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Background

Transparency, accountability, and integrity are key determining factors for sustainable 
development. At the international level, 140 countries have signed the United Nations 
Convention against Corruption (UNCAC), and all parts of society have many initiatives 

to fight corruption.

Corruption is one of the main obstacles to sustainable development. Corruption and a lack 
of transparency in public revenues and spending undermine poverty alleviation efforts and 
democratic participation. Public resources are squandered instead of being used to promote 
sustainable development for all. The World Bank has estimated that bribery alone costs the 
world $1 trillion every year.

Corruption creates legal uncertainty. By inflating costs, it holds back the development of 
the private sector, distorts competition, and deters investors. Corruption weakens political 
institutions and ultimately calls into question the legitimacy of the state. Disadvantaged 
sections of the population, particularly women and children, are worst hit. Corruption makes it 
much harder and more expensive for them to access much needed public services such as basic 
education and health care. Corruption can be fueled by inadequate control mechanisms, and a 
lack of transparency and accountability.

Country-specific factors also play a part. It is often a country’s rich reserves of natural resources 
such as oil, gas, minerals, or timber that spawn large-scale corruption and nontransparency. 
In areas like infrastructure or the health sector, corruption can also stand in the way of 
development. Transparency International has found, for example, that corruption seriously 
compromises an individual’s right to health. In the end, corruption and nontransparency weaken 
progress toward sustainable development. 

This is why the Agenda 2030 on Sustainable Development, adopted by the United Nations 
General Assembly on 25 September 2015, mentions corruption as one major obstacle to 
development. Sustainable Development Goal 16: “Promote peaceful and inclusive societies 
for sustainable development, provide access to justice for all; and build effective, accountable, 
and inclusive institutions at all levels” addresses the fight against corruption under Target 16.5: 
“Substantially reduce corruption and bribery in all their forms.”

Prevention of corruption in development cooperation is a major concern for all actors involved 
such as development partners, government agencies, the private sector, and civil society. 
The German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development has created a 
strategy to support partners in addressing corruption and integrity issues. Germany is helping 
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development-oriented partner governments to rid government institutions of corruption 
and make public administration transparent, effective, and responsive to the public’s needs. 
In 1998, the Asian Development Bank (ADB) adopted its Anticorruption Policy prescribing 
zero tolerance toward corruption, and fraudulent and collusive practices in ADB operations. 
ADB works to ensure that project implementation is not derailed by corrupt contractors 
and consultants, including government officials, and that outputs and funds go to the 
intended beneficiaries. ADB also conducts governance risk assessments at project, sector, 
and country levels and mitigates corruption in cooperation with the government and other 
development partners.

Other development partners have developed similar approaches to support governments and 
civil society actors to address governance issues to achieve results of development efforts and 
make efficient use of national and international funding toward sustainable development. 

The Philippines signed the UNCAC in 2003 and became a State Party to the UNCAC after its 
ratification in 2006. A participatory country assessment in 2011–2012, with participation of 
civil society organizations (CSOs), resulted in the formulation of the 21-item action plan for 
UNCAC implementation with the strong participation of civil society. 

The administration of Philippine President Benigno Aquino III made the fight against 
corruption one of its major thrusts. Between 2011 and 2014, the government had gone after 
major corruption cases and created more trust in the functioning of the state. These efforts 
resulted in higher tax collection, increasing investment, and stable economic growth from 6% 
to 7%. These results correspond with the country’s ranking in Transparency International’s 
Corruption Perception Index where it moved up from 94th in 2013 to 85th in 2014. However, 
in the Corruption Perception Index 2015, the Philippines slipped again to rank 95, lower 
than before. Corruption in the public sector remains a challenging issue for the Philippines. 
According to the Investment Climate Statement 2015, published by the United States 
Department of State, corruption exists in all levels of the government, especially among 
high-level civil servants. Petty corruption and facilitation payments are still prevalent as a 
daily feature perceived as normal by citizens. Specific enforcement-related problems include 
insufficiently transparent and unaccountable prosecution of crimes related to corruption 
and bribery, inadequate capacity and collaboration of enforcement agencies, and lack of 
public awareness on how and where to report cases of corruption, as well as lack of trust in 
government institutions. The government filed corruption charges against several high-level 
public officials, but no one has yet been convicted. 

In July 2014, the government’s efforts to fight corruption came under major scrutiny when the 
Philippine Supreme Court ruled that President Aquino’s Disbursement Acceleration Program—
designed to speed up slow and inefficient government spending—was unconstitutional. Until 
May 2016, the Freedom of Information Bill, which would guarantee public disclosure of many 
official documents remained pending, and increased efforts are necessary to ensure its passing. 
Anticorruption issues played a role in the election campaigns in the presidential election on 
9 May 2016. Still, the successes and remaining challenges of anticorruption efforts so far are 
seen as widely benefiting decision making for future action. 
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In this light, the Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) and ADB, 
in collaboration with the U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Center and in partnership with the 
Government of the Philippines’ Office of the Ombudsman, organized a high-level event with 
panel discussion on “Evaluating and Monitoring Anticorruption Reforms and Programs” to 
discuss how action against corruption and nontransparency can be most effectively maintained 
to ensure transparent, efficient, and accountable governance toward sustainable development.
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Participants

The event’s participants included stakeholders from government, development partners, 
private sector, and civil society with an interest in working for good governance and 
anticorruption. The event aimed to assist the Philippines and other countries in the 

Asia and Pacific region achieve the objectives of anticorruption reforms and good governance; 
ensure accountability; and make wise use of resources toward inclusive economic development, 
ecological integrity, and social benefits.

Methodology and Approach

The highlight of the high-level event was the panel discussion on anticorruption and 
integrity initiatives being done by the government, academe, CSOs, development 
partners, and business sector, including feedback from their stakeholders and the  

results of these initiatives. After each panel session, an open discussion was conducted for  
the participants to raise questions and share their own experiences.
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Opening Session 

During the opening session, David J. Binns, Director of the Office of Anticorruption 
and Integrity at ADB and Thomas Ossowski, Ambassador of the Federal Republic of 
Germany to the Philippines acknowledged delegates, officials, and representatives from 

the government, private sector, and civil society who attended the event.

Welcome Remarks—David J. Binns,  
Director of the Office of Anticorruption  
and Integrity, ADB

David Binns welcomed all participants and thanked ADB’s 
partners for their continuous and active engagement in 
combating corruption. He gave special thanks and recognition 
to Thomas Ossowski, Ambassador of the Federal Republic of 
Germany to the Philippines, and Conchita Carpio Morales, 
Ombudsman of the Philippines, for supporting the high-level 
event and panel discussion with their presence and inputs. Binns 
highlighted the contribution of GIZ Philippines, led by Bernd-
Markus Liss in his role as focal point for anticorruption; and the 
U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Center, in organizing both the 
high-level event and panel discussion as well as the Training 

Workshop on Evaluating and Monitoring Anticorruption Reforms and Programs that followed. 

Binns stressed the importance of a functioning and robust governance system for tackling 
corruption. He urged that governments implement strong anticorruption policies, such as the 
United Kingdom (UK) Bribery Act, which extends overseas, even to subsidiaries, agents, and 
suppliers, forcing compliance and good governance across borders and throughout the supply 
chain. He stressed that strong anticorruption policies alone are inadequate if they are not 
enforced and the enforcers are not appropriately monitored, raising the ever crucial question 
of who watches the watchmen and who audits the auditors. In this context, a sustainable and 
effective governance system originates from other robust policies promoting transparency, 
accountability, and integrity, which are all complementary to the anticorruption policy. 

Identifying where and how international cooperation can best support law enforcement and, 
above all, the role of national governments in evaluating themselves and their anticorruption 
performance, is the remaining challenge. Binns encouraged the participants to continue their 
efforts beyond the scope of this event. 
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Introduction—Thomas Ossowski,  
Ambassador of the Federal Republic  
of Germany to the Philippines 

In his introduction, Ambassador Thomas Ossowski first 
acknowledged the presence of Justice Conchita Carpio  
Morales, Ombudsman of the Philippines, delegates from  
other government offices, as well as ADB and GIZ staff.

Referring to the Latin root corruptus, Ambassador Ossowski 
stressed the persistence of corruption as a crucial problem 
for communities worldwide, hence, the universal interest in 
combating it. He said good intentions do not suffice in this f 
ight and that a sound system of checks and balances needs  
to be in place. 

Since the nature of the modern state is to put trust in its institutions rather than in individuals, 
he specifically acknowledged the significant efforts of the Office of the Ombudsman, under 
the leadership of Justice Carpio Morales, as an institution committed to the highest standards 
of public service and integrity. Even though corruption is partly an ethical problem concerning 
each person involved, Ambassador Ossowski reminded the audience that the provision of the 
right institutional, judicial, and law enforcement framework is paramount and an ongoing task. 
Because rendering excellent public service has to be well remunerated, he stressed the window 
of opportunity the reform of the public service sector offers, and encouraged the Philippines to 
keep pursuing its anticorruption efforts.
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Session 1: Anticorruption 
Reforms and Programs—The 
General Picture toward Good 
Governance in Public Funding

Bernd-Markus Liss, director of the Climate Program and focal 
point for anticorruption of GIZ Philippines facilitated the 
session, introduced each resource speaker, and moderated the 
subsequent panel discussion. Ombudsman Carpio Morales 
delivered the keynote speech followed by presentations of Raul 
C. Asis, Undersecretary of the Department of Public Works and 
Highways; and Elizabeth Hart, Researcher and Consultant of the 
U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Center.

Keynote Speech
Anticorruption Efforts in the Philippines: 
Sustaining the Gains and Moving Forward—
Conchita Carpio Morales, Ombudsman  
of the Philippines 

Justice Conchita Carpio Morales emphasized that while the 
Philippines is not lagging in its efforts to combat corruption, it 
has to be assured now that those efforts are actually working 
effectively and sustainably. 

She stressed that under President Aquino’s anticorruption 
campaign, many laws were enacted, institutions—such as 
the Commission on Audit and the Office of the Ombudsman 
itself—were strengthened, and participation of nongovernment 
organizations steadily increased. She also mentioned the support 
from the international donor community, especially in the 

conduct of various capacity-enhancing activities.
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After outlining the institutional setup and mandate of the Office of the Ombudsman, Justice 
Carpio Morales described the office’s operational strategy, which is based on a three-pronged 
approach: punitive, preventive, and promotional approaches. Adhering to the belief that 
all anticorruption efforts should be coordinated and directed toward the pursuit of a bigger 
national goal, the engagement of critical, external stakeholder participation in the process 
of developing and implementing programs, projects, and activities is common to all three 
approaches. December 2015 marked the beginning of a comprehensive, inclusive, collective, 
and consultative planning process to develop a five-year National Anticorruption Plan.

Justice Carpio Morales said no matter how achievements are measured and how big the 
victories actually are in the war against corruption according to the Transparency International 
Corruption Perception Indices and Social Weather Stations (SWS) surveys, it is crucial now to 
sustain whatever gains were made. 

She also spoke about a risk she had warned about since early 2015 connected to the new 
technologies in cross-border financial transactions, as borne out by the February 2016 
Bangladesh Bank hacking where $100 million was illegally transferred to the Philippines. This 
shows how timely and relevant is the holding of this event. 

To design the right tools for anticorruption measures, continued learning about oneself, 
the perpetrators of corruption, their methods, and the driving forces behind corruption are 
indispensable. For this purpose, the ombudsman concluded, the right tools to effectively 
evaluate and monitor anticorruption efforts have to be developed and used not only to measure 
the Philippines’ performance but to adjust the current strategies. 

Reforming a Government Agency toward 
Integrity and Transparency: Ingredients 
of Good Governance and Maintaining 
Momentum—Raul C. Asis, Undersecretary  
for Technical Services, Department of Public Works 
and Highways, Philippines

Raul Asis shared the reform efforts of the Department of Public 
Works and Highways (DPWH) toward integrity and transparency. 

He familiarized the participants with the Performance 
Governance System Road Map to transform the DPWH by 2030 
into an effective and efficient government agency that provides 
the public with the right projects at the right cost, right quality, 
and right on time, employing the right people. Asis outlined step 
by step how the DPWH approached each of the road map’s five 
pillars to achieve its 2016 targets, and provided the achievements 
reached to date. 
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Specific measures include the simplification of the bidding process and the adoption of 
standard cost estimates improving both transparency and competition among bidders. Also, 
the DPWH deployed stricter evaluation, increased auditing, and several quality assurance 
measures; and improved the accuracy and reliability of the online budget system. By introducing 
International Organization for Standardization certifications as prerequisites for large- and 
medium-sized contractors, accreditation of DPWH project staff, and the International 
Roughness Index as an acceptance criterion for road projects, quality of services has improved 
substantially. Quality assurance is also supported by a new long-term program to ensure 
sustainability. Closer monitoring at project implementation level and troubleshooting measures 
to ensure timely completion of projects limit the leeway of companies now bound to cost 
estimates and standards. To ensure staff integrity and professionalism, the DPWH now 
promotes and assigns its staff on the basis of merit and performance. More importantly, the 
DPWH introduced a Cadet Engineering Program and is strongly focused on training seminars to 
integrate and support the young generation of engineers with high integrity. All of these efforts 
improved the DPWH’s service provision as well as public perception of the agency’s integrity, as 
SWS surveys show.

To address the crucial question of how to sustain the gains of these reform efforts within 
the DPWH, Asis highlighted the role of the reform steering committee to ensure continuity 
and the leadership emphasis on integrity measures, even after postelection staff changes. 
Institutionalizing the new processes and continuously pursuing the change in organizational 
culture toward accountability is of key importance. He closed by reiterating the essential role of 
new, young staff members whose integrity and aspirations are now persistently supported with 
training, in cooperation with the World Bank and ADB. 

Anticorruption Reforms and Programs: 
Monitoring and Evaluating Effectiveness—
Elizabeth Hart, Development Consultant  
and Trainer on Governance, Anticorruption and 
Democracy, U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Center,  
Chr. Michelsen University, Bergen, Norway

Following the presentations from a Philippine perspective, 
Elizabeth Hart presented the wider framework of thought in 
the field of anticorruption. Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of 
anticorruption measures faces major challenges, not the least 
of which is the well-known difficulty of measuring a hidden act. 
Due in part to this problem, there is a tendency in M&E to look 
at the activity level rather than at results on an outcome level. 
Many reviews of anticorruption work now document that we 
know very little about what is effective under certain conditions 
because monitoring has been superficial. These studies also 
highlight the central importance of not only measuring results, 

but understanding why those results could or could not be achieved within a given context. 
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Outlining how the thinking of corruption and the corresponding measures taken has changed 
over the years, Hart proposed that we are approaching a third generation of thought: 
approaching corruption in terms of politics, power relations, and collective action. Collective 
action theory highlights the very significant disincentives for reform, especially in systemically 
corrupt settings. This underlines the necessity to understand the dynamics of corruption itself, 
and the significance of contextualizing both corruption and anticorruption efforts to identify 
the specific conditions that might make these efforts more effective. However, if context is 
taken seriously, all results frameworks and logical frameworks used in anticorruption efforts will 
be wrong at some point in time, as the context changes. Thus, an essential function of M&E is 
not only monitoring progress, but continuously monitoring and testing the assumptions behind 
programs to make the right adjustments. Hart concluded with an appeal to development 
cooperation partners to take on the challenge to pursue and sustain anticorruption efforts. 

Session 1 Open Forum:  
Highlights and Key Concerns

The overarching topic of the open forum was how to convert theory into practice, i.e., how to 
apply and deal with the insights from research that Hart presented. 

Asis addressed the factoring in of additional cost burdens for individuals, the inclusion of 
context or external conditions in the frame of DPWH’s reforms, and the manner in which 
institutionalization of a culture of integrity is being pursued here. 

While monitoring is continuous, the DPWH still has to further consider the best way to 
evaluate the validity of the assumptions made, especially in terms of identifying external factors 
contributing to achievements. By providing examples from the turnaround in project bid 
variances and the reduction of time extension incidences, Asis showed how many (possibly) 
contributing variables may still be unaccounted for. The DPWH’s strategy to deploy backlists 
and tighten cost estimates that limit the leeway of contractors will reduce disincentives for 
companies and individuals to abide by integrity principles. Additional measures concerning 
small contractors still have to be identified.
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Asis highlighted the role of young engineering graduates in building a culture of integrity by 
harnessing their enthusiasm and integrity, and encouraging them to offer their perspectives 
and ideas to the institution. For example, quality auditing teams now consist of two young staff 
members and one veteran. Also, future graduates of the Cadet Engineering Program will be 
stationed at field offices to spread the new culture throughout the whole agency.

Referring to his country experiences in Afghanistan and Rwanda, Ambassador Ossowski spoke 
further of the importance of a strong human resource basis and leadership within institutions 
and governments as a whole. While both of these countries were supported in establishing an 
institutional framework, the massive disparity in their anticorruption progress  
to date can be partially explained by differences in political will and leadership. He voiced  
his hope that the next administration in the Philippines will continue and spearhead 
anticorruption reforms. 

Binns mentioned the importance of implementing a robust and effective whistleblower policy in 
both the public and private sectors, to provide protection to the whistleblower from retaliation. 
He also stressed the importance of ensuring anonymity and confidentiality to whistleblowers 
as it takes extreme courage to provide information, and is provided at great cost to the 
whistleblowers and their families. 

When asked for suggestions to reform the Philippine judiciary, Hart said this was an important 
but inherently difficult and sensitive issue within every anticorruption reform. While the 
judiciary’s independence is rightfully upheld when the respective body performs its function 
well, this principle can seriously hinder and be used against any reforms when the judiciary is 
compromised. Ambassador Ossowski shared with the audience the German strategy to attract 
the brightest, most upright people to its judiciary: along with the prestige and social status that 
comes with the position, appropriate remuneration is provided to avoid financial temptations. 
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Session 2: Panel Discussion  
on Anticorruption Reforms  

and Programs—How to Evaluate 
and Monitor Results-Oriented 

Implementation 

Gambhir Bhatta, technical advisor (Governance), Sustainable 
Development and Climate Change Department, ADB, 
moderated the second session of the high-level event. Members 
of the panel were: H. Schumacher, vice-president of Integrity 
Initiative Inc.; J. P. De Vera III, professor of the National College 
of Public Administration and Governance and vice-president 
for Public Affairs, University of the Philippines; Fredrik Eriksson, 
senior advisor, U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Center, Chr. 
Michelsen Institute (CMI), Bergen, Norway; Mahar Mangahas, 
president, SWS, Philippines; Tamara Kovziridze, partner and 
senior director at Reformatics and former Deputy Minister of 

Economy, Georgia; and John McDonald, senior officer and financial investigator, International 
Corruption Unit, Economic Crime Command, National Crime Agency, UK. Each panelist gave a 
short statement on the topic, then the floor was open for discussion. 
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Integrity Initiative: Anticorruption Reforms 
Initiatives of the Private Sector and How to 
Monitor Effectiveness—Henry Schumacher,  
Vice-President, Integrity Initiative 

Henry Schumacher stressed the role of the business sector 
as partner of the government in anticorruption programs and 
measures. The Integrity Initiative was formed to encourage 
the business sector to come together to promote integrity in 
business processes and transactions. Motivated by the key 
assumption that only a level playing field that encourages 
full, transparent, and fair competition will attract and keep 
international investors in the Philippines, therefore, the private 
sector has a major stake in anticorruption efforts and is 
determined to move forward here. 

The Integrity Initiative is a private-sector initiative involving three parties: the private sector, 
civil society (mainly the Catholic church), and government agencies. It aims for Philippine 
companies to self-commit to clean, ethical business practices as a long-term commitment to 
create change within the country. Favorable conditions for setting up the initiative in 2010 were 
the election of President Aquino with his anticorruption agenda, and funds made available 
(e.g., by the World Bank) in the aftermath of the Siemens scandal.1 The Initiative created the 
Integrity Pledge that businesses are required to sign, which includes adopting the Unified Code 
of Conduct to be qualified for bidding and other succeeding transactions. Already, government 
agencies such as the Department of Education, DPWH, and Philippine Economic Zones 
Authority have supported this initiative by including the Integrity Pledge in their requirements 
for procurement and bidding. 

Recently, in a major step forward, a competition law was enacted in the Philippines that includes 
a competition commission. However, much still needs to be done and Schumacher encouraged 
participants of the next workshop to identify and discuss reasons that prevent companies from 
signing the Integrity Pledge, and to adopt a code of conduct. 

The initiative also considers the viewpoint of society as a whole (e.g., the need to reduce 
poverty especially for the next generations). He emphasized the benefits of anticorruption 
efforts for local government units as they increase their commitment to eliminate corruption in 
their offices, such as increased private sector investment, and consequently, job and revenue 
generation. Ultimately, companies must be convinced to join the initiative, and commit 
themselves to ethical business practices through the whole supply chain. Schumacher ended 
with a reminder and appeal to everyone that to change the entire system, one needs to start 
with oneself. 

1 Siemens faced various bribery and corruption charges in 2008 following results of investigations that surfaced how the 
company was able to engage in large public works projects by bribing public actors and officials.
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Monitoring and Evaluating Anticorruption 
Reforms: The View of Academe—J. Prospero 
E. De Vera III, Professor, National College of Public 
Administration and Vice-President for Public Affairs, 
University of the Philippines

J. Prospero De Vera III presented insights on M&E of 
anticorruption reforms from the academe’s perspective. He said 
the academic sector in the Philippines remains committed to 
addressing corruption in government by providing technical and 
research support and services as valuable data for policy planning 
and reforms. However, the lack of support and acceptance from 
some national government agencies and local government 
units is an impediment to achieving much needed changes in 
governance. 

It is also inherently difficult to monitor and evaluate 
anticorruption measures as corruption is illegal, and, therefore, much is hidden and hard to 
collect reliable data on. Moreover, elements change over time such as actors, courses, and 
dimensions. Furthermore, there is little funding support for research enterprises related to 
combating corruption. J. P. De Vera III then recommended that M&E of anticorruption must go 
beyond specific outputs and outcomes and should include indicators pertaining to attitudes or 
perceptions, as these can provide further context on how and why corruption seems to be an 
endless dilemma in governance.

To move forward, he proposed that government fully utilize the resources available from 
academe to support anticorruption planning and policy reforms (e.g., staff time, publications, 
research, data). He also highlighted the need to create a conductive policy environment such as 
the Freedom of Information Bill. Finally, he also encouraged (i) continuous analyses and studies 
on corruption-prone agencies; (ii) the problematic areas within these agencies and processes; 
as well as (iii) commencing the probe of government branches including their programs and 
projects (e.g., administrative, judicial, fiscal, and budget reforms; conditional cash transfers; 
bottom-up budgeting; humanitarian aid; natural disasters relief; natural resources; and energy 
markets).
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Monitoring and Evaluating Anticorruption 
Reforms: U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Center 
Initiatives and Resources—Fredrik Eriksson,  
Anticorruption Advisor, U4 Anti-Corruption Resource 
Center, Chr. Michelsen Institute

Fredrik Eriksson, facilitator for the workshop sessions following 
the event, briefly presented the work and focus of the U4 Anti-
Corruption Resource Center. 

Funded by eight development agencies (in Australia, Denmark, 
Finland, Germany, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, and the UK), 
U4 aims to provide high-quality research, learning opportunities, 
technical support, and capacity-building activities toward 
anticorruption. These initiatives are tailor-fit according to the 
needs of the government or agency requesting their assistance 
in addressing corruption. U4 provides technical services as an 

intervention measure to help identify constraints in attaining corruption-free governance.

Elaborating on Hart’s presentation, Eriksson discussed further the role of leadership and 
collective action in sustaining anticorruption efforts. As a systemic problem, corruption cannot 
be solved purely by the efforts of individuals in public office, hence, anticorruption efforts need 
to be supported and initiated as well by the rest of the stakeholders. 

He also stressed the role of continuous monitoring and evaluating of anticorruption efforts 
during implementation to improve the effectiveness of programs and activities. Gaps and 
problems in implementation can thus be identified, and programs and activities adjusted 
accordingly to better attain set objectives. The accuracy of assumptions are integral to ensuring 
that the implemented measures are the most suitable plans of action to undertake. When 
identifying the assumptions underpinning how the desired change through reforms will happen, 
the political, economic, and social context in which these measures shall be undertaken should 
be looked into as much as possible (e.g., which issues prevail, which constraints are present and 
where, what maintains the constraints, and how proposed measures address them). Moreover, 
it is highly important to regularly reassess initial assumptions made to control whether the 
initial assumptions appear to be valid or not, possibly requiring an update to the theory for how 
change happens and what measures are likely to be effective.
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Monitoring Anticorruption Reforms, 
Civil Society Monitoring Approaches 
on Governance, Transparency Integrity, 
Accountability—Mahar Mangahas, President,  
Social Weather Stations, Philippines 

Representing the civil society’s perspective in the panel, Mahar 
Mangahas presented the work and approach of SWS.

The SWS is a nonprofit survey institution that provides 
alternative statistics on many issues. These alternative statistics, 
particularly on public satisfaction with governance, are collected 
through quarterly scientific surveys that are statistically 
representative of the public.

Three decades of surveys done by the SWS have revealed 
ebbs and flows in how the Filipino people have rated the 

various government administrations. Survey respondents gave failing marks to two previous 
administrations (of former Presidents Joseph Ejercito Estrada and Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo). 
However, from 2010 onward, Mangahas reported that the public has rated the government’s 
anticorruption efforts rather positively, especially during the administration of Benigno 
Aquino III. Toward the end of Aquino’s term, however, public perception of this administration 
declined and dropped to moderate, compared to the excellent rating at the start of  
Aquino’s term. 

Mangahas reported that solicitation of bribes in relation to government transactions has 
fallen in the Philippines. The most common solicitation of bribes occurs in applications for 
local licenses and permits. The surveys also report serious corruption in private-to-private 
transactions. 
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Growth and Development through Fight 
against Corruption: The Case of Georgia—
Tamara Kovziridze, former Deputy Minister  
of Economy, Georgia, Partner of Reformatics

Tamara Kovziridze presented the impressive transformation of 
the Georgian public sector through anticorruption measures. 
As former Deputy Minister of Economy and chief advisor to the 
Prime Minister of Georgia, she was part of this extensive reform 
and shared the lessons learned throughout this 10-year journey. 

Kovziridze described how the Government of Georgia 
transformed from being corruption-laden into a reputable 
institution with marked improvement in its delivery of public 
goods and services. Georgia’s transformation took more than 
a decade to come to fruition, with cooperation among the 

government, its citizens, and other social institutions being the key ingredients. The first positive 
results were visible after 1 or 2 years. Stakeholders were open to each other’s inputs on which 
areas needed to change and in what manner the changes should have been undertaken. Thus, 
they were able to support each other’s initiatives that henceforth facilitated the entire change 
process. In addition, their vision for Georgia was to have its own brand of inherently corruption-
free governance, which was set as a competitive advantage over other countries in the region. 
Competition also trickled down into public offices, each desiring to be the best public office by 
enhancing competencies and improving the delivery of services.

The embodiment of Georgia’s success in changing its government and attaining its 
anticorruption reforms after 10 years is the Public Service Hall. Released in 2011, the Public 
Service Hall is a one-stop center for processing government documents and certifications that 
expedite the release of passports, licenses, and permits, thereby closing the spaces prone to 
bribery and corruption.
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Anticorruption Reforms in the United Kingdom 
Bilateral Cooperation: Leading the United 
Kingdom’s Fight to Cut Serious and Organized 
Crime—John McDonald, Senior Officer and  
Financial Investigator, International Corruption Unit, 
Economic Crime Command, National Crime Agency, 
United Kingdom 

Approaching the combat against corruption from yet another 
angle, John McDonald presented the UK’s National Crime 
Agency’s contribution toward anticorruption measures. 

Based on his extensive experience in the UK, he provided various 
strategies for eliminating corruption in governance and securing 
compliance to established procedures and protocols. 

First, development plans should be linked with strategies for 
public needs provision, such as health and education, to have 
a single pathway for improvement in public service delivery. 

He stressed the importance of closing down the space for corruption in budgets and delivery 
systems as a strategy to further eliminate attempts at bribery or corruption. This could be done 
by reducing budget sizes to restrict government corruption risks. In addition, decreasing the 
number of bank accounts held by government offices minimizes the risk of money laundering 
and engaging in fraudulent transactions. Carefully tracking staff costs is a key strategy in 
ensuring personnel compliance with protocols and procedures. This would entail close 
monitoring of personnel travel, specifically for destinations and expenditures, to ascertain that 
official travel and related costs are not from fictitious circumstances but based on usual costs 
and are connected to official functions.
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Session 2 Open Forum:  
Discussion Highlights and Key Concerns

The discussion during the open forum centered on initiating and sustaining anticorruption 
programs and activities. The role of M&E is important as a means to ensure compliance and as 
a process to provide inputs to improve the design of anticorruption efforts. Multistakeholder 
cooperation is necessary to streamline processes and outputs: while government agencies must 
create an enabling environment for securing integrity and compliance in government processes 
and transactions, the academe has to promote technical resources to aid planning and 
implementation; the private sector should adhere to government requirements and promote 
integrity in their workplaces; and lastly, civil society should continuously pursue and promote 
anticorruption initiatives. 

Schumacher highlighted the role of multistakeholder collaboration and harmonization of plans 
and initiatives to eliminate corruption and promote integrity. Private enterprises may look 
beyond achieving indicators intended solely for investment returns, and consider social benefits. 

On whether or not market deregulation would minimize corruption since private sector contact 
with government offices is decreased, Schumacher said that less regulation would definitely 
reduce corruption. However, other avenues for corruption may be opened by would-be 
perpetrators being creative in expanding regulation. While bribery may seem to be the most 
prevalent form of corruption, regulation may give birth to or facilitate other forms of corruption 
that are hidden from general perception.

When asked about the possibility of radical change in governance, J. P. De Vera III said this 
process would take long since different administrations have different priorities and plans of 
action. Additionally, Mangahas mentioned the lack of support from government as further 
contributing to the delay in implementing anticorruption instruments in the Philippines. To 
illustrate, he cited the lag in the passage of the Freedom of Information Bill due to its being 
backed mainly by the academe and CSOs, and needing government to champion it. In addition, 
he suggested that anticorruption programs would also gain more support from the general 
public if these efforts were pursued vigorously.
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Asked about recommendations for the Philippines based on the experiences of Georgia, 
Kovziridze cautioned against the simple appropriation of tools and practices of one country to 
solve corruption issues in another. Such an attempt would be risky since not all countries share 
the same culture and circumstances, which may therefore not work as favorably as it has in 
another context, and could even do more harm than good. It is thus important to keep track of 
which aspects are applicable and could be customized to the specific needs and context of the 
country in question.

Salazar from DSWD provided insights on Executive Order 176 signed in 2014: Institutionalizing 
the Integrity Management Program (IMP) as the National Corruption Prevention Program in 
all Government Departments, Bureaus, Offices, Agencies, including Government-Owned and 
Controlled Corporations, Government Financial Institutions, State Universities and Colleges, and 
Local Government Units through the Establishment of Integrity Management Systems (IMS). This 
executive order mandates all public offices to implement integrity management plans and 
install integrity management committees to take on M&E measures of these plans. It shall be 
jointly overseen by the Office of the President and the Office of the Ombudsman. However, the 
execution of this order needs further input such as the identification of gaps in implementation 
and setting baselines to determine the results of this mandate. Hence, further technical support 
is needed.

With reference to this, J. P. De Vera III provided information about the University of the 
Philippines’ available resources for use, including research grants. In addition, he said there are 
also a number of local and international databases that can be tapped for relevant data and 
information on corruption and integrity. He said that a problem in implementing these programs 
might also be government hesitation in conducting M&E due to the fear of being criticized by 
the public. 

Mangahas suggested there is a need to have an overarching plan for anticorruption and integrity 
for government agencies and other stakeholders to align their own programs and plans. Such 
a plan would also facilitate better M&E since all agencies would then be contributing to this 
macro plan.
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Closing Remarks

Session 1 moderator Gambhir Bhatta expressed his sincerest gratitude to the speakers 
and panelists for sharing their valuable inputs. He said the discussions are enlightening 
and hoped that efforts will continue leading to intensified efforts in mainstreaming 

anticorruption and especially M&E measures to foster constant adaptation and progress of the 
participants’ respective institutions and organizations in the fight against corruption. 
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APPENDIX 1

Program

8 a.m. Registration
8:30 a.m. Welcome Remarks

David J. Binns, director, Office of Anticorruption and Integrity, Asian 
Development Bank (ADB)

8:40 a.m. Introduction
Thomas Ossowski, ambassador of the Federal Republic of Germany  
to the Philippines

8:50 a.m.

9:20 a.m.

9:40 a.m.

Session 1: Anticorruption Reforms and Programs: The General Picture  
toward Good Governance in Public Funding
Facilitator: Bernd-Markus Liss, director of the Climate Program and focal point 
for Anticorruption, Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit 
(GIZ) Philippines

Keynote Speech 
Anticorruption Efforts in the Philippines: Sustaining the Gains and Moving 
Forward
Conchita Carpio Morales, Ombudsman of the Philippines

Reforming a Government Agency toward Integrity and Transparency: 
Ingredients of Good Governance and Maintaining Momentum
Raul C. Asis, undersecretary, Department of Public Works and Highways, 
Philippines

Anticorruption Reforms and Programs: Monitoring and Evaluating Effectiveness 
Elizabeth Hart, development consultant and trainer on Governance,  
Anticorruption, and Democracy, U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Center,  
Chr. Michelsen University, Bergen, Norway

10:15 a.m. Open Forum 
10:30 a.m. Coffee Break
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11 a.m. Session 2: Panel Discussion: Anticorruption Reforms and Programs: How to 
Evaluate and Monitor Results-Oriented Implementation
Facilitator: Gambhir Bhatta, technical advisor (Governance), Sustainable 
Development and Climate Change Department, ADB

Panel Members: 
Henry Schumacher, vice-president, Integrity Initiative Inc. (Topic: 
Anticorruption Reforms: Initiatives of the Private Sector and How to Monitor 
Effectiveness)
J. Prospero “Popoy” E. De Vera III, professor, National College of Public 
Administration and vice-president for Public Affairs, University of the 
Philippines (Topic: Monitoring and Evaluating Anticorruption Reforms:  
The View of Academe)
Fredrik Eriksson, U4 anticorruption advisor, CMI, Bergen, Norway  
(Topic: U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Center Initiatives and Resources)
Mahar Mangahas, president, Social Weather Stations, Philippines  
(Topic: Monitoring Anticorruption Reforms: Civil Society Monitoring 
Approaches on Governance, Transparency, Integrity, Accountability)
Tamara Kovziridze, former deputy minister of Economy, Georgia, partner  
of Reformatics (Topic: Anticorruption Reforms in Georgia)
John McDonald, senior officer, financial investigator, International Corruption 
Unit, Economic Crime Command, National Crime Agency, UK  
(Topic: Monitoring of Anticorruption Reforms in UK Bilateral Cooperation)

12 noon Open Forum
12:30 p.m. Lunch
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APPENDIX 2

Profiles of Speakers, Panelists,  
and Panel Facilitators 

David J. Binns
Director, Office of Anticorruption and Integrity
ADB

David Binns joined Office of Anticorruption and Integrity in June 2013 
after working with business risk consultancies, RISQ Worldwide and 
Control Risks Group, in the UK, Singapore, and Australia since 2002. 
He was a director of the RISQ Worldwide’s UK office, and was director 
of operations in Singapore from 2007 to 2010. Binns joined Control 

Risks Group in Australia in 2002 as investigations manager before moving to Singapore in 2004 
where he was eventually promoted to deputy director for South and Southeast Asia.

In 1997, he joined KPMG Forensic Accounting in London, and in 2000, was seconded to KPMG 
Sydney to assist in developing its forensic practice. Prior to KPMG he was a civil servant, serving 
as an investigator in the UK’s Inland Revenue Special Investigation Office (formerly known as 
the Board’s Investigation Office), which he joined in 1990.

Binns has an EMBA in International Business from the University of Bristol, as well as BA Hons. 
Economics.

Thomas Ossowski
Ambassador
Federal Republic of Germany

Ambassador Thomas Ossowski studied politics and international 
relations at the Institute for Political Studies in Paris. He has served in 
the German Foreign Office since 1992. Before coming to Manila, he 
was the deputy chief of staff of the German foreign minister after an 
assignment as the Foreign Office’s head for European Union policy 
coordination.

Previous postings abroad include Afghanistan, as the civilian head of the German Provincial 
Reconstruction Team in Kunduz; and as political advisor to the ISAF Commander in Kabul from 
2007 to 2009. In Rwanda, he was deputy head of the German Embassy from 1998 to 2001 after 
his first experience in the diplomatic service as political officer at the German Embassy in Israel. 
He assumed his post in Manila in March 2014.
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Bernd-Markus Liss
Director of the Climate Program and Focal Point for Anticorruption
Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) 
Philippines

Bernd-Markus Liss is the Green Sector coordinator of GIZ Philippines, 
director and principal advisor for the Climate Program, funded under 
the International Climate Initiative of the German Federal Ministry for 
the Environment, Nature Conservation, Building, and Nuclear Safety. 

He is also the focal point on anticorruption and leads the anticorruption working group of GIZ 
Philippines.

Before joining GIZ as a program manager in 2010, Liss was engaged in university research and 
in the consulting sector. As cofounder and executive of AGEG International Consultants eG, 
he worked for more than 20 years as executive and senior consultant with a focus on forest 
and climate policy. In this function he was advisor to German federal and state ministries 
and government agencies, for GIZ and KfW, and for governments in developing countries 
and countries in transition. He led AGEG to become a carbon dioxide-neutral company and 
member of Transparency International. 

His assignments in international cooperation included work with bilateral donors, Food 
and Agriculture Organization, United Nations Development Programme, and World Bank, 
with more than 25 years of experience in projects from field-level implementation to the 
international policy dialog under the UN system. He holds an MSc and a PhD in Forest 
Sciences from Munich University, where he was engaged as a lecturer on sustainable resources 
management until 2009. Since 1994, his regional focus of work is Southeast Asia with 
assignments in the Philippines since 2004.

Conchita Carpio Morales
Ombudsman 
Office of the Ombudsman, Philippines

Justice C. Carpio Morales was appointed Ombudsman of the 
Philippines upon her retirement as associate justice of the Supreme 
Court of the Philippines. She is the first woman magistrate to 
administer the oath of office to a Philippine President. 

She obtained her Bachelor of Arts in Economics in 1964 and Bachelor of Laws in 1968, both 
from the University of the Philippines (UP). After working for the Atienza Tabora and Del 
Rosario Law Offices, she joined the Department of Justice as Special Assistant to then Justice 
Secretary Vicente Abad Santos in 1971. In 1983, she joined the Judiciary when President 
Ferdinand Marcos appointed her as Regional Trial Court judge in Pili, Camarines Sur. President 
Corazon Aquino appointed her in 1986 as Regional Trial Court judge in Pasay City, and in 1994, 
she was appointed by President Fidel V. Ramos to the Court of Appeals. In 2002, she was 
elevated to the Supreme Court. 
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During the centenary of UP in 2008, the UP Alumni Association conferred on Justice Carpio 
Morales the Outstanding Award in Championing Justice “for delivering justice with courage 
and untrammeled integrity.” In June 2011, she was adjudged as one of the Ten Outstanding 
Manilans for her contribution in the field of law and jurisprudence. The University of the East 
conferred on her the degree of Doctor of Laws, honoris causa, on the occasion of its 67th 
Founding Anniversary in September 2013. In October 2013 at the Gawad Parangal Awards, 
the city government of Quezon City conferred its highest recognition award to Justice Carpio 
Morales for being one of the 10 citizens who made notable contributions to the development 
of the city and the country. In September 2014, the Ateneo de Manila University recognized the 
initiatives of Justice Carpio Morales as a fighter for justice and good governance by honoring her 
with the “Government Service Award.” In February 2105, the Philippine Daily Inquirer recognized 
her together with the Department of Justice Secretary Leila De Lima and Commission on Audit 
Chairperson Grace Pulido-Tan—the trio dubbed as the “Three Furies”—as “Filipino of the Year” 
for 2014. She was one of the recipients of the Distinguished Alumna Award given by the UP 
School of Economics Alumni Association on the occasion of its 50th Anniversary in February 
2015.

Raul C. Asis
Undersecretary for Technical Services
Department of Public Works and Highways (DPWH), Philippines

Raul Asis graduated from the Mapúa Institute of Technology with a BS 
Civil Engineering degree in 1974. He started his career with the then 
Department of Public Works, Transportation, and Communications 
in 1975 as a research assistant. In 1978, he earned his MBA degree 
from De La Salle University. In 1979, he was appointed Electronic Data 

Processing chief (division chief) of the Infrastructure Computer Center of the reorganized 
Ministry of Public Works and Highways. He was appointed assistant director of the Bureau 
of Research and Standards in 1990, and in 1996, was promoted to director. In 2003, he 
was appointed as assistant secretary, and in 2010, was elevated to his current position as 
undersecretary.

Asis played a major role in the organization, training, and management of the Quality Assurance 
Units, whose contributions to the improvement of the quality of DPWH projects have been 
recognized by foreign lending institutions. He assumed the lead role in the conceptualization, 
design, and implementation of an accreditation scheme for DPWH project engineers and 
materials engineers as well as contractors’ materials engineers, and strengthened the research 
program in the DPWH. He has acted as resource speaker in more than 200 seminars on 
networking, project development, project monitoring and control, and quality assurance. He 
also spearheads the DPWH Cadet Engineering Program, and the Department’s continuing 
efforts toward ISO certification. Asis currently chairs the DPWH Management Committee and 
has headed the DPWH Integrity Development Committee since 2006. He has attended various 
training and international symposia in Asia, Australia, Europe, and the United States.

Asis has been a professor at the Mapua Institue of Technology for the last 41 years and was a 
professorial lecturer in the Graduate School of Civil Engineering at De La Salle University. In 
2000, he was chosen as the Outstanding Alumnus awardee by the San Sebastian College-
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Recoletos, his high school alma mater. Also in the same year, the Mapúa Institute of Technology 
and the National Association of Mapúa Alumni bestowed on him The Outstanding Mapúan 
award in the field of Government Service. 

Fredrik Eriksson
Senior Advisor 
U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Center, Chr. Michelsen Institute  
Bergen, Norway

Fredrik Eriksson is a lawyer with extensive experience from private 
sector research, policy analysis, evaluations, strategy development, and 
other consultancy work. Most of his work is related to anticorruption 
and governance, while working in the public, private, and voluntary 

sectors. He worked for a wide range of national and international institutions, including 
development agencies, nongovernment organizations, international nongovernment 
organizations, international government organizations, think tanks, private companies, research 
institutions, and governments. 

Currently, Eriksson is the strategic advisor for two anticorruption projects in Ghana and Uganda, 
for DFID. He is lead advisor for the development of anticorruption training courses for the 
European Neighborhood Project, College of Europe. He is a local research correspondent on 
corruption for the European Commission, contributing to the biannual Anticorruption Report 
since 2012. He is a senior research fellow at the Hertie School of Governance, Berlin, Germany. 
He holds a Master of Laws in International Law from Lund University, Sweden.

Elizabeth Hart, PhD
Researcher and Consultant in Anticorruption and Development
U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Center, Chr. Michelsen University 
Bergen, Norway 

Elizabeth Hart is an international development researcher, policy 
analyst, and practitioner with more than 20 years of experience in the 
fields of governance, anticorruption, and democratic development. 
She currently has an active consulting and research practice based in 

Seattle, Washington, US.

Until January 2013, Hart was director of the U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Center in Bergen, 
Norway. Previously, she had a 14-year career with the United States Agency for International 
Development (USAID), working on good governance, anticorruption, civil society, and 
democratic development. She served for 4 years as USAID’s democracy and governance 
advisor in Nigeria immediately after the transition back to civilian rule in 1999, and for 6 years 
as USAID’s lead anticorruption advisor in Washington. She has worked and traveled extensively 
throughout Africa, Asia, and Europe. 

She holds a Bachelor’s degree from Whitman College and an MA and PhD in Politics from 
Princeton University.
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Gambhir Bhatta
Technical Advisor (Governance)
Sustainable Development and Climate Change Department
ADB

Prior to his current position, Gambhir Bhatta was involved as a principal 
specialist in the knowledge management portfolio of work at the South 
Asia Regional Department of ADB, and as country team leader for ADB 
work in the Maldives.

Since joining ADB in July 2005, he has designed development projects and programs of 
over $400 million in the broad areas of governance, public management, public resource 
management, knowledge management, and local development in South Asia. 

His short-term and long-term professional engagements have been in more than 10 countries 
across four continents. Prior to joining ADB, Gambhir was a senior advisor in the New Zealand 
public service. He has been involved in academic and executive training work in institutions 
such as the National University of Singapore, Singapore Institute of Management, Singapore 
Civil Service College, University of Pittsburgh, Carnegie Mellon University-Adelaide, the Open 
Polytechnic of New Zealand, and Victoria University of Wellington, among others. He has also 
consulted for the United Nations in several countries.

Bhatta is the author of four books, including the International Dictionary of Public Management 
and Governance (M. E. Sharpe, New York, 2006), and has also authored numerous journal 
articles on the general themes of governance, public policy, and public management. 

Bhatta has a PhD from the University of Pittsburgh in Public and International Affairs; and has 
advanced certificates in applied policy analysis, and urban and regional development from the 
same university.

Henry Schumacher
Vice-President and General Manager 
European Chamber of Commerce of the Philippines (ECCP)

Henry Schumacher was elected President of the ECCP while still the 
chief executive officer of Hoechst Group of Companies, Philippines. 

Later on, he joined ECCP on a full-time basis as executive vice-
president , but remained actively involved in government policy 

formulation with respect to European business and is in the forefront of strengthening 
Philippine–European business relations. Likewise, he is actively involved in coordinating  
activities funded by the European Union in Asia. 

Concurrently, he serves as president of the European Innovation, Technology and Science 
Center Foundation, and as vice-president and treasurer of the Integrity Initiative Inc., 
Philippines. His analyses and opinions on business and politics can be read in several news 
dailies in the country.



30�Evaluating and Monitoring Anticorruption Reforms and Programs

J. Prospero E. De Vera III
Professor of Public Administration and Vice-President for Public Affairs
University of the Philippines

J. P. De Vera III has spent 3 decades in the disciplines of history,  
political science, and public administration working in the legislative 
and executive branches of government in the Philippines and the 
United States. He is currently vice dean and professor of Public 
Administration at UP specializing in policy studies, legislative studies, 

and political analysis. 

He has been involved with the legislative branch of government in the Philippines and the 
United States since the 1980s, as technical assistant, chief of staff, senior consultant, and 
senior adviser to Senate President Aquilino Pimentel; Senate Presidents Protempore Sotero 
Laurel, Leticia Ramos-Shahani, and Juan Flavier; and Senators Gregorio Honasan and Ramon 
Magsaysay. 

While in the US, he worked as Jesse Marvin Unruh Fellow and Policy Analyst with the 
Committee on Revenue and Taxation of the California State Legislature. De Vera III was a 
Fulbright-Hays visiting scholar at the University of Southern California and the California State 
University-Sacramento (1990–1992), and Senior Fulbright visiting professor and fellow at the 
Johns Hopkins University (2000–2001). 

He is an internationally recognized political analyst and opinion maker whose views are regularly 
sought by the print, broadcast, and new media. He sits in the steering committee of several 
education networks in the Asian region such as AUN USR&S, ASEAN Youth Volunteer Program 
and Asia Engage. He is the president of the Association of Political Consultants in Asia and 
has run many national and local political campaigns in the Philippines. He hosts the top-
rating television and radio education show “Turo Turo sa DZMM Teleradyo” in the ABS-CBN 
television network. His areas of policy expertise cover higher education, agriculture, indigenous 
communities, environment and climate change, and local governments.

He has a BA History and Doctor of Public Administration degrees from UP.

Mahar Mangahas
President
Social Weather Stations (SWS), Philippines

Mahar Mangahas, an economist, has done research on rice economics, 
land reform, poverty, hunger, income inequality, quality-of-life, 
governance, and public opinion. 

In 1985, he cofounded SWS, the Philippines’ leading institute in quality-
of-life monitoring, opinion polling, and survey archiving, and has since been its president. 
SWS produces core indicators of the Philippines’ well-being and governance based on 
quarterly nationwide Social Weather Surveys. The (ongoing) 2016 SWS Survey of Enterprises 
on Corruption is the 13th since 2000, done in cooperation with private sector business 
associations and international donors, for public dissemination. 
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Among his awards are the 2001 Helen Dinerman Award of the World Association for Public 
Opinion Research, the 2011 University of Chicago Alumni Award for Public Service, the 2014 
Distinguished Research Fellow Award of the International Society for Quality of Life Studies, 
and the 2015 Distinguished Alumni Award of the UP School of Economics. His column “Social 
Climate” appears in the Philippine Daily Inquirer every Saturday.

Tamara Kovziridze
Former Chief Adviser to the Prime Minister of Georgia and Cofounder  
of Reformatics
Tbilisi, Georgia 

Tamara Kovziridze has extensive experience in government as well 
as consulting and academic sectors, including policy formulation, 
planning, and implementation. She has held various senior positions 
in the Government of Georgia such as deputy minister of Economy in 

2004–2008 and chief advisor to the Prime Minister and head of Advisory Group on Foreign 
Relations in 2009–2012. While serving in the Government of Georgia, she participated in 
planning and implementation of regulatory and economic reforms aimed at improvement 
of business climate, elimination of red tape, and the fight against corruption. As a result of 
Georgia’s reform policies and anticorruption efforts, the country achieved remarkable success  
in increasing competitiveness expressed, among others, in the World Bank Group’s Doing 
Business report where Georgia jumped from 112th place in 2005 to 8th place in 2014. 

In her current capacity as partner of consulting company Reformatics, Kovziridze is working 
with a number of governments in Asia, Africa, and Central and Eastern Europe to provide advice 
on regulatory and anticorruption reforms. 

She holds a master’s degree in political science, economics, and English philology from the 
University of Heidelberg, Germany; and a PhD from the Free University of Brussels, Belgium. 
She is an affiliated scholar with the Free University of Brussels. 

John McDonald
Senior Officer and Financial Investigator, International Corruption Unit 
Economic Crime Command
National Crime Agency, UK

John McDonald is currently seconded to the newly formed 
International Corruption Unit at the UK National Crime Agency based 
in London, and has been a police officer for 28 years. He is a detective 
sergeant deployed at New Scotland Yard. 

He was a founding member in 2006 of the MPS Proceeds of Crime Unit, the unit focused on 
grand corruption investigations where there was an identified nexus to the UK. He was the 
lead officer in a number of successful prosecutions that convicted several foreign politicians 
and their enablers. He has been a financial investigator since 1999 and worked previously 
on Scotland Yard’s Money Laundering Team during the transition to the Proceeds of Crime 
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Act 2002. He is qualified to conduct worldwide precharge restraint investigations and 
postconviction confiscation, working closely alongside prosecutors in the UK. He has traveled 
to a number of countries to gather evidence through mutual legal assistance. These include 
Africa (Gambia, Ghana, Nigeria, and Zambia); Europe; Latin America and the Caribbean; and 
the US, working alongside the Federal Bureau of Investigation and US Homeland Security. He 
was also engaged in the initial investigation in Kyiv, Ukraine after the Maidan revolution. He 
delivers presentations on behalf of the International Corruption Unit in the UK and overseas. 

He is currently engaged with a UK proposal to create an International Anti-Corruption  
Co-ordination Centre.
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APPENDIX 3

Participants 

Last Name First Name Organization/Office Position
Speakers

Asis Raul Department of Public Works and 
Highways

Undersecretary for Technical 
Services

Bhatta Gambhir Asian Development Bank Technical Advisor (Governance), 
ADB

Binns David Asian Development Bank Director, Office of Anticorruption 
and Integrity

De Vera III J. Prospero University of the Philippines 
National College of Public 
Administration and Governance

Professor of Public Administration 
and Vice-President for Public 
Affairs

Hart Elizabeth U4 Anti-Corruption Resource 
Center, Chr. Michelsen Institute

Researcher and Consultant in 
Anticorruption and Development

Kovziridze Tamara Reformatics Former Chief Adviser to the Prime 
Minister of Georgia; Cofounder of 
Reformatics

Liss Bernd-Markus GIZ Philippines Focal Point—Anticorruption
Mangahas Mahar Social Weather Stations, 

Philippines
President

McDonald John National Crime Agency, UK Senior Officer and Financial 
Investigator

Morales Conchita Carpio Office of the Ombudsman Ombudsman 
Ossowski Thomas Federal Republic of Germany to 

the Philippines
Ambassador

Schumacher Henry European Chamber of Commerce 
of the Philippines

Vice-President and General 
Manager 

Asian Development Bank
Abaño Joanna Office of Anticorruption and 

Integrity
Consultant

Aquino Josephine Social Development, Governance 
and Gender Division

Operations Analyst

Barseghyan Areg Armenia Resident Mission Senior Portfolio Management 
Officer
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Last Name First Name Organization/Office Position
Buentjen Claudia Social Development, Governance 

and Gender Division
Principal Public Management 
Specialist

Bulao-Lorena Ethyl Social Development, Governance 
and Gender Division

Operations Assistant

Dumdum Evelyn Philippines Country Office Consultant
Dulay Eduardo, Jr.   Consultant
Ear-Dupuy Haidy Social Development, Governance 

and Gender Division
Social Development Specialist

Hu Ruoyu Uzbekistan Resident Mission Portfolio Management Specialist
Huseynbeyov Faraj Azerbaijan Resident Mission Senior Project Officer
Luanglatbandith Rattanatay Lao Resident Mission Public Management Specialist
Maulion Juanito   Consultant
Mehta Anouj Operations Services and Financial 

Management Department 
Senior Financial Management 
Specialist

Muthugala Sarath Sri Lanka Resident Mission Senior Procurement Officer
Inocencio Ancilla   Consultant
Pizarro Marilyn Social Development, Governance 

and Gender Division
Consultant

Ramamurthy Arun Social Development, Governance 
and Gender Division

Senior Public Management 
Specialist (ICT and 
e-Governance)

Rhor Celita Janyna Operations Services and Financial 
Management Department

Senior Procurement Specialist

Salgado Nissanka Amila Sri Lanka Resident Mission Senior Portfolio Management 
Officer

Sok Sokunthea Cambodia Resident Mission Senior Procurement Officer
Tsetsgee Bayarmaa Mongolia Resident Mission Associate Project Analyst
Turner Warren Social Development, Governance 

and Gender Division
Senior Public Management 
Specialist

Government
Abad Santos Carlos Bernardo National Economic and 

Development Authority
Governance Unit

Aguinaldo Michael Commission on Audit Chairman
Amante Aleu Office of the Ombudsman Assistant Ombudsman
Ampaguey Holy Bureau of Immigration  
Apolinario Foreida Office of the Deputy Executive 

Secretary for Legal Affairs
Technical Assistant

Bacay-Abad Julia Anti-Money Laundering Council Executive Director
Baldago Dennis Russell Office of the Ombudsman Office of the Ombudsman
Baliton Evelyn Office of the Ombudsman Assistant Ombudsman
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Last Name First Name Organization/Office Position
Bantolo Kresha Janelle DPWH  
Belizar Wayne Department of Social Welfare and 

Development
Director IV

Butardo Gerardo Anti-Money Laundering Council Director, HRMD
Cabotaje-Tang Amparo Sandiganbayan Presiding Justice
Cabras Leilanie 

Bernadette
Office of the Ombudsman Assistant Ombudsman

Cruz-Caisido Elmira Government Procurement Policy 
Board–Technical Support Division

Deputy Executive Director

Chua Ronald Presidential Commission on Good 
Government

Commissioner

Correa Camilo Securities and Exchange 
Commission

General Counsel

Dino Edna Office of the Ombudsman Assistant Ombudsman
Ditching-Lorico Elvira Anti-Money Laundering Council Managing Director, Human 

Resource Sub Sector
Fabia Jose Commission on Audit Commissioner
Falcon Banuar Reuben Commission on Human Rights  
Favila, Jr. Hilario Office of the Ombudsman Acting Director
Gaite Manuel Huberto Securities and Exchange 

Commission
Commissioner

Galang John Paul Office of the Ombudsman  
Guillermo Mary Susan Office of the Ombudsman Deputy Special Prosecutor
Gutierrez Aileen Marie Department of Justice City Prosecutor, Muntinlupa City
Hernandez Patricia Andrea Office of the President Office of the Executive Secretary 

for Legal Affiars
Ibe Antonieta Securities and Exchange 

Commission
Commissioner

Ilo Liwayway Department of Labor and 
Employment

OIC Director, HRMS

Juliano Alexander Commission on Audit Asst. Commissioner
Lewis Anthony Office of the Deputy Executive 

Secretary for Legal Affairs
Technical Assistant

Librojo Vero Department of Agriculture Director IV
Logronio Jennie Ann Office of the Deputy Executive 

Secretary for Legal Affairs
Attorney IV

Lopez Mary Rawnsle Office of the Ombudsman  
Mamalateo Ma. Leticia National Bureau of Investigation Supervising Agent
Manalili Jennifer Office of the Ombudsman Assistant Ombudsman
Manuel Thelma National Economic and 

Development Authority
Governance Unit
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Last Name First Name Organization/Office Position
Mejica Marilou Office of the Ombudsman Assistant Ombudsman
Mejico Cesar Armed Forces of the Philippines, 

Philippine Army
Deputy Chief OESPA

Montalban, Jr. Froilan Office of the Deputy Executive 
Secretary for Legal Affairs

Attorney VI

Obmina Paul Angelo Securities and Exchange 
Commission

Technical Assistant

Ongkiko Herman Department of Agrarian Reform Undersecretary
Ortiz Claro Bureau of Internal Revenue Assistant Commissioner
Ramos Cyril Office of the Ombudsman Deputy Ombudsman
Rafael Ramon Criminal Investigation and 

Detection Group
Deputy Director, Operations

Ramirez-Picio Leslie Civil Service Commission Attorney VI
Salazar Lourdes Office of the Ombudsman  
Santillan R. Demosthenes Philippine Army Vice Commander
Soriano, Jr. Manuel Office of the Ombudsman Deputy Special Prosecutor
Tumaliuan Gliricida Department of Public Works and 

Highways
 

Uy M. A. Christina Office of the Ombudsman  
Uy Richard Department of Finance  
Viernes James Office of the Ombudsman  
Villanueva Cesar Governance Commission 

for Government Owned and 
Controlled Corporations

Chairman

Zabala Nida Department of Energy  
Development Partners

Alling Greg United States Agency for 
International Development

 

Andoseh Steve Office of the Economic 
Development and Governance, 
United States Agency for 
International Development

Deputy Director, Office of 
Economic Development and 
Governance

Morillo Leonila British Embassy Manila Economic Advisor
Tan Leandro United States Agency for 

International Development
 

Ngo Chudney International Narcotics and Law 
Enforcement Affairs

Program Assistant

Orca Marcy Ria Office of the Economic 
Development and Governance, 
United States Agency for 
International Development 

Democracy and Governance 
Specialists
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Last Name First Name Organization/Office Position
Tabisula Russell i3 Project- Deloitte Consulting 

LLP
Communication Lead

Williams-Bridgers Jacquelyn i3 Project- Deloitte Consulting 
LLP

Chief of Party

Civil Society Organization and Youth
Amores Celerina Ayala Foundation Senior Director for Corporate 

Comm
Batiles Jose Rizal Association of Certified Fraud 

Examiners
Board of Trustee

Cortez Jose Integrity Initiative Inc. Executive Director
Demarillas Mario Association of Certified Fraud 

Examiners
Board of Trustee

Gapuz Michael Association of Government 
Internal Auditors

President

Malaluan Nepomuceno Right to Know Coalition Co-Convenor
Muramatsu Shigemi Affiliated Network for Social 

Accountability in East Asia and 
the Pacific

Learning Associate

San Pedro Raymond Association of Certified Fraud 
Examiners

Chief Operations Manager

Academe
Baylon Minerva University of the Philippines 

National College of Public 
Administration and Governance 

College Secretary

Comandante Catherine Ateneo School of Governance  
Private Sector

Samonte Marissa Yolanda PS Link  
Singson Jose Florante PCMan/PSLINK  

Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) Philippines
Antonio Shaleh GIZ Senior Advisor
Leonardia Johann GIZ Fit for School  
Lubotzki Christina GIZ REDD+ Management Assistant
Macagba Cynthia GOM–Finance  
Merilo Mary Martha GIZ Information Matters  Technical Assistant
Naumann Jörg GIZ COSERAM  

Source: Asian Development Bank.
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Background

This 2-day workshop (1 whole day, 2 half-days) involved staff from partner agencies of  
U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Center present in Manila (Deutsche GIZ, British 
Embassy); representatives of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) (from resident 

missions and headquarters); representatives from government agencies (Department of 
Budget and Management, Department of Energy, Department of Environment and Natural 
Resources, Department of Finance, Department of Interior and Local Government, Department 
of National Defence, Philippine Army, Department of Public Works and Highways, Department 
of Transportation and Communications, National Economic and Development Authority, 
Commission on Audit, Office of the Ombudsman, National Commission of Indigenous People); 
representatives from civil society organizations (CSOs), such as Affiliated Network for Social 
Accountability in East Asia and the Pacific, Good Governance Initiative, iCSC); representatives 
from the academe and research institutions (Ateneo School of Governance and University of 
the Philippines National College of Public Administration and Governance); representatives 
from the private sector (Institute of Corporate Directors, Integrity Initiative Inc., Association 
of Southeast Asian Nations Centre for Biodiversity), and other relevant stakeholders (National 
Crime Agency, United Kingdom; Reformatics; the World Bank). 

The objectives of the workshop agreed on with the host U4 partner agency (GIZ) and ADB 
were to discuss how action against corruption and nontransparency can be most effectively 
maintained to ensure transparent, efficient, and accountable governance toward sustainable 
development.

The following is a summary of the main issues covered. 
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Day 1: Corruption and Reform  
Efforts in the Philippines

Claudia Buentjen, principal public management specialist and OIC, technical advisor 
(Governance), ADB; and Bernd-Markus Liss, GIZ Philippines principal advisor, Climate 
Program, focal point Anticorruption opened and facilitated the workshop. They 

welcomed participants, outlined the background and rationale for the workshop, and noted the 
effective partnership between U4, ADB, and GIZ in organizing this training.

Session 1: Introduction
Elizabeth Hart, development consultant and trainer on Governance, Anticorruption, and 
Democracy, U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Center gave an introductory presentation on U4 and 
its work. She then solicited the participants’ expectations about the workshop and asked them 
to introduce themselves briefly by name and organization.

Most participants said they looked forward to learning about anticorruption initiatives and best 
practices in other countries and/or organizations and about how those may be applicable to 
their own work. Specific questions shared concerned how such efforts could be monitored and 
evaluated to ensure effectiveness and facilitate improvement of these efforts over time. They 
also inquired about the integration of anticorruption measures into project planning and design. 
Some participants voiced their wish to learn about latest updates, research, trends, and specific 
tools regarding anticorruption. Others wanted to learn about synergies (both related to the 
country, and between sectors and initiatives). 

The consensus among the group was the need to practice mainstreaming integrity in everyday 
work processes and transactions within and among government agencies, for which the 
workshop was expected to provide valuable inputs.

Fredrik Eriksson, U4 Anti-Corruption advisor gave a brief introductory presentation on 
corruption, elaborating on its definition, possible categories and corresponding forms, and acts 
of corruption. Based on this, he solicited the audience’s opinion regarding the most common 
forms and actions of corruption in the Philippines. After a short discussion, participants agreed 
that the Philippines generally struggles with systemic corruption. 
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Session 2: Current Trends in Corruption and 
Anticorruption Reforms in the Philippines
Leonina Mendoza Morillo, economic advisor, British Embassy, Manila, gave a presentation on 
the current state of corruption, and the anticorruption reform agenda in the Philippines. 

The Philippine government has enacted various programs and legislation to strike down 
corruption. However, there is a need to ensure that such policies are not reversible. For a better 
understanding of corruption in the Philippines, the business and investment context has to be 
considered. 

Hence, two key aspects mentioned by German Ambassador Ossowski in his opening speech are 
crucial: The danger of gentrifying corruption, especially since most actors involved belong to the 
business sector, and the costs of corruption to business as well as to the general public. Thus, to 
sustainably purge corruption, Morillo strongly urged that this sector be looked into. 

Sustaining the government’s anticorruption efforts has key issues and challenges: In terms of 
involvement, corruption happens at an agent-to-agent-level that isolates individual actors for 
whom it seems more costly to go through the right processes instead of simply giving in to petty 
corruption. 

On one hand, corruption instigators—whether government officials or private individuals—
seem to be untouchable. Stakeholders have little trust that the system will actually punish 
the ones that engage in wrong practices (only 11% of enterprises believe government actually 
penalizes corrupt behavior), and 38% of enterprises believe corruption to be an inherent part 
of the government system (with 32% having personal knowledge of private sector corruption in 
the last 2 months). Hence, stakeholders perceive corruption to be a normal part of governance 
and business transactions. On the other hand, private enterprises find ease in bribing public 
offices to expedite processes such as getting permits and certifications because going through 
the regular processes seems more lengthy and costly. Hence, the question arises of how to 
eradicate a system that does not provide the right incentives for following good business. 

Political and information asymmetry also contributes to corruption. Among enterprises, 90% 
agree that corruption can be reduced by providing the right communication and information 
(e.g., transparency in governance). 

There are costs to corruption. Whether performed by government officials and renowned 
businessmen or common thieves, corruption is not a victimless crime. While corruption seems 
to be an easy way out of tedious and costly government processes, in the long run, it impedes 
economic growth. 

For one, it affects the cost of doing business or investing by increasing risks and uncertainty. 
For another, it facilitates waste and inefficiency, especially in the quality of delivery of services 
and investments given the lack of follow through. Moreover, it creates poverty, which is highly 
observable in times of calamities and distress. And finally, it makes the government seem less 
legitimate, as unpredictability breeds a culture of mistrust in the country with resulting effects 
on the private sector itself.
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Existing gaps in governance provide spaces for corruption and obstruct sustainability of 
anticorruption reforms. Even though about 50% agree that present laws are adequate to 
fight corruption, those laws are reversible by the next administration if these are not fully 
institutionalized. In terms of costs, sustaining anticorruption initiatives is difficult due to the lack 
of sufficient funding. 

In the following discussion, several specific issues arose including the election process and 
measures to enhance civil services.

In light of the 2016 Philippine election period,1 national and subnational elections prone to 
corruption was discussed. Even though a cap on campaign budgets exists, this law is not 
complied with and budgets are hard to monitor and control especially since funding from 
different sources is involved. Here, the debt of gratitude (utang na loob or owing someone one’s 
life) toward donors is already established for the entire term of the elected official. 

As one example of an anticorruption measure, the recently installed performance incentives 
system for government employees to encourage dutiful performance of work was mentioned. 
The country has resorted to automation to standardize government-issued documents 
and transactions and cancel out the “human element.” This is already being done through 
the automated passport scheduling system and procurement for government offices. Yet, 
automation is not fully shouldered by the government as public service provider; instead, the 
cost burden is passed on to individual end-users.

Yet many other areas and possibilities for improvement may be seriously considered. Examples 
are the control of election budgets to avoid donor dependence, and transparency of automated 
procurement processes for easy tracking and documentation. Also, the government should 
consider increasing the salaries of its civil servants to provide an incentive for compliance with 
regular processes and transactions. Ideally, remuneration of government employees should be 
comparable with that of the private sector to attract the best job applicants and enhance the 
quality of staff.

In summary, existing anticorruption efforts need to be elevated politically to become a long-
term solution, and incentive systems promoting integrity in the workplace have to be reshaped 
to sustainably eradicate corruption. Finally, the general perception that either nothing wrong is 
happening or corruption is accepted as normal occurrences in business and governance poses a 
serious challenge to anticorruption efforts. 

Hart and her cofacilitator, Eriksson, gave the workshop participants three questions to discuss in 
small groups:

Given what you have heard today on the current state of corruption and the progress 
on the reform agenda, what do you think are the strengths and weaknesses of that 
agenda?
What do you think explains the lack of substantial progress?
What would you say are the most important priority areas for action over the next  
2–3 years?

1 National and local elections were held on 9 May 2016. 
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Results of the work groups were subsequently reported on during the plenary session, and 
documented for further use the next day.

The participants cited as strengths of the anticorruption agenda in the Philippines the 
instruments and processes toward reducing corruption in high-risk areas such as:

the Seal of Good Housekeeping for local government units;
performance-based budgets (a systematic performance incentives scheme for 
government agencies and employees);
speedy resolution of some controversial, high-profile cases;
anticorruption program of the Office of the Ombudsman;
ombudsman’s jurisdiction over cases between government and private investors; and
creation of competition among good-performing agencies and local government units.

Among the weaknesses perceived are the following:

not all political leaders share the same advocacy to address the issue of corruption;
the need to improved citizen’s empowerment; 
although executive agencies need a citizens’ charter, this isn’t always followed;
amendment of the Ombudsman Act to include bank secrecy laws, which are currently 
so restrictive that the law cannot serve its purpose of monitoring illicit activities;
strong cultural component that favors or borders on bribery and corruption;
the ombudsman being more reactive than proactive in resolving big and high-profile 
cases; and
need for a reorientation on values.

Workshop participants explained the lack and limits of substantial progress with the following 
aspects:

a strong, determined, charismatic leader is still needed to champion the war against 
corruption; 
the president’s term of office (6 years) may not be long enough to sustain reforms;
legal processes and law enforcement are weak and at risk to corruption (e.g., the 
Sandiganbayan2 takes too long, but it follows due process);
no existing whistleblower protection;
laws against bribery focus more on the demand side; and
weak anti-money laundering law.

Arising from this group activity, the participants selected three priority areas to focus on further: 

strengthened anticorruption legislative framework,
strengthened anticorruption legislation, and 
more effective citizen collective action. 

2 Sandiganbayan is a special court in the Philippines that tries graft and corruption cases committed by public officers 
and employees, including those in government-owned or controlled corporations (http://sb.judiciary.gov.ph/about. 
html)
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Day 2: Challenges to Corruption 
Reforms, Opportunities,  

and Monitoring and Evaluation

Session 3a: Anticorruption Initiatives  
of the Private Sector and How to Monitor 
Effectiveness
Henry Schumacher, vice-president, Integrity Initiative Inc. presented the contributions and 
programs of Integrity Initiative, a private sector initiative involving three parties: business, 
civil society (mainly the Catholic Church), and government agencies. It aims for Philippine 
companies to self-commit to clean, ethical business practices as a long-term commitment to 
create change within the country. Favoring conditions for setting up the initiative in 2010 were 
both the election of President Benigno Aquino III with his anticorruption agenda, as well as the 
funds made available (e.g., by the World Bank) in the aftermath of the Siemens3 scandal.

Motivated by the key assumption that only a level playing field that allows for full, transparent, 
and fair competition will attract and keep international investors in the Philippines, the private 
sector has a major stake in anticorruption efforts and is determined to move forward here. 
Other key messages and initiatives are those from the viewpoint of society as a whole (e.g., the 
need to reduce poverty, especially for the next generation). Ultimately, companies should be 
convinced to join the initiative not only to commit to ethical business practices but to pursue 
integrity through the whole supply chain. However, to change the entire system, one needs to 
start with oneself.

To facilitate clean business contacts, the initiative displays publicly and transparently every 
company that signs the Integrity Pledge, created by the Integrity Initiative, and the stage they 
are at in fully implementing its requirements. 

The Integrity Pledge requires businesses to sign as well as to adopt the Unified Code of Conduct 
in order to be qualified for bidding and other succeeding transactions. Government agencies 
such as the Department of Education, the Department of Public Works and Highways (DPWH), 
and the Philippine Economic Zones Authority have supported this by including the Integrity 

3 Siemens faced various bribery and corruption charges in 2008 following results of investigations which surfaced how 
the company was able to engage in large public works projects by bribing public actors and officials.
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Pledge in their requirements for procurement and bidding. However, not all government 
agencies require their private sector partners to sign the Pledge of Integrity as a prerequisite for 
engaging with them. Schumacher perceives this to be a major critical issue to be tackled.

In recognition of the importance of getting local government units on board, a new project 
of the initiative focuses on outlining the benefits of integrity efforts for them (e.g., attracting 
investment, creating employment, and access to taxes). 

Even though the Philippines recently issued a competition law that includes creating a 
competition commission, much still needs to be done. Schumacher suggested taking the 
turnaround of the DPWH within only 5 years as a best practice example on how change is 
possible and cited the good work of the Department of Education. 

During the question &answer (Q&A) session, participants inquired about indicators used 
for the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) assessment tools of the initiative. Schumacher’s 
colleague, J. Cortez from the Makati Business Club, elaborated on the sets of indicators created 
based on surveys (which showed that corruption is happening in all functional areas regardless 
of the size of the company or sector operated at). Examples he mentioned were: for human 
resources, the existence of a code of conduct and a whistleblower mechanism; for the sales 
department, audit rights regarding suppliers; and for the finance section, clear, institutionalized 
control mechanisms, and generally the existence of a sound gift policy. 

Session 3b: Monitoring of Illicit Financial Flows 
to Avoid Corruption
John McDonald, senior officer, financial investigator, International Corruption Unit (ICU), 
Economic Crime Command, National Crime Agency (NCA), UK, provided insights on tracking 
illicit financial flows based on his experiences with the International Corruption Unit (ICU) of 
the UK’s National Crime Agency (NCA) and the cases they have handled. 

The NCA’s ICU seeks to bring corrupt officials to justice and return the wealth they stole to 
its rightful owners. The main functions of the NCA consist of investigating money-laundering 
activities in the UK resulting from grand corruption overseas, bribery involving UK-based 
companies or cross-border bribery with a UK nexus, as well as tracing and recovering the 
proceeds of international corruption and repatriating assets to the host country. To this end, it 
has not only international reach but covert intelligence tools and civil recovery and tax powers, 
as it monitors suspicious financial flows.

Since ICU’s establishment in February 2015, it has utilized those capabilities to conduct 
investigations on corrupt officials in the UK and beyond. McDonald discussed various case 
studies such as the conduct of an investigation of corruption in Nigeria.

Illicit financial flows come in various forms: currency swaps are the most prevalent. The ability 
of responsible agencies to trace assets and enforce the law against those involved restrains such 
acts and is of paramount importance. In addition, cross-border cooperation among multiple 
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jurisdictions allows for further tracking and monitoring as information can easily be shared and 
analyzed. 

Financial investigation tools and monitoring mechanisms in the form of legislation or laws and 
databases for monitoring assets and financial flows, as well as the absence of bank secrecy 
laws, also help in the discovery of covert corruption operations. In the Philippines, mandated 
agencies, including stakeholders like banks, are essential enablers to secure compliance with 
government processes and enforcement of anticorruption laws. 

Session 4: Opportunities of and Obstacles  
to Anticorruption Reform within the  
Philippine Context
Fredrik Eriksson elaborated how elements especially of systemic corruption such as vested 
interests, patronage, lack of independent judiciary and bureaucracy, and risk of violence hinder 
anticorruption efforts. Suggested by the audience and added to the list from a Philippine 
perspective was the country-specific issue of “debt of gratitude.”

Furthermore, the nature of corruption specifically as a collective action problem was discussed. 
Since research has shown that individuals are extremely bounded by the context they live in, 
which is maintained by the way power is distributed in society, it was debated how incentives 
can be raised and disincentives lowered for the individual to resist corruption and believe that a 
change is indeed possible. Based on this, Eriksson presented the resources, opportunities, and 
constraints model, and elaborated on possible strategies. 

He presented three tools to assess the potential for successful reform: (i) governance 
assessment, (ii) political economy analysis, and (iii) power and influence analysis. While the 
first has been risky because government has adopted reforms without taking specifics of 
context into consideration, the latter two provide a more exhaustive understanding of the 
power context. Also, these show where a change is most likely to occur and which form of 
anticorruption measure is most likely to succeed. 

About half of the participants were new to the presented tools. 

Divided into small groups, the participants elaborated on obstacles and opportunities within the 
three identified priority areas and presented them in the plenary session. 

The most important and systemic constraints were identified, and based on this, the plenary 
discussion in the afternoon, facilitated by Hart, focused on key constraints in the current 
environment for each of the three priority areas selected.

(i) Strengthen anticorruption legislative framework

fear of criticism and public opinion, and of being held accountable due to the slow 
justice system (might take years after filing and reporting a case);
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being vulnerable and accountable to public persecution if information is made public;
lack of a legal framework that is compatible with international standards for budgeting 
and financial management;
inconsistent finance reporting and absence of expenditure coding;
fragmented management of information (different databases, not linked); and
incomprehensible financial information that the public could not use even if it were 
available. 

(ii) Strengthen anticorruption legislation 

Focus on achieving new legislation: 

vested interests notably of the parliamentarians (e.g., if the parliamentarian votes for a 
law like the whistleblowing policy, they might feel the consequences later on);
due process and academic freedom; and
discontinuity of presidents (each with his or her own agenda) and the related turnover 
in public service and parliament. 

Focus on amendments and implementation: 

introduction of different versions of anticorruption policies;
prioritization of campaign promises instead of other important legislation;
creation of biases by political and business dynasties in the decision-making process; 
and
debt of gratitude creating a bias. 

(iii) More effective citizen collective action 

patronage;
culture of convenience;
lack or limit of public consultations;
lack or limit of expertise (some organizations are not aware of some political 
processes);
cost of action versus cost of inaction and fear of retribution;
laws protecting politicians (even the corrupt ones); and
funds to empower CSOs. 

The subsequent discussion circled around cultural considerations affecting all three topics. The 
“debt of gratitude” spans generations and is deeply embedded within the Philippine culture and 
daily life. As such it is truly systemic and unfortunately reinforced by inefficient public service 
provision (e.g., the use of government funds to provide services that are supposedly sourced 
from particular individuals out of their graciousness). 
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Session 5: Theories of Change  
for Anticorruption Reform
Eriksson continued with an outline of the Theory of Change (TOC) as alternative to linear 
approaches that copy what has worked for others without reflecting on the specificity of 
context and really investigating the reasons behind the change. 

A TOC comprises distinct features that build upon each other: after defining required building 
blocks for the intended change, a pathway of change is mapped and different types of 
interventions and their respective outcomes are depicted within the map. This reveals a web of 
activities necessary to bring about change, including the assumptions that underpin the whole 
process. As such, a TOC often includes the three components of (i) analyzing the big picture 
of how change happens, (ii) spelling out how an organization’s or group’s contribution supports 
and fits into it, and (iii) a M&E framework as an integral part that constantly assesses and 
measures the original assumptions . This allows for more strategic planning and adjustments, 
and favors communication of the intended actions to both internal and external partners. 

Concluding with an outline of the six steps for developing a TOC, Eriksson provided a practical 
example to further explain what each step entails and what the benefits are of applying a TOC. 

Asked about the position of risk assessment within the TOC framework, he explained that 
elements of this are included in several steps, specifically at the M&E stage.

Participants were then split up again into their respective work groups to develop a TOC for 
their specific priority area, assisted by two U4 facilitators.

Session 6: Monitoring and Evaluation  
of Anticorruption
Jose Antonio, GIZ senior advisor and expert on M&E, tackled the role of monitoring as basis of 
impact evaluation. The conduct of impact evaluation as a whole supports further improvement 
of interventions as it checks whether these are still on track and tries to pinpoint how they were 
actually able to produce the intended outcomes. This in turn helps to attribute and establish 
causal links and, lastly, to find out what worked well and what did not. 

Antonio briefly revisited the TOC approach, which is also referred to as program theory, logic 
modeling, and intervention logic. To formulate a TOC for proposed measures, one has to start 
by asking the “question zero”: what is the causal effect of a program on a certain outcome or 
interest (including objectives, context, assumptions, and risks)?

Impact evaluation aims to find out whether envisaged (intended and including monitoring 
of unintended) outcomes have actually been achieved and whether the impact is plausibly 
attributable to the intervention, i.e., to attribute differences in outcomes between the group of 
participants of a certain program or project and the comparison group. The comparison group 
normally would serve as the basis or source of counterfactual evidence. Where establishing 
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counterfactual evidence is not applicable, other impact evaluation methods or tools may 
be used to determine or evaluate the impacts. Furthermore, it tries to find out under what 
circumstances (conditions and assumptions) interventions worked well to serve as basis for 
improving existing programs or projects. 

Antonio further elaborated on the elements of impact evaluation, e.g., how results are defined 
and differentiated between outputs, use of outputs, outcome, and impact. Specifically, he 
highlighted the key role of results chains as it lays the foundations for timely decision and policy 
making, programming, and accountability reporting. Here again, monitoring the context and 
framework conditions is crucial (conditions, assumptions, and risks). The results chain includes 
also a feedback learning loop in which periodic assessments at specific periods are done and 
fed back to support evidence-based learning and prepare intervention measures for possible 
replication (for ensuring both effectiveness and efficiency) and upscaling (for national and 
wider application) as it documents lessons learned and good or best practices. This is, therefore, 
anchored on a solid knowledge management strategy that aims to document the entire 
framework conditions and assumptions.

A basic monitoring plan looks at three levels of results, and takes note of unintended effects, 
risks, and assumptions; and documents the methods and tools for data collection, responsible 
body or partner, and periodicity. 

Antonio then elaborated on the relevance and the development of indicators. Those variables 
that indicate progress in achieving project objectives are usually expressed in quantity and 
quality along a definitive and prescribed time and place. To set up indicators, intended values for 
each results level need to be identified, and baselines must be established. It is also important 
to determine how much change is needed to bring about positive change plausibly attributable 
from the intervention. Furthermore, indicators must be simple and specific.

During the open forum, Antonio was asked for recommendations regarding the challenge 
that during the lengthy process of impact evaluation, context may have already changed and 
other factors may have contributed to reaching the intended results. He suggested to conduct 
periodic impact evaluations and to carefully document the findings.

On setting up intervention measures for which political processes must also be considered, he 
suggested continuous discussions with direct stakeholders—country partners and clients—to 
agree on the measures and indicators, as there are always certain dependencies on directorship 
and no universal template exists.

The issue of how to set up counterfactuals for impact evaluation when only one agency exists 
to be monitored, i.e., which seems to make comparison impossible, was brought up. Antonio 
recommended using evaluation methods and tools to assess impacts other than establishing 
the counterfactual comparative groups. 

Similarly, he also stressed the need to design the impact evaluation or M&E plan in conjunction 
with the planning phase to align well the measures and indicators with the objectives. This he 
considered a “must” in the project preparation and development phase and should not be an 
afterthought of the entire project planning and implementation cycle.
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Day 3: A Theory of Change  
for Anticorruption Reforms 
in the Philippines and Illicit 

Financial Flows

Session 7: Developing a Theory of Change  
for Anticorruption Reform in the Philippines
Work groups shared their theory of change results and reported back to the plenary. Common 
among the groups was the desire to (i) fully implement institutional mandates and legislation; 
(ii) amend laws relevant to curbing corruption and enhancing transparency; and (iii) synergize 
initiatives and programs among government agencies, the academe, CSOs, and the private 
sector. These objectives would be achieved if there would be full support and participation from 
the government and stakeholders; and provision of resources to implement anticorruption and 
transparency initiatives (e.g., budget, capacity development, and technical equipment). 

However, the current situation obstructs the attainment of these desired changes. Corruption 
issues attributed to government agencies and officials as well as CSOs have rendered their 
reputations to be questionable. Furthermore, government agencies and other institutions 
undertake programs and initiatives toward enhancing transparency and eliminating 
corruption in isolation (i.e., solely by themselves or with little cooperation with other relevant 
organizations), thereby barring full cooperation among agencies, which is needed to fully 
implement and sustain these programs and initiatives. In addition, this has bred a culture of 
competition among agencies, that instead of jointly achieving these objectives, the focus has 
become to outdo each other. However, the groups have found that this predicament was a 
consequence of the lack of space for cooperation and synergy among government agencies 
and other organizations, which should have been covered by the law and other government 
processes. Contributing further to this is the lack of awareness and institutional capacity.

After identifying the desired changes and assumptions in which these changes shall take 
place, and assessing the current situation, the groups then determined the domains of change. 
Also common among the groups are the needs to (i) change how institutional mandate and 
legislation are executed (in terms of consistency, monitoring, and evaluation); (ii) enhance 
cooperation among government agencies and other organizations in implementing programs 
and initiatives (in terms of coherence, efficiency, and synergy); and (iii) execute legislative 
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reforms. To make these happen, the groups have also identified strategic priorities where action 
shall take place: (i) legislative framework, (ii) institutional capacities, and (iii) partnership and 
collaboration. 

With these priorities in mind, the key actors were identified as well as their roles. Generally, all 
actors shall actively participate and fully cooperate with each other in planning, implementing, 
and monitoring and evaluating transparency and anticorruption reform agenda. The general 
public shall act not only as the recipients of government services but shall also exercise 
vigilance, and ensure compliance with government processes also from their end. CSOs shall 
provide technical input and also serve as watchdogs for transparency and anticorruption. The 
academe shall extend their resources and services (e.g., data and statistics, reference materials, 
and research services). Development partners shall provide financial and technical support. 
Finally, government institutions shall ensure compliance from their end, provide incentives to 
organizations with good transparency practices, and most importantly, spearhead the reform 
process.

The groups have also come up with the pathways leading to the desired change. The most 
common among the groups in terms of partnership and collaboration is the mapping of 
stakeholders and processes where clients are identified, as well as the chain of activities and 
processes from the concerned government agency toward the clients. Here each procedure 
and individuals and/or agencies involved shall be assessed in terms of necessity and capacity 
to deliver. The key is efficiency, where less human intervention, especially in agencies prone to 
red tape and bribery, shall also limit the space for corruption to operate. Also in terms of the 
legislative framework, common among the groups is the passage of the Freedom of Information 
Bill, as well as the call for amendments to the Bank Secrecy Law, and the Ombudsman Act.

Generally, Eriksson found the group outputs to be on the right track especially in how the 
domains of change were identified. Some of his recommendations follow:

In analyzing the current situation, also consider the systemic problem carefully to 
enhance measures toward increasing transparency.
Further clarify each step in the change pathway, and take note that each pathway also 
has pathways within this, which should also be accounted for.
Further specify the roles of the key actors in each procedure in the change pathway.
Include organizational capacity assessment in the conduct of impact assessment.
Fully describe the indicators.
Formulate indicators for each pathway.
Go back and review assumptions to adjust the processes in each pathway for further 
improvement.

Session 8: The Way Forward
Gerard A. Mosquera, deputy ombudsman for Luzon and Environment, Office of the 
Ombudsman, Philippines, shared positive developments in the anticorruption initiatives in the 
country, but highlighted the fact that many improvements have to be made.
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Giving an overview on how the Philippine government was able to curb corruption activities, 
Mosquera described the Priority Development Assistance Fund (PDAF) scam, and how PDAF, 
popularly called “pork barrel,” were immobilized in the aftermath. 

The PDAF were lump-sum discretionary funds allocated to the members of the Philippine 
House of Representatives and the Philippine Senate that congressmen could spend for projects 
as they saw fit without going through the normal budgetary process or through the executive 
branch. Unsurprisingly, this system introduced in 1922 was highly prone to corruption, e.g., 
using pre-identified project implementers, ghost projects, and fraudulent nongovernment 
organizations. 

The PDAF scam, revealed in 2013, involved many congressmen and high-level officials who, 
allegedly in cahoots with businesswomen Janet Lim-Napoles, defrauded the Philippine 
government of over P10 billion. Following the reports of its widespread and systematic misuse, 
and with public outrage, petitioners challenged the constitutionality of the PDAF, which was 
ruled unconstitutional later that year. Investigations still continue to reveal the full scale of the 
scam, working along the finance flows and channels. The Anti-Money Laundering Council 
conducted bank-to-bank checks, and government agencies collaborated and cooperated 
with the investigations. As per the decision of the Ombudsman, this act of certain lawmakers 
exhibited intent to steal, and that Napoles only provided the venue.

From this experience, Mosquera stressed the importance of cooperation for investigation 
purposes as well as to keep everyone in check. Furthermore, he highlighted the critical role of 
whistleblowers in uncovering these fraudulent activities. 

In this context, he shared some concluding insights on corruption in governance and how to 
address them in the future:

Corruption is chronic and persistent that is why efforts shall be sustained.
Anticorruption is not synonymous with good governance but goes beyond it, and 
separate efforts for anticorruption have to be done.
Reduced corruption has real rewards that need to be communicated and understood.
Anticorruption must be independent and free of political pressure.
Fighting corruption requires money.
People’s support is absolutely essential and needs to be sought and encouraged 
through partnerships with CSOs and development agencies.
Following the money leads to culprits, which is why the Anti-Money Laundering 
Council must have more power to investigate.
Stolen assets must be recovered.
Whistleblowers must be protected.
Access to information is paramount, but people’s empowerment is also necessary to 
actually use the information available and create strong deterrence against corruption.
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Concluding Remarks

Claudia Buentjen and Bern-Markus Liss officially concluded the training and thanked 
the U4 facilitators, the various presenters and resource persons, and all participants for 
their efforts and commitment. Training ended with the distribution of certificates to all 

participants.
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APPENDIX 1

Agenda

Time Sessions and Objectives Speakers
Day 1: Corruption and Reform Efforts in the Philippines
1:30 p.m. Registration
2 p.m. Welcome Claudia Buentjen, principal 

public management 
specialist, Asian 
Development Bank (ADB)
Bernd-Markus 
Liss, Gesellschaft 
für Internationale 
Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) 
Philippines director, Climate 
Program; focal point, 
anticorruption
Nigel Boud, deputy head of 
mission, British Embassy

2:15 p.m. Session 1: Introduction to U4 and Corruption
Introduction to U4
Participant introductions and expectations
Overview of workshop structure and goals
What is corruption? Basics of corruption 
and group exercise
Q&A

Learning objective: Participants have a better 
understanding of the role of U4 and common 
definition of corruption.

Elizabeth Hart, 
development consultant 
and trainer on Governance, 
Anticorruption and 
Democracy, U4 Anti-
Corruption Resource 
Center, Chr. Michelsen 
University, Bergen, Norway 
Fredrik Eriksson, U4 Anti-
Corruption advisor 

3 p.m. Coffee Break
3:15 p.m. Session 2a: Current Trends in Corruption and 

Anticorruption Reforms in the Philippines
Presentation on current state of corruption 
in the Philippines
Presentation on anticorruption reform 
agenda in the Philippines
Q&A

Leonina Mendoza Morillo, 
economic advisor, British 
Embassy, Manila
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Time Sessions and Objectives Speakers
Individual Exercise: Participants are given 
questions to think about the progress of the 
national anticorruption agenda reflecting on 
the previous presentations, and to suggest 
priority actions points and share their 
thoughts with the plenary

Learning objective: Participants have a common 
understanding of the current state of corruption 
in the Philippines, and what has been or is being 
implemented in terms of anticorruption reforms.

Elizabeth Hart and Fredrik 
Eriksson, U4

5 p.m. Close of the Day
Summary of Day 1
Overview of Day 2

Elizabeth Hart and Fredrik 
Eriksson, U4

5:30 p.m. Cocktail reception, hosted by ADB 
Day 2: Challenges to Corruption Reforms, Opportunities, and Evaluation and Monitoring
9 a.m. Overview of Day 2 Elizabeth Hart and Fredrik 

Eriksson, U4
9:10 a.m. Session 3a: What have Current Reforms 

Achieved, and Where have They Fallen Short?
Presentation on achievements and 
shortcomings of anticorruption reforms—
continuation from Session 2
Plenary discussion

Learning objective: Participants appreciate what 
has been achieved to date and where reform 
agenda has fallen short.

Henry Schumacher, vice-
president, Integrity Initiative 
Inc.

10 a.m. Session 3b: Illicit Financial Flows
Presentation of a case on how to monitor 
illicit financial flows to avoid corruption
Interaction with workshop participants on 
monitoring tools to avoid corruption 

Learning objective: Participants appreciate 
monitoring approaches to avoid corruption. 

John McDonald, senior 
officer , Financial 
Investigator, International 
Corruption Unit, Economic 
Crime Command, National 
Crime Agency, UK

10:30 a.m. Coffee Break
11 a.m. Session 4a: Opportunities and Obstacles to 

Anticorruption Reform and What This Means  
in the Philippines Context

Presentation of the applicability and limits 
of principle-agent and collective action 
theory, and understanding disincentives for 
anticorruption reforms

Fredrik Eriksson, U4
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Time Sessions and Objectives Speakers
Presentation on tools to assess potential for 
successful anticorruption reforms, including 
stakeholder analysis and political economy 
analysis
Group work: Participants divide into groups 
to discuss how the theories or tools apply 
to the Philippine context, and to identify 
opportunities and obstacles 

12:30 p.m. Lunch
1:30 p.m. Session 4b: Opportunities and Obstacles to 

Anticorruption Reform and What This Means  
in the Philippines Context

Report back from working groups and 
plenary discussion

Learning objective: Participants have the necessary 
tools to assess the opportunities for and obstacles to 
anticorruption reform in the Philippines.

Elizabeth Hart, U4

2:15 p.m. Session 5: Theories of Change for  
Anticorruption Reform in the Philippines

Presentation on results chains and the 
Theory of Change method
Q&A

Learning objective: Participants are able to use the 
Theory of Change methodology.

Fredrik Eriksson, U4

3 p.m. Coffee Break
3:30 p.m. Session 6: Monitoring and Evaluation of  

Anticorruption
Presentation on monitoring and evaluation 
(M&E) methods and/or feedback loops and 
the challenges for good evaluation and value 
for money consideration
Presentation on indicators for different 
levels of a results chain or theory of change
Q&A

Learning objective: Participants are familiar with 
M&E methods and learning or feedback loops, and 
understand use of indicators in results chains or 
theories of change.

Jose Antonio, GIZ Senior 
Advisor, Expert on M&E

5 p.m. Close of the Day
Summary of Day 2
Overview of Day 3

Elizabeth Hart and Fredrik 
Eriksson, U4
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Time Sessions and Objectives Speakers
Day 3:  A Theory of Change for Anticorruption Reforms in the Philippines and Illicit  

Financial Flows
9 a.m. Overview of Day 3 Elizabeth Hart and Fredrik 

Eriksson, U4
9:10 a.m. Session 7a: Developing a Theory of Change for 

Anticorruption Reform in the Philippines
Presentation of the findings and conclusions 
of the previous 2 days and guidance to 
participants on group work
Group Work: Participants develop a 
Theory of Change for the way forward of 
anticorruption reform in the Philippines

Elizabeth Hart and Fredrik 
Eriksson, U4

10:15 a.m. Coffee Break
10:30 a.m. Session 7b: Developing a Theory of Change  

for Anticorruption Reform in the Philippines 
Report back from working groups and 
plenary discussion

Learning objective: Participants are able to assess 
the situation and develop strategic actions  
leading to the desired anticorruption reform  
in the Philippines.

Elizabeth Hart and Fredrik 
Eriksson, U4

11:30 a.m. Session 8: The Way Forward
Presentation on the way forward and the 
government’s perspective on what lies 
ahead 

Gerard A. Mosquera, deputy 
ombudsman for Luzon and 
Environment, Office of the 
Ombudsman, Philippines

12 p.m. Closing and Awarding of Certificates
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APPENDIX 2

Speakers’ Profiles

Claudia Buentjen
Principal Public Management Specialist 
Social Development, Governance, and Gender (SDCC) Division 
Asian Development Bank (ADB)

Claudia Buentjen is a macroeconomist, international economist, 
and public sector reform specialist with 20 years of experience in 
project management, advisory services, and research in more than 10 
developing countries in the Asia and Pacific region.

In her current position, she provides technical leadership to the Governance Thematic Group. 
She develops and maintains thematic policies, strategies, operational plans, and directional 
papers to guide ADB-wide work in the areas of public sector management, governance, and 
capacity development. She also leads the Secretariat of the Asia-Pacific Community of Practice 
on Managing for Development Results. In both functions, she contributes to the quality 
of country programs and operations by providing direct operational support, sharing latest 
knowledge; and supporting learning, innovation, and partnerships.

In previous positions, Buentjen led the Philippine country team and was responsible for the 
preparation and implementation of the Country Partnership Strategy, 2011–2016. She also 
supported a range of government reforms in intergovernment fiscal relations, land management, 
results-based budgeting, taxation, social accountability, and disaster response. Claudia holds a 
PhD in International Economics and a diploma in Business Administration and Economics

Bernd-Markus Liss
Director Climate Program and Focal Point for Anticorruption
Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) 
Philippines

Liss is the Green Sector coordinator of GIZ Philippines, and director 
and principal advisor for the Climate Program, funded under the 
International Climate Initiative of the German Federal Ministry for  
the Environment, Nature Conservation, Building, and Nuclear Safety. 

He is also the focal point on anticorruption and leads the anticorruption working group of  
GIZ Philippines.
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Before joining GIZ as a program manager in 2010, Liss was engaged in university research and 
in the consulting sector. As cofounder and executive of AGEG International Consultants eG, 
he worked for more than 20 years as executive and senior consultant with a focus on forest 
and climate policy. In this function he acted as advisor to German federal and state ministries 
and government agencies, for GIZ and KfW, and for governments in developing countries 
and countries in transition. He led AGEG to become a carbon dioxide-neutral company and 
member of Transparency International. 

His assignments in international cooperation included work with bilateral donors, Food and 
Agriculture Organization, United Nations Development Programme, and World Bank, with 
more than 25 years of experience in projects from field-level implementation to international 
policy dialog under the UN system. He holds an MSc and a PhD in Forest Sciences from 
Munich University, where he was engaged as a lecturer on sustainable resources management 
until 2009. Since 1994, his regional focus of work is Southeast Asia with assignments in the 
Philippines since 2004.

Nigel Boud
Deputy Head of Mission
British Embassy, Manila

Nigel Boud was previously the political and economic counselor for 
the British High Commission in Malaysia between 2011 and 2015. 
As former head of the Burma and Mekong team for the Foreign and 
Commonwealth Office and head of policy team covering Cambodia, 
the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Myanmar, Thailand, and 

Viet Nam, he has been working in the region since 2008. 

Between 2003 and 2007, he held the position as second Secretary Political and High 
Commission spokesman in the British High Commission Nicosia, where he was the lead on the 
United Nations settlement process, the European Union (EU) accession; and EU, Turkey, and 
UK Sovereign Base Areas. Before this, he was desk officer with the EU Department, Foreign, and 
Commonwealth Office until 2002. 

Elizabeth Hart,Ph.D
Researcher and Consultant in Anticorruption and Development
U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Center, Chr. Michelsen Institute 
Bergen, Norway

Hart is an international development researcher, policy analyst, 
and practitioner with more than 20 years of experience in the fields 
of governance, anticorruption, and democratic development. She 
currently has an active consulting and research practice based in 

Seattle, Washington, US.
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Until January 2013, Hart was director of the U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Center in Bergen, 
Norway. Previously, she had a 14-year career with the United States Agency for International 
Development (USAID), working on good governance, anticorruption, civil society, and 
democratic development. She served for 4 years as USAID’s democracy and governance 
advisor in Nigeria immediately after the transition back to civilian rule in 1999, and for 6 years 
as USAID’s lead anticorruption advisor in Washington, DC. She has worked and traveled 
extensively throughout Africa, Asia, and Europe. 

She holds a Bachelor’s degree from Whitman College, and an MA and PhD in Politics from 
Princeton University.

Fredrik Eriksson
Senior Advisor 
U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Center, Chr. Michelsen Institute 
Bergen, Norway

Fredrik Eriksson is a lawyer with extensive experience from private 
sector research, policy analysis, evaluations, strategy development, and 
other consultancy work. Most of his work is related to anticorruption 
and governance, while working in the public, private, and voluntary 

sectors. He worked for a wide range of national and international institutions, including 
development agencies, nongovernment organizations, international nongovernment 
organizations, international government organizations, think tanks, private companies, research 
institutions, and governments. 

Currently, Eriksson is the strategic advisor on two anticorruption projects in Ghana and Uganda 
for DFID. He is lead advisor for the development of anticorruption training courses for the 
European Neighbourhood Project, College of Europe. He is a local research correspondent on 
corruption for the European Commission, contributing to the biannual Anti-Corruption Report 
since 2012. He is a senior research fellow at the Hertie School of Governance, Berlin, Germany. 
He holds a Master of Laws in International Law from Lund University, Sweden.

Leonina Mendoza Morillo
Economic Advisor
British Embassy, Manila

Leonina Morillo is currently economic advisor to the British Embassy, 
Manila and part of the Foreign Commonwealth Office Association of 
Southeast Asian Nations Regional Economic Network. Prior to this, she 
was technical consultant at the National Economic and Development 
Authority and Public Private Partnership Center. 

She obtained her master’s degree in Economics at the University of the Philippines School of 
Economics where she also graduated, magna cum laude, with a Bachelor in Science Economics 
in 2010. She also taught tertiary level Economics at the same university.
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Henry Schumacher
Vice-President and General Manager 
European Chamber of Commerce of the Philippines (ECCP)

Henry Schumacher was elected president of the ECCP while still the 
chief executive officer of Hoechst Group of Companies, Philippines. 
Later on, he joined ECCP on a full-time basis as executive vice-
president, but remained actively involved in government policy 
formulation with respect to European business. He is in the forefront 

of strengthening Philippine–European business relations. Likewise, he is actively involved in 
coordinating activities funded by the European Union in Asia. 

Concurrently, he serves as president of the European Innovation, Technology and Science 
Center Foundation, and as vice-president and treasurer of the Integrity Initiative Inc., 
Philippines. His analyses and opinions on business and politics can be read in several news 
dailies in the country.

John McDonald
Senior Officer and Financial Investigator, International Corruption Unit 
Economic Crime Command
National Crime Agency, UK

John McDonald is currently seconded to the newly formed 
International Corruption Unit at the UK National Crime Agency based 
in London, and has been a police officer for 28 years. He is a detective 
sergeant deployed at New Scotland Yard. 

J. McDonald was a founding member in 2006 of the MPS Proceeds of Crime Unit, the unit 
focused on grand corruption investigations where there was an identified nexus to the UK. 
He was the lead officer in a number of successful prosecutions that convicted several foreign 
politicians and their enablers. He has been a financial investigator since 1999 and worked 
previously on Scotland Yard’s Money Laundering Team during the transition to the Proceeds of 
Crime Act 2002. He is qualified to conduct worldwide pre-charge restraint investigations and 
postconviction confiscation, working closely alongside prosecutors in the UK. John has traveled 
to a number of countries to gather evidence through mutual legal assistance. These include 
Africa (Gambia, Ghana, Nigeria, and Zambia); Europe; Latin America and the Caribbean; and 
the US, working alongside the Federal Bureau of Investigation and US Homeland Security. He 
was also engaged in the initial investigation in Kyiv, Ukraine after the Maidan revolution. He 
delivers presentations on behalf of the International Corruption Unit in the UK and overseas. 

J. McDonald is currently engaged with a UK proposal to create an International Anti-Corruption 
Co-ordination Centre.
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Jose Antonio
GIZ Senior Advisor, Expert on M&E
GIZ Philippines

With over 15 years working experience with bilateral and multilateral 
development partners, and 4 years specifically managing institutional 
technical capacity development and interproject learning programs, Jose 
Antonio is an M&E expert within the GIZ Philippines climate programs.

Antonio started working with GIZ from 2008, where he was involved in developing and 
establishing systems and procedures and corresponding results-based monitoring tools for 
measuring the results of the environment and rural development program. Prior to this, he was a 
policy expert and program officer at the United Nations Development Programme, monitoring 
Netherlands–Philippines bilateral development cooperation programs in Manila, and was 
project officer at the Royal Netherlands Embassy in Manila from 1997 to 2005. Between 1994 
and 1996, he worked for the Office of the President of the Philippines, where he identified, 
evaluated, and supervised project implementation of socioeconomic programs and projects of 
rebel returnees, and demobilized combatants (peace zones) in support of the peace process 
and confidence-building policies of the Philippine government. Currently, he is a senior advisor 
at the GIZ National REDD Plus System Philippines program. 

Antonio holds a Master in Development Management and a Bachelor of Science in Forestry 
from the University of the Philippines, Los Baños.

Gerard A. Mosquera
Deputy Ombudsman for Luzon and Environment
Office of the Ombudsman, Philippines

A native of General Santos City, Gerard Mosquera has dedicated the last 
15 years of his professional life to fighting corruption as a law practitioner 
and international advisor. He holds two Masters degrees in law from 
Kings College London and in Public Administration from Harvard 
University. His focal areas are anticorruption investigation, criminal and 

civil litigation, stolen assets recovery and nonconviction-based forfeiture, and legal reform.

Mosquera was commissioner and head of the Litigation Department of the Presidential 
Commission on Good Government between 2010 and 2012. During his tenure, the government 
secured several key legal victories related to corruption at the corporate and government 
level (notably with regard to the Marcos period). Also, he was United Nations adviser for 
anticorruption and chief of party of an anticorruption project funded by the United States 
Agency for International Development in Timor-Leste from 2004 to 2010. 

Currently, Mosquera also serves as the country’s environment ombudsman with a mandate to 
investigate and prosecute corruption in the environmental protection sector. In this capacity, he 
is leading a special Ombudsman project to investigate and prosecute over 600 local government 
officials of 50 local government units in Luzon, Visayas, and Mindanao for maintaining open 
dumpsites in violation of the National Ecological Solid Waste Management Law.
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APPENDIX 3

Participants

Last Name First Name Organization/Office Position
Speakers

Antonio Shaleh GIZ Philippines GIZ Senior Advisor, 
Expert on Monitoring and 
Evaluation

Boud Nigel British Embassy, Manila Deputy Head of Mission
Eriksson Fredrik U4 Anti-Corruption 

Resource Center, Christian 
Michelsen University, 
Bergen, Norway

Senior Advisor

Hart Elizabeth U4 Anti-Corruption 
Resource Center, Christian 
Michelsen University, 
Bergen, Norway

Researcher and 
Consultant in 
Anticorruption and 
Development

Liss Bernd-Markus GIZ Focal Point, 
Anticorruption

McDonald John National Crime Agency, 
United Kingdom

Senior Officer and 
Financial Investigator

Morillo Leonila 
Mendoza

British Embassy, Manila Economic Advisor

Mosquera Gerard Office of the Ombudsman, 
Philippines

Deputy Ombudsman

Schumacher Henry Integrity Initiative Inc. Vice-President
Kovziridze Tamara Reformatics Former Chief Adviser 

to the Prime Minister of 
Georgia; Cofounder of 
Reformatics

Asian Development Bank—Headquarters
Buentjen Claudia Social Development, 

Governance and Gender 
Division

Principal Public 
Management Specialist

Mehta Anouj Operations Services and 
Financial Management 
Department

Senior Financial 
Management Specialist
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Last Name First Name Organization/Office Position
Rhor Celita Janyna Operations Services and 

Financial Management 
Department

Senior Procurement 
Specialist

Turner Warren Social Development, 
Governance and Gender 
Division

Senior Public 
Management Specialist

Ramamurthy Arun Social Development, 
Governance and Gender 
Division

Senior Public 
Management Specialist 
(ICT and e-Governance)

Aquino Josephine Social Development, 
Governance and Gender 
Division

Associate Operations 
Analyst

Bulao-Lorena Ethyl Social Development, 
Governance and Gender 
Division

Operations Assistant

Pizarro Marilyn Social Development, 
Governance and Gender 
Division

Consultant

Maulin Juanito Office of Anticorruption 
and Integrity

Consultant

Censoro Jecel Social Development, 
Governance and Gender 
Division

Consultant

Asian Development Bank—Resident Missions
Barseghyan Areg Armenia Resident Mission, 

Central and West Asia 
Department

Senior Portfolio 
Management Officer

Hu Ruoyu Uzbekistan Resident 
Mission, Central and West 
Asia Department

Portfolio Management 
Specialist

Huseynbeyov Faraj Azerbaijan Resident 
Mission, Central and West 
Asia Department

Senior Project Officer

Luanglatbandith Rattanatay Lao Resident Mission, 
Southeast Asia Department

Public Management 
Specialist

Muthugala Sarath Sri Lanka Resident Mission, 
South Asia

Senior Procurement 
Officer

Salgado Nissanka Amila Sri Lanka Resident Mission, 
South Asia Department

Senior Portfolio 
Management Officer

Sok Sokunthea Cambodia Resident 
Mission, Southeast Asia 
Department

Senior Procurement 
Officer
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Last Name First Name Organization/Office Position
Tsetsgee Bayarmaa Mongolia Resident Mission, 

East Asia Department
Associate Project Analyst

Civil Society Organization and Youth
Dela Cruz Kevin Good Governance Initiative
Janssen Martinez iCSC
Muramatsu Shigemi ANSA East Asia Pacific
Cortez Jose Integrity Initiative
Gonzales Rejiel Good Governance Initiative

Government
Abanno Karina Isabelle Department of 

Transportation and 
Communications

Calvario Gloria Commission on Audit
Galang John Paul Office of the Ombudsman
Galicia Rhodora Office of the Ombudsman
Gonzales Catherine Department of 

Transportation and 
Communications

Herman Arthur National Commission on 
Indigenous Peoples

Lego Harry Department of Energy
Mejico Cesar Departmet of National 

Defense, Philippine Army
Nicer Daniel Department of Environment 

and Natural Resources
Nuyda Jenny Department of Interior and 

Local Government
Obsena Marian Maureen Department of Energy
Rivera Leila Magda Department of Budget and 

Management
Romano Jude Department of Finance
Roque Omar Commission on Audit
Ruiz Ma. Buena 

Magdalena
National Economic and 
Development Authority

Saunar Merry Nor Department of Environment 
and Natural Resources

Tumaliuan Gliricida Department of Public 
Works and Highways

Uy Richard Department of Finance
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Last Name First Name Organization/Office Position
Yngente Mark Vincent Department of Environment 

and Natural Resources
Zabala Nida Department of Energy

Academe
Antonio Marielle University of the Philippines 

National College of Public 
Administration and 
Governance

Berse Kristoffer University of the Philippines 
National College of Public 
Administration and 
Governance

Comandante Catherine Ateneo School of 
Governance

Private Sector
Cauton Maane Integrity Initiative
Numann Frank Institute of Corporate 

Directors
Panganiban Marie-Louise Association of Southeast 

Asian Nations Centre for 
Biodiversity

Development Partner
Vales Cecilia World Bank

Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) Philippines
Dela Cruz Arvin GOM, Procurement
Leonardia Johann GIZ Fit for School
Lubotzki Christina GIZ REDD+ Event Secretariat
Macagba Cynthia GOM, Finance
Merilo Mary Martha GIZ Information Matters Event Secretariat
Naumann Jörg GIZ COSERAM

Source: Asian Development Bank.
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6 ADB Avenue, Mandaluyong City
1550 Metro Manila, Philippines
www.adb.org

Evaluating and Monitoring Anticorruption Reforms and Programs
Reports on a High-Level Panel Discussion and Training Workshop

Strengthening governance systems and institutional capacities of its developing members is a strategic 
priority for the Asian Development Bank (ADB). This enables ADB members to support eff ective, timely, 
and corruption-free delivery of public services. An event called Evaluating and Monitoring Anticorruption 
Reforms and Programs held at the ADB headquarters in the Philippines on 21–23 March 2016 discussed 
how corruption can be addressed eff ectively. The event helped develop a common understanding of 
methodologies for monitoring and evaluating anticorruption projects and programs, examined existing and 
potential anticorruption strategies to mitigate corruption risks using the Philippines as a case study, and 
formulated concrete recommendations on how to improve corruption risk mitigation measures in Asia 
and the Pacifi c.

About the Asian Development Bank

ADB’s vision is an Asia and Pacifi c region free of poverty. Its mission is to help its developing member 
countries reduce poverty and improve the quality of life of their people. Despite the region’s many successes, 
it remains home to a large share of the world’s poor. ADB is committed to reducing poverty through inclusive 
economic growth, environmentally sustainable growth, and regional integration.

Based in Manila, ADB is owned by 67 members, including 48 from the region. Its main instruments for 
helping its developing member countries are policy dialogue, loans, equity investments, guarantees, grants, 
and technical assistance. 
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