
TO : Tamuna Karosanidze, Director Transparency International in Georgia 

 

FROM : The below signed representatives of INGO’s in Georgia. 

 

RE : TI Draft report “ How Transparent are NGO’s?”  

 

Monday 15th June 2009 

 

Dear Tamuna, 

In response to your email sent on Wednesday June 10th which asked for a response before 

Monday 15th June, representatives of a number of agencies met today to discuss the request 

and highlight what we believe to be pertinent issues common to all. Some agencies have in 

addition responded directly to your request, and some have chosen not to respond at all. 

 

We do not believe the study should be published without consultation with the agencies 

ranked and other agencies active in Georgia. 

 

We welcome and fully support transparency and believe it is one of the foundations for a just 

and developed society, and promote principles and practice of transparency and justice in the 

work that we do. We also recognize the responsibility that INGO’s have as key players in the 

development and to all the stakeholders involved in that development ; beneficiaries, donors, 

head offices, auditors, the Government, civil society, the media, and observers. We would 

welcome a dialogue with TI within the next weeks in order to recognize and move forward 

on transparency. 

 

Time : Providing international agencies with 3 working days to respond or adopt to issues 

which are central policy based is unrealistic. Agencies who choose to respond, will do so 

according to a timeline which is in proportion to the complexity of the issues raised by TI. 

There are a number of legal and contractual implications involved with donors, head office 

and other stakeholders which will take time to resolve. 

 

TI is very well aware of contact details of all agencies it features in its study but chose not to 

provide lead time for responses by contacting them earlier. This will allow for a more 

sensational and journalistic style of writing by TI, but will not improve the transparency of 

agency websites, which is the stated objective of the study.  

 

Section 2. “Arguments against more horizontal transparency” 

This section is styled as the results of a dialogue that TI has had with agencies working in 

Georgia. This dialogue has not taken place, and it is misrepresentative to present it as such. 

 

Section 3. Ranking methodology 

It is entirely unclear on what basis TI has carried out this study, why some agencies were 

chosen and others not, why points were allocated to some features of websites and others not, 

and the weighting of scores seems to have been carried out in an un-transparent fashion. TI’s 

offer to become a clearing house for the publication of project budgets in a format they 

consider themselves as correct, seems to go against the methodology they are proposing to 

the featured agencies. 

 

Best regards 



 

CARE   Jonathan Puddifoot  

CHF   Brian Hustler    

CRS   Kellie Hynes   

Everychild  Andro dadiani   

IOCC   Darejan Dzontsenidze  

IRD   Robert Harris     

Mercy Corps  Irakli Kasrashvili  

NRC   Margaret Wikke  

Save the Children Tom Vincent   

World Vision  Stefan Horstmeier  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 


