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Pledge Learning Series Brief — 22" June 2026

Equitable Financing & Risk Sharing: Enhancing Organizational Resilience and Preparing
NGOs for Local Leadership

Session Overview

As momentum builds around locally led development and humanitarian action, equitable financing
remains a major challenge for local and national organizations. Financing models, risk-sharing
approaches, and partnership structures strongly shape whether organizations can sustainably lead,
innovate, and respond to community needs.

The session featured a panel of distinguished practitioners and Southern leaders with deep experience
in advancing equitable financing and risk sharing across the development cooperation space. The
panel consisted of:

e Loreine B. DelaCruz, Center of Disaster Preparedness, Philippines

e Qamar Igbal, Local Alliance Pakistan

e Eak Raj Chhatkuli, FOCUS — Nepal

e Sameera Noori, Citizens Organization for Advocacy and Resilience, Afghanistan

Drawing on insights from the Pledge Accountability and Learning Mechanism (PALM), Blessing Osagie,

Senior MEAL Coordinator at the Pledge for Change Secretariat, opened the session by sharing findings
from two years of PALM implementation. He noted progress in increased resource allocation to local

partners and indirect cost recovery, while emphasizing that partner feedback shows significant
challenges remain in achieving genuinely equitable financial partnerships. This reinforces the need
for stronger equitable financing and risk-sharing arrangements to help local organizations build
resilience and take on greater leadership in the humanitarian system.

Blessing then introduced the Southern leaders and practitioners, who shared practical approaches to
advancing equitable partnerships through their reflections and recommendations.

1. What is the single most concrete change INGOs must make to move from dissatisfaction to
genuine risk sharing?

Loreine shared that genuine risk sharing should be understood as a form of solidarity in uncertainty,
where financial, reputational, and political risks are jointly owned rather than transferred downward
to local actors. For this to be meaningful, she mentioned that risk must be matched with adequate
resources, decision-making authority, and shared accountability; and failure should not be treated as
a reason for blame, but as an opportunity for collective learning and improvement.

She recommended that INGOs can support this shift by increasing unrestricted funding and fair
overhead coverage, committing to multi-year partnerships, strengthening direct funding to local
actors rather than relying on intermediaries, and expanding decision-making power at the local level.

2. What does unfair risk transfer look like in practice, and how can it become fair risk
allocation?

Qamar reflected that risk is often not eliminated within humanitarian and development partnerships;
instead, it is systematically transferred downward to local NGOs. This can happen when local
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organizations are expected to absorb currency fluctuations, inflation, donor payment delays, and

compliance penalties, often while pre-financing activities from already limited reserves. He
emphasized that fair risk sharing requires practical mechanisms that protect local actors and align
responsibility with authority. This includes shared contingency funding, advance payments as a
standard practice, and joint compliance problem-solving that focuses on support and learning rather
than punishment. He shared that responsibility should only be assigned where there is also meaningful
decision-making power.

He also highlighted a localization paradox: local actors are increasingly expected to lead, but they are
often denied the capital and institutional support required to do so effectively. Without adequate
resources, authority, and flexibility, localization risks becoming a transfer of responsibility rather than
a genuine shift in power.

3. What practical financing/risk-sharing mechanisms can prepare local NGOs to become
prime recipients?

Eak Raj highlighted that local actors are already leading humanitarian and development work in their
communities, but they often do so without the resources needed to sustain that leadership. This
creates a contradiction, where local organizations are expected to take on greater responsibility while
lacking the working capital, indirect cost recovery, reserves, and institutional investment needed to
operate with stability and confidence.

To prepare local NGOs to become effective prime recipients, Eak Raj recommends that financing
models move beyond short-term project funding, and that INGOs and donors provide flexible,
unrestricted funding, invest in institutional capacity, and support the development of financial
reserves. Local actors should also be included from the proposal design stage and meaningfully
involved in decision-making, rather than being brought in only after key priorities and budgets have
already been set. He shared that the broader challenge is that the current financial architecture
remains largely designed around the needs and capacities of INGOs, not local NGOs. As a result, local
organizations are asked to lead within systems that do not yet provide them with the capital, flexibility,
or authority necessary to do so effectively.

4. What well-intentioned INGO practices actually increase vulnerability, and what should
replace them?

Sameera reflected that localization discourse, while well intentioned, has sometimes increased
pressure on local NGOs rather than strengthening their resilience. In practice, this can happen when
organizations are asked to take on more responsibilities without receiving the depth of partnership,
flexible funding, or institutional support needed to manage those responsibilities effectively. The key
concerns she shared include tokenistic partnerships that prioritize working with more partners over
building deeper relationships, increased compliance burdens, and reduced access to meaningful
funding. Together, these practices reinforce a focus on quantity over quality and can leave local
organizations more vulnerable rather than more empowered.

She recommended to move from transactional relationships to strategic partnerships. Rather than
expanding partnerships superficially, INGOs should work with fewer partners in more intentional and
sustained ways, investing in deep institutional capacity, sharing resources equitably, and co-designing
programmes with local actors from the outset.
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Across the panellists’ reflections, several cross-cutting recommendations emerged for INGOs seeking
to make financing and partnerships more equitable. These include providing more unrestricted, core,
and multi-year funding, ensuring fair overhead and indirect cost recovery for local NGOs; and sharing
risk through contingency funds, advance payments, and joint accountability mechanisms.

They also emphasized the need to move from sub granting toward long-term co-creation partnerships
based on trust, shared design, and mutual accountability. Internally, INGOs should better align finance,
risk, and programme teams and embed localization into everyday organizational practice, not just
policy commitments.

Participant Reflections & Actions

A Christian Aid representative noted that, despite progress, change remains incremental and often
“on the edges.” The key gap is relational as well as technical, requiring a stronger mindset shift and
trust-building by INGOs. Internal complexity, competing departmental priorities, donor compliance
pressures, and rigid rules continue to limit the flexibility and trust needed for equitable partnerships.
They suggested more transparent risk discussions, stronger internal alignment, renewed multi-year
commitments, and flexible partnership approaches that support long-term collaboration over short-
term compliance.

A Plan International participant emphasized empathetic understanding between INGOs and local
NGOs, noting that both sides must recognize each other’s pressures and responsibilities. As indirect
cost recovery and equitable financing are still emerging priorities, sustained commitment, patience,
and consistency are essential. Suggested actions included better use of partner feedback data, scaling
successful internal models, embedding good practices in policy, and strengthening honest,
transparent dialogue between INGOs and local partners.

Other insights stressed that behaviour change must engage the head, heart, and hand: how
organisations think, what they value, and how they act. Participants also called for stronger
headquarters—country office communication, more strategic non-financial partnerships, and
commitments beyond single funding cycles.

Key Takeaways

The session highlighted that although resource-sharing with local actors has improved, deeper
structural barriers still prevent equitable financing and meaningful power sharing. Current systems
continue to favor INGOs and place disproportionate risk on local organizations.

Advancing true localization will require practical reforms, including fairer funding models, shared risk
frameworks, increased direct funding, stronger trust-based partnerships, and long-term commitments.
Sector-wide action is also needed to engage donors, improve indirect cost recovery, and strengthen
local NGOs so they can lead with greater stability and authority.



