocation to where
there is greatest need.” This requirement completely contradicts the grant closure provision in the
grant agreement. It also suggests a high degree of ignorance regarding the role of the CCM.

Finally the OIG and the Global Fund Secretariat should aim to build and strengthen. ZNAN is a
solidly performing PR whose ratings from the Fund are nearly all A or B1. And ZNAN has not
committed any fraud. To harm and, in the limit, to kill such a PR is counterproductive and is a sheer
waste of the funds that the OIG strives to protect.

Elizabeth Mataka, Lusaka, Zambia

+++

Letter from Karl Hofmann, President and CEO of Population Services International (PSI), an 
International NGO which serves in many countries as PR for Global Fund grants.

Your commentary in GFO 147 is highly relevant and reflects the experiences of many country
coordinating mechanisms (CCMs), PRs and SRs who have been audited by the OIG. PSI was
audited a number of times in 2010 as a part of the OIG’s plan to provide the OIG with insights into
the operations of a large Global Fund implementer. From our experience, delays in the issuance of
audit reports, coupled with the multitude of recommendations issued by the OIG, may be having a
chilling effect on the work of the Global Fund Secretariat, local fund agents (LFAs), and
implementers.

We must be beyond reproach in using public funds – but at the same time, we must be able to act
boldly to scale up programs that work and that are helping people live healthier lives. I take as given
that the OIG aims for a more cost-effective Global Fund.It would be a shame if overzealousness by
the OIG had the unintended effect of weakening the Fund and slowing its work.

Karl Hofmann, Washington DC, USA

+++

Letter from Magaly Caram, Executive Director of the Asociación Dominicana Pro-Bienestar de la 
Familia (PROFAMILIA), a national NGO which serves as a PR in the Dominican Republic (The letter 
has been translated from Spanish; the original version is posted on the Aidspan website here.)
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In June 2010, we hosted a delegation from the OIG who came to audit us regarding our role as PRin
two TB grants. Based on our experience, we would like to make the following points:

The recommendations of the OIG are not always appropriate for countries with weak health
systems, where the public sector is the largest implementer of programmes. In most instances,
the solutions to the problems identified by the audit cannot be addressed by a non-
governmental PR, such as PROFAMILIA, which, despite being responsible for the grant in the
eyes of the Global Fund, is handicapped by the inefficiencies of the public sector. In the OIG’s
draft report of the audit conducted in my country, we were criticised for not having installed
new equipment purchased for a hospital. But the public health sector, not PROFAMILIA, was
responsible for providing adequate space for the installation and operation of the equipment.
Nearly a year after the OIG was here, we still have not received the final audit report. In March
2011 we received a draft of the final report, based on the OIG’s field work. There was nothing
particularly damaging concerning PROFAMILIA in the draft report. But we were disturbed to
see some of the things that were said about other PRs – things that should have been shared
privately with the PRs individually.
The OIG should concentrate less on searching for fraud, and more on actions that will
minimise the risk of losses.
It is true that there has been fraud in some grants. But because the OIG focuses so much on
discovering fraud, instead of improving existing processes, people will mistakenly conclude
that all implementers are stealing.
PRs who know that they are about to be audited live in a state of uncertainty which creates a
certain paralysis.

In closing, however, I would like to point out that the OIG staff and contractors acted in a very
professional and respectful manner when conducting the audit in the Dominican Republic.

Magaly Caram, Santo Domingo, Dominican Republic

+++

Letter from Karen Sichinga, Executive Director, Churches Health Association of Zambia (CHAZ), a 
national faith-based organisation which serves as a PR in Zambia

 

I applaud GFO for its work in providing checks and balances to ensure that one powerful partner, the
OIG, does not treat others unfairly. I agree with the comments you have made, and would like to add
the following.

The “Statement of Auditing Standards SAS 210, 315 and 330” specifically requires an auditor
to have knowledge of the entity being audited. However, based on some of the
recommendations the OIG has issued, these basic standards appear not to have been
followed. Every time we referred to the proposal and grant documents, the OIG team appeared
not to be aware of their contents. The OIG teams should all be tasked to read and re-read the
proposals before carrying out audits so that they have a greater understanding of the
background.
The staff who were subcontracted by the OIG to audit us included (a) people who had
previously failed job interviews with us; (b) people who had worked for SR organizations
whose capacity we had helped build; and (c) people from a firm based in a country that had



previously been painted black by the OIG. The OIG should vet staff contracted to work on
these audits to ensure they are all qualified and experienced and are not some makeshift team
that is even less qualified than the LFAs.
The approach of the auditors was often that we were guilty until proven innocent. This tended
to create an environment that wrongs must be found at whatever cost so as to justify the
hypothesis created about a country, PR, CCM or SR.
The OIG used polices issued in 2010 to evaluate transactions that took place in 2004, even
though in 2004 the Global Fund and its implementers had much simpler systems.
The OIG’s choice of words sometimes sound like those of a newspaper that is eager to sell at
all costs. Sensational words such as “unreasonable,” “excessive” and “cannot provide
assurance” can be very misleading if not further explained, and have led to many tensions and
suspicions. The OIG needs to conduct quality assurances of the audits it performs to ensure it
does not issue irresponsible and reckless statements of the type that have contributed to the
Fund’s self-inflicted problems. The GF Board should also take responsibility for the policies it
has made in relation to how the OIG carries out its audit role. Other partners such as PEPFAR
(U.S. President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief), IMF (International Monetary Fund), World
Bank and CHAI (Clinton Health Access Initiative) have carried out a number of programs in our
country without having such problems.
The OIG should also take time to listen to implementers’ explanations and seek the truth from
the Global Fund Secretariat and LFAs before simply going ahead and publishing its side of the
story (which always appears to be different from the rest until after a public outcry).
Our personal experience with the Inspector General has been that he looks you in the face,
listening and taking notes, but then goes ahead and publishes without taking into consideration
your explanations. His stance appears to be “You have talked but I will not listen!” This puts
into question the whole concept of partnership and takes us back to “I am the donor and you
are the recipient” – yet the OIG also ignores decisions the donor has made in the past.

The OIG should recommend actions that build rather than destroy work that has been carried out
over years with other partners.

The Global Fund Board must review and revise the TORs for the OIG so that they conform with
generally accepted auditing standards.

We are not requesting the OIG to be “Mr. Nice Guy”; we are simply asking that the OIG work within
the principles of “natural justice.” The OIG should not condemn implementers to public ridicule and
embarrassment for having implemented activities that the Global Fund itself had previously
approved.

Karen Sichinga, Lusaka, Zambia
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