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INTRODUCTION 

 

Pursuant to General Assembly Resolution A/RES/63/139, an independent evaluation must be 
commissioned by the Secretary General. As specified by the General Assembly, the evaluation will 
serve as a “comprehensive review of the activities of the CERF, including the ability to meet 
its objectives, its administration, the needs assessment process and criteria for resource 
allocations, at the end of its fifth year of operations…” A report based on the findings from the 
evaluation will be presented at the 65th session of the General Assembly in the fall of 2011. 

 

 

I. OVERVIEW OF THE CENTRAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE 

FUND (CERF) 
 

The Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) is a $500 million fund established to support rapid 
response and address critical humanitarian needs in underfunded emergencies, enabling more 
timely and reliable assistance to those affected by armed conflict and natural disasters.   

The CERF was approved by consensus by the UN General Assembly on 15 December 20051 to 
achieve the following objectives: 

 Promote early action and response to reduce loss of life; 
 Enhance response to time-critical requirements; and 
 Strengthen core elements of humanitarian response in underfunded crises.   

 

As one element of the financing pillar of the humanitarian reform agenda, the CERF is expected to 
contribute to other pillars, including the development of effective partnerships between UN and 
non-UN humanitarian actors.   

The Central Emergency Response Fund was established to upgrade the Central Emergency 
Revolving Fund (created December 1991 pursuant to General Assembly Resolution 46/182), 
adding a grant element of up to $450 million to the existing $50 million loan mechanism.  The 
grant component is comprised of two windows: one for rapid response and one for underfunded 
crises.  The loan facility is a revolving fund which serves as a cash-flow mechanism for eligible 
humanitarian organizations, allowing rapid access to funds ahead of the transfer of donor pledges. 
Only UN funds, programmes and specialized agencies and the International Organization for 
Migration (IOM) are eligible to apply for funding under the grant facility, but NGOs may receive 
CERF funds as partners of these entities.   

Since March 2006, CERF has provided more than $1.5 billion to address humanitarian needs. As of 
today, 156 Member/Observer States and Territories have either contributed to CERF, received 
support from CERF, or both.  The CERF is funded by voluntary contributions from Member States 
of the UN, private businesses, foundations and individuals.    

Grant proposals for the rapid response window are prepared by the UN agencies under the 
leadership of the Resident/Humanitarian Coordinator (RC/HC).  It is a field-driven process that 

                                                   
1 General Assembly Resolution 60/124 pursuant to a report of the Secretary General [A/60/432]. 
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aims to strengthen the role of the RC/HC. For the under-funded window, the Emergency Relief 
Coordinator (ERC) initially makes block allocations of funds for countries for which UN Agencies 
and IOM, through the RC/HC, submit proposals for this funding.  Proposals under both windows 
are submitted to the ERC by the RC/HC. 

The CERF is managed, on behalf of the Secretary General, by the UN’s Under Secretary General for 
Humanitarian Affairs and ERC who serves as Programme Manager for the Fund. The ERC regularly 
consults with the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) and humanitarian/resident 
coordinators, as appropriate, on matters relating to the utilization of the funds in order to obtain 
guidance support when determining priorities for their use. An Advisory Group of 18 experts, soon 
to expand to 18, representing the humanitarian community provides the ERC with broad policy 
advice on the implementation of the Fund to ensure accountability and transparency.   

The Fund is supported by a secretariat and by other branches in OCHA. It is governed by UN 
Financial Regulations and Rules and financially administered by the Office of the Controller. 

 

II. PREVIOUS EVALUATIONS AND REVIEWS 
 

A number of evaluations and studies have looked at pooled funding mechanisms since 2005.  Two 
were specifically focused on the CERF, namely the 2007 Interim Review and 2008 Two-Year 
Evaluation. Both emphasized how quickly the CERF had been successfully implemented, 
overcoming significant hurdles such as capacity constraints, and that stakeholder consensus on 
the CERF was overall positive.2 Also noted, however, was the need to further refine and strengthen 
CERF processes, including criteria for project approval and accountability.   

CERF is one of an array of tools aimed at enhancing humanitarian performance and aid 
effectiveness and operates not in isolation but in concert with other pooled funds and coordination 
mechanisms, and its performance is strengthened or limited by the effectiveness of those 
mechanisms with which it works in conjunction. As such, evaluations and studies exploring 
initiatives such as the Cluster Approach and the Common Humanitarian Funds, among others, will 
inform the Five-Year Evaluation of the CERF.   

 

 

III. EVALUATION PURPOSE AND SCOPE 
 

In 2008, the General Assembly requested the Secretary General to commission an independent 
evaluation of the activities of the CERF in its fifth year of operation.  The findings of the evaluation 
are to be presented at the 65th session of the General Assembly in a report summarizing key 
strategic recommendations.  Findings and recommendations will also be used to inform actions to 
further strengthen CERF operations.  The evaluation will: 

 Provide an independent five-year  comprehensive assessment of the CERF based on its 
performance and accountability framework and project data to highlight the strengths and 
weaknesses of the CERF as it is employed; and 

                                                   
2  The response of international NGOs (INGOs) is the exception to this statement.  During the 2007 

Interim Review, INGOs “expressed concern about the fact that NGOs do not have direct access to CERF 
funding…” 
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 Provide actionable recommendations to donors and the UN system at both the policy and 
operational levels on how the CERF might be strengthened to improve its effectiveness 
and/or modified in light of changes in the humanitarian context.   

 Provide the CERF Secretariat with specific information on progress made during these 5 
years, as  well as help identify areas and activities that need to be strengthened.  

 

The primary purpose of the evaluation is upstream accountability. It will be used at the global level 
to inform the development of policy in relevant areas. As such, this evaluation will be positioned at 
the institutional, as opposed to beneficiary, level.3  

Given that this is the first five-years evaluation of the CERF, the evaluative process is primarily 
summative. The evaluation intends to provide information about the effectiveness and relevance 
of the programme, in order to identify areas that must be continued or further developed.  

As stated in OCHA’s Evaluation Policy, OCHA will ensure that a full management response matrix 
(MRM) is ready within 3 months of the completion of the Evaluation Report. The MRM must 
clearly outline the responsibilities for the implementation of evaluation recommendations. 
Currently, the CERF Secretariat maintains a MRM with evaluation recommendations that is 
regularly updated and used as a management tool, as reflected in its annual work plan. This matrix 
is revised and updated twice a year, and on its basis, the CERF Advisory Group is briefed on 
progress made on the implementation of recommendations. The MRM of the Five Year CERF 
Evaluation will be made available to the General Assembly for discussion.  

Further utility is envisaged for those at the country level where it is expected that lessons learned 
will inform improvements in CERF processes and operations. Table 1 provides greater detail on 
anticipated Uses and Users. 

Table 1: Uses and Users 

 
Evaluative  

Process 
Use Level Users 

Primary Summative4 Accountability Global 
General Assembly;  

Member States 

Secondary Formative5 Learning 
Countr

y  

CERF Stakeholders, including RC/HCs, 
UNCTs, UN Agencies, IOM, NGOs, and CERF 

Secretariat 

 

                                                   
3  NONIE identifies two principal levels of evaluation:  institutional level and beneficiary level. Examples 

of the former are policies, training programs, and strategic support to institutional actors. Impact 
Evaluations and Development: NONIE Guidance on Impact Evaluation.  World Bank:  December 2009. 

4  A study conducted by independent evaluators at the end of a project or programme to measure extent 
to which anticipated results were achieved; ascertain the effectiveness and relevance of approaches 
and strategies; indicate early signs of impact; and recommend what interventions to promote or 
abandon. Summative or Terminal evaluation is intended to provide information about the merit and 
worth of the project or programme.  UN Office of Internal Oversight Services (OIOS) Monitoring, 
Evaluation and Consulting Division (MCD) Glossary of Monitoring and Evaluation Teams, accessed 15 
March 2010 via  http://www.un.org/Depts/oios/mecd/mecd_glossary/index.htm. 

5  Sometimes known as interim evaluation, it is conducted during implementation phase of projects or 
programmes to improve their performance. Formative evaluations may also be conducted for other 
reasons such as compliance, legal requirements or as part of a larger evaluation initiative. It is intended 
for managers and direct supporters of a project. 
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To date, 75 countries and territories have received CERF funds, 20 per cent of which will be 
reviewed for this evaluation. The Evaluation Team will conduct field visits to six countries, while 
another nine will be assessed remotely, engaging stakeholders via telephone/videoconference 
and email.  Non-probability sampling will be used so as to allow identifying a cross section of CERF 
recipient countries. Variables taken into consideration included: 

 Magnitude of CERF funding; 
 Window under which funds were received:  Rapid Response and Under-Funded; 
 Regional distribution; 
 Nature of emergency:  Sudden-onset natural disasters and complex emergencies; and 
 Presence of other pooled funding and humanitarian reform mechanisms.  

 
Countries to be assessed for which field missions will be undertaken are: Afghanistan, Niger, 
Philippines, Pakistan, Somalia and Yemen.  Desk reviews will be undertaken for:  Burkina Faso, 
Cape Verde, Nepal, Democratic Republic of Congo, Central African Republic, El Salvador, Lesotho, 
Guatemala and Mongolia.  A chart providing further detail may be found in Appendix IV. 

 

IV. METHODOLOGY AND KEY QUESTIONS 
 

The evaluation will explore CERF processes and performance. It will draw upon previous 
evaluations to assess progress and the extent to which recommendations put forth have been 
addressed. The evaluation will employ the criteria for humanitarian evaluations6 recommended by 
ALNAP, namely: Effectiveness, Efficiency, Coverage, Appropriateness and Relevance, Coordination 
and Coherence. 

In 2009, the CERF Secretariat contracted an independent consultant to develop a Performance and 
Accountability Framework (PAF) for the CERF.  The PAF “makes use of a logic model approach as a 
means of clarifying accountability and performance expectations around a core set of agreed CERF 
outputs, outcomes and impacts. “7 At each level, a set of indicators is defined. The evaluation 
approach will be based on the logic model and evidence will be collected at all levels of the results 
hierarchy, including inputs, outputs, outcomes/operational effects and operational impact.   

Impact at the beneficiary level is not the primary focus of this evaluation.  As noted previously, this 
evaluation is positioned at the institutional level and is intended to assess coordination and 
funding mechanism whose proximate goals are to strengthen the humanitarian response. The 
evaluation will refer to the concept of ‘operational impact’ introduced in the PAF and explore the 
CERF’s progress in achieving its proximate stated objectives of promoting early action and 
response to reduce loss of life, enhancing time-critical requirements and strengthening core 
elements of the humanitarian response in underfunded crises.   

CERF’s influence on the lives of beneficiary populations will not be ignored, however. The 
Evaluation Team will be expected to draw upon assessments undertaken by NGOs, IOM and UN 
Agencies looking at impact of individual projects or programmes that are recipients of CERF funds.  
It will also revise and use information from previous CERF evaluations, especially those that 
include information on beneficiaries. These documents will be identified by the Evaluation Team 
during the desk review process and included in the inception report. Further, case study examples 

                                                   
6  Tony Beck, Evaluating humanitarian action using the OECD-DAC criteria for humanitarian agencies: An 

ALNAP guide for humanitarian agencies.  Overseas Development Institute: London (March 2006). 

7  Draft Proposal towards the Establishment of a Performance and Accountability Framework (PAF) for the 
Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF), December 2009, p.2. 
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of an evaluative nature will be utilized to provide a snapshot of the use of CERF funds. These will, 
however, not be representative of the CERF as a whole and will serve as anecdotal evidence.   

Key areas to be examined are: 

 The performance and ‘value added’ of the CERF grant and revolving fund in the context of 
the overall humanitarian architecture and humanitarian reform process (e.g. RC/HC 
strengthening, cluster approach, development of effective partnership between UN and 
non-UN humanitarian actors). 

 The strategic, managerial and operational aspects of the CERF. This will include: structure 
and focus, high level leadership, advocacy, the efficiency and effectiveness of 
administration, fundraising, needs assessment and criteria for allocation of funds. 

 CERF’s success in meeting its objectives to promote early action and response to reduce 
loss of life, enhance response to time-critical requirements and strengthen core elements 
of the humanitarian response in underfunded crises.  

 The level and nature of accountability between CERF-recipient actors, to RC/HC, 
beneficiaries, and others. 

 Internal (e.g. capacity) and external (e.g. contextual and political) factors which affect 
CERF’s ability to deliver on its objectives.  

 

A list of evaluation questions areas is attached as Appendix IV. The Evaluation Team may suggest 
modifications to this list of questions during the Inception Report phase. Any changes are subject 
to the approval of EGS and the Steering Group.  

The overall evaluation methodology will employ both qualitative and quantitative approaches 
inclusive of a number of data collection tools. Data will be derived from primary and secondary 
sources, direct observation in the field, key informant interviews and a survey with all stakeholder 
groups. The Evaluation Team will produce a detailed methodological plan during the inception 
phase which will incorporate the results framework included in the CERF PAF. It will also include a 
detailed description of the triangulation strategy, gender analysis, and how stakeholder 
perceptions will be utilized as a validation tool.  

It is widely recognized that results attributed to the CERF are heavily influenced by contextual 
variables.  The evaluation will help to develop further insight into how CERF results are affected by 
these, and under what conditions CERF has exhibited greater or lesser success. 

 

V.   MANAGEMENT AND GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS 

 

A.  EVALUATION MANAGEMENT 

The evaluation will be conducted under the responsibility of OCHA’s Evaluation and Guidance 
Section (EGS), and managed by this Section. EGS is institutionally separate from the CERF 
Secretariat. OCHA EGS will appoint an Evaluation Manager who will work with a Steering Group.  
OCHA EGS in its position as managing entity will: 

 Advise on strategic direction of the evaluation and provide guidance and input on 
methodology, content and recommendations; 

 Manage progress of the evaluation in accordance with agreed budget and timeline; 
 Coordinate, convene and chair Steering Group and Reference Group; 
 Work with Steering Group to develop sampling framework; 
 Facilitate Evaluation Team’s access to key stakeholders and specific information or 

expertise needed to complete the evaluation; 
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 Ensure all stakeholders are kept informed; 
 Serve as principal interlocutor between the Evaluation Team, Steering Group and 

Reference Group; 
 Comment on inception and draft reports, provide assistance with templates and technical 

standards; 
 Help coordinate field research and organize and design final learning workshops and 

presentations; and 
 Review and facilitate the follow up and a management response to the evaluation, 

ensuring that the evaluation findings conclusions and recommendations are correctly 
represented. 

 

The complete ToR for the Evaluation Manager is attached as Appendix II. 

EGS will employ the following mechanisms to ensure the independence of the evaluation: 

 Establishment of a two-tiered management and governance structure consisting of an 
interagency policy-oriented Reference Group and an interagency evaluation specialist 
Steering Group; 

 Management will sit in EGS, a section of OCHA that is institutionally separate from the 
CERF Secretariat.  EGS reports, in no way, to the CERF Secretariat, nor are the budgets 
linked. 

 EGS has the option of drawing upon the ERC’s office for accountability and oversight of the 
CERF Secretariat, should they not be forthcoming with necessary information; and 

 OCHA will collect and collate all comments into a Comments Matrix which will be 
disseminated and publicly available, as well as reviewed and discussed by the Steering 
Group. 

 
 
B.  HEADQUARTERS-LEVEL STEERING GROUP  

A headquarters-level Steering Group has been established whose membership consists of 
evaluation experts from UN Agencies, Member States, NGOs and academia. So as to maintain 
independence, Steering Group members have no responsibilities vis à vis the CERF programme 
within their respective organization. The body will provide expert technical advice on the 
development of the ToR, methodology, country sampling strategy, Inception Report, and Final 
Report, as well as helping to ensure quality control according to standards (UNEG/ALNAP).  The 
Steering Group will contribute to key decisions, including approval of consultants and approval 
and release of the evaluation products.   

The complete ToR for the Steering Group is attached as Appendix I. 

 

C.  HEADQUARTERS-LEVEL REFERENCE GROUP 

A headquarters-level Reference Group has been established comprised of representatives from 
UN Agencies, IOM, Member States and NGOs who are actively involved in CERF policy and 
programming within their respective organization. The group will provide background 
information and contextual knowledge, so as to help ensure that evaluation is relevant, 
appropriate and adds value to the existing body of work, and also that the evaluation positions 
CERF within the overall humanitarian architecture. Members will serve as focal points within their 
organizations, collecting and disseminating information, particularly with the CERF recipient 
countries selected for review within the evaluation. Members will also assist the Evaluation 
Manager with the coordination of field missions on behalf of the Evaluation Team. And, the 
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Reference Group will be expected to review and provide appropriate and timely feedback on draft 
evaluation products (i.e. ToR, Inception Report, Final Report). 

 

D. CERF Advisory Group 

The CERF Advisory Group8 will receive regular briefings on the status of the evaluation and 
recommendations put forth by the Steering Group, and endorsement of the evaluation ToR will be 
sought from the Group. The Advisory Group will be afforded the opportunity to comment on draft 
evaluation products. It is expected the Evaluation Team will take these views under advisement, 
and will supply a completed matrix identifying how each comment was addressed, or provide 
explanation as to why it has not been accepted. 

 

VI. TIMELINE AND PHASES OF THE EVALUATION 
 

The evaluation has been divided into four phases for which dates are estimated. Final dates for 
some components on the evaluation will be dependent upon the date of completion of the 
procurement process and date of contracting. 

 

Table 2:  Anticipated Timeline and Phases of the Evaluation 

Design 
March – 

September 2010 

Initial planning and concept 

Development of Terms  of Reference 

Procurement process, including consultant 
selection and contracting 

Inception 
October – 

December 2010 

Desk Review and methodology development 

Field mission planning and preparation 

Inception Report 

Research 
November 2010 – 

March 2011 

Meetings with headquarters-based stakeholders 

Field research 

Validation workshops 

Reporting 
March 2011 –  

July 2011 

Production of draft and final reports 

Development of Management Response Matrix 
(to be done by CERF Secretariat) 

Presentation of findings  

Drafting of GA report (done by CERF Secretariat) 

 

                                                   
8 Current members of the CERF Advisory Group are: Brazil, China, Colombia, Finland. Germany, Japan, 

Kuwait, Mauritania, Mexico, Mozambique, the Netherlands, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Spain, Sweden, Turkey 

and the United States. 
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A chart providing greater detail of anticipated key dates throughout the evaluation is included as 
Appendix IV. 

 

VII. DELIVERABLES AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 

The quality of the evaluation report will be judged according to the UNEG Evaluation Standards 
and the ALNAP Quality Proforma9.  

All reports listed below will be written in good Standard English. If in the estimation of the OCHA 
EGS Chief the reports do not meet this required standard, then the Evaluation Team will ensure at 
their own expense the editing needed to bring it to the required standard.   

 

A. Inception Report 

The Evaluation Team will produce an inception report not to exceed 4500 words, excluding 
annexes, setting out: 

 The team’s understanding of the context(s) in which the CERFs operate, this includes 
individual country contexts as well as the humanitarian reform process and other 
financing tools; 

 The team’s understanding of the functioning of the CERFs; 
 A desk review of previous evaluations and studies which relate to the CERF, and a 

summary explanation of how this evaluation is positioned among them; 
 Overview of how the CERF is being used in each country: amounts to various categories of 

agency and types of activity, etc;   
 Stakeholder analysis; 
 Detailed fieldwork plan; 
 Data collection plan; 
 Remaining evaluability issues and how they will be addressed; 
 Methodology, including detailed triangulation strategy, approach to qualitative data 

analysis, and how perceptions will be used as a validation tool; 
 Plan articulating how evaluation approach and methodology will employ gender analysis; 
 Any suggested deviations from the ToR; 
 An evaluation matrix showing, for each question, the criteria proposed on which the 

evaluative judgment will be based, and the anticipated sources of information;  
 A suggested dissemination strategy of the evaluation findings and recommendations; 
 Draft outline for the country level and global synthesis reports; and 
 Interview guide, survey instruments, and/or other tools to be employed for the evaluation. 

 

 

B. Evaluation Report 

 

The Evaluation Team will produce a single report which is comprised of: 

                                                   
9 Available via www.alnap.org/pdfs/QualityProforma05.pdf. 
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 Global synthesis report which analyses findings at global and policy level and presents 
policy level recommendations. The global synthesis report should be of a maximum length 
of 10,000 words.  

 A country report for each of the 15 CERF countries being reviewed which may also serve as 
stand alone documents. These reports should provide an evaluative assessment of the 
functioning of the CERF with specific findings and recommendations at the country level. 

 

The report will include: 

 Executive summary of no more than 2500 words; 
 List of acronyms; 
 Table of contents; 
 Map of areas visited by Evaluation Team; 
 Summary table of recommendations, including where responsibility for follow up should 

lie; 
 Analysis of context in which the CERF was implemented and operating; 
 Global synthesis report with findings and recommendations; 
 15 country reports of no more than 4000 words each; 
 Methodology summary – a brief chapter of no more than 1000 words with a more detailed 

description provided in the annex; 
 Document review, including annotated bibliography of documents (including web pages, 

etc.) relevant to the evaluation.  The bibliography should have a brief description of the 
document and a separate comment on how useful the document was for the evaluation; 

 Funding flows study showing trends from 2004 onwards; and 
 Annexes will include:  (1) ToR, (2) Analysis of funding flows, (3) List of persons met, (4) 

Detailed methodology, (5) Details of all surveys undertaken, (6) Details of any quantitative 
analysis undertaken, (7) Team itinerary, (8) All evaluation tools employed, and (6) the 
annotated bibliography.   

The Global Synthesis Report and the country reports should be comprised of chapters structured 
around the evaluation criteria. The chapters should answer the questions outlined in the ToR.  
Each chapter should present: exactly what was evaluated; what evidence was found; what 
conclusions  were drawn; what lessons were learned; recommendations that do not exceed twenty 
in number and that are clearly stated and draw logically from the evaluation findings and 
conclusions, and are actionable; and should include a section on gender. 

To ensure clarity and readability of the report, the Evaluation Team should ensure that the report 
uses clear and concise language. Excessive use of acronyms and use of jargon should be avoided. 

For accuracy and credibility, recommendations should be the logical implications of the findings 
and conclusions. Recommendations should: 

 Follow logically from the evaluation findings and conclusions; 
 Be relevant to the intervention and reflect the reality of the context within which CERF 

operates; 
 Be clearly stated and not broad or vague; 
 Be realistic and reflect an understanding of OCHA and potential constraints to follow-up; 
 Be prioritized with a timeframe for follow-up; and 
 Suggest where responsibility for follow-up should lie. 

 

All reports shall contain the elements specified in the document on standards for evaluation 
developed by the United Nations Evaluation Group.10   

                                                   
10 Available at:  http://ochaonline.un.org/esu. 
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Reports will be submitted to EGS and the Steering Group for review and approval. All draft 
products should be of professional and publishable quality at the time of submission. EGS and the 
Steering Group will review solely for content and will in no way edit for grammar or punctuation. 
The Evaluation Team has sole responsibility for submitting a publishable document.  

 

VIII.  REPORTING AND DISSEMINATION STRATEGY 
 

 The Evaluation Team will conduct the following presentations: 

- At the end of each field visit, the Team will provide an out-brief of main findings collected 
during the visit. 

- Upon completion of the report, validation workshops will be held in New York and Geneva. 
A third validation workshop could be added if necessary. 

- Once the evaluation is completed, presentations of the main findings and 
recommendations will be made to various fora as decided by OCHA, the Steering Group 
and the Reference Group. 

 

In addition to the Evaluation Report and oral briefings, the evaluation findings and 
recommendations will be presented through alternative ways of dissemination, such as, for 
example, a video. The Evaluation Team will consider possible ways to present the Evaluation and 
include a dissemination strategy proposal in the inception report.   
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Appendix I: Five Year Evaluation of the CERF  
Steering Group Terms of Reference 

Pursuant to General Assembly (GA) Resolution A/RES/63/139, an independent evaluation 
must be commissioned by the Secretary General. As specified by the GA, the evaluation will 
serve as a “comprehensive review of the activities of the CERF, including the ability to meet its 
objectives, its administration, the needs assessment process and criteria for resource allocations, 
at the end of its fifth year of operations…” A report based on the findings from the evaluation 
will be presented at the 65th session of the GA in the fall of 2011. 

The evaluation will be managed by the OCHA’s Evaluation and Guidance Section (EGS), which 
is located within the Policy Development and Guidance Branch (PDSB) and is institutionally 
separate from the CERF Secretariat.   

A Steering Group will be convened to guide the evaluation and help ensure its technical rigor 
and independence. The group will serve in an advisory capacity without management 
responsibilities. Areas of engagement and responsibilities with which the Steering Group is 
tasked are: 

  Provide substantive advice and feedback at all phases of the evaluative process; 
 Provide advice and technical guidance on the development of evaluation Terms of 

Reference (ToR), methodology and indicators; 
 Review and provide appropriate and timely feedback on evaluation deliverables (i.e. 

ToR, evaluation plan, Inception Report, draft(s) of the final report). 
 Select a sub-group of no less than four and no more than six individuals to serve as 

Selection Committee for Evaluation Team; 
 Actively participate in meetings and correspondence related to the smooth functioning 

of the evaluation; and 
 Assist Evaluation Manager in ensuring quality control according to standards (UNEG / 

ALNAP) through provision of advisory services. 
 

Time Commitment 

The Steering Group will be activated in March 2010 and is envisaged to exist through July 2011 
to allow for it to advise on the entire evaluation process as well as the initial follow up stages.  
Meetings will be virtual, conducted via email and video/teleconference.  It is envisaged that no 
more than eight such meetings will be convened over the lifetime of the Steering Group. 

Key phases in the progression of the evaluation in which the Steering Group will be expected to 
contribute are: 

Phase Key Activities Anticipated Timeframe 

Design  Develop Terms of Reference 
 Select Evaluation Team 

 May - Sept 2010 
 Sept 2010 

Inception  Participate in initial briefing of Evaluation 
Team 

 Contribute to development of methodology  
 Review and comment on draft and final 

Inception Reports 

 Nov 2010 
 

 Nov 2010 
 Nov - Dec 2010 

Research  Provide guidance to Evaluation Team as 
needed 

 Nov 2010 – Apr 2011 

Reporting  Review and comment on draft and final 
reports 

 May – Jun 2011 
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Composition 

The Steering Group is comprised of evaluation experts from UN agencies, NGOs, member states 
and academia. OCHA ESS will serve as Chair of the Steering Group, coordinating and facilitating 
its work, providing relevant background information and striving to ensure the evaluation 
process at all stages reflects the collective vision of the Steering Group. 
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Appendix II: Five Year Evaluation of the CERF  
Reference Group Terms of Reference 

 

Pursuant to General Assembly (GA) Resolution A/RES/63/139, an independent evaluation 
must be commissioned by the Secretary General.  As specified by the GA, the evaluation will 
serve as a “comprehensive review of the activities of the CERF, including the ability to meet its 
objectives, its administration, the needs assessment process and criteria for resource allocations, 
at the end of its fifth year of operations…” A report based on the findings from the evaluation 
will be presented at the 65th session of the GA in the fall of 2011. 

The evaluation will be managed by the OCHA’s Evaluation and Guidance Section (ESS), which is 
located within the Policy Development and Studies Branch (PDSB) and is institutionally 
separate from the CERF Secretariat.   

The Reference Group to guide the evaluation and help ensure its relevance, independence and 
transparency.  The group will serve in an advisory capacity without management 
responsibilities.  Areas of engagement and responsibilities with which the Reference Group is 
tasked are: 

  Provide substantive advice and feedback at all phases of the evaluative process; 
 Provide advice and technical guidance on the development of evaluation Terms of 

Reference (ToR), methodology and indicators; 
 Provide relevant background documents to inform desk review; 
 Review and provide appropriate and timely feedback on evaluation deliverables (i.e. 

ToR, evaluation plan, Inception Report, draft(s) of the final report). 
 Facilitate the engagement of key stakeholder groups in consultations around draft 

documents to help ensure that their perspectives are adequately represented; 
 Actively participate in meetings and correspondence related to the smooth functioning 

of the evaluation; and 
 Assist Evaluation Manager in coordinating field missions for Evaluation Team, 

facilitating in-country support on both substantive and logistical issues.   
 

Time Commitment 

Meetings will be virtual, conducted via email and video/teleconference.  It is envisaged that no 
more than eight such meetings will be convened over the lifetime of the Reference Group. 

Key phases in the progression of the evaluation in which the Reference Group will be expected 
to contribute are: 

Phase Key Activities Anticipated 
Timeframe 

Design  Develop Terms of Reference  May – Sept 2010 

Inception  Contribute relevant background documents to 
inform desk review by Evaluation Team 

 Assist with preparation and coordination of 
field missions 

 Participate in initial briefings of Evaluation 
Team 

 Review and comment on draft and final 
Inception Reports 

 Jul – Sept 2010 
 

 Oct 2010 
 

 Nov 2010 
 

 Nov – Dec 2010 
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Research  Provide guidance to Evaluation Team as 
needed 

 Nov 2010 – Apr 2011 

Reporting  Review and comment on draft and final 
reports 

 May – Jun 2011 

 

 

Composition 

The Reference Group is comprised of individuals with responsibility for CERF policy and 
programming within their respective organizations, from a cross-section of UN Agencies, IOM, 
NGOs and Donor entities.  OCHA ESS will serve as Chair of the Reference Group, coordinating 
and facilitating its work. 
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Appendix III: Five Year Evaluation of the CERF  
Evaluation Manager Terms of Reference 

In collaboration with the relevant stakeholders, Evaluation Manager will be responsible for 
managing the evaluation in terms of content and coordination.  The incumbent will:  a) provide 
advice and strategic direction for the evaluation; b) chair the Headquarters (HQ) and, when 
appropriate, Country Level Steering Groups; c) provide analysis and input on content and 
direction of the evaluation and its findings and ensure the evaluation proceeds in accordance 
with the UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation, and that the outcome of the evaluation 
includes actionable recommendations; and d) liaise with all relevant stakeholders (i.e. UN 
agencies, NGOs, and Donor representatives) to endeavor for full engagement.    

1. Representation and Strategic Advice 

 Provide substantive leadership, advice and strategic support and guidance to 
evaluation; 

 Represent the participating organizations in discussions with the Evaluation Team 
conducting the evaluation; and 

2. Field Research and Reporting 
 Advise on strategic direction of the evaluation and provide guidance and input on 

methodology, content and recommendations; 
 Provide analytical advice in the substantive area of investigation; 
 Guide Evaluation Team conducting the field research to ensure appropriate cross-

section of stakeholders and issues are being addressed; 
 Report on progress to the Steering Group and participating organizations; 

3. Coordination and management 
 Coordinate and collaborate with participating organizations at HQ and 

field/country offices on matters regarding the evaluation; 
 Manage process of soliciting proposals and selecting Evaluation Team; 
 Assist CERF Secretariat with submission of procurement documents, providing 

technical specifications and inputs; 
 Ensure Evaluation Team is provided access to relevant and necessary background 

information; 
 Facilitate Evaluation Team access to individuals embodying information relevant to 

the evaluation; 
 Assist with logistical planning and matters regarding HQ and field visits; 
 Convene/Chair meetings of the Reference Group and coordinate and manage the 

meetings and guidance/advice from the Steering and Reference Groups; 
 Manage the progress of the evaluation according to its pre-determined timeline; 
 Act as focal point for participating organizations on substantive issues vis-à-vis the 

wider community of interest; and 
 Ensure involvement of all relevant stakeholders at headquarters, and country 

offices during field missions (UN, NGOs and member states); 
 Review, suggest amendments to, and approve Inception Report, ensuring 

Evaluation Team clearly understands task and context; and 
 Provide quality control oversight to the final report, recommendations and 

presentations, ensuring ToR met, evaluation questions sufficiently answered in a 
coherent manner free from internal contradictions, that conclusions and 
recommendations are clear and supported by evidence, among others.    
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4. Communications and liaising 

 Liaise between participating organizations, Evaluation Team, UN HQ in Geneva, 
Rome, New York; 

 Establish communications between the evaluation and its participants and 
stakeholders at HQ as well as in the field;  

 Initiate development of, and follow up on, utilization of findings via a Management 
Response Matrix. 

 Serve as link to CERF Secretariat and OCHA Senior Management Team.   

5. Knowledge-sharing and Networking 
 Ensure all interested parties share in the knowledge and recommendations 

outlined in the final report of the evaluation; 
 Ensure member states are informed of its progress and receive timely updates on 

its development and progress; and 
 Network between participating organizations and stakeholders in the field and at 

HQ to ensure the outcome of the evaluation is comprehensive and includes 
actionable recommendations. 
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Appendix IV:  FIVE YEAR EVALUATION OF THE CERF - COUNTRY SELECTION 

 

 Based on total CERF funding April 2006 through June 2010 to recipient countries.  High = 15 countries receiving largest amount of CERF funding.  Low = 15 countries 
receiving lowest amount of CERF funding.  Middle =47 countries falling between ‘High’ and ‘Low”. 

 Field Visits 
 

 Country Region 

Rank/ 

Total CERF 
* 

UF RR 
Type of 

Emergency 
Type of 
Appeal 

Other pooled 
funds 

Cluster 
Approach 

RC/ HC 
% Total 

CERF 
Funding 

Misc. 

1 Afghanistan Asia High 
X 

(09) 

X 

(10) 
Conflict CAP ERF X HC 4.26  

2 Nepal Asia Medium  X Conflict CAP ERF X HC 1.19  

3 Burkina Faso Africa Medium X X 
Natural 

Disaster (ND) 
FA    1.11 CERF funded 59% of 2009 FA 

4 Cape Verde Africa Low X X ND FA    0.03 ¼ of funds come from CERF 

5 
Central 
African 
Republic 

Africa Medium X  Conflict CAP CHF X HC 1.31  

6 
Democratic 
Republic of 
Congo 

Africa High X X Conflict CAP CHF, ERF X HC 10.65 
Largest recipient of CERF funds 

2006-20 

7 El Salvador LAC Low  X ND FA    0.15  

8 Niger Africa High X X ND FA  X HC 2.96  

9 Lesotho Africa Medium  X 

Food Security/ 

Chronic 
Poverty 

    0.57  

10 Guatemala LAC Medium  X 
Natural 
Disaster 

FA    0.59  

11 Philippines Asia Medium X X ND/ CAP/FA ERF X RC 1.23  



CERF 5-year evaluation – Annexes to synthesis report  

 

TORS FIVE-YEAR EVALUATION OF THE CERF 

 

 

Page 22 

  

Conflict 

12 Mongolia Asia Low  X ND FA    0.21 Non traditional projects 

13 Somalia Africa High X X Conflict CAP CHF, ERF X HC 6.26 
Largest recipient of CERF funds 

2009 

14 Pakistan Asia High  X 
ND/ 

Conflict 
CAP ERF X HC 2.59 

Largest appeal in UN history.  
Multiple NDs. 

15 Yemen ME/NA Medium X X Conflict FA ERF X HC 1.64  
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Appendix V: Five Year Evaluation of the CERF – Timeline  

 

I. DESIGN PHASE 

Task Date Responsible Party 

1.  Initial Planning and Concept   

Consultations on evaluation management and 
governance arrangements. 

Mar – April 2010 Evaluation and 
Guidance Section 

(EGS) 

Evaluation discussed during IASC Humanitarian 
Financing Group (HFG) meeting. 

24 March CERF Secretariat 
(CERF)/EGS 

Concept Note to serve as a foundation for 
discussion disseminated. 

30 March EGS/CERF 

Formation of management and governance 
groups and revisions to Concept Note. 

April – May EGS 

Steering Group (SG) and Reference Group (RG) 
activated. 

May 21 EGS 

   

2.  Development of ToR   

Revised Concept Note disseminated for 
comments to: ERC, CERF Advisory Group (AG), 
IASC HFG and other stakeholders. 

21 May EFS 

Teleconferences with SG and RG. Week of 24 May SG/RG/EGS 

CERF AG discussion of Concept Note. 1 July AG 

Final day for stakeholders to submit comments to 
Concept Note. 

7 July All 

ToR drafted based on Concept Note and inputs 
elicited. Sent to SG and RG. 

17 September EGS 

SG and RG meetings to discuss ToR Week of 25 Sept SG/RG 

Final day for submission of stakeholder 
comments 

10 October  All 

ToR revised and final document produced and 
disseminated. 

14 October EGS 

   

2.  Consultant Selection and Procurement   

Procurement process. April - September PO 

Review proposals and select evaluation team 
(ET). 

August EGS/SG 

Submit documentation for contracting. August-
September 

EGS/CERF 

Contracting. October PO 
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II.             INCEPTION PHASE 

Task Date Responsible Party 

1.  Desk Review and Methodology 
Development 

  

ET commences work. 1 November ET 

ET briefing with EGS. 3 November EGS/ET 

ET briefing with SG and RG. 8 November ET/SG/EGS 

Desk Review, Context Analysis and methodology 
development (including survey plan) completed.  
Inception Report submitted to EGS. 

8 December ET 

EGS, SG and RG review Inception Report and 
submit comments. 

10 December EGS/SG/RG 

Inception report meeting – inception report 
discussed and revised; final document shared 
with EGS, SG and RG. 

13 December ET 

Inception report disseminated to stakeholders. 17 December  EGS 

 

III.           RESEARCH PHASER\ 

Task Date Responsible Party 

   

1.  Headquarters Meetings   

Meetings, in person and via telephone, with HQ-
based stakeholders. 

22 November – 10 
December 

ET 

CERF High Level Conference, including Policy 
Session 

7 December  

   

2.  Field Missions   

Missions to 6 countries. 10 January – 23 
February 2011 

ET 

 

IV.        REPORTING PHASE 

Task Date Responsible Party 

   

1.  Evaluation Report   

Fifth Anniversary of the CERF. 9 March  

Validation workshops highlighting initial findings 
and recommendations for discussion undertaken 
in NY and Geneva 

Week of 9 March ET/EGS 

County reports submitted to EGS. 18 March  

Draft report submitted to EGS. 24 March  

Draft report sent to SG, RG and ERC for 
comments. 

29 March EGS 
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SG and ERC submit comments. 5 April SG 

Meeting with SG, RG and EGS to discuss draft 
report  

8 April (TBC) SG 

Draft report revised and submitted with 
completed comments matrix to EGS. 

15 April ET 

Report disseminated to CERF AG, IASC HFG, and 
stakeholders for comments 

18 April EGS 

CERF AG Meeting:  Discussion of draft report. 29 April (TBC) AG 

Final day to submit comments. 13 May All 

Report revised based on comments and 
submitted to EGS with comments matrix. 

27 May ET 

Report submitted to SG for final comments. 30 May EGS 

Final comments received from SG. 3 June SG 

Report revised based on SG comments and 
finalized.  Submitted to EGS with final comments 
matrix. 

10 June ET 

Final products disseminated widely. 15 June EGS/CERF 

   

2.  Management Response Matrix   

MRM consultations commence. 20 June CERF/EGS 

MRM finalized. 22 July CERF 

   

3. General Assembly and ECOSOC   

ECOSOC Side Event. July EGS/CERF 

GA report finalized. 29 July CERF 

Presentation of report at GA. December EGS/CERF/ET 
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Appendix VI:   Five Year Evaluation of the CERF  
Selection of the Evaluation Team  

 
 
A. SELECTION OF THE EVALUATION TEAM 

The selection and contracting of the Evaluation Team that will undertake the evaluation will 
be conducted through a bidding process organized and directed by the Procurement 
Division of the Department of Management in the United Nations Secretariat. Proposals 
received will undergo a technical and a financial assessment. SG members and OCHA/EGS 
will conduct the technical review of proposals, while the financial assessment will be 
conducted by the Procurement Division in DM.  

 

B.  Firm experience and Competency 

The evaluation will require the services of a firm which a minimum of 2 years of experience 
in conducting evaluations with a minimum of 4 examples of evaluations undertaken in 
humanitarian contexts that are multi-agency in nature. The firm will also be required to 
show experience with assignments of a similar scope, specifically large-scale complex 
interagency evaluations, detailing a minimum of 4 such assignments. Experience with and 
knowledge of the Humanitarian Reform Process, specifically the humanitarian financing 
pillar is mandatory for consideration.  Information on a minimum of 5 examples of work on 
humanitarian financing issues is requested as part of the proposal.   

 

C.  Evaluation Team Competency and Expertise Requirements 

The evaluation will require the services of an Evaluation Team with the following 
experience and skills: 

 Extensive evaluation experience of humanitarian strategies and programmes and in 
the areas of key humanitarian issues, especially humanitarian finance and funding. 

 In-depth knowledge of the humanitarian reform and coordination processes and 
issues. 

 Proven experience with and institutional knowledge of UN and NGO actors, at both 
headquarters and field locations; 

 In-depth knowledge of inter-agency mechanism at both headquarters and in the 
field, particularly in the IASC context.   

 An appropriate range of regional and country experience. 
 Proven experience in facilitation different types of consultative, evaluative 

workshops involving a wide range of organizations and participants. 
 Knowledge and experience with gender analysis, specifically with evaluations that 

reflect use of a gender-sensitive lens.  
 Excellent writing and communication skills in English and French. 

 

The Evaluation Team will, to the extent possible, represent gender and regional diversity 
and equality.  The Evaluation Team will include a Team Leader, who is responsible for the 
overall conduct of the evaluation in accordance with the ToR, including: 

 Developing and adjusting the evaluation methodology; 
 Managing the evaluation team, ensuring efficient division of tasks between mission 

members; 
 Representing the Evaluation Team in meetings with the Steering Group, Reference 

Group, CERF Advisory Board, and EGS; 
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 Submitting all outputs in a timely manner.   
 

The Team Leader will have no less than 10 years professional experience in humanitarian 
action, including experience in management of humanitarian operations. S/he will, further, 
have extensive experience in conducting evaluations of humanitarian operations and 
demonstrate keen analytical, communication and writing skills. 
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LINK TO INCEPTION REPORT 

 

The Inception Report is not annexed here due to its length. It can be found at: 

Inception report:  

http://www.channelresearch.com/file_download/297/CERF-5-yr-Evaluation-Inception-

Report-v200.pdf 
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ANNEX II: METHODOLOGY 

The framework for the evaluation 

The Terms of Reference sets out the framework for the evaluation in line with the logic 

model presented in the Performance and Accountability Framework (CERF Secretariat, 

2010b) (Figure 1). As always such frameworks developed for monitoring need to be 

treated with care when used for evaluation.  

 

Figure 1: The CERF Logic Model as presented in the Project Accountability Framework 

The Programme and Accountability Framework structure is inherent in the structure of 

the evaluation criteria and questions as presented in the Terms of Reference. The 

inception report proposed a structure set out on the basis of the Terms of Reference, with 

chapters on Inputs, Output, Outcomes, and three of the five 11  standard evaluation 

criteria of the Development Assistance Committee of the Organisation for Economic 

                                                   
11 The standard five criteria are relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and impact. 

The last two of these and the additional criteria for humanitarian evaluation set out in 

(OECD/DAC, 1999) have not been considered directly in this evaluation, although some of 

the analysis may speak to them indirectly. 
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Cooperation and Development (OECD/DAC, 1991, 1999). This structure has been 

followed in this report. 

Content analysis 

The team used content analysis to check that the study countries were not significantly 

different in any substantive way from the non-study country. This analysis was 

conducted as part of the inception report, but was repeated after oPt was substituted for 

Yemen. The change of one country produced no discernable difference in the 

comparison chart (Figure 2). 

Numerical data analysis 

The team engaged in a great deal of numerical analysis principally of the CERF 

database, but also on broader sources of information on humanitarian funding. These 

broader sources will include data from the OCHA Financial Tracking System (FTS) and 

from the CERF Website.  

Figure 2: Evaluation target countries compared with the other CERF recipient countries after 
oPt substituted for Yemen.  
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Some of the numerical analyses already conducted were presented in the inception 

report, but the team have undertaken further analyses based on issues raised in research, 

in interviews, and in comments on the first Kenya draft report, at the meeting with the 

Steering and Reference Group meetings in April 2010 in Geneva, and at the Advisory 

Group meeting in April 2010 in Nairobi. 

Databases from various websites and from the CERF Secretariat were imported into a 

spread sheet. Where necessary, data from different years was collated into a single 

database. Additional columns, based on look-up tables, were added to assist with the 

analysis. The resultant data was then analysed using filtered pivot tables, and the inbuilt 

database functions of the spread sheet package. 

The team also analysed databases collected in the field and compared this with data 

from the CEF Secretariat. Similarly the team abstracted data on payments forwarded to 

NGOs from some of the 2009 HC reports. 

In addition to the main CERF database of grant data, the team also analysed the 

database of payments forwarded to NGOs abstracted by the CERF Secretariat from HC 

annual reports for 2009 and 2010. 

Numerical data was subjected to range of analysis including: frequency; distribution; 

correlation; and other analyses. Graphs were drawn to highlight the elements of the 

analysis and to communicate these to readers. 

The report only presents some of the analyses undertaken. Other analyses produced no 

particular insights and were not used in the report. 

ANALYSIS OF CERF GRANTS BY NATIONAL INCOME 

The team reviewed the CERF funding per capita, to see if any particular issues emerged. 

Per capita CERF funding varies significantly from US$0.0024 per head for India to 

US$17.13 for Djibouti. Both of these are lower middle income countries with similar per-

capita gross national incomes. 

Figure 3: CERF grants in terms of US$ per capita (total for 2006-2010) Darker colours indicate higher 
levels of per capita funding. 
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 The team had expected one of the least developed countries undergoing a chronic 

complex emergency to have the highest level of per-capita funding. However, four of the 

eleven recipients getting more than US$4 per capita were lower middle-income 

countries (Table 1).  

 Lower middle income Djibouti received the highest level of CERF funding per capita. 

Here the reason is the refugee caseload and the sensitivity to drought. Somalia was the 

second highest recipient per capita. The only upper middle income country in the 30 

countries with the highest per capita funding was Lebanon. 

Table 1: The eleven countries that got more than US$4 per head in CERF funding (2006-

2010).Population data from 2010 Human Development Report.Classification drawn from World 

Bank (http://data.worldbank.org/about/country-classifications/country-and-lending-groups. 

CERF Recipient World Bank Income class Total US$ per head of population 

Djibouti Lower middle income 17.13 

Somalia Low income 11.17 

Haiti Low income 6.13 

Timor-Leste Lower middle income 5.85 

Occ. Palestinian territory. Lower middle income 5.76 

Central African Republic Low income 5.53 

Chad Low income 5.24 

Zimbabwe Low income 4.96 

Congo Lower middle income 4.48 

Eritrea Low income 4.09 

Niger Low income 4.06 

  

 The team concluded that the analysis raised no particular concerns about the 

distribution of CERF funds, taking into account the context of the countries concerned. 

ANALYSIS OF DATA SET DISTRIBUTIONS 

The team undertook several analyses of dataset distributions to determine is the data 

was normally distributed or not. We examined normality to check if the dataset could be 

considered to be a reasonably coherent sample (Figure 4). The existence of normality if 

not proof of the coherence of the sample, but the absence of normality would be a 

warning signal.  
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Figure 4: Analysis of data set for time to forward CERF rapid response funds to NGOs 

The team also undertook analyses of distribution patterns to see whether particular 

events were outliers or not. This was the case with the issue of whether the Cape Verde 

funding example was an outlier or not. It was suggested in some comments that Haiti 

was typical of the timeliness of CERF funding and that Cape Verde was not. 

 

Figure 5: Distribution of rapid response grants against days from first application. 

GRANT PATTERN ANALYSIS 

The team undertook grant pattern analysis to determine if there was any seasonal 

pattern to grants (Figure 6). The analysis showed no seasonal pattern either by number 

or value. Where there were outliers these were explained by particular emergency 

events. 
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Figure 6: Seasonal granting pattern of CERF Grants. 

The team conducted an analysis of disasters to see how well the CERF was linked to the 

incidence of major disasters (Figure 7). This avenue of research was abandoned because 

many of the smaller crises where the CERF intervened had less than 500 deaths and 

because the list of disasters (From the CRED database at the University of Louvain) 

included disasters that normally are not associated with humanitarian response, such as 

ferry disasters. Additionally, many disasters were in middle income countries with 

adequate resources to respond to the particular type of disaster event (such as floods in 

China.) The avenue of research was therefore abandoned. 

 

Figure 7: The pattern of CERF Rapid Response funding compared with disasters killing over 500 

persons from 2006-2010 

Key informant interviews 

All interviews were conducted under a modification of the Chatham House Rule 

(Chatham House, 2007). Under this rule, nothing that interviewees say is directly or 

indirectly attributed to them without their express permission. Key-informant 

interviews are indicated in the Persons Met list as being either ssi(semi-structured 

individual interviews) or ssg (semi-structured interviews where more than one 

interviewee was present). 
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The key points from interviews were written up in the evidence tool.  

Benchmarking timeliness 

One issue that arose during the evaluation was the question of how fast the CERF 

needed to be to save lives. This issue is contentious. 

In any sudden onset emergency, or even a chronic emergency where access has been 

limited to date, the greatest potential for saving lives is in the very early stages. After a 

sudden onset natural disaster like an earthquake or a tsunami the best opportunity for 

saving lives may be in the first few hours. This assistance can include rescuing people 

from the rubble or from floods, but the best evidence is that these types of immediate 

interventions are provided by family and friends, neighbours and local authorities12. 

As a general rule, where an affected population is in a poor condition when aid 

operations start (due to suddenly having access to assistance either through crossing a 

border – refugees, or changes in government policy or security), mortality rates decline 

with time once assistance is provided, in part because the most vulnerable may already 

have died. 

There is no hard and fast rule about how fast humanitarian action has to be to save lives, 

but delayed or inadequate humanitarian action can lead to increasing mortality rates. 

Historically, we have the best information on refugee crisis due to the lead coordination 

role played by UNHCR. 

                                                   
12  The best evidence for the sources of assistance in the first few days after a disaster comes 

from the Fritz Institute surveys after the Asian Tsunami (Fritz Institute, 2005). 

Figure 8: Crude mortality rate declines with time when assistance is provided. 
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Ethiopian refugees in Sudan in 1985 saw mortality rates climb when there were 

inadequate water and sanitation services. Somali refugees in Hartisheik in Eastern 

Ethiopia saw their mortality rate climb due to inadequate food and water and an 

outbreak of scurvy in the population. In both of these cases there was a dramatic fall in 

mortality rates initially, but the onset of the rains in one case, and the effective reduction 

of rations in the other created problems. 

Cholera is a significant killer in humanitarian crises. The outbreak of Cholera among 

Rwandan Refugees in July 2004 led to nearly 50,000 deaths with over 6,000 deaths on the 

worst day (Goma Epidemiology Group, 1995; Toole and Waldman, 1997). Cholera 

demands quick and effective action to prevent large scale mortality. 

Figure 9: Rises in mortality rates due to inadequate assistance for affected populations. 

Figure 10: Cholera outbreak in the Rwandan Refugee crisis, 1994 
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In each of these cases, the provision of assistance, or the failure to provide adequate 

assistance led to fairly rapid changes in mortality rates. These cases illustrate the point 

that the timescale for effective humanitarian assistance is measured in days and weeks. 

The cholera outbreak among Rwandan Refugees in 1994 illustrates that for some threats 

the humanitarian timescales should be measured in days, rather than weeks or months.  

Documentary research 

While the fund document set for the evaluation has over 8,000 documents, only a 

fraction of these apply to this study. All of the key documents collected are being 

annotated and entered first in Endnote13 and then in an online bibliographic database14 

for use by the whole team. The details of the key documents are annexed to this report 

as an annotated bibliography. 

The documents were of three types: 

 Key reference documents about the CERF. 

 Documents that refer to particular issues in the report. 

 General background documents of relevance to the evaluation. 

In addition, a much larger set of documents, over 10,000 in total between proposals, 

reports, relief-web postings, CERF Secretariat documents, other evaluations etc., were 

indexed for complex searches on specific issues.  

ReliefWeb postings analysis 

1,881 documents have been posted to the ReliefWeb15 website since March 2006. The 

team downloaded 1,785 of these for analysis using the new Briefing Kit function on 

ReliefWeb. 96 files were not downloaded due to a malfunction of the briefing kit 

function for January 2008 and February 2007. 

                                                   
13http://www.endnote.com 

14http://www.mendeley.com 

15http://reliefweb.int 

Figure 11: Postings to ReliefWeb 
referring to the CERF from March 

2006 to mid-April 2011 



CERF 5-year evaluation – Annexes to synthesis report Page 38 

 

Channel Research 

Figure 11 shows that more than 30 documents were posted to ReliefWeb in March 2006 

as the fund was launched. This was followed by a quiet period in June to August. Since 

then an average of 33 documents has been posted per month. There are generally about 

20 postings a month, with peaks after particular crises such as Cyclone and the Sichuan 

Earthquake in May 2008, the Haiti Earthquake in January 2010, and months with a 

number of disasters such as October 2009 which dealt with the aftermath of the 30 

September Sumatra Earthquake, and a Tropical Cyclone in the Philippines, among 

others. 

The 1,785 files were downloaded in 36 files with from 1 to 80 documents in each file. 

These files were then indexed using dtSearch16 and searched for topics of interest. This 

approach was taken as dtSearch allows far more complex searches than does ReliefWeb, 

as well as making the search results easier to use through highlighting and abstraction. 

Analysis of coherence with CERF aims 

One of the challenges set for the evaluation team at the steering and reference group 

meetings was developing a tool to analyse CERF proposals to determine how coherent 

the projects were with the CERF objectives. 

After several attempts, the team abandoned this effort simply because it was not 

possible to say on the basis of the information presented in proposals, whether they 

were truly coherent with the CERF objectives or not. At first glance all of the proposals 

appeared to be coherent with the CERF objectives, and it would take detailed knowledge 

of the context prevailing at the time of the proposal, the state of the requesting agencies’ 

finances and other funding, and the capacity of the agency to make an assessment of the 

coherence with the CERF objectives. 

This is precisely the problem that the CERF Secretariat faces, and they rely in part on the 

information provided by the OCHA country team in making an assessment on these 

factors. 

Analysis of project proposals 

The team conducted an analysis of project proposals for their attention to gender, 

vulnerability, and cross-cuttingissues. The reason for focusing on the proposals is 

simple; this is the information that the CERF Secretariat evaluates projects on.  

Of course, the fact that a proposal does pay attention to gender or some other issue is not 

a guarantee that the project implemented will do so, nor is the absence of such attention 

a guarantee that it will also be absent in project implementation. 

However, the team considered that it is more likely that projects where such issues are 

raised in the proposal will address them in practice, and less likely that those which 

don’t will. 

                                                   
16http://www.dtsearch.com 
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SELECTION OF PROJECTS FOR ANALYSIS 

All of the projects were selected for analysis where there were no more than 30 projects. 

Otherwise a random sample of projects was drawn for analysis. This sample was 

stratified by: 

 CERF Window 

 Agency. Agency was selected rather than sector to avoid making some of the 

groups too small (as there are 20 different sectors or sub-sectors in the database) 

and because some project have multiple sectors. 

A nominal sampling rate was chosen to limit the number of projects to be examined to 

between 20 and 30. The number of projects for each agency and window was calculated 

by applying the nominal sampling rate to the number of projects for each agency and 

window. The calculated number was rounded to the nearest whole number and subject 

to a minimum of one (so that all agencies were included in the sample). 

This number provided the size of the sample to be drawn for each agency under the two 

windows. The sample was drawn by assigning a random number between 1 and 10,000 

to each project in the database. The database was then searched and the projects for the 

country were then listed by CERF window and agency together with the random 

number assigned to that project. The sample was then drawn off in order of decreasing 

random number size. 

For the Field visit countries the random number was weighted (Table 2) to increase the 

chance that more recent projects would be assessed. This was because it was considered 

unlikely that much information would be available at the field level on the older 

projects. 

Table 2: Weighting table for random number scores 

Year Weight 

2006 0.5 

2007 0.6 

2008 0.8 

2009 1 

2010 1.5 

 

APPROACH TO ANALYSIS 

The team used analysis of the project portfolio in an approach similar to that used by 

HelpAge in their recent study of humanitarian funding for the elderly (HelpAge 

International, 2010). Essentially this approach examined the extent to which the topic of 

interest has been considered in the project portfolio and reflects this as a percentage of 

projects and funding. 

The team used existing tools such as the IASC Gender Marker, or the ad hoc tools 

developed for this evaluation. 
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GENDER ANALYSIS 

The team used the IASC Gender Marker (IASC, 2010b) to score the projects using the 

marking strategy set out in the coding tip sheet (IASC, 2010a). However, it should be 

noted that the gender marker is intended to be used proactively, to encourage attention 

to gender, rather than retroactively as the team are planning.  

The IASC gender marker employs four codes (Table 3) to classify the gender content of 

projects. While recent applications for CERF funding may already include a gender 

marker this will not be the case for the majority of the portfolio, and the team will have 

to review the project document to assign a gender marker. This will be done for all 

projects in both the desk-study and field visit countries. 

 
Gender Marker  Description  

Gender Code 0  Gender is not reflected in any component of the project.  

Gender Code 1  The project is designed to contribute in some limited way to gender 
equality. Gender dimensions are meaningfully included in only one or 
two of the three essential components: needs assessment, activities 
and outcomes.  

Gender Code 2a  
Gender  
Mainstreaming  

The project is designed to contribute significantly to gender equality. 
The different needs of women/girls and men/boys have been analysed 
and integrated well in all three essential components: the needs 
assessment activities and outcomes.  

Gender Code 2b  
Targeted Actions  

The principal purpose of the project is to advance gender equality. The 
entire project either:  

a) Targets women or men, girls or boys who have special needs or 
suffer from discrimination. 
b) Focuses all activities on building gender‐specific services or 
more equal relations between women and men.  

Table 3: The IASC Gender Marker 

As with the following two tools, it is proposed to conduct this analysis on a subset of 

CERF funded projects. The analysis should show the extent to which these issues have 

been considered at the design stage. It will not provide a thorough analysis of how well 

these issues have been addressed in implementation. 

APPROACH TO VULNERABILITY 

The following vulnerability marker has been developed from the Gender Marker and 

incorporates the same scoring system. One difference is that targeted actions on 

vulnerability are only scored as such if they address more than one aspect of 

vulnerability. Thus a livelihood programme for all widows, without regard to the 

existing livelihood status would be scored 2a rather than 2b.   

Vulnerability may be related to many factors, including the following: 

 Age, particularly children under five and the elderly. 

 Gender (specifically addressed under the gender marker). 
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 Income status and economic status. 

 Physical or mental disability. 

 Ethnicity (in a particular social context). 

 Land tenure. 

 HIV/AIDS status or Health status. 

 Social status or caste. 

 Livelihood. 

 

Depending on the context, other factors may influence vulnerability. 

Vulnerability  Marker  Description  

Vulnerability Code 0  The special needs of vulnerable persons or groups are not reflected in 
any component of the project.  

Vulnerability Code 1  The project is designed to contribute in some limited way to 
addressing the needs of vulnerable individual or groups. Vulnerability 
status is meaningfully included in only one or two of the three essential 
components: needs assessment, activities and outcomes.  

Vulnerability Code 2a  
Vulnerability 
Mainstreaming  

The project is designed to contribute significantly to addressing the 
needs of the vulnerable. The needs of the vulnerable have been 
analysed and integrated well in all three essential components: the 
needs assessment activities and outcomes.  This category includes 
projects which only target one aspect of vulnerability, while being blind 
to others.  

Vulnerability Code 2b  
Targeted Actions  

The principal purpose of the project is to address the needs of the 
vulnerable and considers multiple sources of vulnerability. The entire 
project either:  

a) Targets specific vulnerable groups paying attention to at least 
one other aspects of vulnerability (i.e. a project for children 
under-five would pay particular attention to those who are also 
disabled or for one-parent families etc.). 
b) Focuses all activities on reducing vulnerability and exclusion. 

 

CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES 

The team used a similar approach to cross-cutting issues, again using a ranking system 

similar to the gender marker. Again, as with vulnerability, there is some overlap with 

gender and vulnerability. The main cross-cutting themes 17  (other than Gender and 

Vulnerability) that were considered were: 

 Protection (which is also a cluster on its own). 

 Participation of the affected population. 

                                                   
17     The list is drawn in part from the ALNAP guide to evaluation using the OECD/DAC 

Criteria (Beck, 2006). 



CERF 5-year evaluation – Annexes to synthesis report Page 42 

 

Channel Research 

 Environment. 

 Coping strategies and resilience. 

 Disaster Risk Reduction. 

 Capacity building of local capacity. 

 HIV/AIDS (assistance for those living with HIV/AIDS will be covered under 

vulnerability. This addresses topics such as awareness and prevention). 

 Human resources (because evaluations of humanitarian action have repeatedly 

highlighted human resource issues as a constraint in humanitarian action). 

This list is drawn from the list of crosscutting issues presented by Beck in the ALNAP 

guide to evaluation using the OECD/DAC Criteria (2006), with the exclusion of gender 

and local context. The only addition is the building of local capacities. This is a cross-

cutting issue that was identified by the Tsunami Evaluation Coalition report (Telford et 

al., 2006). 

Cross-cutting  Marker  Description  

Cross-cutting Code 0  Cross-cutting issues are not reflected in any component of the project.  

Cross-cutting Code 1  The project is designed to contribute in some limited way to 
addressing one or more cross-cutting issue. Cross-cutting issues are 
meaningfully included in only one or two of the three essential 
components: needs assessment, activities and outcomes.  

Cross-cutting Code 2a  
Cross-cutting 
Mainstreaming  

The project is designed to contribute significantly to addressing one of 
the cross –cutting issues. At least one cross-cutting issue has been 
analysed and integrated well in all three essential components: the 
needs assessment activities and outcomes.  This category includes 
projects which target only one cross-cutting issue without regard to the 
others.  

Cross-cutting Code 2b  
Targeted Actions  

The principal purpose of the project is to address two or more cross-
cutting issue.  The entire project is focused around two or more cross-
cutting issues which have been well analysed and addressed in all three 
components: the needs assessment activities and outcomes. 

Triangulation 

The team have used triangulation to the extent possible to ensure the accuracy and 

reliability of the evaluation research.  

 Source triangulation. Comparing information from different sources. 

 Method triangulation: We will compare information collected by different 

methods, e.g. numerical analysis and the project proposal analysis. 

Survey 

The team administered two on-line surveys, one for member states and the other for 

humanitarian workers. Invitations to member states to respond were sent by the UN 

Secretariat. Invitations to participate in the humanitarian worker survey were circulated 
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via humanitarian websites. There were 46 responses from member states and 175 from 

humanitarian workers. 

It should be clear that all surveys, however administered (face-to-face, by mail, phone, 

or over the internet), are subject to the risk self-selection bias. Thus of the member states 

invited to participate, on 46 responded, and there is a risk that these 46 respondents may 

have a different view from the population as a whole. 

This was a bigger problem for the survey of relief workers (Figure 12). Here respondents 

were recruited through open invitations on Relief Web and other sites used by 

humanitarian workers. However, The findings from the survey mirrored what the team 

were being told in interviews, so the team considered the results to be representative 

despite the element of self-selection by the respondents. 

Figure 12: Respondents to relief worker survey 

Where there appeared to be significant differences between the view points of different 

actors the underlying numbers (not the proportions shown in the charts) were analysed 

using the Chi Square test with a Yates correction where appropriate. 

Assessing the percentage passed to NGOs 

The team used the database provide by the CERF Secretariat that was abstracted from 

the annual reports by HC/RCs of the use of CERF funds. Since 2009 the template for this 

report has included an appendix; listing by agency and grant, the amounts passed on to 

specified NGO partners and the dates that these were passed on.  

This data is incomplete as some agencies report hardly any funding being passed on to 

NGOs and other lists are clearly incomplete. The first attempt looked at the different 

countries and sectors and looked at all reported expenditure by sector. This was then 

divided by the total CERF allocation for that sector in the country to produce a table of 

percentages passed through to NGOs by sector and country. 

However, detailed analysis of individual reports showed that data was clearly missing 

from several projects, even where other project documents indicated that the project had 

used NGO partners. 
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Table 4: Amounts passed through to NGOs by country and sector 

Percentage of 
CERF funding 
reported as being 
passed to NGOs 
by sector and 
country in 2009 
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Bolivia         4.4% 6.2% 

Burkina Faso          19.3% 

Central African 
Republic 

  36.4%  5.7%  19.5%    

Chad 7.5%  21.0%  20.8%   9.5%  28.0% 

Chile         2.3% 84.5% 

Dominican 
Republic 

    1.0%      

Ethiopia          1.0% 

Haiti 0.4% 5.1%         

Kyrgyzstan 6.4%   0.5% 3.7%   19.4%  28.4% 

Mauritania 0.9%     1.9%     

Mongolia       0.0%    

Myanmar   12.5%  24.0% 4.8%    24.5% 

Nepal     8.8% 14.0%     

Nigeria     22.4%      

Pakistan        40.4% 3.2% 29.1% 

Philippines  21.3%     51.1%  33.3%  

Sri Lanka     49.1%     19.9% 

Overall 1.6% 5.2% 9.9% 0.0% 8.2% 0.7% 10.8% 12.7% 1.8% 23.4% 

 

The figures from this analysis clearly underestimated the actual level of CERF funding 

being passed through to NGOs. 

A second analysis was made based around the amount forwarded from individual 

projects. The assumption made was that the average amount forwarded by all the 

projects for which data was provided within a sector could be taken to be the average for 

that sector. 

This approach was subject to two large potential sources of error. First there was the risk 

that incomplete reporting on all the NGO partners funded through particular CERF 

grants would deflate the value passed to NGOs (this was clearly the case with some 

projects).  

Another risk was that some agency projects may not have made any grants to NGOs, 

and that just using the data from those that had would inflate the value passed to NGOs. 

Against this is the fact that most UN humanitarian projects are implemented through 

NGO partners, even though this might only be a small part of the project. 

The estimate was considered to be a reasonable one in the absence of better data. The 

analysis of the projects which had provided data for 2009 and 2010 showed that the 

proportions of the project budget that had been passed through ranged from a minimum 

of 0% to a max of 115% (for a project in CHAD – presumably an error).  
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Of the projects for which sub-grants were reported, 34% of the funding was channelled 

through NGO partners. The sub-grants were totalled by sector (for both the NGO grants 

and the overall CERF funding for the projects) to provide an estimate of the average per 

sector. 

One correction that was applied was that common-service projects, such as security, 

logistics, communications, and air operations, were all assumed to have zero passed 

through to NGOs (although the only logistics project reported on had passed 64% of its 

budget through to NGOs). This tends to deflate the estimate slightly. 

The remaining sectors (recovery and infrastructure, and mine action) for which there 

was no data were assumed to pass on the overall average for the known sectors (27% of 

all funding). This then provided a table of estimates of all percentages passed through 

by sector which was then used to estimate the overall CERF contribution to NGOs from 

2009-2010. 

Table 5: Estimation of the proportion of CERF funding passed though by CERF recipients to NGOs 

Sector 
From project 

analysis (2009-
2010) 

Estimated 
percentages 

Food 5.2%  

Health 37.0%  

Water and sanitation 42.5%  

Agriculture 12.9%  

Shelter and NFI 50.2%  

Multi-sector 40.1%  

Health – Nutrition 38.6%  

Protection/H Rights 50.0%  

CS – UNHAS  0.0% 

CS – Logistics  0.0% 

Education 31.1%  

CS – Unspecified  0.0% 

Security  0.0% 

CS- Telecomms  0.0% 

Camp Management 12.5%  

Recovery and Infrastr.  27.4% 

Mine Action  27.4% 

Overall estimate  25.4% 

 

This produced the overall estimate that just over one quarter of CERF funding had been 

passed to NGOs as cash grants from 2009-2010. It should be remembered that this is in 

addition to the in-kind resources such as food, seeds, nutritional supplements, 

medicines, etc. that UN agencies have provided to their NGO partners. 

The estimate by sector was then applied to all projects in that sector to gain an estimate 

of the amount passed through per year and by individual agencies. 
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Evidence Tool 

The team used a simple evidence tool18 (Table 6) to record evidence on a spread sheet 

from the different desk and country studies. The use of this tool enables the team to 

ensure that the findings are well grounded in evidence, and that conclusions are based 

on findings, and recommendations on conclusions. The tool is internal to the team to 

ensure compliance with the Chatham House rule. 

Table 6: Evidence Tool 

Prepared in 
advance 

Filled in during fieldwork Filled in during analysis 

Evaluation 
Topic 

Details of piece 
of evidence 

Source Date Initials Finding Conclusion Recommendation 

What is the 
evaluation 
question to 

be answered 
or the issue 

that has 
arisen? 

Evidence about 
this issue (this 

could be a note of 
a specific point 

from a document, 
an interview, a 

focus group, or an 
observation). 

Source 
of 

evidence 

Date of 
entry 

Initials 
of 

person 
recordin
g this 

piece of 
evidence 

Based 
on 

several 
pieces 

of 
evidence 

Based on 
several 
findings 

Based on one or 
more conclusions 

 

Over3,100 different pieces of evidence totalling over 100,000 words of text were entered 

in the evidence tool and this was searched for evidence of interest on different topics 

during the writing of the report. 

Internal coherence 

The core members of the evaluation team held a two-day meeting in Brussels at the end 

of March 2011 to discuss the emerging findings and to review the evidence base for 

them. This has helped to ensure that this report is broadly coherent with the other 

country studies, other than for local contextual issues, and that issues of non-coherence 

are explained. 

Coherence is an important issue for this evaluation as the evaluation team found a very 

wide range of mechanisms for dealing with the CERF at the country level. 

Constraints and limitations 

The biggest constraint for the evaluation was the lack of data about the extent to which 

CERF funded projects met their objectives. There is no central monitoring of CERF 

funded projects and OCHA has no mandate to monitor the funding that the CERF 

provides to UN agencies. 

                                                   
18    This tool was developed by the team leader in 2007. An earlier version of the tool 

was recently described in New Directions in Evaluation (Brusset et al., 2010). 
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The very big differences between the implementation of the CERF in different countries 

were also a constraint and led to the decision to hold a meeting of the core team in 

Brussels to try and promote coherence in the different reports. 

Interview guides 

The following shows the interview question matrix. Not all questions were asked of all 

interviewees. The actual questions asked depended on the answers to previous 

questions and on whether the interviewee was field or HQ based. 
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Total Number of questions for this category of interviewee: 15 23 27 23 23 6 

To what extent is the preparation of CERF proposals at field level inclusive 

and transparent? 
      

To what extent are Host Governments engaged with the CERF? Is this level 

of engagement appropriate and sufficient, what are their perceptions of the 

CERF? 

      

To what extent are the greatest needs being prioritised, and what data are 

prioritisation decisions based on? 
      

To what extent is the vetting process thorough and based on good quality 

criteria including the life-saving criteria? Do these processes represent due 

diligence? 

      

To what extent do CERF processes and projects consider the need of 

vulnerable groups? 
      

How does the timeliness of CERF Funding compare with other funding 

sources? 
      

To what extent does CERF reporting meet the needs of users?        

To what extent is the CERF accountable - upwards or downwards? What 

mechanisms exist? 
      

What is the typical timeline for CERF funding, and to what extent have 

CERF funds facilitated timely action? 
      

To what extent has CERF contributed to better overall funding for 

underfunded emergencies? 
      

How has CERF affected agencies’ ability to respond, at both HQ and field?       

What type of projects, and what components of projects are funded by the 

CERF, and what did agencies do that they would not otherwise have been 

able to do? What do agencies avoid using CERF funds for? 
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Evaluation question 
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To what extent has the availability of CERF contributions enabled agencies 

to use internal advance mechanisms and leverage donor funds? 
      

To what extent has CERF contributed to better coverage? How?       

To what extent do CERF processes and projects consider the differing needs 

of women, boys, girls, and men? (Gender) 
      

To what extent has CERF supported prevention and supported the 

transition to early recovery? Is this coherent with the objectives of CERF? 
      

To what extent has the CERF reinforced other elements of the humanitarian 

reform, and has this contributed to timely responses to new needs and 

underfunding? 

      

How do the CERF transaction costs compare with the transaction costs for 

other funding? If higher, why do agencies apply for CERF funding? 
      

How well is the CERF being managed by the CERF Secretariat, is it 

adequately supported and resourced? 
      

To what extent have previous evaluation recommendations been 

implemented, and what impact has any such implementation had? 
      

To what extent has CERF contributed to a more effective humanitarian 

system? 
      

To what extent does the AG contribute to the CERF process? How could this 

be improved? 
      

To what extent are CERF processes, in the field and in NY, perceived to be 

transparent?  
      

How does the CERF interact with other pooled funding mechanisms? How 

do they affect each other? 
      

How has the CERF adapted to changing needs and what further changes 

may be needed to make the CERF more appropriate and relevant? 
      

To what extent are the current fund scale and window arrangements (RR, 

UFE, and loans) appropriate? 
      

To what extent are NGOs engaged with the CERF? Is this level of 

engagement appropriate and sufficient, what are NGOs' perceptions of the 

CERF? 

      

To what extent do the current humanitarian architecture and agency 

procedures and capacities limit the potential impact of the CERF? 
      

How well managed are CERF processes at the field level? Are HCTs and 

country OCHA offices adequately resourced? 
      

To what extent has the CERF met the objectives set out for it in the GA 

resolution 60/124? 
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ANNEX III: EVALUATION MATRIX 

The following evaluation matrix was presented in the inception report and guided the 

conduct of the evaluation. The evaluation matrix how the team planned to form their 

judgement around each question, and the methods and sources they expected to use to 

answer this question. 

Element Evaluation question How judgement 

formed 

Likely sources and methods 
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To what extent is the 

preparation of CERF 

proposals at field level 

inclusive and transparent? 

Evidence of inclusive 

and transparent processes 

at field level 

Key informant interviews with 

HCs, NGOs and agencies at HQ 

and at field level. 

To what extent are Host 

Governments engaged with 

the CERF? Is this level of 

engagement appropriate and 

sufficient, what are their 

perceptions of the CERF? 

Evidence of engagement. 

Expressed views of 

Government and of other 

humanitarian actors. 

Keyword analysis of proposals. 

Key informant interviews with 

Government, HCs, and Agencies. 

Survey of Member State’s 

perceptions of the CERF. 

To what extent are the 

greatest needs being 
prioritised, and what data are 

prioritisation decisions based 

on? 

Evidence of prioritisation 

at country level. Extent 
to which projects 

prioritised at the field are 

funded. 

Key informant interviews with 

HCs, OCHA country teams, 
agencies and HCTs. Comparison 

of funded applications with 

withdrawn or rejected 

applications. 
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To what extent is the vetting 

process thorough and based 

on good quality criteria 

including the life-saving 

criteria? Do these processes 

represent due diligence? 

Extent to which changes 

in applications represent 

an improvement in the 

proposals. Evidence of 

later problems in 

implementation. 

Comparison of initial and final 

applications. Review of life 

saving criteria, comparison of 

CERF criteria with CHF and ERF 

criteria. Key informant interviews 

with CERF Secretariat, HCs, and 

agencies. 

To what extent do CERF 

processes and projects 
consider the need of 

vulnerable groups? 

Project scores from the 

vulnerability tool. Extent 
to which vulnerability 

related keywords are 

reflected in the 

proposals. 

Analysis of project portfolio using 

a vulnerability assessment tool. 
Key informant interviews with 

HCs, agencies and NGOs. 

Keyword analysis. 

To what extent do CERF 

processes and projects 

consider cross-cutting issues? 

Distribution of ranks by 

number and value of 

proposals. 

Ranking of proposals using 

Cross-cutting ranking tools. 

How well managed are CERF 

processes at the field level? 

Are HCTs and country 

OCHA offices adequately 

resourced? 

Evidence of management 

issues. Evidence of 

resourcing constraints. 

Key informant interviews with 

CERF Secretariat, HC, agencies, 

and NGOs. Review of differences 

between initial and final project 

proposals. 
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ie

w
 

al
lo

ca
ti

o
n
 

an
d
 

d
is

tr
ib

u
ti

o

n
 

How does the timeliness of 

CERF Funding compare with 

other funding sources? 

Evidence of comparative 

speed. 

Analysis of database to develop 

timelines. Key informant 

interviews with Agencies and 
NGOs. 

A
g

en
cy

 a
n

d
 C

E
R

F
 

M
/R

&
E

 s
y

st
em

 i
n
 

p
la

ce
 

To what extent does CERF 

reporting meet the needs of 

users?  

Evidence of scale of any 

information gaps. 

Key informant interviews with 

donors, HCs, and agencies. 

Review of reports. Survey of 

member states and other 

humanitarian actors. 

To what extent is the CERF 

accountable - upwards or 

downwards? What 

Evidence of effective 

accountability 

mechanisms. 

Review of PAF. Key informant 

interviews with donors, HCs, 

agencies and NGOs. 
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Element Evaluation question How judgement 

formed 

Likely sources and methods 

mechanisms exist? 

O
u
tp

u
ts

 

L
if

e-
sa

v
in

g
 a

ct
iv

it
ie

s 
su

p
p
o
rt

ed
 

How have CERF funds been 

allocated, by geography, 

sector, and emergency type? 

What proportion of CERF 

allocations take gender, 

vulnerability, and cross-
cuttingissues into account? 

Distribution of funding 

by geography, sector, 

emergency type, and by 

project scores on gender, 

vulnerability, and cross-

cutting issues. 

Analysis of CERF funding 

patterns. Project scoring sheets. 

What type of projects, and 

what components of projects 

are funded by the CERF, and 

what did agencies do that 

they would not otherwise 

have been able to do? What 

do agencies avoid using 

CERF funds for? 

Evidence of difference 

between CERF and other 

funding mechanisms. 

Evidence of value added 

by CERF. Evidence of 

areas that CERF won’t 

fund. 

Key informant interviews with 

HC, Agencies, OCHA field 

teams, and the CERF Secretariat. 

Comparison of CERF funding 

with other funding data from FTS. 

T
im

el
y
 

re
sp

o
n
se

 

What is the typical timeline 

for CERF funding, and to 

what extent have CERF funds 

facilitated timely action? 

Speed of funding. 

Evidence of timely action 

facilitated by CERF 

funds. 

Analysis of funding timelines. 

Key information interviews with 

HCs, agencies and NGOs. Survey 

of humanitarian actors. 

O
u

tc
o

m
es

 

P
re

d
ic

ta
b

il
it

y
 a

n
d
 r

el
ia

b
il

it
y

 

en
h

an
ce

d
 

To what extent has CERF 

contributed to better overall 

funding for underfunded 

emergencies? 

Evidence of any impact 

on the overall level of 

funding for underfunded 

emergencies. 

Analysis of CERF funding 

compared with other funding. Key 

informant interviews with HCs, 

agencies, and NGOs. 

How has CERF affected 

agencies ability to respond, at 

both HQ and field? 

Evidence of changes in 

ability to respond. 

Key informant interview with 

agencies at HQ and in the Field. 

To what extent has the 

availability of CERF 

contributions enabled 

agencies to use internal 
advance mechanisms and 

leverage donor funds? 

Evidence of leveraging 

of other funding. 

Key informant interview with 

agencies and donors. 

Q
u
al

it
y
 r

es
p
o
n
se

 

To what extent has CERF 

contributed to better 

coverage? How? 

Evidence of extended 

coverage with CERF 

funding. 

Key informant interviews with 

HC, agencies, NGOs and donors. 

To what extent do CERF 

processes and projects 

consider the differing needs 

of women, boys, girls, and 

men? 

Gender Marker scores by 

project number and 

value. Evidence of the 

extent to which project 

take gender into account. 

Review of CERF application 

documents, application of Gender 

Marker to project portfolio. Key 

informant interviews with CERF 

Secretariat, HC, agencies, NGOs 

and donors. 

To what extent has CERF 

supported prevention and 

supported the transition to 
early recovery? Is this 

coherent with the objectives 

of CERF? 

Evidence of support for 

prevention or transition. 

Review of project portfolio. 

Keyword searches for early 

recovery and prevention terms. 
Interviews with HCs, agencies, 

NGOs, and donors. Document 

review. 

H
u

m
an

it
ar

ia
n
 

R
ef

o
rm

 P
ro

ce
ss

 

S
u

p
p

o
rt

ed
 

To what extent has the CERF 

reinforced other elements of 

the humanitarian reform, and 

has this contributed to timely 

responses to new needs and 

underfunding? 

Evidence of 

reinforcement of the 

reform process and of 

any impact on responses. 

Key informant interviews with 

OCHA, HCs, agencies, donors 

and NGOs. Document review. 

E
ff

ic
i

en cy
 

E
f

fi
c

ie
n

cy
 

How do the CERF transaction Evidence of differences Key informant interviews with 
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Element Evaluation question How judgement 

formed 

Likely sources and methods 

costs compare with the 

transaction costs for other 

funding? If higher, why do 
agencies apply for CERF 

funding? 

in transaction costs. HCs, agencies and donors. 

Document review. 

How well is the CERF being 

managed by the CERF 

Secretariat, is it adequately 

supported and resourced? 

Evidence of any 

management issues. 

Comparative levels of 

support and resourcing. 

Key informant interviews with the 

CERF Secretariat, donors, and 

agencies. Review of CERF 

procedures. Comparison with 

other pooled funds. 

To what extent have previous 

evaluation recommendations 

been implemented, and what 

impact has any such 

implementation had? 

Extent to which previous 

evaluation 

recommendations have 

been implemented. 

Review of previous evaluations. 

Key informant interview with 

CERF Secretariat, donors, and 

HCs. 

To what extent has CERF 

contributed to a more 

effective humanitarian 
system? 

Preponderance of 

perceptions of the impact 

of CERF. 

Key informant interviews with 

HC, donors, agencies, and NGOs. 

Survey of humanitarian actors. 

To what extent does the AG 

contribute to the CERF 

process? How could this be 

improved? 

Evidence of impact of 

AG. Views of 

interviewees on potential 

improvements. 

Key informant interviews with 

CERF Secretariat and AG 

members. 

E
ff

ec
ti

ve
n
es

s 

E
ff

ec
ti

v
en

es
s 

Are CERF policies, 

strategies, and mechanisms 

coherent with each other and 

with the objectives of 

resolution 60/124? 

Evidence of coherence. Document review. Comparison of 

CERF procedures and practices 

against the objective of the 

resolution. 

To what extent are CERF 

processes, in the field and in 

NY, perceived to be 

transparent?  

Preponderance of 

perceptions. 

Survey of humanitarian actors. 

Key informant interviews with 

HC, agencies, donors, and NGOs. 

How does the CERF interact 
with other pooled funding 

mechanisms? How do they 

affect each other? 

Evidence of interaction. Survey of humanitarian actors. 
Key informant interview with HC, 

agencies, NGOs and Donors. 

To what extent do and the 

current humanitarian 

architecture and agency 

procedures and capacities 

limit the potential impact of 

the CERF? 

Evidence of constraints 

on the objectives of the 

CERF from architecture 

or agencies. 

Key informant interviews with 

HCs, agencies, donors, and 

NGOs. Document research. 

A
p

p
ro

p
ri

a
te

n
es

s 
a
n
d
 r

el
ev

a
n
ce

 

A
p

p
ro

p
ri

at
en

es
s 

an
d
 r

el
ev

an
ce

 

To what extent is the CERF 

donor base adequately 

diversified? 

Degree of concentration 

in donor base compared 

with other funding. 

Numerical analysis of donor 

contributions. Comparison with 

other pooled funding and all other 

humanitarian funding. 

How has the CERF adapted 
to changing needs and what 

further changes may be 

needed to make the CERF 

more appropriate and 

relevant? 

Evidence of existing 
adaptation or of the need 

for further changes. 

Key informant interview with 
HCs, agencies, NGOs, and 

donors. 

To what extent are the current 

fund scale and window 

arrangements (RR, UFE, and 

loans) appropriate? 

Evidence of 

appropriateness or gaps. 

Key informant interviews with 

donors, CERF Secretariat, HCs, 

agencies, and NGOs. 

To what extent are NGOs Evidence of engagement. Key informant interviews with 
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Element Evaluation question How judgement 

formed 

Likely sources and methods 

engaged with the CERF? Is 

this level of engagement 

appropriate and sufficient, 
what are NGOs' perceptions 

of the CERF? 

Evidence of 

appropriateness and 

sufficiency. NGO 
perceptions. 

NGOs, agencies, donors, and 

HCs. Survey of humanitarian 

actors. 

C
E

R
F

 O
b
je

ct
iv

es
 

T
im

e 
se

n
si

ti
v
e 

co
v
er

ag
e 

o
f 

cr
it

ic
al

 b
en

ef
ic

ia
ry

 

n
ee

d
s 

To what extent has the CERF 

met the objectives set out for 

it in the GA resolution 

60/124? 

Evidence of the extent to 

which the objectives 

have been met. 

Key informant interviews with 

HCs, agencies, NGOs and donors. 

Document review. Other finding 

of this evaluation as this is the 

overarching question. 
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ANNEX IV: BIOGRAPHIES OF THE MAIN WRITERS 

 

John Cosgrave is an independent evaluator based in Ireland. He has more than 30 

years of experience of humanitarian action and development in nearly 60 countries. 

His initial academic training was in engineering, and he holds three masters level 

degrees (in engineering, management, and social science). 

After two decades managing projects and programmes for NGOs in the aftermath of 

natural disasters and complex political emergencies John became a freelance 

consultant specialising in the evaluation of humanitarian action in 1997. Since 1997 

John has led a great many evaluations, mostly of humanitarian action, and 

including many joint evaluations of humanitarian action and several funding 

studies, for a wide variety of clients including the UN, Donors, and NGOs. 

John was the Evaluation Advisor and Coordinator for the Tsunami Evaluation 

Coalition and is used to working on politically complex evaluations. He has well 

developed evaluation skills and trains on humanitarian evaluation both for ALNAP 

and for the World Bank supported International Program for Development 

Evaluation Training (IPDET). 

John combines training with evaluation and brings examples from evaluation 

practice into the classroom, including for ALNAP and the IPDET. John’s writing 

includes the ALNAP pilot guide for Real-Time Evaluation. Recent writing by John 

include: Responding to earthquakes: Learning from earthquake relief and recovery 

operations. (ALNAP and Provention, 2008) and the ALNAP Real-Time Evaluation 

pilot guide.  

 

Mrs Marie Spaak is an independent consultant since 2008 who has worked in the 

humanitarian field since 1992, mostly with DG ECHO and OCHA. She has been 

based in the field (former Yugoslavia, Great Lakes emergency, Bangladesh, 

Indonesia, Russian Federation, Haiti in 2009 notably) and worked in both Brussels 

(ECHO) and Geneva (OCHA). She has in-depth knowledge of the UN humanitarian 

reform process, disaster preparedness and response, field coordination mechanisms 

and inter-agency processes, and direct experience of different types of pooled 

funding mechanisms (Indonesia, Indian Ocean tsunami, Somalia, Haiti). She is also 

familiar with donor perspectives due to her experience with DG ECHO and more 

recently, an independent mapping of humanitarian donor coordination at the field 

level carried out with Channel Research in 2009, for which DRC and Sudan were a 

case study. 

She is a Belgian national and fluently speaks and writes French, English and 

Spanish. She holds a B.A. in Anthropology from Bryn Mawr College, USA, and 

subsequently studied international development cooperation (Belgium) and project 

cycle management (Spain). 
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M. Jock Baker began working as an independent consultant in 1999 following a 

career of over fifteen years in a series of field-based assignments with the United 

Nations, including the United Nations Development Program (UNDP), United 

Nations High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR), World Food Program (WFP), 

and the Office for Coordination of Humanitarian Assistance (OCHA). Mr. Baker 

works part-time as CARE International’s Programme Quality & Accountability 

Coordinator at the CARE International Secretariat in Geneva, Switzerland where he 

is the focal point for CARE’s accountability, program quality, disaster risk reduction 

and transition programming. Mr. Baker has led a number of thematic reviews of 

organizational policy in addition to participating in and leading a number of 

assessments, appraisals, participatory reviews and evaluations and he is skilled in 

workshop design and facilitation.  

He holds a BSc in Biological Sciences from the University of Edinburgh and a MSc 

degree in Economics from the London School of Economics & Political Science. 

Mr. Baker’s assignments as an independent consultant include Team Leader for and 

Evaluation of UNHCR’s Kosovo Women’s Initiative, Senior Evaluator for an 

Interagency Real-Time Evaluation of Cyclone Nargis commissioned by UNOCHA, 

Micro-Finance Specialist & Conflict Analyst for an Asian Development Bank 

appraisal in eastern Sri Lanka, contributing author/editor for the Sphere Handbook, 

technical reviewer for the World Bank’s Post-Conflict Trust Fund, Transition 

Adviser in Rwanda for the Program on Negotiation at Harvard Law School, disaster 

management technical adviser for CBS Film Productions Inc., IDP Relief & 

Reintegration Adviser for the Government of the Philippines and Local Integration  

Specialist  for UNHCR in Indonesia.   

Mr. Baker has also managed or led a number of humanitarian evaluations for CARE 

International, including an interagency evaluation for INGO tsunami responses, an 

interagency evaluation following hurricane Stan in Guatemala in 2005 and an 

evaluation of CARE Bangladesh’s response following Cyclone Sidr. Mr. Baker is 

also CARE International’s representative to ALNAP and was a member of the 

OECD-DAC team which peer reviewed WFP’s evaluation function in 2007.  

 

Angela Mac Neil Berry Koch brings 34 years of humanitarian experience to this 

evaluation. She has worked as a staff member for over twenty years with UNHCR, 

UNICEF and OCHA. This consultant brings a wealth of experience in nutrition, 

food security and child protection issues, and has authored numerous important 

guidelines and manuals for the UN system at large. She has also provided 

consultancy services in reproductive health and HIV/AIDS to UNDP, UNFPA and 

UNIFEM in various country offices, primarily in Latin America. With a Masters in 

Science in Human Nutrition from London School of Hygiene and Tropical 

Medicine, she is an expert in areas of food security and food aid as well as nutrition 

in humanitarian situations, having forged the first consultations on human dietary 

requirements and standards of food aid in emergencies in the 1980’s. In the past 

years she has revised various guidelines for the UN system, including the 

UNHCR/WFP food assessment guidelines in emergencies. Ms. Berry-Koch has 

authored many publications, including those related to use of famine foods used in 

the Horn of Africa, deficiency disease syndromes in refugee populations, and 
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human rights of displaced populations in Latin America.        

 

Mrs Cécile Collin has been a full-time area manager for Channel Research since 

Oct. 2005. She is in charge of the Francophone clients and the UN. She has 

experience in undertaking complex consultancy missions, evaluations, mid term 

reviews and impact assessments related to international assistance, emergencies and 

post disaster rehabilitation. She has been a consultant in more than 16 missions, 

most of them in Africa, notably the Democratic Republic of Congo and Central 

African Republic. These missions have included the targeting and identifying of 

those most vulnerable, logistical assistance, awareness raising campaigns, protection 

structures, and legal development. She has practical experience of developing and 

implementing policies and strategies in the areas of multi-sectoral initiatives.   

In 2006, Mrs Collin created Channel Research Burundi, subsidiary of Channel 

Research Belgium in the Great Lakes with the aim to promote African expertise and 

local capacity building. She was part of the team carrying out the OCHA 

commissioned evaluation of the CHF, co-responsible for the country analysis of the 

Central African Republic. She was also project manager of the evaluation of Conflict 

Prevention and Peace Building Programmes for 11 donors in Eastern DRC, the 

evaluation of post-disaster programmes of the AFD (Agence Française de 

Développement), a fact finding mission in Central African Republic, and the 

evaluation of rapid humanitarian assistance using Norwegian 6x6 military trucks 

for NORAD.  

As a consultant, Mrs Collin benefits from a good knowledge of different evaluation 

and impact assessment methodologies as well as of general skills in organizational 

and financial analysis, economics, communication and management, as a graduate 

in Social sciences and economics (BA) and business administration & performance 

monitoring (MA). Mrs Cécile Collin is a French national and speaks English, French, 

Italian and German. 

 

Mrs Annina Mattsson is a full-time area manager and evaluator at Channel 

Research. She has experience in the evaluation of humanitarian aid, peace building 

and development programmes in the Middle East, Africa, and South Asia. Working 

for Channel Research, Mrs Mattsson has gained experience of large multi-donor, 

multi-sector and multi-country evaluations. She was a key team member in the Sida 

commissioned follow-up evaluation of the linkages between relief, rehabilitation 

and development in the response to the Indian Ocean tsunami, the joint donor 

evaluation of conflict prevention and peace building initiatives in Southern Sudan 

and has just finished managing and working on the OCHA funded evaluation of the 

CHF. A part from being an evaluator, she is also advising organizations on their 

monitoring and evaluation systems.  

Mrs Mattsson has carried out short- and longer term missions to Bangladesh, 

Indonesia, Jordan, Kenya, Kosovo, Liberia, Maldives, Palestinian Territories, Sierra 

Leone, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Thailand, Uganda and the United Arab Emirates. She is a 

Finnish citizen, based in Dubai, and speaks fluent Finnish, Swedish, English, 

Spanish and French, while she is conversational in colloquial Arabic. 
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AFGHANISTAN 

Field country case study 

Inputs 

Afghanistan was the eighth largest recipient of CERF funding, receiving US$71 million 

until December 2010. Over two thirds of this funding has been through the rapid 

response window. Afghanistan has received 36 Grants in total, and received CERF every 

year. However, the CERF rate per capita in Afghanistan (US$2.44) is low compared to 

the other countries. Funds were used for responses to natural disasters such as drought, 

harsh winter, floods, food crisis, and IDPs / returnees issues in relations to conflict.  

As in most other countries, WFP received the largest grants19, and the highest share of 

the funding. The share for other sectors was depressed by the food sector getting almost 

twice its typical share. The lack of funding for protection and human right projects, and 

the limited proportion for shelter and non-food items (NFI), is surprising in a context 

with very large displaced and returnee populations. 

CERF was facilitated by UNAMA, which has the double function of recovery and 

political affairs, until 2008, when OCHA and the Cluster system were implemented. The 

CAP is being used for the first time in 2011. Previously, appeals have been made for 

Humanitarian Action Plans. 

Outputs 

While CERF allocations included NGOs in a limited way until 2009, this changed in 2010 

in respect of transparency of the process and equity of outcomes. However, there is a 

certain frustration from NGOs in the CERF and CAP processes, notably in light of the 

transaction costs and the actual benefits of their involvement in the system.  

Regarding timeliness, the application and disbursement process took an average of 29 

days for the Rapid Response Window and 36 days for the Underfunded Window. It is 

appropriate that RR funding, which if for time critical needs should be process more 

quickly than UFE funding. 

The constraints on humanitarian action in Afghanistan limit the potential efficiency of 

CERF funding. This includes cultural challenges and limited access to women, although 

they are extremely vulnerable, and perception that UN action is not totally neutral by 

association with the UN peacekeeping forces. 

                                                   
19 However, WFP accounts for 52per cent of all UN Humanitarian Appeal funding. CERF is a 

smaller contributor to WFP overall than to the other large UN agencies. 
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Outcomes 

CERF funding is critical to the humanitarian response in Afghanistan as it can fund 

humanitarian activities that bilateral funds find politically challenging. Moreover, CERF 

funding is considered by the population to be a relatively neutral form of funding, even 

if local communities do not see the UN agencies as fully independent. The CERF allows 

the funding of humanitarian gaps on the basis of need rather than on the basis of 

broader strategic goals.  

The quality of the CERF project is mainly linked to its process, which relates to capacity 

of rapid interventions and the required inclusiveness, which aims to ensure information 

sharing and then better prioritization of the projects, as well as technical review of the 

implementation. 

Humanitarian assistance in Afghanistan has also played a role in improving resilience of 

the population, and preventing further enrolment in anti-governmental movements and 

possibly in illicit economic activities. 

The CERF strongly supported UN humanitarian reform in Afghanistan. It contributed to 

reinforcing coordination, and to setting up the clusters. It also supported the role of the 

HC in arbitration and definition of overall strategies of intervention encompassing most 

of the humanitarian actors. 

Most of the projects funded by the CERF targeted vulnerable groups, conflict-affected 

populations, IDPs and returnees. 

Efficiency 

Implementation of a cluster system, and preparation of HAP and CAP, would require 

early preparation and training, and more precise guidance. 

Concerning accountability, some actors mentioned the need for a third part to be 

involved in the pooled funding process, because of the conflict of interest at different 

levels, within clusters and overall decision-making. Monitoring and evaluations could 

be also reinforced. 

Effectiveness 

CERF funding has enabled critical operations. This includes UNHAS and WHO’s 

humanitarian programme to continue when there was no other funding. Supporting 

humanitarian operations in this way means that the structures do not lose their ability to 

quickly mount humanitarian response in the event of new sudden onset disasters, or 

security incidents. 

Appropriateness and Relevance 

The relevance of project outputs in Afghanistan is almost beyond question considering 

the context and criticality of the situation on the ground. The CERF was used in critical 
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times to reach populations affected by extreme conditions and provided responses to a 

broad variety of time-critical issues in the context of natural disasters, which appear to 

have increased markedly in years since 2006. The requests made for RR were always 

made in relation to new disasters, including economic circumstances. The UFE requests 

were also made in response to emergencies. 

CERF Objectives 

First, it has contributed funding, providing US$71 for humanitarian action in a context 

where donors were reluctant to fund humanitarian action as it conflicted with the 

Government and donor narrative that development rather than humanitarian action was 

needed in Afghanistan. 

Overall, CERF has saved lives in Afghanistan; however, a lack of monitoring data and 

the complexities of attribution, make it difficult to measure the precise scale of the 

CERF’s contribution. 
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BURKINA FASO 

Desk-based country case study 

Inputs 

CERF funded projects reflect the whole UNCT consensus on what can be done to 

support the Government in mobilizing appropriate resources to address the emergency 

in question. Priorities are based on data from food security and nutrition assessments 

carried out jointly by the Government of Burkina Faso and UN agencies. The majority of 

health, food security and nutrition projects focus on lactating and pregnant women, and 

children. Projects pay little attention to other cross-cutting issues but they are strong in 

addressing vulnerability.  

UFE project criteria in Burkina Faso are; i) the agency’s capacity to commit the funds 

before the end of the year, ii) alignment with the criteria of life-saving, iii) the agency’s 

capacity to take into consideration the priority needs in areas with high rates of 

malnutrition, and iv) CAP projects funding level through CERF Financial Tracking 

Service. For RR projects the capacity to implement planned activities within a three-

month timeframe and the capacity to quickly reach results through new activities or the 

scaling up of ongoing activities are considered. CERF is a significant source of funding 

in Burkina Faso and useful to support the government to respond to quick onset 

emergencies like outbreak of measles.  

Outputs 

The allocation by geography has followed changing patterns of vulnerability but the 

majority of the projects are in the sectors of food security, nutrition and health. The 

humanitarian actors have been able to combine the two CERF windows to cover more 

ground with existing projects. All RR grants have been approved in under 2 weeks from 

date of submission of the grant application. 

Outcomes 

The UN agencies all coordinate and actively in partnership with the Government of 

Burkina Faso and the NGOs present in the country. The grants submitted through the 

UFE are as a rule complimentary of existing government programmes, or responding to 

a gap in Government coverage. Projects funded through the RR are implemented under 

the coordination of the Government and, in the case of health projects, using public 

health centres for stockpiling and storage. 

Efficiency 

There is anecdotal evidence of the presence of CERF in Burkina Faso having brought a 

multi-agency and multi-partnership approach to both assessment and implementation, 



CERF 5-year evaluation – Annexes to synthesis report Page 61 

 

Channel Research 

and therefore improved the coordination of humanitarian activities resulting in better 

and more targeted coverage. 

Effectiveness 

CERF funds have been used to compliment other funds, especially when dealing with 

emergencies where the Government of Burkina Faso has taken the lead. In 2007, the 

considered success of containing the meningitis outbreak was largely attributed to the 

collaboration between the Government and development partners though the Rapid 

Response meningitis project. The CERF funds received were used to cover the resource 

gap of the Government’s outbreak control plan. 

Appropriateness and Relevance 

The total amount of CERF funding received to-date, covering both the underfunded 

window (UFE) and the rapid response (RR) window is US$20,566,274. Coordination 

mechanisms accompanying the CERF such as joint assessments, joint programming and 

coordinated implementation have aimed to ensure a high level of coherence, relevance 

and efficiency of the projects. These mechanisms have involved UN agencies, the 

Government, the Red Cross and Crescent Movement and NGOs. 

CERF Objectives 

CERF has been a significant source of funding for humanitarian operations in Burkina 

Faso. It has supported and reinforced the humanitarian reform process. Thus, it has 

supported the overall objective of resolution 60/124 to improve the provision of 

humanitarian assistance to affected populations. 
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CAPE VERDE 

Desk-based country case study 

Inputs 

In the last three months of 2009, Cape Verde suffered its first outbreak of dengue fever. 

Within a matter of weeks, it spread to affect 11% of the entire population in the capital 

city of Praia. On November 4, 2009, the Central Government declared a national 

epidemic of dengue, based on a total of 11,000 confirmed cases.  The city of Praia was the 

main focus of the epidemic. By the end of December, a total of 21,090 cases were 

confirmed nationally, with 14,476 cases in the capital city of Praia. 

Outputs 

The monitoring of the incident of dengue was made within the national health care 

system and was included in the normal reporting, which then indicated a serious 

problem three weeks into the first case of Dengue being identified on November 4, 2009. 

At the height of the emergency there was a 4% mortality rate among haemorrhagic 

variety of the disease. UNICEF requested $ 159,758 against a total need of US$ 210,000 

for vector control and community mobilization, and WHO received $ 314,580 against a 

total need of $600,000 for strengthening the management (identification and treatment) 

of the disease. Agencies had their requests approved for the full amount requested 

under the Rapid Response Window.   

Outcomes 

CERF however was received late and thus agencies had to use other funds, and 

reimburse these later with CERF.  Both WHO and UNICEF agencies had their requests 

approved for the full amount requested, five days after submissions on 25 November. 

However the disbursement of funds only occurred in the 3rd week of December, one 

month later. However, once the CERF grants were approved, the agencies (or partners: 

government) were able to use loans and mobilize activities, paying these back once the 

funds arrived. Unfortunately, given the sudden and abrupt nature of this epidemic, the 

approval was made at the time when the outbreak was already diminishing rapidly.   

Efficiency & Effectiveness 

Based on the approval of CERF, the Government was able to take out a loan to cover 

immediate costs for equipment and cement, etc… needed for vector control. One 

question that arose was whether correct bidding procedures were used as the UNICEF 

report stated construction material prices had rose sharply. (Even in loan arrangement 

agencies should have all partners use required procurement procedures). WHO was able 

to mobilize expertise in the region and procure required laboratory equipment and 

supplies. In addition the Red Cross (IFRCS) provided some money from their emergency 

fund to support 450 volunteers.  By the time the actual CERF funds arrived, it was used 
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to pay back the governmental and agency loans. The WHO CERF allotment was used 

effectively, but only after the major outbreak had already been stemmed.   

Appropriateness and Relevance 

The documentation indicates a proper consultative process was obtained within the UN 

reform structures, and particularly as Cape Verde has an active UNDAF and is part of 

the UN integrative process (ONE UN) – there were adequate forms of coordination and 

inclusion between the UN and government and civil society for project design.  

CERF Objectives 

As mentioned, the time-critical lifesaving activities supported by the CERF were made 

on a loan basis, but the fact that the mortality rate was reduced further once the CERF 

was approved, and the fact that the outbreak did not reappear in the months and year 

following the original outbreak, indicates the critical life saving nature of the CERF at 

that time.   Both the UNICEF and WHO projects were adequately designed in a manner 

that would prevent loss of life through stemming the epidemic.   
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CENTRAL AFRICAN REPUBLIC 

Desk-based country case study 

Inputs 

The CERF process has evolved over time. The CERF funding was managed in a rather 

transparent and inclusive way, similar to the Common Humanitarian Fund in the cluster 

system. It allowed a significant number of NGO projects to access CERF funding via UN 

agencies. The Central African Republic government was involved in the decision 

making process in a limited way and indirectly through the cluster system. The 

government is a natural partner for the implementation of some projects, although this 

involvement is strongly limited by the lack of capacities and resources of the 

government. The lack of monitoring and evaluation mechanisms limits the 

accountability of the funding.  

Outputs 

Projects mainly targeted vulnerable groups, mostly women and IDPs and most of them 

were related to health or nutrition. They were particularly relevant with respect to the 

life saving criteria although there is limited evidence of proper needs-assessments. Local 

coping mechanisms were included to a limited extent as the community structure is 

strongly weakened due to the conflict. CERF also enabled UNHAS to keep running and 

to implement joint integrated responses to emergencies, funding joint applications of 

several agencies in the Rapid Response. The process took 40 days in average, mainly 

because of the long time required for revisions of proposals. 

Outcomes 

CERF has been key in CAR which is regularly selected as an underfunded country. It 

allowed the humanitarian assistance to be scaled up in the country (during the crisis in 

2004, the country only received only 4 millions USD for humanitarian assistance). CERF 

funded the response to deep humanitarian needs and to small and medium emergencies 

caused by the conflict or natural disasters. The project proposals did not differentiate 

between the needs assessments for women, men or children, even though a significant 

amount of projects concerned neonatal, maternal health, and child nutrition. CERF was 

used in coordination with the CHF, which focused more on traditional humanitarian 

assistance and can early recovery in humanitarian context. CERF contributed to 

reinforce the cluster system and UN leadership in humanitarian assistance, although the 

predictability of funding is limited. 

Efficiency 

CERF is seen by the agencies as being one of the simplest sources of funding in terms of 

application and reporting formats. The CERF secretariat is viewed very favourably. 

However, the revision of proposals mainly concerned budgets which resulted to a 
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certain extent in cost reallocation. The level of detail on the budget is not consistent in 

the application and there is too much itemization of the procurement part and not 

enough details on the management, logistics and personal costs. 

Effectiveness 

CERF processes have evolved throughout the years and more precise guidelines on the 

process would be helpful, although there is a certain level of flexibility, which allows for 

tailor-made situations. OCHA plays a significant role in balancing transparency and 

timeliness of the process and needs / capacity analysis of the agencies for project 

selection. However, it would be useful to have more details on the allocation meetings, 

through minutes for example. The different pooled funding mechanisms cover different 

types of activities, meaning that they complement each other efficiently. As CHF is 

based on CAP projects, CERF is also of particular interest to deal with evolving needs.  

Appropriateness and Relevance 

NGOs and cluster systems are quite involved in the CERF processes because of the 

limited presence of UN agencies in some areas where the humanitarian assistance 

concerns life-saving. Having CAP and CHF processes ensures regular clusters meetings, 

which also take place specifically for the CERF. NGO inclusion in the process has been 

quite high and HC reports mention that one third of the CERF fund have been allocated 

to NGOs. OCHA plays a significant role in finding ways to overcome the limitations of 

the system, for instance by pushing for conclusion and finalization of partnerships at an 

earlier stage of the process so that no delays are caused by administrative or partnership 

issues once funds are allocated by the CERF secretariat.  

CERF Objectives 

CERF is a very relevant tool in the context of CAR. It contributes and supports the other 

pillars of reform, although the lack of third party involvement and monitoring of the 

performance can limit achievements of the final objective: to increase the effectiveness of 

the humanitarian assistance. CERF’s effect in relation to partnerships is less certain 

although it is higher in CAR compared with the rest of the world. It has pushed for more 

exchanges and coordination between agencies. The predictability of the funding is 

limited by the lack of general threshold indicators, which trigger CERF. 
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DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF THE CONGO 

Desk-based country case study 

Inputs 

The Humanitarian Country Team does not follow a strict pre-established process to 

agree on priorities and the level of funding per cluster, but the approach has been 

refined over the years. For UFE allocations of the first annual round, around 30 per cent 

of the allocation is reserved for the underfunded clusters of the previous year20 and the 

rest is divided between all clusters on a pro-rata basis of current year requirements. For 

the second round, underfunded clusters and key projects unlikely to receive donor 

support are prioritized. Cluster coordinators identify ‘national21’ projects based on their 

knowledge of the needs and consult their provincial counterparts for projects targeting a 

specific province. RR allocations tend to be the most inclusive given the need to assess 

new needs and agree on key priorities and partnerships. The HCT reviews the CERF 

submission before the HC vets it. The central government is not involved but provincial 

authorities participate through the clusters.  

NGOs have been encouraged to take part in CERF-related processes, but with limited 

success, except in cases when CERF and Pooled Fund allocations22 have taken place at 

the same time. 

The HC has no formal oversight over the use of pooled funds (CERF, Pooled Fund) and 

the findings of UN agency monitoring activities remain internal. However, several 

clusters are looking into ways to improve monitoring and two online databases, 

ActivityInfo (UNICEF) and a ‘Share Point’ for Pooled Fund projects, were established to 

facilitate the reporting on activities, which could be a model for the monitoring of CERF 

funded projects. No independent evaluation of a CERF project has taken place. 

Outputs 

A total of 127 projects were supported, mostly through the UFE window. RR funding 

was provided five times and supported 20 projects. The CERF contribution to the 

Humanitarian Action Plan has ranged between 5-11.6 per cent of contributions.  

The pattern of funding for the UFE and RR windows is in line with their respective 

objectives. Cluster lead agencies (except UNDP) and most clusters have received 

funding from each UFE allocation, whereas for RR allocations some sectors have been 

prioritized and most projects have targeted the province where the emergency was 

unfolding.  

                                                   
20  These are the clusters having received less than 50% of their requirements. 

21  Projects are considered national if the same activity is undertaken in several provinces and 

the project is centrally-managed. National projects have to be vetted by the national inter-

cluster group. 

22  The Pooled Fund is an important source of funding for NGO projects. 
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The CERF has been used to support projects of a national or a provincial scope, as well 

as single sector and multi-sector projects.  

Outcomes 

The CERF has been a reliable source of funding for the HCT and strengthened the 

humanitarian response. CERF funds have enabled agencies to continue their core 

humanitarian activities, in particular in underfunded sectors, and boosted capacities to 

respond to new needs.  

The CERF has strengthened the role of the HC by putting un-earmarked funds at his 

disposal. The HC has used them to strengthen humanitarian coordination mechanisms, 

in particular the clusters, by giving cluster coordinators a key role in selecting priority 

projects. 

Gender has been a key priority since 2009 in DRC. The CERF has further promoted the 

mainstreaming of gender into projects. Most projects contribute in a limited or 

significant way to gender equality, and vulnerability is equally well-addressed.  

Efficiency 

The Joint Pooled Fund Unit (JPFU) manages CERF allocations effectively and efficiently. 

CERF processes have benefited from JPFU and cluster capacities and experience of 

funding allocation processes.  

From 2006-2010, the average timeframe for RR project approval was of 28 days between 

the submission of a proposal and the disbursement of funds, which is comparable to 

average timings for 2007-2010. The UFE timeframe is longer, as allocations are made in 

the framework of a scheduled process of four-five weeks. In 2010, the UFE process took 

an average of 43 calendar days, which is close to the average global timing of 40 days. 

Effectiveness 

A harmonized approach for the selection of CERF and Pooled Fund projects has 

maximised coherence and effectiveness. Besides the CERF life-saving criteria, selection 

criteria include the need for projects to be based on a recent needs assessment, be linked 

to the strategic objectives of the HAP and cover priority activities approved by the inter-

cluster. Agencies have to be up to date with CERF and Pooled Fund reporting 

obligations and demonstrate a 70 percent rate of utilization of (previous) funds.  

The use of a formula for the calculation of UFE envelopes for the clusters23 has reduced 

the tensions inherent in any funding allocation process by making it more objective.  

Semi-annual Pooled Fund/CERF reports, which include output-based results indicators, 

enable the JPFU to monitor project implementation, spot poor performance, and provide 

an overview of cluster achievements in the annual reports. These reports have given the 

                                                   
23  It consists in giving around 30 percent of the CERF allocation to the most underfunded 

sectors of the previous year and dividing up the rest among all clusters on a pro-rata basis of 
current year unmet requirements. 
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HC unusual insight into agency performance and the possibility of taking action if 

required.  

The complementary use of CERF and Pooled Fund resources has maximized the 

effectiveness of the humanitarian response. Pooled Fund and CERF allocations are 

frequently made around the same time. 

About 75 per cent of UFE funding has been for national projects which are particularly 

useful as they give cluster lead agencies the flexibility of responding to gaps in different 

provinces, some of which are unlikely to receive funding from other sources. 

Appropriateness and Relevance 

CERF processes have been refined over the years and efforts have been made to develop 

approaches and complementarities understood by all stakeholders. They have relied and 

benefited from a strong cluster system.  

The CERF has been relevant for all UN agencies, but in particular for underfunded 

clusters, which have been able to implement key activities that they could not have 

otherwise and respond to humanitarian needs in provinces for which funding was 

scarce. 

CERF Objectives 

The CERF has provided significant and timely funding for humanitarian operations, 

reduced funding disparities between sectors and boosted agency capacity to respond to 

evolving needs. It has reinforced the humanitarian reform. Thus, it has supported to 

overall objective of resolution 60/124 to improve the provision of humanitarian 

assistance to affected populations. 
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EL SALVADOR 

Desk-based country case study 

Inputs 

El Salvador received CERF funding in 2009 for US$ 2,485,827 under the Rapid Response 

(RR) window in response to the flooding caused by tropical storm Ida. The full UN Flash 

Appeal for El Salvador 18 Nov. 2009 was for some US$ 12.9 million. Eventually, the UN 

Flash Appeal in El Salvador was able to raise a total of US$ 6.7 million, and the CERF 

contribution proved substantial for El Salvador, representing some 37 per cent of the 

total funds raised by the United Nations for this emergency.  

The UN HCT, which included NGOs, IOM and IFRC, launched the Flash Appeal in 

coordination with the government. CERF funding was applied for on the basis of initial 

field visits and the Damage and Needs Assessments conducted by national authorities. 

The HCT formed a special committee to prioritize CERF funded projects in accordance 

with the CERF life-saving criteria. The Cluster system was activated in the country for 

the first time and CERF funding was seen to facilitate close coordination within the 

Clusters. CERF was not the first emergency fund employed in El Salvador as internal 

UN Agencies emergency funds were activated in the first week after the emergency.  

Outputs 

The 10 CERF funded projects implemented did comparatively better in addressing 

vulnerability issues than cross-cutting and gender ones. The time taken between the 

submission of the original proposal and final approval was between 4-8 days for the 10 

projects that were implemented. Funds were disbursed within 14-21 days of approval 

and as with the proposal submission process, this varied according to the agencies 

involved. 

Outcomes 

The amount received from CERF in 2009 represented approximately 37% of funding 

received in the Flash Appeal (USD 6, 678, 824) for El Salvador and approximately 16% of 

all funding received (USD 15, 906, 330) for the crisis. The knowledge that CERF funds 

would be available enabled organisations to divert regular agency funds to respond 

immediately to the emergency. CERF funding proved a crucial funding input which also 

won the government’s confidence, in that they recognized an immediate resource on 

which they knew they could rely to help those most in need. This helped their sense of 

leadership in a situation of urgency. Most of the projects fared poorly in addressing 

gender issues in their proposals. 

Efficiency 

It was reported that the OCHA Regional and Desk Officers provided the HCT ‘with 

excellent guidance on all humanitarian response related issues, especially in relation to 
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funding’ and that ‘the support provided in orienting the HCT, Cluster Leads and the 

Government on the functioning of this system was indispensable’. CERF also enabled 

critical cooperation between the agencies and NGOS.  

Effectiveness 

CERF processes were seen to be transparent and the proposals submitted received 

detailed feedback. There was some delay in the overall process because of an initial lack 

of understanding among agencies of what CERF was likely to fund. 

Appropriateness and Relevance 

2009 was the first time CERF funds were used in El Salvador and NGOs were involved 

from the start. However, the pre-agreement phase was seen as a cause of delay and one 

suggestion was to have an approved list of NGOs and partners, which the country 

offices could enter into agreements with quickly. 24% of CERF funding in El Salvador is 

estimated to have been passed through to NGOs 

CERF Objectives 

CERF promoted cooperation between UN agencies, the government and NGOs in its 

first involvement in El Salvador. Although CERF was not the first emergency fund 

activated in the country, CERF funding was seen to be crucial in initiating the national 

response and ensuring that critical activities took place in the first few weeks of the 

emergency. Organizations were able to increase the scope of their immediate 

humanitarian interventions by diverting regular agency funds to cover actions during 

the first weeks and then used CERF funding to continue to provide sustainable life-

saving humanitarian assistance during the most critical "life-saving" period (week 5 - 12) 

until additional resources where received in response to the Flash Appeal.  
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GUATEMALA 

Desk-based country case study 

Inputs 

This desk review covers the three years of CERF (2008, 2009, 2010) used by the UN 

country team in Guatemala, following natural disasters and extreme food insecurity in 

regions with high levels of indigenous groups, and resulting displacement and loss of 

livelihood, etc.  Approximately US $10 million of CERF was used over the three years.  

The country submissions came from a wide representation of UN agencies in Guatemala 

and were coherent. Certain agencies were able to provide greater detail in their 

proposals than others (UNICEF, UNFPA and WFP) although all agencies improved their 

proposals in time. All submissions described precise implementing arrangements and 

required inputs, although budget details could have been more explicit.  The quality of 

submissions generally improved in quality and interviews revealed that the UN 

Humanitarian Reform process was strengthened in Guatemala as a result of the CERF.   

Outputs 

The reporting on the use of CERF funds was made in a timely manner by all agencies 

and were collected within a UN Resident Response summary report each year. 

However, neither independent monitoring, nor external evaluations were evident in the 

literature. Because Guatemala had a history of strong UN presence after decades of 

complex emergencies, the UN country team was well represented with adequate 

technical staff, which improved the transparent and inclusive decision making in the 

vetting and prioritization process. The ability to engage partners was made more 

possible through the cluster approach and CERF was complemented by government led 

emergency appeals.    

Outcomes 

The nature of the emergencies included acute displacement disasters and time-critical 

lifesaving activities were supported in the areas of food, water, shelter and health care.  

In 2010 the CERF supported life saving activities related to extreme food insecurity and 

increasing malnutrition. Overall the outputs within the health sector (nutrition, health, 

gender related care, water and sanitation) all were directly related to life saving 

outcomes.     

Efficiency & Effectiveness 

The capacity for CERF to provide a timely response was obvious in that activities were 

funded and CERF funds used within weeks of the crisis and request. However this 

document review revealed the importance of each agency to use its own central 

emergency fund for immediate response, while within weeks the CERF could then 

sustain priority activities.    
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Appropriateness & Relevance 

The CERF strengthened the UN Humanitarian Reform process in Guatemala because it 

gave the UNCT a concrete capacity to provide immediate crisis response, and to rally 

partner participation in prioritization and forming of efficient strategies for disaster 

relief.  This is evident in the improved procedures and quality of proposals and reports 

over time. A harmonization of the various agency goals and actions is noticeable, 

especially in certain clusters, and the ability to create joint actions and complimentary 

activities was noticeable.  

CERF Objectives 

CERF improved the predictability of response in Guatemala in 2008 and 2010, however 

in 2009, the need to use CERF for food security may have implied a gap in the 

preparedness and early warning to prevent extreme food insecurity. However, the CERF 

did provide a jump start for emergency response, as most agencies supported their 

immediate activities from loans from other projects or funds (including central agency 

emergency funds) thus CERF allowed for implementation as soon as approval, within 

seven days of requests were made.  

  



CERF 5-year evaluation – Annexes to synthesis report Page 73 

 

Channel Research 

KENYA 

Field country study 

Inputs 

For UFE allocations, cluster/sector Working Group24 (WG) coordinators agree on priority 

needs at a meeting convened by OCHA. Some of them consult their cluster/sector 

partners beforehand while others work on the basis of annual programmes defined 

through the Consolidated Appeals Process. The Humanitarian Country Team reviews 

the proposed priorities and funding envelopes per sector WG and agency and the HC 

takes the final decision. NGOs do not participate actively. For RR allocations, agencies 

alert the HC of an emergency need. A consultation of the HCT ensues, during which 

other agencies may come up with additional requirements, including for other 

emergencies.  

Cluster/sector WG coordinators lead the preparation of project proposals once the 

envelopes per sector are known. Depending on the sector, meetings include all WG 

partners or only implementing partners. Some of these meetings discuss sector priorities 

while others focus on the preparation of CERF funded projects.  

The Ministry of State for Special Programmes, in charge of humanitarian affairs, is not 

involved in CERF allocations but is occasionally consulted on priorities. Sector WG, 

where sector priorities are updated on a regular basis, are co-chaired by government 

services. Donors are not involved in CERF processes and know little about their 

outcomes. 

Good quality needs assessments25 serve as a basis for identifying priorities, but reaching 

consensus on which are the most critical needs between emergencies and affected 

populations has sometimes been difficult. This is also true for the apportionment of 

funding to the cluster/sectors. The CERF life-saving criteria provide guidance as to what 

can be funded or not, but are also sometimes used to advocate for funding in a given 

sector.  

Agencies have different M&E mechanisms in place, which vary significantly. A couple 

have carried out evaluations of their programmes but apart from FAO, none has 

commissioned independent evaluations of CERF funded projects. The HC has no 

authority to request an evaluation, an audit, or let alone a visit to a project, which limits 

the extent to which he/she can be held accountable.  

OCHA prepares the annual reports on the CERF. These provide information about the 

response, but rarely any about its timeliness.  

                                                   
24     The clusters have become Government-led Sector Working Groups in 2009. 

25    These include the Short Rains and the Long Rains assessments, each of which takes place on     

  an annual basis. 
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Outputs 

The CERF has provided support for core humanitarian activities of agencies and enabled 

them to respond to new emergencies and improve the humanitarian response.  

The CERF has enabled most agencies to activate internal advance, loan, or borrowing 

mechanisms.  

The RR timelines between project submission and disbursement of funds in 2009 show 

that an average of 15 working days was needed, which is faster than average timings fro 

2006-2010. 

Outcomes 

The CERF has been a predictable and reliable funding source. UFE funding has been 

granted every year and frequent requests for RR funds have never been denied.  

The CERF has often enabled UN agencies to kick start operations by providing ‘seed’ 

money and three of them were able to build their response capacity thanks to CERF 

funds. CERF funds have also enabled UN agencies to secure additional funding from 

other donors.  

The CERF has enhanced coordination at the HCT level and strengthened the position of 

the HC, but a few instances of Headquarters-based agreements have had an occasional 

opposite effect. When inclusive priority setting has taken place at sector-level, the CERF 

has reinforced sector coordination and partnerships, including with government 

services.  

While addressing vulnerability was the essential objective of most projects, most paid no 

attention to gender.  

Efficiency 

CERF proposal and reporting formats are considered straightforward and easier to use 

than those of other donors and CERF transaction costs are seen as reasonable, in 

particular for the UFE window, due to its longer implementation timeframe. 

The OCHA office efficiently manages CERF processes and has gone slightly beyond 

what could be strictly expected from it, despite its limited capacities in terms of 

humanitarian financing. 

Effectiveness 

CERF processes have improved but are perceived as still insufficiently transparent and 

objective, in particular in the case of a few allocations involving UN agency 

Headquarters and the Emergency Relief Coordinator.  

RR allocations seem to have sometimes been used in much the same way as UFE 

allocations. There is a perception that some agencies are using the CERF to meet 

programme shortfalls.  
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The Emergency Response Fund (ERF) established in 2009 is used in a complementary 

way, but the ERF and CERF are managed by different structures and through different 

processes, which limits coherence and effectiveness. This could be remedied by 

streamlining the management of the funds. 

Appropriateness and Relevance 

The two CERF windows are appropriate, but agencies find it difficult to implement their 

projects in the 3-6 month RR timeframe. This is the case notably for FAO.  

The suggestion of the ERC to focus on the needs of refugees for the UFE 2011 allocation, 

no matter how well founded from the perspective of the CERF Secretariat, has 

diminished the flexibility of CERF funding by reducing the margin of manoeuvre of the 

HC and coordination mechanisms. A looming drought might have been identified as an 

equivalent priority.  

CERF Objectives 

The CERF has been a significant source of funding for Kenya, which is its fourth largest 

recipient, and enabled UN agencies to respond to the needs of refugees and vulnerable 

populations affected by different emergencies. Thus it has supported the overall 

objective of resolution 60/124 to improve the provision of humanitarian assistance to 

affected populations. 
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LESOTHO 

Desk-based country case study 

Inputs 

The presence of an efficient food security early warning system in Lesotho significantly 

impacts the quality of needs assessments and allows for CERF funded projects to be well 

targeted to the most vulnerable geographic areas and to more precise elements of the 

livelihood strategies of beneficiaries. Lesotho has received CERF funding for 12 projects 

in total since the fund’s inception in 2006. All the projects have been funded through the 

Rapid Response (RR) window, totalling US$7,858,804 between 2007 and 2010.  Projects 

pay limited attention to gender but are better at addressing vulnerability and the cross-

cutting issue of HIV/AIDS. All CERF funding in Lesotho has only partially funded the 

various projects. This means that there has been no CERF funded projects in Lesotho 

that received solely CERF money.  

Outputs 

All the CERF funded projects in Lesotho have been submitted through the Rapid 

Response window, triggered each time by an acute need to respond fast to an 

emergency, while waiting for regular donor funding to come through. All the projects 

submitted were selected out of a set of projects contained in either the CAP or the 

Consolidated Flash Appeal (CFA). The projects proposed were prioritised with a view to 

triggering an emergency response in a country where governance systems, especially at 

district level, are weak. The CERF funds were used to kick start activities and as a 

leverage to compliment other funds available, such as ECHO or USAID funding. 

Outcomes 

Due to rapidly released CERF RR funding, the HCT in Lesotho, as a whole, has been 

able to start timely implementation of the emergency response projects, thereby averting 

further deterioration of crisis situations. The funds kept implementation in motion while 

funding was mobilised from the donors, ensuring a timely response. 

Efficiency 

There is anecdotal evidence of the presence of CERF in Lesotho having brought a multi-

agency and multi-partnership approach to both assessment and implementation, and 

therefore improved the coordination of humanitarian activities resulting in better and 

more targeted coverage. Monitoring and evaluation of the emergency projects that had a 

CERF funded component was carried out by the relevant government ministries at 

central and field levels, with support from the UN agencies. This was deemed both 

efficient and appropriate as the Government was present in most field locations and 

could therefore carry out monitoring visits as part of their routine work. UN agencies 
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carried out their own monitoring and evaluation of CERF funded projects as part of their 

general M&E. 

Effectiveness 

CERF funding in Lesotho was complementary to other funding sources. The funds have 

been timely and have saved lives and alleviated suffering of those affected by the 

various crisis the country has faced since 2007 by being released fast enough to kick-start 

activities while waiting for other funds to be mobilised.  

Appropriateness and Relevance 

Assessments were carried out consistently by agencies in Lesotho. The projects 

responding to the drought in 2007 and the soaring food prices in 2008-2009 were 

designed based on food security assessments conducted and/or supported jointly by 

WFP, FAO and the Government. For the drought response in 2007 and the crises 

stemming from the rising food prices in 2008 and 2009, the areas of response where 

emergency activities were rolled out were: (1) Emergency food aid; (2) Provision of 

agricultural inputs; (3) Prevention and improved management of acute malnutrition; 

and, (4) Procurement and delivery of Emergency Obstetric Care kits. The various UN 

agencies implemented these interventions based on their thematic mandates and in 

liaison with their most appropriate partners. 

CERF Objectives 

CERF has been a significant source of funding for humanitarian operations in Lesotho. It 

has supported and reinforced the humanitarian reform process by encouraging joint 

assessments and better coordination. Thus, it has supported to overall objective of 

resolution 60/124 to improve the provision of humanitarian assistance to affected 

populations. 
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MONGOLIA 

Desk-based country case study 

Inputs 

Mongolia received just over $3.5 million of CERF funding during 2010 from the Rapid 

Response envelope to respond to a severe dzud26emergency during 2009-2010, the first 

time Mongolia had ever received CERF funding. CERF funds were the first substantial 

funding to arrive after the government requested international assistance.  CERF-related 

planning processes for the response from early 2010 were mainly led by emergency focal 

points from the UN Country Team and four clusters. OCHA deployed one of their 

regional staff on February 18th to support the RC’s office in coordinating emergency 

response, including facilitating CERF application and Flash Appeal processes. The three 

clusters involved in the 2010 response were Agriculture, Early Recovery, and Education. 

An inter-cluster ‚survival strategy‛ was also developed. A more inclusive Humanitarian 

Country Team ("HCT") composed of representatives from the government, INGOs and 

the Red Cross was only established in Mongolia in January 2011 (after the 2010 dzud 

response). In the absence of an HCT, There were senior level consultations with 

government about priorities for a response and, at a sectoral level, with NGOs.  

Outputs 

The main value-added of the CERF was its ability to release relatively large amounts of 

funds within a short time frame. A submission was made by the UN RC in Mongolia on 

February 25 and disbursements to recipient agencies were made during early March, 

although in most cases CERF-funded activities had already begun. At least one agency 

had been informed that only USD 1.2 million was going to be requested from the CERF 

and thus prepared proposals based on this ceiling. Only at a later stage did they learn 

that the CERF allocation to Mongolia was almost three times this amount. 

Of the total amount allocated, 43% of CERF funding was allocated to UNDP, mainly for 

removal of animal carcasses using CFW systems. 27% was allocated to UNICEF for 

emergency medical supplies, food and fuel for vulnerable children and pregnant women 

in zones more affected by the disasters. 17% for FAO were used to purchase 

concentrated feed and support veterinary activities. UNFPA received 7 % for emergency 

reproductive health support and WHO received 6% for provision of psycho-social 

support, emergency communication tools and medical supplies. 

Vulnerability was a specific focus in four out of five of project submissions. The fifth 

WHO proposal focused on mitigating the psychosocial effects. Attention to gender 

issues was variable, with higher scores being achieved in UNICEF and UNFPA 

                                                   
26 Dzud is a Mongolian term for an extremely snowy winter preceded by a summer drought in 

which livestock are unable to find fodder through the snow cover, and large numbers of 

animals die due to starvation and the cold. 
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proposals. Even where there were low scores, subsequent reports indicated that gender-

sensitive approaches had been used during project implementation even though they 

had not been an explicit objective in the proposal. Those submissions that addressed 

cross-cutting issues tended to focus on psychosocial support. 

Outcomes 

Once CERF funds had been approved in late February, this allowed agencies to either 

start up their activities or scale up those already ongoing. CERF was the single largest 

‘donor’ to the Appeal, accounting for 20% of the total requirements (and 27% of total 

contributions). UNDP, UNFPA and FAO all reported that they were able to utilize CERF 

resources to achieve more than had been originally planned. For example, livestock 

death rates were much higher than initially forecasted, but UNDP managed to clear 80% 

more carcasses than targeted.  UNDP removed an estimated 2.7 million animal carcasses 

from three aimags (provinces) - which represented 20 per cent of the total dzud-affected 

territory. A FAO impact assessment indicated that by May 2010 herding families 

supported by the project were able to achieve a livestock survival rate of almost 90 per 

cent. Since CERF life-saving criteria apply to humans rather than livestock, most 

activities can be categorised as life-sustaining 27  through proactive public health 

measures and reducing the impact of the crisis on household food security. The 

exception was nutrition interventions for children where alarming increases in mortality 

had been observed. 

Herd size in Mongolia was tightly controlled under the socialist regime, and while 

incomes for many herders may have improved since the early 1990s, impacts on the 

fragile ecology of the steppes has been devastating. The RC’s report on use of CERF 

funds points to potentially the most sustainable impact of CERF – this response 

encouraged the Government of Mongolia to re-examine its own job-creation fund and 

restocking programmes, and provided impetus to a national survey on dzud-affected 

herders to help guide DRR approaches along with future social/recovery programmes 

and projects.   

Efficiency 

CERF processes were efficient overall, including dealing quickly with subsequent 

requests for no-cost extensions and reprogramming of funds. Prior to submitting a 

request for CERF funds, UNICEF, UNFPA and UNDP had already identified funding 

for the response by mid-February amounting to a total of over $600,000. This allowed 

these agencies to start up activities and recruit or deploy additional staff. Of this 

amount, UNDP allocated $100,000 to reinforcing coordination and information sharing 

mechanisms. Once CERF funds had been approved in late February, this allowed 

agencies to either start up their activities or scale up those that were already ongoing. 

                                                   
27  CERF life-saving criteria describes this as ‚Strengthen core elements of humanitarian 

response in underfunded crises‛. 
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Effectiveness 

The deployment of an OCHA staff member from the region appears to have facilitated 

CERF and Flash Appeal processes by ensuring that lessons-learned and 

recommendations from the UNDAC assessment from 2004 were duly considered. Lack 

of a mechanism for joint monitoring or assessment of results of CERF-funded projects 

was cited as a gap in the 2010 CERF report for Mongolia.  

Appropriateness and Relevance 

NGOs were named as implementing partners but it was not reported how much they 

received. As noted above, an inclusive HCT was only established in 2011 so NGOs (and 

government) were mainly involved at cluster/sector level. 
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NEPAL 

Desk-based country case study 

Inputs 

Quality and transparency of CERF prioritization processes by the HCT and clusters 

varied according to year and whether it was a rapid response or underfunded grant.  

Decision-making processes around CERF underfunded grants (2008 and 2010) and the 

rapid response allocation for the 2008 floods were generally participatory and 

transparent with broad involvement of UN agencies, NGOs and the Red Cross 

movement although the government was only involved at a cluster level.  For the UFE 

grants, NGO partners were selected based on their presence in the targeted districts, 

sectoral focus and a capacity assessment. CERF has thus fulfilled one of its objectives in 

supporting and catalysing humanitarian reform processes. 

There appears to have relatively less consultation surrounding the two CERF rapid 

response allocations during 2007 and 2009 when WFP was the sole recipient. The 2009 

request from the Humanitarian Coordinator did indicate that agreement had been 

reached through consultations with the IASC/ Humanitarian Country Team and food 

security cluster. However, during this evaluation a number of key informants felt that 

there was a lack of transparency during the 2009 allocation. Government authorities 

have not been included in CERF-related discussions except at cluster level. Once 

funding was allocated, implementation and monitoring of CERF funds is the 

responsibility of the recipient agency. Upon completion of the activity, the recipient 

agency is responsible for submitting a report to OCHA and reimbursing any unspent 

balance. This process differs from the 2010 ERF, where the OCHA office in Nepal and 

the concerned Cluster Lead agency was mandated to monitor project activities through 

field visits. 

Outputs 

CERF-funded interventions during 2007 - 2010 have focused on post-conflict recovery 

and food insecurity, with food insecurity interventions becoming progressively more 

dominant as the peace process makes headway while a sustained drought and food 

price hikes have undermined food security. Rapid response allocations were also 

received during 2008 when the Koshi River burst its banks, displacing over 50,000 

people. WFP was by far the largest recipient of CERF funding, receiving 70% of total 

allocations during 2007 – 2010, with most remaining CERF funds being allocated to 

health, agriculture and nutrition.   

There was a strong focus on vulnerability in submissions, and for most this was a 

specific focus. Gender also received considerable attention and, even when there were 

low scores, reports indicated that gender had been incorporated into the project design.  

Much more attention given to gender and cross-cutting issues in 2010 CERF submissions 

compared to previous years. Some 2010 projects used a checklist developed by the 

protection cluster. Timeframes for CERF allocations between the submissions of 
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proposals to receipt of funds were typically measured in weeks rather than days, but 

there were no complaints heard from agencies about timeliness. On the contrary, CERF 

funding was perceived to be very timely relative to other funding streams. Most of these 

interventions were linked to slow onset or chronic emergencies, with the exception of 

the Koshi River floods. Two notable areas of inefficiency were identified for Nepal, 

which affected implementation; international staff turnover and lack of advance 

warning about underfunded allocations. 

Outcomes 

Nepal has received either CERF RR or UFE funding every year since 2007, with 

contributions to total CAP requirements ranging between 1.5% in 2007 up to nearly 12% 

in 2008 when an underfunded allocation was supplemented by a rapid response grant to 

respond to floods. Nepal received over $21 million for 29 projects since 2007 making 

CERF the fifth largest donor to the CAP providing, on average, 5% of total contributions. 

CERF funds were seen to be particularly useful by field staff in addressing ‚silent 

emergencies‛.  In Nepal, CERF does not play much a catalyst role to unlock additional 

funding, but rather its main purpose is to fill gaps in funding pipeline. Agencies have 

been challenged to identify emergency life-saving needs as opposed to ‚life-sustaining‛ 

needs28 in a context of chronic vulnerability. They face difficulties in designing short-

term interventions that also support longer-term efforts of the government and others to 

address chronic problems and incorporate DRR measures. The WHO flood response 

project in 2008 provides a good example of how CERF funding could help to bridge this 

gap by training government health staff in rapid assessment techniques to support life-

saving, leaving them with skills that can be used during future responses.   

Efficiency 

CERF is seen as being one of the simplest funding sources in terms of application and 

reporting formats. A high level of satisfaction was expressed by HCT members 

regarding the efficiency and support from the CERF Secretariat in facilitating processes. 

Effectiveness 

Quality and transparency of CERF prioritization processes by the HCT and clusters 

varied according to year and by Lead Agency. CERF decision-making processes during 

2008 and 2010 were participatory and transparent. There were a number of complaints 

about the 2010 UFE process since it came as a surprise and the proposal development 

process was seen as too rushed. Other pooled funds in Nepal were a small $124,000 one-

off Swedish-funded ERF grant under the 2010 CAP allocated to NGOs to implement two 

projects. The UN Peace Fund for Nepal (UNPFN) was set up in March 2007 to 

complement the government’s Nepal Peace Trust Fund (NPTF). The UNPFN is designed 

to deliver rapid and flexible UN responses to needs arising from Nepal’s transitional 

                                                   
28  CERF life-saving criteria describes this as ‚Strengthen core elements of humanitarian 

response in underfunded crises‛. 
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environment. By the end of 2010, UNPFN has disbursed a total of USD 32 million 

through 17 UN projects. The primary link with CERF was via the transitional Appeals. 

Appropriateness and Relevance 

NGOs were involved in CERF processes during 2008 and 2010, both as members of the 

clusters and the Nepal IASC (HCT) and CERF was seen to support humanitarian reform 

processes. NGOs were the main implementers leading to recommendations from some 

key informants to either establish an ERF in Nepal, based on a positive experience in 

2010, or ‚pre-qualify‛ NGOs so that they can receive CERF directly to increase 

efficiency.  CERF funds amounted to, on average, 5% of CAP contributions during 2007 -

2010.   One of the most visible examples of value-added was an allocation of $3.6 million 

in rapid response grants to kick-start the Koshi River flood response, where a separate 

Appeal raised $10 million (out of $15.5 million requested). 
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NIGER 

Field country case study 

Inputs 

The HCT and most of the clusters rarely discussed strategic priorities and CERF-related 

discussions in the clusters and HCT were mainly limited to information-sharing. A 

noteworthy exception was the nutrition cluster, which played a key role during the 2010 

crisis. Most CERF-related discussions were behind closed doors and allocations were 

only announced in clusters or during HCT meetings after having been agreed.  

Negotiations were reportedly tense and processes could have benefited from more 

effective leadership at both cluster and HCT level. Government authorities and NGOs 

were excluded in CERF-related discussions, except at cluster level. Once funding was 

allocated, implementation and monitoring of CERF funds was the responsibility of the 

recipient agency.  Upon completion of the activity, the recipient agency is responsible for 

submitting a report to OCHA and reimbursing any unspent balance.  Neither OCHA nor 

the HC felt they had a monitoring mandate for CERF-funded activities. 

Outputs 

Several agencies used reserve funds to kick-start the response, but CERF was a catalyst.  

WFP had only 6 m tonnes of pre-positioned food stocks at the onset of the crisis and staff 

estimated that CERF funding gave them a month’s head start. 96% of all project 

proposals submitted for CERF funding between 2006 and 2010 had a strong focus on 

addressing vulnerability and disaster risk reduction. Only 24% of CERF submissions 

systematically incorporated gender issues though there was more attention to gender in 

reports and depended mainly on approaches of individual UN agencies or NGO 

implementing partners. WFP was the largest recipient of CERF funding, receiving 63% 

of total allocations during 2006 – 2010 for food aid, logistics and common services 

(UNHAS air support). Timing of CERF approval, rather than transfer of funds, was 

found to determine the speed of the response. Overall, CERF processes were generally 

perceived as being quite efficient. Delays identified mainly related to the country-level 

negotiations. 

Outcomes 

CERF played an extremely useful role in the Niger context, where lifesaving needs are 

not difficult to find. Although Niger has received CERF funding every year for since 

2006, $35 million was received during 2010 alone (55% of total CERF allocations to Niger 

since 2006), which covered a third of requirements for the revised 2010 Niger Appeal.  

Three CERF allocations during 2010 were used to fill key funding gaps; a notable 

example being the underfunded allocation approved at the end of 2009 while the 

government was still resisting calls to ask for international assistance. This allowed UN 

agencies to start activities early in 2010 while appealing for additional funding from 

other donors. CERF should be used to support Niger’s National Framework for the 
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Prevention and Response to Food Crises to ensure adequate focus on addressing chronic 

food security issues. A key challenge is how short-term funding such as CERF can meet 

lifesaving criteria while supporting the national framework and avoid undermining 

attempts to address chronic needs. 

Efficiency 

CERF processes were seen as efficient, generally lasting no more than a month. Delays 

were due to country-level negotiations and subsequent fund transfers between UN 

agencies and NGOs due mainly to contracting processes of each recipient agency. The 

CERF Secretariat received widespread praise for timely and constructive support. FAO 

experienced problems when CERF funds arrived during the final trimester due to 

difficulties in reporting on indicators during the agricultural off-season. Lessons learned 

during the 2005 crisis about the need for better coordination and standards were 

applied. There was considerably more engagement by international and national NGOs 

and, after a coup d’état in February 2010, much more constructive engagement with the 

Government. UNICEF had struggled during the 2005 crisis, but during 2010 the 

nutrition cluster succeeded in delivering a good practice example of how CERF can be 

used effectively to respond to agreed priority needs.    

Effectiveness 

Some felt that CERF was a good tool for bringing together the HCT to discuss priorities, 

despite general dissatisfaction with the effectiveness of processes. CERF is the only 

source of pooled humanitarian funding currently available in Niger; neither ERF nor 

CHF exists.  

Appropriateness and Relevance 

NGO staff involved in the nutrition cluster felt this was effective, but otherwise felt that 

they were largely bystanders as they watched UN agencies divide up the CERF ‚cake‛ 

without their advice being sought. 

CERF Objectives 

CERF provided a third of Appeal requirements for the 2010 food and nutrition crisis, the 

first large-scale food security crisis faced by Niger since CERF was established. The 

efficiency and effectiveness of the response was significantly influenced by gaps in 

leadership the HCT and several clusters 29  along with the reluctance by the Niger 

government to recognize the scale of the humanitarian crisis until a change in 

government after a coup d’état in February 2010 created a more conducive operating 

environment.  

                                                   
29  A notable exception was the Nutrition Cluster, which was widely acknowledged as being 

very effective with good leadership. 
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OCCUPIED PALESTINIAN TERRITORIES 

Field country case study 

Inputs 

The oPt has received CERF funding each year since 2006, except for 2010, with 

allocations during this period totalling just under US$29.4 million. The majority of this 

funding has been through the Rapid Response window (see table below). CERF 

allocations peaked in 2009 during Operation Cast Lead when a total of US$9,409,055 was 

allocated though the Rapid Response window for seven projects. There was no CERF 

allocation in 2010, reflecting the lack of an emergency situation in oPt. However, as the 

2010 CAP was only reached 55 per cent of funding, oPt qualified for a CERF grant 

through the underfunded (UFE) window in January 2011.   

Most UN recipient agencies felt that the HC and OCHA had managed CERF processes 

competently in a relatively transparent fashion. CERF allocations were announced in 

HCT meetings but substantive discussion was left to the clusters. Other than UN 

agencies and HCT members, there was little awareness of CERF. This lack of visibility of 

CERF is in contrast with the HRF, where there is a relatively high level of awareness 

regarding HRF objectives, selection criteria and processes. Local authorities have not 

been included in CERF-related discussions. Once funding is allocated, implementation 

and monitoring of CERF funds is the responsibility of the recipient agency. Upon 

completion of the activity, the recipient agency is responsible for submitting a report to 

OCHA and reimbursing any unspent balance. This process differs from HRF, where the 

OCHA office in oPt is mandated to monitor project activities through field visits. 

Outputs 

CERF funded interventions have generally focused on responding to humanitarian 

impacts of military operations or mitigating of people’s deteriorating living conditions 

due to the economic blockade in Gaza and restrictions on movement imposed 

throughout oPt. During the CAP planning process in late 2010 there was a consensus 

that life-saving projects in either Area C or in blockaded Gaza should only be considered 

under the 2011 round of UFE funding. The food sector has received most CERF funding, 

followed by shelter/NFIs and health. The lack of protection-focused activities came as 

something of a surprise given the oPt context, which was attributed to difficulties in 

meeting CERF criteria. With the exception of the WASH cluster and a few other 

examples, CERF grants have generally mainly served to fill funding gaps. Vulnerability 

featured prominently in most project submissions, mainly in terms of targeting of 

beneficiaries, though there was little attention to gender in the proposals.  

Outcomes 

While oPt has received either CERF RR or UFE funding since 2006 every year, except 

during 2010, these allocations only covered a small proportion of total CAP 

requirements (between 0.7% and 1.1 %). For the most part UN agencies used CERF to fill 
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funding gaps in their ongoing programs. Agency reports indicate that gender had been 

incorporated into the project design even though it had not been an explicit objective in 

the proposal. This was particularly evident in activities relating to maternal and 

newborn health services and psychosocial services for women. The highly political 

nature of the oPt crisis places tight constraints on CERF in fulfilling its life-saving 

objectives due to a combination of locally-available alternative rapid funding reserves 

along with challenges faced by agencies in delivering aid in a timely way due to 

difficulties in access. The main positive impact observed has been to reinforce 

humanitarian reform mechanisms and, in the case of the WASH and agriculture clusters, 

CERF processes have contributed significantly to the development of sustainable and 

inclusive systems.   

Efficiency 

CERF is seen as being one of the simplest funding sources in terms of application and 

reporting formats. Transactions with the CERF Secretariat were viewed positively. HRF 

processes are seen as more timely than CERF. At the same time, approval for CERF 

funding has been relatively efficient which can partly be attributed to the relatively high 

proportion of rapid response allocations during periods of conflict. RR funding approval 

and transfer processes have generally been quite rapid, with most approvals taking only 

a matter of days.  

Effectiveness 

Since the HCT was formally established in July 2008, the process for allocating CERF 

envelopes has generally followed a sequence of the HC requesting clusters to identify 

priority needs that satisfy CERF criteria. Based on interviews and review of meeting 

minutes, clusters approached the prioritisation process using varying degrees of 

consultation. The HRF is much better known amongst agencies than CERF in oPt.  

ECHO and many bilateral donors with a permanent presence in oPt also have access to 

their own rapid funding windows which they can call upon for existing partners.  In 

general, the HRF is used for smaller allocations whereas CERF rapid response has been 

used when larger amounts of funding are required, such as the response to Operation 

Cast Lead in 2009. Lack of effectiveness in oPt impacting use of CERF funds can be 

primarily attributed to difficult humanitarian access during large-scale conflicts 

combined with the fact that the 3 month RR timeframe has been found to be too short to 

undertake many of the activities that are considered life-saving in the oPt context. 

Appropriateness and Relevance 

NGOs were marginally involved in CERF processes but this was seen to have markedly 

improved during the 2011 UFE process due to a combination of experience with HRF 

and facilitation by the HC and OCHA. Amounts channelled through NGOs varied by 

cluster.  In the WASH and agriculture clusters, NGOs received the lion’s share whereas 

UNRWA implemented all food aid activities.  CERF has a relatively small contribution 

in oPt providing, on average, less than 1% of CAP requirements. It has nevertheless 

supported and reinforced the humanitarian reform process.  
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PAKISTAN 

Field country case study 

Inputs 

CERF processes have been handled differently for the different allocations since 2007, 

with varying degrees of inclusiveness and transparency. For the 2010 floods, the 

Humanitarian Country Team prioritised sectors and agreed on funding envelopes to 

agencies on the basis of proposals and requirements generally prepared by cluster 

coordinators or emergency officers. The Humanitarian Coordinator took the final 

decision. For the different allocations, clusters, including coordinators, were not 

systematically consulted prior to HCT deliberations or after. Some cluster coordinators 

consult their cluster partners on priorities after envelopes have been decided, but in 

other clusters, consultations focus on the preparation of specific projects. In some cases, 

agency programme staff meets directly with existing implementing partners. Agreeing 

on priorities, complementarities and dividing up the funds in clusters involving more 

than one UN agency was difficult, but coordination between UN agencies involved in 

the same cluster improved over the three allocations made in response to the floods. 

The government plays a strong leadership role in disaster response and gives clear 

indications of its sector priorities, which the HCT aligns with. The National Disaster 

Management Authority is well aware of the objectives of the CERF and grants made to 

agencies. Donors are not involved in CERF processes, but are informed of their 

outcomes. Most do not see a need to be more involved. NGOs are not actively involved 

in CERF prioritization processes, although they are represented on the HCT.  

Needs assessments are seen as a weakness. Many assessments were made for the floods 

but failed to provide a comprehensive picture of the needs.  

Agencies have M&E systems in place but there is no requirement for them to share the 

findings of their monitoring activities with the HC, the CERF Secretariat or OCHA. The 

NDMA has insisted for more detailed information about the provision of assistance and 

its timeliness, and a promising, online single reporting format has recently been 

developed by OCHA at its request. The only UN agency to have had an evaluation of its 

CERF funded projects is FAO.  

Outputs 

Pakistan has received funding eight times30 from the RR window and once from the UFE 

window (2008). The CERF has supported 105 projects from 2007-2010, of which eight 

from the UFE window. CERF funding has been allocated for the coverage of needs in the 

entire geographical area concerned by the emergencies, except for the third allocation for 

the 2010 floods, which focused on Sindh where the needs were greatest by then. Projects 

were developed in line with the CERF life-saving criteria. 

                                                   
30  If the two consecutive RR allocations made in August 2010 in response to the floods are 

counted as one, the total number of RR allocations would be seven. 



CERF 5-year evaluation – Annexes to synthesis report Page 89 

 

Channel Research 

Outcomes 

The CERF has been a significant source of funding for the HCT, with annual 

contributions ranging between 3-28 percent of overall contributions (as expressed 

through humanitarian appeals or otherwise). The CERF has been a critical source of 

early funding for several emergencies, when funding was scarce. Early funding has 

enabled UN agencies to kick-start or expand operations and mobilize assets. Some 

agencies would not have been able to take part in the early stages of the response 

without CERF funds and in some cases, the CERF has been their only or the largest 

source of funding. The CERF has helped leverage further contributions from donors.  

The CERF has reinforced the position of the HC by giving him/her decision-making 

authority over the use of CERF funds. However, the clusters were only reinforced 

insofar as they were involved in CERF-related consultations. The prioritization process 

tends to be viewed as UN agency- rather than cluster-based. 

Gender sensitivity has improved over the past few years and a majority of projects pay 

attention to gender. Vulnerability is mainstreamed into close to 90% of the projects.  

Efficiency 

CERF processes have been efficiently managed by OCHA Pakistan, which has a well-

functioning humanitarian financing unit and the CERF Secretariat is viewed as helpful. 

The timeframe for RR project approval has been of 26 days on average between the 

submission of a proposal and the disbursement of funds, which is quick. In the case of 

the first allocation for the 2010 floods, it took an average of 6 calendar days (4 working 

days) from the submission of the proposals for the projects to be approved by the USG.  

The transaction costs associated with the CERF are viewed as reasonable. The 

application process and the reporting requirements are appreciated for their 

straightforwardness, in particular compared to other donors.  

Effectiveness 

The CERF has provided rapid and flexible funding. Processes have improved, but the 

prioritization of sectors has remained difficult in the absence of an objective method for 

doing so and apportioning funding to them. For the third allocation for the floods, three 

cluster lead agencies promoted a common ‘Survival Strategy’ to enhance the 

effectiveness of UN assistance by providing an integrated response in four key sectors 

(food, health, WASH, and nutrition) in the areas of greatest need, which may be a good 

model for other emergencies, particularly at their onset.  

Agencies were able to respond quicker in areas where they have response capacities 

(partners and stocks). For the 2010 floods, except for a couple of UN agencies or sectors, 

agencies are seen as not having scaled up and expanded operations in geographic areas 

where they were not active as quickly as they should have.  

The CERF and the Emergency Response Fund operate independently and are managed 

by different teams. The ERF mostly funds NGOs for CAP projects. The ERF is 

thoroughly consultative of the clusters since applications are appraised by the cluster 
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coordinators in consultation with their provincial counterparts and vetted by a review 

board, which includes donor representatives. Effectiveness and efficiency gains could be 

made by streamlining the management of the two funds.  

Appropriateness and Relevance 

NGOs are not systematically involved in CERF processes and there are no clear 

opportunities for them to access indirect CERF funding through the clusters.  

CERF Objectives 

The CERF has been a significant and reliable source of funding for Pakistan and has 

supported to overall objective of resolution 60/124 to improve the provision of 

humanitarian assistance to affected populations. 
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THE PHILIPPINES 

Field country case study 

Inputs 

The Government is the largest humanitarian actor in the Philippines and controls large 

flows of assistance to those affected by disaster. Although the UN engages closely with 

the government, the government is not really included in the CERF process. The 

government is a key implementing partner for UN agencies. 

Overall, CERF represents minor funding when compared to government resources. 

There is no CAP for the Philippines, but there is now a Humanitarian Action Plan for 

Mindanao that has been approved by the government despite the political sensitivities 

involved. Although the HAP is not a CERF process, it will form the basis for the 

distribution of the underfunded allocation in 2011. There has been good inclusion of 

NGO in the development of the HAP. 

The CERF process can place significant pressures on the RC/HC as different agencies 

press for funds. The CERF guidelines do not address exactly how the RC/HC should 

negotiate this.  

Outputs 

CERF allocations have generally followed the changing patter of humanitarian concern, 

whether it is the aftermath of tropical cyclones like Typhoon Ondoy or the results of 

conflict-induced displacement in Mindanao.  

The Philippines has had one of the shortest timelines for CERF grants, with an average 

duration from first application to disbursement of rapid response grants of 24 days. This 

is due in part to a faster than normal review phase (from first to final application) of only 

five days on average.  

Outcomes 

CERF has been a useful source of funding for the Philippines, where donors, and UN 

agencies normally have a development rather than a humanitarian focus. It has not only 

allowed UN agencies to respond to crises, but the 2010 underfunded allocation was 

critical to providing assistance in Mindanao, especially given the reluctance of some 

donors to become directly involved there due to sensitivities. CERF has also played a 

large role in reinforcing the cluster system.  

The Philippines faces severe tropical cyclones on an annual basis, and natural disasters 

are a frequent occurrence. At present the CERF guidelines prevent the spending of funds 

on disaster risk reduction, but such investments might be particularly appropriate in the 

Philippines. 
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Efficiency 

The CERF process in the Philippines has benefited from the opening of an OCHA office 

there. The OCHA office has played a key role in facilitating the CERF process there. The 

CERF is seen as being the fastest and simplest external funding source in terms of 

application and reporting formats. The CERF secretariat is viewed very favourably. The 

CERF has contributed to a more effective humanitarian system by encouraging 

cooperation among agencies, which were more used to competing for scarce resources. 

Effectiveness 

The CERF allows a more systematic approach to needs, as the funding can be directed to 

the priority sectors. Bilateral funding is normally for individual agencies and does not 

offer the same flexibility (in terms of sectors) as does CERF funding. The CERF processes 

are seen as having improved over time. 

Appropriateness and Relevance 

NGOs have been only marginally involved in CERF processes but this is improving, 

with the development of joint planning as for the HAP process. However, the 

government is the most significant implementing partner for the UN in the Philippines. 

It is estimated that 15% of CERF funds have been passed to Government by UN 

agencies, with a similar amount to NGOs. 

CERF Objectives 

CERF has supported and reinforced the humanitarian reform process to some extent. 

CERF has been a significant source of funding for humanitarian operations in the 

Philippines. It has allowed funding for the sensitive situation in Mindanao, where some 

donors were reluctant to become engaged, due either to political sensitivities or their 

focus on development. Thus, it has supported to overall objective of resolution 60/124 to 

improve the provision of humanitarian assistance to affected populations on the basis of 

need. 
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SOMALIA 

Field country case study 

Inputs 

Inclusion of NGOs previously very limited as was the inclusion of smaller UN agencies. 

This is now improving with some cluster much better than others. Government has not 

been included. Priorities are based on good data from the Food Security and Nutrition 

Analysis Unit. Projects pay little attention to gender and cross-cutting issues but are 

strong on addressing vulnerability. The CERF process in country is well managed by the 

OCHA Funding Coordination Unit. CERF is generally faster than any other non-internal 

funding. The HC reports are detailed, but OCHA has had difficulty getting information 

from some agencies. 

Outputs 

The allocation by geography and sector has followed changing patterns of vulnerability. 

UN Agencies tailor their applications to match what they think the CERF will fund, and 

to manage their internal constraints such as contracting procedures. 2010 was the faster 

year for CERF so far, with 28 days on average from first submission to disbursement. 

The average timeframe for 2006-2010 from formal submission to disbursement was 34 

days for rapid response grants and 52 days for underfunded emergencies.   

Outcomes 

CERF was a significant source of funding for Somalia, providing 5.7% on top of other 

funding for appeals. CERF’s contribution to coverage has stemmed from additional 

funding. Funding for key common services has been a key enabling factor for 

humanitarian agencies. The majority of projects paid no attention to gender, but this is 

expected to change with the adoption of the Gender Marker for the CAP process. CERF 

has supported livelihoods to prevent displacement and its accompanying problems. The 

most significant outcome of the CERF in Somalia has been the support and 

reinforcement it provides for the overall humanitarian reform process. 

Efficiency 

CERF is seen as being one of the simplest funding sources in terms of application and 

reporting formats. The CERF secretariat is viewed very favourably. The CERF has 

contributed to a more effective humanitarian system by encouraging cooperation among 

agencies. 

Effectiveness 

CERF processes in NY are not seen as being transparent, especially around underfunded 

allocations. Processes in the field are perceived as being more transparent now than 
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previously. Agency procedures and capacities impose a severe restraint on the 

effectiveness of the CERF.  

Appropriateness and Relevance 

NGOs are only marginally involved in CERF processes but this is improving. The 

improvement is in those clusters which effectively consult NGO partners when 

preparing an application. 12% of CERF funding in Somalia is estimated to have been 

passed through to NGOs 

CERF Objectives 

CERF has been a significant source of funding for humanitarian operations in Somalia. It 

has supported and reinforced the humanitarian reform process. Thus, it has supported 

to overall objective of resolution 60/124 to improve the provision of humanitarian 

assistance to affected populations. 
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ANNEX VI: PERSONS MET 

Summary of persons met by category of person 

Summary of Interviews by category of person       of which   

Category of person interviewed Cat No as % ♀ ♀ as % 

Cerf Secretariat Staff C 8 2% 5 63% 

Other OCHA Staff O 34 9% 16 47% 

Donors D 68 18% 32 47% 

Cerf Advisory Group/Steering Group/Reference group A 0 0% 0   

RC/HC and head of agency R 21 5% 6 29% 

Other UN staff U 158 41% 62 39% 

NGOs and Red Cross N 68 18% 22 32% 

Host Government Officials H 10 3% 3 30% 

Sector/Cluster leads S 14 4% 1 7% 

Other T 4 1% 4 100% 

    0 0% 0   

Total   385 100% 151 39% 

 

Summary by country where person met 

Summary by country where interview took place         

Country Code   as % ♀ ♀ as % 

Afghanistan AF 30 8% 9 30% 

Canada CA 1 0% 1 100% 

Switzerland CH 8 2% 4 50% 

Denmark DK 1 0% 0   

Spain ES 3 1% 0   

Ireland IE 1 0% 0   

Israel IL 34 9% 16 47% 

Italy IT 30 8% 17 57% 

Kenya KE 46 12% 21 46% 

Niger NE 37 10% 8 22% 

Netherlands NL 3 1% 3 100% 

Norway NO 9 2% 6 67% 

Nepal NP 2 1% 1 50% 

Phillipines PH 38 10% 15 39% 

Pakistan PK 58 15% 17 29% 

Panama PA 1 0% 1   

occupied Palestinian territories PT 1 0% 1 100% 

Sweden SE 5 1% 3 60% 

United Kingdom UK 2 1% 2 100% 

Somalia SO 39 10% 12 31% 

United States US 36 9% 15 42% 

Anonymous XX 0 0% 0   

Total   385 100% 152 39% 

 



CERF 5-year evaluation – Annexes to synthesis report Page 96 

 

Channel Research 

Summary of interview or meeting methods 

Summary of Interview Methods       of which   

Type of interview method Type   as % ♀ ♀ as % 

General meeting gm 35 9% 14 40% 

Semi-structured Interview (Individual interviewee) ssi 115 30% 46 40% 
Semi-structured Inteview (Group -  two or more 
interviewees) ssg 198 51% 73 37% 
Brief Discussion (less than ten minutes on one or more 
topics) bd 2 1% 0   
Teleconference (or attendees at general meetings by 

phone) tc 14 4% 7 50% 

Email - response to specific queries by email em 0 0% 0   
Detailed discussion (more than ten mintues on one or 
more topics) dd 7 2% 4 57% 

Telephone interview ti 7 2% 3 43% 

Focus Group Discussion fgd 7 2% 4 57% 

Total   385 100% 151 39% 

 

List of persons met 

Surname, 

Forenames 

Org. and function ♂♀ Met

hod 

Cat Place Count

ry 

Date 

Abdou, Amadou Fédération des Coopératives 
Maraîchères ,Procurement Responsible 

♂ 
ssi N Niamey NE Fri 04 Mar 

Abdoulayi Mariam WHO Niger, Nutrition Progamme 
Manager/Emergencies 

♀ 
ssg U Niamey NE Tue 01 Mar 

Abibatou, Wane OIM Niger , Head of Office, Programme 
Manager 

♀ 
ssi T Niamey NE Thu 24 Feb 

Addawe, Joseph OCHA, Information Management 
Analyst 

♂ 
gm O Makati City PH Mon 28 Feb 

Aduna, Alberto FAO, Emergency Coordination Officer 
♂ 

gm U Makati City PH Fri 04 Mar 

Aguin, Jose UNFPA, Junior Professional Officer 
♂ 

gm U Makati City PH Fri 04 Mar 

Agwaro, Patricia 
Nyimbae 

OCHA Somalia, CHF Donor Liaison 
Officer 

♀ 
ssg O Nairobi SO Mon 17 Jan 

Ahmad, Aftab Executive Director, Human Resource 
Development Society 

♂ 
ssg N Islamabad PK Sat 05 Mar 

Aina Swedish MFA, Security Policy 
Department 

♀ 
ssg D Stockholm SE Thu 17 Mar 

Ajmal Karimi, 
Mohammad 

Afghanistan National Disaster 
Management Authority, Foreign 
Relation Department 

♂ 
ssi H Kabul AF Mon 21 Feb 

Akhtar, Syed 
Adeel 

Deputy Chief Executive, Tameer 
Khalaq foundation (National NGO) 

♂ 
ssg N Islamabad PK Sat 05 Mar 

Al-Iaham, 
Abdallah 

UNDP Programme Manager, recovery 
and sustainable livelihoods sector 

♂ 
ssg U Nairobi SO Wed 26 Jan 

Albrechtsen, Lise Embassy of Norway, First Secretary 
♀ 

ssi D Islamabad PK Thu 03 Mar 

Ali,Abdoulaye CRS Niger, Deputy Country 
Representative 

♂ 
ssg N Niamey NE Mon 28 Feb 

Aline,Samu WFP Niger , Report Officer 
♀ 

ssi U Niamey NE Wed 23 Feb 

Allport, Robert FAO Kenya, Emergency Coordinator 
♂ 

ssg S Nairobi KE Mon 17 Jan 

Anderson, 
Stephen 

WFP, Country Director 
♂ 

gm R Makati City PH Fri 04 Mar 

Anderson, 
Stephen 

WFP, Country Director 
♂ 

ssi R Makati City PH Wed 02 Mar 

Anif, Shahida NDMA, DRM Officer / UN Coordinator 
♀ 

ssg H Islamabad PK Tue 08 Mar 

Aquino, Arlynn ECHO 
♀ 

ssg D Makati City PH Thu 03 Mar 
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Asgeirsdottir, Elin OCHA OPT, Protection Focal Point and 
DWG Chair 

♀ 
ssg O Jerusalem PT Mon 07 Mar 

Ashby, Stephen 
E. 

Save the Children, Country Director 
♂ 

ssg N Makati City PH Wed 02 Mar 

Asif, Jan Project Coordinator, HDOD (National 
NGO) 

♂ 
ssg N Islamabad PK Sat 05 Mar 

Ayalew, Megbaru OCHA, Emergency Response Fund 
Manager 

♂ 
ssi O Kabul AF Mon 21 Feb 

Azouqa, 
Mohammed 

FAO, Operations officer for Afghanistan 
♂ 

ssg U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

Bacatan, Elmira Oxfam, Partnership Program Mananger 
Emergency Response 

♀ 
ssg N Makati City PH Wed 02 Mar 

Badcock, Jacqui United Nations, Humanitarina & 
Resident Coordinator 

♀ 
ssi R Makati City PH Mon 28 Feb 

Bailey, Mike World Vision, Communications Officer 
♂ 

gm N Jerusalem IL Tue 08 Mar 

Baldo, Francisco FAO Emergency Programme 
Monitoring Officer 

♂ 
ssg U Nairobi SO Wed 26 Jan 

Balfour, Nancy Unicef Somalia, Wash Specialist 
♀ 

ssg U Nairobi SO Wed 19 Jan 

Ballon Mmanga, 
Richard 

Oxfam Novib, Nutrition Programme 
Manager 

♂ 
ssg N Kabul AF Fri 25 Feb 

Barbadoro, Clelia Unicef Somalia, Information 
Management 

♀ 
ssg U Nairobi SO Wed 19 Jan 

Barrameda, Maria 
Lourdes, MD 

WHO, Emergency and Humanitarian 
Action Programme Officer 

♀ 
ssg U Manila City PH Thu 03 Mar 

Barre, Mohamed UNDP Programme specialist, recovery 
and sustainable livelihoods sector 

♂ 
ssg U Nairobi SO Wed 26 Jan 

Bedouin, Rachel FAO, Evaluation Unit, Evaluations 
Officer, member of CERF 5-year  
Evaluation Steering Group 

♀ 
gm U New York US Mon 13 Dec 

Behnke, Matthias OHCHR, Head of Office 
♂ 

gm U Jerusalem IL Wed 09 Mar 

Benosa, Javier Humanitarian Aid Office, AECID 
♂ 

ssg D Madrid ES Wed 23 Mar 

Bercasio, Dave IOM, Emergency Programme 
Coordinator 

♂ 
ssi N Makati City PH Fri 04 Mar 

Bessler, Manuel OCHA, Head of Office 
♂ 

ssg O Islamabad PK Tue 01 Mar 

Bhargava, Neeti Oxfam Novib, Country Programme 
Manager 

♂ 
ssg N Kabul AF Fri 25 Feb 

Booth, Douglas WASH Cluster Coordinator 
♂ 

ssi S Islamabad PK Mon 07 Mar 

Boubacar , 
Soumanou 

GADEN  Niger (Local NGO), President 
♂ 

ssi N Niamey NE Thu 03 Mar 

Boullata, Terry Swiss Development Cooperation, 
Programme Coordinator 

♀ 
gm D Jerusalem IL Wed 09 Mar 

Bowden, Mark Resident Coordinator and Humanitarian 
Coordinator, Somalia 

♂ 
ssi U Nairobi SO Thu 27 Jan 

Bowers, Deborah Unicef Somalia, Planning, Monitoring 
and Evaluation, Formerly Donor 
Relations Specialist responsible for 
CERF 

♀ 
ssg U Nairobi SO Wed 19 Jan 

Bradford, Pippa WFP, Deputy Representative 
♀ 

ssi U Nairobi KE Tue 25 Jan 

Brandt, Yoka Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
Director of International Cooperation, 
Chair of CERF Advisory Board 2008-
2010 

♀ 
ssi D Den Hague NL Wed 06 Apr 

Brandvoll, Ingunn Norwegian Church Aid, Department for 
International Programmes, Advisor 
Global Funding 

♀ 
ssg N Oslo NO Fri 18 Mar 

Brodal, Inger NORAD, Department for Quality 
Assurance, Senior Adviser 

♀ 
gm D Oslo NO Fri 18 Mar 

Brown, Denise WFP, Senior Donor Relations Officer 
♀ 

ssi U Roma IT Fri 25 Mar 

Buffler, Aurelien OCHA OPT, Senior Humanitarian 
Affairs Officer/CERF Focal Point 

♂ 
ssg O Jerusalem IL Mon 07 Mar 

Burke, Alicia OCHA OPT, Humanitarian Affairs 
Officer 

♀ 
ssg O Jerusalem IL Mon 07 Mar 
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Burns, Kate OCHA, Policy Development and 
Studies Branch, Senior Policy Officer - 
Gender Equality 

♀ 
dd O New York US Mon 13 Dec 

Burns, Kate OCHA, Policy Development and 
Studies Branch, Senior Policy Officer - 
Gender Equality 

♀ 
gm O New York US Mon 13 Dec 

Burroughs, 
Barbara 

acting Country Director for Save the 
Children (US) 

♀ 
ssg N Jerusalem IL Fri 11 Mar 

Cahandula, 
Antonio Jose 

UNHCR, Deputy Representative 
♂ 

ssi U Nairobi KE Mon 24 Jan 

Caiveau, Herve Head of Office, ECHO oPt 
♂ 

gm D Jerusalem IL Fri 11 Mar 

Caiveau, Herve ECHO 
♂ 

fgd D Jerusalem IL Fri 11 Mar 

Capadocia-
Yangco, Celia 

Department of Social Welfare and 
Development, Undersecretary 

♀ 
ssg H Quezon 

City 
PH Thu 03 Mar 

Carlos, William Irish Aid, Head of Evaluation and Audit 
♂ 

ssi D Dublin IE Wed 30 Mar 

Carlos, William Irish Aid, member of CERF 5-year  
Evaluation Steering Group 

♂ 
dd D New York US Sun 12 Dec 

Carlos, William Irish Aid, member of CERF 5-year  
Evaluation Steering Group 

♂ 
gm D New York US Mon 13 Dec 

Carrasse, Pierre WFP, Chief, UNHAS 
♂ 

ssg U Roma IT Fri 25 Mar 

Casedo, Rodeliza UNICEF, Child Protection Cluster 
♀ 

ssg U Makati City PH Tue 01 Mar 

Castillo, Aimee 
Rose 

Department of Social Welfare and 
Development, Programme Staff 

♀ 
ssg H Quezon 

City 
PH Thu 03 Mar 

Chapman, Regis WFP Somalia, Co-Chair of Food Aid 
Cluster 

♂ 
ssg U Nairobi SO Thu 20 Jan 

Cheathma, 
Shelley 

OCHA, Humanitarian Affairs Officer, 
CERF focal point 

♀ 
ssi U Geneva CH Tue 15 Feb 

Chepkite, Ann World Vision, Commodity Officer, 
Humanitarian and Emergency Affairs 

♀ 
ssg N Nairobi KE Tue 25 Jan 

Chimuka, Mutinta WFP, Donors Relations Officer 
♀ 

tc U Roma IT Thu 07 Apr 

Chinnici, Philip OCHA Philippines, Information 
Management Officer 

♂ 
gm O Makati City PH Fri 04 Mar 

Chuma, Aeneas Resident and Humanitarian Coordinator 
♂ 

ssi R Nairobi KE Thu 27 Jan 

Cleary, Dervia FAO, Emergency focal person for 
evaluation 

♀ 
ssi U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

Clément, Karege OCHA Niger, Information Management 
Responsible 

♂ 
ssg O Niamey NE Wed 23 Feb 

Colum ,Wilson DFID, Humanitarian Advisor West 
Africa 

♂ 
ti D Niamey NE Mon 28 Feb 

Conte, Marco UNHCR Somalia, Associate 
Programme Officer 

♂ 
ssi U Nairobi SO Tue 18 Jan 

Cooper, Jeanine OCHA Kenya, Head of Office 
♀ 

ssi O Nairobi KE Tue 18 Jan 

Corenthal, Kate CERF Secretariat, Associate 
Programme Officer 

♀ 
ssg C New York US Tue 14 Dec 

Cornaro, 
Francesco Nicolo 

WFP Somalia, Logistics Officer 
♂ 

ssg U Nairobi SO Thu 20 Jan 

Coulanges, Levelt UNAMA, Security Officer 
♂ 

gm U Kabul AF Mon 21 Feb 

Cox, Nicholas OFDA/USAID, Regional Advisor 
♂ 

ti D Nairobi KE Thu 20 Jan 

Crosland-Taylor, 
Philippa 

Oxfam, Country Director, Kenya 
♀ 

ssi N Nairobi KE Wed 26 Jan 

Crowley, Peter UNICEF, Representative / HC RC 
♂ 

ssi R Kabul AF Wed 23 Feb 

d'Angelo, Dominic DfID, Programme Manager 
♂ 

ssi D Kabul AF Wed 23 Feb 

Daim Kakar, 
Mohammad 

Afghanistan National Disaster 
Management Authority, Director 
General 

♂ 
ssi H Kabul AF Mon 21 Feb 

Damiani, Federica FAO, Laison and Operations Officer 
and Desk Supervisors for Latin America 
and Caribbean 

♀ 
ssg U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

Daniels, Ugochi United Nations Population Fund, 
Country Representative 

♀ 
ssg R Makati City PH Tue 01 Mar 
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De Vera, Lulay UNICEF, Education Cluster 
♀ 

ssg U Makati City PH Tue 01 Mar 

Del Pueyo, 
Cristina 

WHO, Technical Officer, External 
Relations, Health Action in Crisis 

♀ 
ssi U Geneva CH Tue 15 Feb 

Dickinson, Lucy CERF Secretariat, Programme Officer, 
Rapid Response Focal Point 

♀ 
ssg C New York US Tue 14 Dec 

Dicum, Julia CIDA 
♀ 

fgd D Jerusalem IL Fri 11 Mar 

Diop , Amadou FAO Niger, Consultant, Operations 
supervisor East  country Region 

♂ 
ssg U Niamey NE Mon 28 Feb 

Djuraskovic, 
Dragoslav 

UN WFP, Head of Logistics 
♂ 

ssg U Makati City PH Mon 28 Feb 

Dr Madibo, Traoré OCHA Niger, Head of the Office 
♂ 

ssg O Niamey NE Wed 23 Feb 

Dr Maria Noel 
Vaeza 

Regional Director for the Americas, 
UNOPS 

U 
tc U Panama PA Thu 03 Feb 

Dryud, Merete MFA Norway, Senior Advisor, 
Humanitarian Affairs, member of CERF 
5-year  Evaluation Reference Group 

♀ 
gm D New York US Mon 13 Dec 

Dubajic, Branko Country Health Coordinator, Malteser 
International 

♂ 
ssg N Islamabad PK Sat 05 Mar 

Dube, Alfred WHO, Health Cluster Coordinator 
♂ 

ssi S Islamabad PK Tue 01 Mar 

Dyrud, Merete Norwegian MFA, Section for 
Humanitarian Affairs, Senior Advisor 

♀ 
ssg D Oslo NO Thu 17 Mar 

Eckey, Susan Norwegian MFA, Section for 
Humanitarian Affairs, MFA, Director 
General 

♀ 
ssg D Oslo NO Thu 17 Mar 

El Hatab, Omar UNICEF, Chief, Water, Environment 
and Sanitation 

♂ 
ssg U Islamabad PK Wed 09 Mar 

Eliason, Jessica SIDA, Department for Human Security, 
Policy Specialist 

♀ 
ssg D Stockholm SE Thu 17 Mar 

Eric-Alain, Ategbo UNICEF Niger , Nutrution Manager 
♂ 

ssg U Niamey NE Tue 01 Mar 

Eriksson, Helena FAO, Operations Officer for WBG / OpT 
♀ 

ssg U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

Essombe, 
Thomas 

WHO, Administrative Officer 
♂ 

ssg U Nairobi KE Fri 28 Jan 

Etienne du Vachat Oxfam Novib Niger, Representative 
♂ 

ssg N Niamey NE Mon 28 Feb 

Falconer, Hamish DFID, Deputy Humanitarian 
Programme Manager 

♂ 
ssi D Islamabad PK Fri 04 Mar 

Farman-
Farmaian, 
Massoumeh 

UNHCR, Senior External Relations 
Officer 

♂ 
ssi U Kabul AF Wed 23 Feb 

Faustino, Anne 
Marie 

WFP, Programme Officer 
♀ 

ssi U Roma IT Fri 25 Mar 

Fay, Aine Pakistan Humanitarian Forum & 
CONCERN, Country Director 

♀ 
ssg N Islamabad PK Tue 08 Mar 

Faye, Suzi Oxfam GB, Humanitarian Funding 
Manager, member of CERF 5-year  
Evaluation Reference Group 

♀ 
tc N Oxford UK Mon 13 Dec 

Ferrand, Cyril FAO OPT, Head of Office 
♂ 

ssg U Jerusalem IL Mon 07 Mar 

Foubert, Thierry UNICEF OPT, WASH IM Officer 
♂ 

ssg U Jerusalem IL Thu 10 Mar 

Gardiner, Scott DFID, CHASE, member of CERF 5-
year  Evaluation Reference Group 

♂ 
gm D New York US Mon 13 Dec 

Gari, Solomon Canadian High Commisison, Canadian 
International Development Agency, 
Humanitarian Affairs Officer 

♂ 
ssg D Nairobi SO Mon 24 Jan 

Gaylard, Maxwell UNSCO OPT, Humanitarian 
Coordinator 

♂ 
gm U Jerusalem IL Fri 11 Mar 

Gbeho, Kiki OCHA Somalia, Head of Office 
♀ 

ssi O Nairobi SO Mon 17 Jan 

Genevieve 
Melisande Wills 

Program Officer at CERF Secretariat on 
secondment from WFP 

U 
tc O New York US Sat 11 Jun 

Genfors, Eidi Embassy of Sweden, Counsellor, 
Development Cooperation 

♀ 
ssg D Kabul AF Wed 23 Feb 

George Murray OCHA Nepal, Head of Office 
♂ 

tc O Kathmandu NP Fri 08 Apr 
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Gianluca, Ferrera WFP Niger, Deputy Country Director 
♂ 

ssg U Niamey NE Wed 02 Mar 

Gilgan, Megan UNICEF Kenya, Field Operations and 
Emergency 

♀ 
ssg U Nairobi KE Thu 20 Jan 

Gilman, Alfred WFP, IT Emergency Officer, ODIF IT 
Emergency Preparedness and 
Response Branch 

♀ 
ssi U Roma IT Fri 25 Mar 

Gitongori, 
Beatrice 

UNDP Projects Officer, recovery and 
sustainable livelihoods sector 

♂ 
ssg U Nairobi SO Wed 26 Jan 

Glinni, Ariela FAO, Desk Supervisor for Central Asia 
♀ 

ssg U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

Gonzalez-
Canoura, Laro 

UNDP, Bureau for Conflict Prevention 
and Recovery, Global Pooled Funds, 
Programme Analyst 

♂ 
ssg U New York US Thu 16 Dec 

Grandet, Philippe UNFPA, Resource Mobilization 
Specialist 

U 
ssi U New York US Thu 03 Feb 

Green, Alice WFP, consultant. Former OCHA 
Evaluation Officer 

♀ 
dd O New York US Tue 14 Dec 

Green, Scott OCHA, Evaluation Unit, Head of Unit 
♂ 

dd O New York US Tue 14 Dec 

Green, Scott OCHA, Evaluation Unit, Head of Unit 
♂ 

dd O New York US Wed 15 
Dec 

Green, Scott OCHA, Evaluation Unit, Head of Unit 
♂ 

gm O New York US Mon 13 Dec 

Greentree, 
Marjolaine 

FAO, Senior Emergency & 
Rehabilitation Coordinator 

♀ 
ssi U Kabul AF Tue 22 Feb 

Grieve, Tim UNICEF, Chief of WASH Philippine 
Country Office 

♂ 
ssg S Makati City PH Tue 01 Mar 

Grogan, Brian CERF Secretariat, Reporting Unit, 
Head 

♂ 
ssg C New York US Wed 15 

Dec 
Guido, Cornale UNICEF Niger, Representative 

♂ 
ssg U Niamey NE Tue 01 Mar 

Gupta, Sajal UNHCR, Deputy Head, Donor 
Relations and Resources Mobilisation 
Service 

♂ 
ssg U Geneva CH Tue 15 Feb 

Guthed, Aina SIDA,  member of CERF 5-year  
Evaluation Reference Group 

♀ 
gm D New York US Mon 13 Dec 

Guyau, Luc FAO, President of the Council 
♂ 

ssi U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

Gwynne-
Vaughan, 
Stephen 

CARE Kenya, Country Director 
♂ 

ssi S Nairobi KE Thu 20 Jan 

Habib, Sheik UNDSS, Head of Agency 
♂ 

bd R Makati City PH Tue 01 Mar 

Hacker, Simon WFP, Logistics Cluster Coordinator 
♂ 

ssg S Islamabad PK Tue 01 Mar 

Hallgren, Jakob Swedish MFA, Security Policy 
Department. Deputy Director 

♂ 
ssg D Stockholm SE Thu 17 Mar 

Hamani, Harouna SAP, Coordonator 
♂ 

ssi H Niamey NE Wed 02 Mar 

Hanazawa, Teruki Embassy of Japan, First Secretary 
♂ 

ssg D Islamabad PK Tue 08 Mar 

Hantz, Olivia WFP OPT, Food Security Sector Lead 
♀ 

ssg U Jerusalem IL Thu 10 Mar 

Harouna, Abarchi AREB (Local NGO), Pastoralist and 
Environment Responsible 

♂ 
ssi N Niamey NE Thu 03 Mar 

Haug, Annete NORAD, Senior Evaluation Specialist, 
member of CERF 5-year Evaluation 
Steering Group 

♀ 
gm D New York US Mon 13 Dec 

Haug, Annete NORAD, Senior Evaluation Specialist, 
member of CERF 5-year Evaluation 
Steering Group 

♀ 
gm D Oslo NO Fri 18 Mar 

Health cluster IPs Group 
 

gm N Islamabad PK Sat 05 Mar 

Hectore, Fonseca MSF-E Niger , Chef de Mission 
♂ 

ssi N Niamey NE Thu 24 Feb 

Herbinger, 
Wolfgang 

WFP, Country Director 
♂ 

ssi R Islamabad PK Thu 03 Mar 

Heredia, 
Fernando 

International Technical Organizations 
Unit, DG for Multilateral Affairs, MoFA, 
Head of Unit 

♂ 
ssg D Madrid ES Wed 23 Mar 

Hernandez, 
Vladimir Arcilla 

CFSI, Director for Philippine 
Programme 

♂ 
ssg N Makati City PH Wed 02 Mar 
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Higgins, Doug UNICEF OPT, Deputy Representative 
♂ 

ssg U Jerusalem IL Thu 10 Mar 

Hoekman, Arie UNFPA, Representative 
♂ 

ssi U Kabul AF Thu 24 Feb 

Horent, Yves ECHO 
♂ 

ssi D Nairobi KE Tue 25 Jan 

House, Krista CIDA, standing in for member of CERF 
5-year  Evaluation Reference Group 

♀ 
tc D Ottawa CA Mon 13 Dec 

Huber, Bettina Oxfam UK, Humanitarian Coordinator 
♀ 

gm N Jerusalem IL Tue 08 Mar 

Hussain, Fawad OCHA, Humanitarian Affairs Officer, 
Field Coordination Unit 

♂ 
ssi O Islamabad PK Thu 03 Mar 

Husseini, Iman UNDP Gaza, Head of Engineering 
Team 

♀ 
tc U Jerusalem IL Thu 10 Mar 

Ibutu, Susie Programme Director, National Council 
of Churches of Kenya (NCCK) 

♀ 
ssg N Nairobi KE Thu 27 Jan 

Igweta, Grace WFP, Programme Officer (M&E), VAM 
Unit 

♀ 
dd U Nairobi KE Wed 02 Feb 

Imbleau, Louis WFP, Representative & Country 
Director 

♀ 
ssi U Kabul AF Wed 23 Feb 

Innocent 
NZEYIMANA 

WHO Niger, Technic  Administrator, 
emergency intervention & Humanitarian 
Action 

♂ 
ssg U Niamey NE Tue 01 Mar 

Iqbal, Sadia WHO, Donor Relations Focal Point 
♀ 

ssg U Islamabad PK Fri 04 Mar 

Isaksen, Arilk Norwegian Church Aid, Department for 
International Programmes, Head of 
Emergency Division 

♂ 
ssg N Oslo NO Fri 18 Mar 

Ismail, Afifa OCHA Somalia, CHF Donor Liaison 
Officer 

♀ 
ssg O Nairobi SO Mon 17 Jan 

Issa, Malam 
Kanta 

FORSANI (Local NGO), Project 
Coordinator 

♂ 
ssi N Niamey NE Thu 03 Mar 

Issac, Cindy UNRWA, Emergency Officer/CfW OPT 
Sector Lead 

♀ 
ssg U Jerusalem IL Thu 10 Mar 

Jaber, Rana IOM, Regional Head of Operations 
♀ 

ssg T Nairobi KE Wed 26 Jan 

Jack, Abdoulie WHO, Representative 
♂ 

ssg R Nairobi KE Fri 28 Jan 

Jackson, Julius FAO, Operations Officer for Pakistan 
♂ 

ssg U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

Jacqueson, 
Patrick 

FAO, member of CERF 5-year  
Evaluation Reference Group 

♂ 
gm U New York US Mon 13 Dec 

Jacqueson, 
Patrick 

FAO, Senior Programme Officer, CERF 
focal point 

♂ 
ssi U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

Jan, Eljkenaar ECHO Dakar, Regional Director 
♂ 

ti D Niamey NE Thu 24 Feb 

Javier, Alwynn C. Christian Aid, Senior Programme 
Officer 

♂ 
ssg N Makati City PH Wed 02 Mar 

Jean, Matthieu 
Bloch 

CAC, Technic Assistant 
♂ 

ssg H Niamey NE Thu 03 Mar 

Jensen, Michael CERF Secretariat, Head of 
Programmes 

♂ 
tc C Telephone DK Mon 13 Dec 

Johannes 
,Schoors 

CARE Niger, National Director 
♂ 

ssi N Niamey NE Fri 25 Feb 

Jun Yamazaki ASG-Controller & Kuhu Ray, Financial 
Management Officer, NY 

U 
ssi U New York US Wed 02 Feb 

Jürg, Eglin CICR Niger , Chef de Délégation 
♀ 

ssi N Niamey NE Fri 25 Feb 

Kansi, Asif Program Manager, SSD 
♂ 

ssg N Islamabad PK Sat 05 Mar 

Kashif Admn Officer, Saba (National NGO) 
♂ 

ssg N Islamabad PK Sat 05 Mar 

Kats, Ancel WFP OPT, Reporting Officer 
♀ 

ssg U Jerusalem IL Thu 10 Mar 

Kebede Tessema, 
Assegid 

WHO Somalia, EPI/Measles Technical 
Officer 

♂ 
ssg U Nairobi SO Thu 20 Jan 

Kebede, 
Mengesha 

UNHCR, Representative 
♂ 

ssi R Islamabad PK Tue 08 Mar 

Kennedy, James IOM, Shelter Cluster Technical 
Coordinator 

♂ 
ssi S Islamabad PK Wed 02 Mar 

Kerblat, Bernard UNHCR, Head of Agency & Lead 
Cluster-Protection 

♂ 
ssi R Makati City PH Tue 01 Mar 
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Khader, Sami Maan Development, Director, Chair of 
PNGO (Palestinian NGO Network) 

♂ 
gm N Ramallah IL Tue 08 Mar 

Khaizana, Nazim UNDP, Operations Manager on 
Financial Systems and CERF Focal 
Point 

♂ 
ssg U New York US Thu 16 Dec 

Khan, Ejaz Project Coordinator, SABA (National 
NGO) 

♂ 
ssg N Islamabad PK Sat 05 Mar 

Khan, Jehangir FAO, National Emergency Coordinator 
♂ 

ssi U Islamabad PK Mon 07 Mar 

Khan, Jehangir Ali Country Director, International Medical 
Corps 

♂ 
ssg N Islamabad PK Sat 05 Mar 

Khan, Jumma Unicef, Education Cluster Coordinator 
♂ 

ssi U Nairobi SO Mon 24 Jan 

Khan, Neva Country Director, Oxfam GB 
♀ 

ssg N Islamabad PK Sat 05 Mar 

Khardiata, Lo 
N'Diaye 

Humanitarian Coordinator 
♀ 

ssi R Niamey NE Wed 23 Feb 

Killian, Denis OCHA, Senior Humanitarian Civil-
Military Coordination Officer 

♂ 
ssi O Kabul AF Mon 21 Feb 

Kimari, Betty Emergency Response Officer, Islamic 
Relief 

♀ 
ssg N Nairobi KE Thu 27 Jan 

King'ori, James UNICEF, Nutrition Cluster Coordinator 
♂ 

ssi S Islamabad PK Wed 02 Mar 

King'ori, Maina World Vision, Sr Programme Officer 
♂ 

ssg N Nairobi KE Tue 25 Jan 

Kiniiya, H.S.N. Chief Executive Officer, Kenya 
Livestock Finance Trust 

♂ 
ssg N Nairobi KE Thu 27 Jan 

Kinyua, Anne FAO Kenya, Project Operations Officer 
♀ 

ssg U Nairobi KE Mon 17 Jan 

Kirya, Mark UNHCR, CERF Technical Focal Point 
♂ 

bd S Nairobi KE Mon 24 Jan 

Kirya, Mark UNHCR, CERF Technical Focal Point 
♂ 

ti U Nairobi KE Sat 05 Feb 

Kitala, Jechoniah Advisor, Economic developemnt, 
Netherland Development Organisation 
(SNV) 

♂ 
ssg N Nairobi KE Thu 27 Jan 

Kitchen, Bob IRC, Country Director 
♂ 

ssg N Kabul AF Fri 25 Feb 

Klansoe, Peter DRC Somalia, Country Director 
♂ 

ssi N Nairobi SO Thu 20 Jan 

Koeleman, 
Margriet 

Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
Humanitarian Aid Division, Senior 
Policy Advisor 

♀ 
ssi D Den Hague NL Wed 06 Apr 

Kotoglou, Katarina SIDA, Evaluation Specialist,  member 
of CERF 5-year  Evaluation Steering 
Group 

♀ 
ssg D Stockholm SE Thu 17 Mar 

Kotoglou, Katarina SIDA, Evaluation Specialist,  member 
of CERF 5-year  Evaluation Steering 
Group 

♀ 
tc D Stockholm SE Mon 13 Dec 

Kristensson, 
Martin 

WFP, IT Emergency Coordinator, ODIF 
IT Emergency Preparedness and 
Response Branch 

♂ 
ssi U Roma IT Fri 25 Mar 

Kyazze, Amelia Save the Children (UK), member of 
CERF 5-year  Evaluation Reference 
Group 

♀ 
tc N London UK Mon 13 Dec 

Landiech, 
François 

SIDA, Department for Humanitarian 
Assistancem Program Officer 

♂ 
ssg D Stockholm SE Thu 17 Mar 

Lauer, Katharina USAID/OFDA, Senior Humanitarian 
Advisor 

♀ 
ssg D Islamabad PK Fri 04 Mar 

Lavand'Homme, 
Patrick 

OCHA 
♂ 

ssi U Nairobi KE Thu 27 Jan 

Le Roux, Susan OCHA, External Relations and Donor 
Liaison 

♀ 
ssg O Islamabad PK Tue 01 Mar 

Lemarquis, Bruno UNDP, Bureau for Conflict Prevention 
and Recovery, Head of Central 
Strategy and Policy Cluster 

♂ 
ssg U New York US Thu 16 Dec 

Leon, Victor FAO, Operations Officer for Guatemala 
and El Salvador 

♂ 
ssg U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

Lisa Doughton & 
Faika Farzana 

UNICEF, Sr. Advisor & Prog Officer, 
PARMO 

U 
ssg U New York US Tue 01 Feb 
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Lobjois, Stephane Pakistan Humanitarian Forum & 
Handicap International, Head of 
Mission 

♂ 
ssg N Islamabad PK Tue 08 Mar 

Lotz, Christopher UNDP, Bureau for Conflict Prevention 
and Recovery, Cetnral Strategy and 
Policy Cluster, Peace-Building 
Specialist 

♂ 
ssi U New York US Thu 16 Dec 

Lucia Elmi UNICEF, Chief, Humanitarian Field 
Support Section, EMOPS 

U 
ssi U New York US Tue 01 Feb 

Lumanog, Joseph CFSI, Executive Assistant 
♂ 

ssg N Makati City PH Wed 02 Mar 

Lundberg, Peter SIDA, Country Director 
♂ 

fgd D Jerusalem IL Fri 11 Mar 

Lyngroth, Oystein Norwegian MFA, Section for 
Humanitarian Affairs, Project Leader 

♂ 
gm D Oslo NO Fri 18 Mar 

Mahaman , 
Souradja 

CRS Niger, Head of Emergency 
Department 

♂ 
ssg N Niamey NE Mon 28 Feb 

Mahsud, Idrees NDMA, Director 
♂ 

ssg H Islamabad PK Tue 08 Mar 

Maïdadji , 
Oumarou 

BEFEN Niger ( Local NGO ), General 
Coordinator 

♂ 
ssi N Niamey NE Thu 03 Mar 

Malloo, Seifuddin Regional Coordinator, Vétérinaires 
Sans Frontières ( VSF) 

♂ 
ssg N Nairobi KE Thu 27 Jan 

Malmqvist, Sofia Programme Coordinator, Somali 
Refugee Programme, Lutheran World 
Federation (LWF) 

♀ 
ssg N Nairobi KE Thu 27 Jan 

Manalansan, 
Edgardo 

OCHA, Finance and Administrative 
Assistant 

♂ 
gm O Makati City PH Mon 28 Feb 

Mannhardt, 
Harold 

WFP Somalia, Donor Relations 
♂ 

ssg U Nairobi SO Thu 20 Jan 

Maria Costa & 
Weiyi Xiao 

OPPB, Chief, Service III & Program 
Budget Officer 

U 
ssg U New York US Thu 03 Feb 

Maritim, William 
Kimutai 

Assistant Director, Ministry of Livestock 
Development/Dept of Veterinary 
Services 

♂ 
ssg H Nairobi KE Thu 27 Jan 

Martinez, Jorge WHO, Chief of Operations, EHA 
♂ 

ssg U Islamabad PK Fri 04 Mar 

Matsumoto, 
Takashi 

Embassy of Japan, Adviser 
♂ 

ssg D Islamabad PK Tue 08 Mar 

Matteone, Erica UNICEF, Evaluation Office 
♀ 

gm U New York US Mon 13 Dec 

Mbacke Niang Oxfam GB, Country Director 
♂ 

ssg N Niamey NE Mon 28 Feb 

Mbithi Mutungi, 
Paul 

FAO Kenya, Pastoral Field School 
Specialist 

♂ 
ssg U Nairobi KE Mon 17 Jan 

Mbugua, Caroline Embassy of Australia, AusAID 
♀ 

ssg D Nairobi KE Fri 21 Jan 

Mc Murray, Jodi Embassy of Canada, Counsellor / 
Deputy Head of Aid 

♀ 
ssi D Kabul AF Mon 21 Feb 

McCouch, Robert UNICEF, Evaluation Office, Senior 
Evaluation Specialist (Humanitarian),  
member of CERF 5-year  Evaluation 
Steering Group 

♂ 
dd U New York US Tue 14 Dec 

McCouch, Robert UNICEF, Evaluation Office, Senior 
Evaluation Specialist (Humanitarian),  
member of CERF 5-year  Evaluation 
Steering Group 

♂ 
gm U New York US Mon 13 Dec 

Mdebwe, Henri UNICEF, Nutrition Specialist 
♂ 

ssi U Kabul AF Wed 23 Feb 

Mebius, Jaco Embassy of the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands, First Secretary 

♂ 
ssg D Nairobi KE Fri 21 Jan 

Medina, Gerardo, 
MD 

WHO, Field Operations Officer 
♂ 

ssg U Manila City PH Thu 03 Mar 

Medina, Lili-ann NORAD, Department for Quality 
Assurance, Senior Adviser 

♀ 
gm D Oslo NO Fri 18 Mar 

Meijndert, Fritz Embassy of the Netherlands, 
Counsellor 

♂ 
ssi D Islamabad PK Thu 03 Mar 

Melisande Wills, 
Genevieve 

CERF Secretariat, Programme Officer, 
Under-Funded Emergency Focal Point 

♀ 
ssi C New York US Wed 15 

Dec 
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Mercado, Douglas US Department of State, Permanent 
Mission to the UN, NGO focal point 

♂ 
ssi D New York US Thu 16 Dec 

Metsä-Tokila, Piia Embassy of Finland, Kenya, MDG 
Program Officer and Humanitarian 
Assistance 

♀ 
ssg D Nairobi KE Fri 21 Jan 

Midou , Bawa 
Youssoufi 

KARKARA ( Local NGO), Technical 
Operationnel Director 

♂ 
ssi N Niamey NE Thu 03 Mar 

Minkeila, Hamidou CAC, Coordonator 
♂ 

ssg H Niamey NE Wed 02 Mar 

Mitra, Titon AusAID 
♂ 

ssg D Makati City PH Thu 03 Mar 

Miziniak, Jola UNICEF OPT, WASH Cluster Lead 
♀ 

ssg U Jerusalem IL Thu 10 Mar 

Mizra, Imran raza Unicef Somalia, Immunisation specialist 
♂ 

ssg U Nairobi SO Wed 19 Jan 

Mizumoto, Ayumi UNICEF, Chief, Planning, Monitoring, 
and Evaluation 

♀ 
ssg U Islamabad PK Wed 09 Mar 

Moghaddam, 
Siamak 

UN-HABITAT, Country Programme 
Manager 

♂ 
ssi R Islamabad PK Wed 09 Mar 

Mohmand, Hamza WFP, Sr. Information Management 
Assistant 

♂ 
ssg S Islamabad PK Tue 01 Mar 

Mohmand, 
Rasheed 

Executive Director, TRDO (National 
NGO) 

♂ 
ssg N Islamabad PK Sat 05 Mar 

Moncada, 
Emmanuel 

FAO, Operations Officer for Philippines 
♂ 

ssg U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

Monysenko, 
Carolyn 

CERF Secretariat, Head of Finance 
♀ 

ti C Geneva CH Tue 14 Dec 

Moorhead, 
Jennifer 

Policy & Advocacy Manager, Save the 
Children UK (also represents SCF on 
the HCT and co-chairs the interagency 
Advoacy Task Force) 

♀ 
ssg N Jerusalem IL Fri 11 Mar 

Morelli, 
Alessandra 

UNHCR, Deputy Representative 
♀ 

ssi U Kabul AF Wed 23 Feb 

Mubarak, 
Ammarah 

IOM, Program Officer 
♀ 

ssg U Islamabad PK Tue 08 Mar 

Muedin, Amy IOM, Programme Specialist 
♀ 

ssi U New York US Wed 02 Feb 

Mulder, Tineke Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the 
Netherlands, Deputy Head of 
Humanitarian Aid department 

♀ 
ssi D Den Hague NL Wed 06 Apr 

Musumba, 
Matildah 

RH/Humanitarian Response Officer 
♀ 

ssi U Nairobi KE Fri 28 Jan 

Muthungu, Grâce Senior Programme Officer, NCCK 
♀ 

ssg N Nairobi KE Thu 27 Jan 

Mwangi, Geoffrey WFP Somalia, UNHAS Coordinator 
♂ 

ssg U Nairobi SO Thu 20 Jan 

Nadazdin, 
Natasha 

WFP, Formerly Emergency Officer for 
the drought operation 

♀ 
ti U Rome IT Wed 02 Feb 

Najeeb, Bashir UNFPA, Programme Officer 
♂ 

ssi U Kabul AF Thu 24 Feb 

Ng'inja, Sarah Embassy of Sweden, Nairobi, Officer 
for Development Cooperation and 
Humanitarian Assistance, Somalia 

♀ 
ssi D Nairobi SO Tue 18 Jan 

Niange, Mbacke Oxfam GB Niger, National Director 
♂ 

ssg N Niamey NE Mon 28 Feb 

Njuguna, Joseph FAO Kenya, Emergency Livestock 
Officer 

♂ 
ssg U Nairobi KE Mon 17 Jan 

Nourou , Macki 
Tall 

FAO Niger,Coordinator assistant 
♂ 

ssg U Niamey NE Mon 28 Feb 

Ntambwiriza, 
Thierry 

FAO, Operations officer, desk 
supervisor for Kenya 

♂ 
ssg U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

Nyberg, Jennifer FAO, Emergency focal persons for 
evaluation 

♀ 
ssi U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

O'Malley, Stephen CERF Secretariat, Head 
♂ 

ssi C New York US Wed 15 
Dec 

O'Regan, 
Nicholas 

Operations Centre Director and 
Representative, Kenya Operations 
Centre 

♂ 
ssi O Nairobi SO Wed 26 Jan 

Odingo, George FAO Kenya, Crop Production Officer 
♂ 

ssg U Nairobi KE Mon 17 Jan 
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Okara, Sam WFP, Programme Officer, Refugee Unit 
♂ 

ssi U Nairobi KE Mon 24 Jan 

Oleary, Aiden UNRWA, Deputy Field Office Director, 
Gaza 

♂ 
ssg U Jerusalem IL Thu 10 Mar 

Omanga, Paul FAO Kenya, Crop Production Officer 
♂ 

ssg U Nairobi KE Mon 17 Jan 

Opyio, Dan FAO Project Manager 
♂ 

ssg U Nairobi SO Wed 26 Jan 

Orquiza, Anne AusAID, Senior Programme Officer for 
DRM-CC-Env 

♀ 
gm D Makati City PH Fri 04 Mar 

Ortiz-Iruri, Juan UNICEF, Deputy Representative 
♂ 

ssg U Nairobi KE Wed 26 Jan 

Othman, Hala UNDP Gaza, Project Manager 
♀ 

tc U Jerusalem IL Thu 10 Mar 

Oudjani, Radhia Consulat Général de France à 
Jérusalem, Attachée de coopération 

♀ 
fgd D Jerusalem IL Fri 11 Mar 

Pakkala, Timo Humanitarian Coordinator (UNDP) 
♂ 

bd R Islamabad PK Wed 09 Mar 

Palacio, Maria 
Agnes 

OCHA, National Disaster Response 
Advisor 

♀ 
gm O Makati City PH Mon 28 Feb 

Parsons, Patrick Country Head, Malteser International 
♂ 

ssg N Islamabad PK Sat 05 Mar 

Patenaude, Serge Swiss Agency for Development and 
Cooperation, Counsellor for 
Humanitarian and Development Affairs 
(Ethiopia/Djibouti) 

♂ 
ssg D Nairobi SO Thu 27 Jan 

Paul Heslop UNOPS, Chief, NAO Mine Action 
Cluster 

U 
ssi U New York US Thu 03 Feb 

Peguet, Caroline OCHA, Head of the ERF Unit 
♀ 

ssg O Islamabad PK Wed 02 Mar 

Pesigan, Arturo, 
MD 

WHO, Emergency and Humanitarian 
Action Technical  Officer 

♂ 
ssg S Manila City PH Thu 03 Mar 

Pierre, Bry OCHA Niger, Deputy Head Office 
♂ 

ssg O Niamey NE Wed 23 Feb 

Pilgrim, Jo WFP, Logistics Manager 
♀ 

ssi U Roma IT Fri 25 Mar 

Pitt, Timothy OCHA, Head of Office 
♂ 

ssi O Kabul AF Mon 21 Feb 

Porter, Chris DFID Kenya and Somalia, 
Humanitarian Advisor 

♂ 
ssi D Nairobi SO Wed 19 Jan 

Porter, Chris Embassy of the UK, DFID 
♀ 

ti D Nairobi KE Fri 21 Jan 

Portugal, Aristeo 
A. 

FAO  Assistant Representative 
♂ 

ssg U Makati City PH Mon 28 Feb 

Prioux de 
Beaudimont, 
Diane 

WFP, Evaluation Manager 
♀ 

ssi U Roma IT Fri 25 Mar 

Putner, Harry Netherlands MFA 
♂ 

fgd D Jerusalem IL Fri 11 Mar 

Raj Rikhy & 
Michiyo Sakamoto 

OPPBA, Deputy Director & Snr. Asst., 
Accounts Division 

U 
ssg U New York US Wed 02 Feb 

Rajasingham, 
Ramesh 

OCHA OPT, Head of OCHA 
♂ 

ssg O Jerusalem IL Mon 07 Mar 

Rao, Zulfiqar WFP, Food Cluster Coordinator 
♂ 

ssi S Islamabad PK Thu 03 Mar 

Rasmusson, 
Elisabeth 

Norwegian Refugee Council, General 
Secretary. Former CERF Advisory 
Board Member 

♀ 
ssg N Oslo NO Thu 17 Mar 

Rasmusson, 
Elisabeth 

Norwegian Refugee Council, General 
Secretary. Former CERF Advisory 
Board Member 

♀ 
ssi N Oslo NO Fri 18 Mar 

Ratna, Jalpa UNICEF, member of CERF 5-year  
Evaluation Reference Group 

♀ 
gm U New York US Mon 13 Dec 

Rayco-Solon, 
Pura 

UNICEF, Nutrition Specialist Health and 
Nutrition Section 

♀ 
ssg U Makati City PH Tue 01 Mar 

Reber, Patricia IOM, Donors Relations Officer 
♀ 

ssi U Geneva CH Wed 16 Feb 

Richard, Verbeeck WFP Niger, Representative 
♂ 

ssg U Niamey NE Wed 02 Mar 

Rio, Dolores UNICEF Kenya, Project Officer, 
Nutrition 

♀ 
ssg U Nairobi KE Thu 20 Jan 

Rita Dhakal OCHA Nepal, Humanitarian Affairs 
Specialist 

♀ 
tc O Kathmandu NP Fri 08 Apr 
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Robertine, 
Sanvura 

FAO Niger, Responsible of  M&E Unit, 
Food Security cluster Assistant 

♀ 
ssg U Niamey NE Mon 28 Feb 

Roberts, Chris DFID, Deputy Head and Programme 
Manager 

♂ 
gm D Jerusalem IL Thu 10 Mar 

Rono, Dan Unicef Somalia, Child Protection 
Specialist 

♂ 
ssg U Nairobi SO Wed 19 Jan 

Rost, Micholas OCHA Somalia, CHF Donor Relations 
Officer 

♂ 
ssg O Nairobi SO Mon 17 Jan 

Ryder, Matthew OCHA OPT, West Bank Field 
Coordinator 

♂ 
ssg O Jerusalem IL Mon 07 Mar 

Saba, G. Hamilton CRS Niger, Country Representative 
♀ 

ssg N Niamey NE Mon 28 Feb 

Sabatinelli, Guido WHO,  Representative 
♂ 

ssg R Islamabad PK Fri 04 Mar 

Sacco, Erminio FAO OPT, Agriculture Sector Lead 
♂ 

ssg U Jerusalem IL Mon 07 Mar 

Said, Fatma IOM, Programme Support Assistant, 
Emergency post Crisis Unit 

♀ 
ssg T Nairobi KE Wed 26 Jan 

Saiz-Omenaca, 
Victoria 

OCHA, Evaluation Unit, Evaluation 
Officer 

♀ 
dd O New York US Tue 14 Dec 

Saiz-Omenaca, 
Victoria 

OCHA, Evaluation Unit, Evaluation 
Officer 

♀ 
dd O New York US Wed 15 

Dec 
Saiz-Omenaca, 
Victoria 

OCHA, Evaluation Unit, Evaluation 
Officer 

♀ 
gm O New York US Mon 13 Dec 

Saiz-Omenaca, 
Victoria 

OCHA, Evaluation Unit, Evaluation 
Officer 

♀ 
tc O New York US Wed 03 

Nov 
Saleh, Omar WHO Somalia, EHA Coordinator and 

Emergency Surgical Tutor 
♂ 

ssg U Nairobi SO Thu 20 Jan 

Sanmartin, 
Gemma 

Coopi, Regional Adviser, Somalia, 
Kenya, South Sudan and Uganda 

♀ 
ssi N Nairobi SO Tue 25 Jan 

Santini, Tullio UNDP, Bureau for Conflict Prevention 
and Recovery, Senior Advisor  and 
CERF Focal Point. (via Phone) 

♂ 
ssg U Geneva CH Thu 16 Dec 

Santini, Tullio UNDP, BCPR, Senior Adviser, member 
of CERF 5-year  Evaluation Reference 
Group 

♂ 
tc U Geneva CH Mon 13 Dec 

Sayed, Meena Norway Representative Office to the PA 
♀ 

gm D Jerusalem IL Fri 11 Mar 

Scaglia, Jean 
Alexandre 

FAO, Desk supervisor Southern Africa 
and DRC 

♂ 
ssg U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

Seeger, Helen IOM, Reporting Officer 
♀ 

ssg U Islamabad PK Tue 08 Mar 

Seid, Fatouma FAO, Laison and Operations Officer & 
Desk Supervisor for West Africa 

♀ 
ssg U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

Seii-Houlding, 
Jerotich 

IOM, Former Programme Manager for 
Emergency & Post Crisis Unit (currently 
on special leave) 

♀ 
ssi T Nairobi KE Fri 21 Jan 

Selleri, Anna 
Maria 

UN-HABITAT, Shelter Advisor 
♀ 

ssi U Islamabad PK Mon 07 Mar 

Sevcik, David ECHO, Head of Office 
♂ 

ssi D Islamabad PK Mon 07 Mar 

Shichiri, Tomio FAO, International Project Manager, 
Emergency & Rehabilitation 
Coordination Unit 

♂ 
ssi U Kabul AF Thu 24 Feb 

Shuja, Saba Program Manager, Johanniter 
International 

♀ 
ssg N Islamabad PK Sat 05 Mar 

Sigurdson, Dag UNHCR, Deputy Head, Donor 
Relations and Resources Mobilisation 
Service 

♀ 
ssi U Geneva AF Wed 23 Feb 

Siyal, Mariyam UNDSS 
♀ 

ssg U Islamabad PK Tue 08 Mar 

Skari, Lars-André Norwegian Red Cross, International 
Department, Head of Resource and 
Policy Section 

♂ 
bd N Oslo NO Fri 18 Mar 

Skari, Lars-André Norwegian Red Cross, International 
Department, Head of Resource and 
Policy Section 

♂ 
tc N Oslo NO Fri 25 Mar 

Solari, Giacomo Swiss Agency for Development and 
Cooperation, Counsellor for 

♂ 
ssg D Nairobi SO Thu 27 Jan 
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Humanitarian and Development Affairs 
(Horn of Africa) 

Sorensen, Peter 
Krogh 

UNOPS, Operations Centre Director & 
Representative 

♂ 
ssi U Kabul AF Fri 25 Feb 

Steains, Cate OCHA Philippines, Head of Agency 
♀ 

ssi R Makati City PH Tue 01 Mar 

Stocker, Farhana 
Faruqi 

Afghanaid, Managing Director 
♀ 

ssg N Kabul AF Fri 25 Feb 

Suleiman, Hannan Unicef Somalia, Deputy Director 
♀ 

ssg U Nairobi SO Wed 19 Jan 

Sun, Victoria FAO, Liaison and Operations Officer for 
Nepal & Mongolia 

♀ 
ssg U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

Sundberg, Ulrika Embassy of Sweden, Ambassador 
♀ 

ssi D Islamabad PK Thu 03 Mar 

Syed, Meena The Representative Office of Norway, 
2nd Secretary, Humanitarian affairs 

♀ 
fgd D Jerusalem IL Fri 11 Mar 

Sylvaine, L. 
Mayele 

MSF-B Niger , Chef de Mission 
♀ 

ssi N Niamey NE Thu 24 Feb 

Tanaka, Toshihiro UNDP, Country Director 
♂ 

ssi R Islamabad PK Tue 08 Mar 

Tangborn, Inger USA 
♀ 

fgd D Jerusalem IL Fri 11 Mar 

Tarakinikini, Filipo UNDSS, Chief Security Advisor 
♂ 

ssg U Islamabad PK Tue 08 Mar 

Taylor, Nick ECHO 
♂ 

ssg D Makati City PH Thu 03 Mar 

Tayzon, Florence United Nations Population Fund, 
Assistant Representative 

♀ 
ssg U Makati City PH Tue 01 Mar 

Tek Pokwal Chief of Service I, PPBD, OPPBA 
U 

ssi U New York US Wed 02 Feb 

Teprey, James WHO, EHA & Health Sector 
Coordinator 

♂ 
ssi S Nairobi KE Wed 26 Jan 

Teprey, James WHO, EHA & Health Sector 
Coordinator 

♂ 
ssg S Nairobi KE Fri 28 Jan 

Thierry Métais ACH International Niger , Chef de 
Mission 

♂ 
ssi N Niamey NE Mon 28 Feb 

Thomas, Laurent FAO, Director, Emergency and 
Rehabilitation Division 

♂ 
ssi U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

Thomas, Lynn 
Marie 

USAID/OFDA, Senior Humanitarian 
Advisor 

♀ 
ssg D Islamabad PK Fri 04 Mar 

Thompson, 
Thomas 

WFP, Global Cluster Lead Logistics 
♂ 

ssi U Roma IT Fri 25 Mar 

Tibayungwa, 
Gabriel 

UNAMA, NGO Liaison Officer / Security 
Advisor 

♂ 
gm U Kabul AF Mon 21 Feb 

Tiberi, Laura FAO, Laison and Operations Officer 
♀ 

ssg U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

Tobin, Vanessa J. UNICEF, Representative Philippine 
Country Office 

♀ 
ssi R Makati City PH Tue 01 Mar 

Tsurumi, Kazuyuki FAO Representative 
♂ 

ssg R Makati City PH Mon 28 Feb 

Tulk, Jason First Secretary, Embassy of Canada 
♂ 

ssi D Islamabad PK Fri 04 Mar 

Tuttinghoff, 
Hildegard 

WFP, Head of Programme 
♀ 

ssi U Kabul AF Wed 23 Feb 

Tyler, Dan NRC, Protection & Advocacy Adviser 
♂ 

ssg N Kabul AF Fri 25 Feb 

Ullah, Hidayat UNDP, Community Restoration Cluster 
Coordinator 

♂ 
ssi S Islamabad PK Wed 02 Mar 

Umar, Fareeha UNFPA-UN Women, Gender Task 
Force 

♀ 
ssi U Islamabad PK Wed 02 Mar 

Unulova, Ivana OCHA Somalia, Head of Funding 
Coordination Unit 

♀ 
ssg O Nairobi SO Mon 17 Jan 

Ursel, Kieth WFP Somalia, Programme Advisor, 
External Relations and Food Aid 
Cluster Chair 

♂ 
ssg U Nairobi SO Thu 20 Jan 

van Praag, Clara Swiss Agency for Development and 
Cooperation, Programme Assistant 
(Horn of Africa) 

♂ 
ssg D Nairobi SO Thu 27 Jan 

Vestrheim, Alf 
Håvard 

Norwegian MFA, UN Section, Senior 
Adviser 

♂ 
gm D Oslo NO Fri 18 Mar 

Villas, Rommel UNFPA, Mindanao Operations Officer 
♂ 

ssg U Makati City PH Tue 01 Mar 
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Villeneuve, Pascal UNICEF, Acting Representative 
♂ 

ssg R Islamabad PK Wed 09 Mar 

Vinet, Rodrigue FAO, Senior Operations Officer, Desk 
Supervisor for Sudan and Somalia 

♂ 
ssg U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

von Dohren, 
Godela 

WHO Somalia, Project Officer, Liason 
and Partnership 

♂ 
ssg U Nairobi SO Thu 20 Jan 

Waaigman, 
Gabriella 

OCHA Sub-Regional office for Eastern 
Africa, Head of Office 

♀ 
ssi O Nairobi SO Mon 24 Jan 

Wabbes Candotti, 
Sylvie 

FAO, Agronomist, Liaison and 
Operations Officer, CERF focal point 
Emergency Operations and 
Rehabilitation Division, TCE 

♀ 
ssi U Roma IT Thu 24 Mar 

Waldman, Ron Sr. Advisor to the HC for the Survival 
Strategy (2010) 

♂ 
tc U Islamabad PK Sat 05 Mar 

Ward, Marianne WFP, Operational Reporting Branch 
♀ 

ssi U Roma IT Fri 25 Mar 

WASH cluster IPs Group 
 

gm N Islamabad PK Sat 05 Mar 

Weaver, Stephen Canadian High Commisison, Canadian 
International Development Agency, 
Head of Development Cooperation 

♂ 
ssg D Nairobi SO Mon 24 Jan 

Whitbread, Kari-
Ann 

Unicef Somalia, Donor Relations 
Specialist responsible for CERF 

♀ 
ssg U Nairobi SO Wed 19 Jan 

Williams, Stephen ACF, Head of Office, Chair of AIDA 
(Association of International 
Development Agencies) 

♂ 
gm N Jerusalem IL Tue 08 Mar 

Woldemariam, 
Romina 

WFP, Programme Officer, Food 
Assistance Unit and Food sector lead 

♀ 
ssi S Nairobi KE Mon 24 Jan 

Worth, Martin UNICEF Kenya, WASH Coordinator 
♂ 

ssg U Nairobi KE Thu 20 Jan 

Wosornu, Edem CERF Secretariat, Reporting Unit 
♀ 

ssg C New York US Wed 15 
Dec 

Yambi, Olivia UNICEF, Representative 
♀ 

ssg R Nairobi KE Wed 26 Jan 

Yishak, Yacob Health and Nutritional Coordinator, 
Concern 

♂ 
ssg N Nairobi KE Thu 27 Jan 

Yuste, Pablo Humanitarian Aid Office, AECID, Head 
♂ 

ssg D Madrid ES Wed 23 Mar 

Zulu, Leonard UNHCR, Senior Protection Officer, 
Global Protection Cluster 

♂ 
ssg U Geneva CH Tue 15 Feb 

 WHO Representative, Afghanistan 
♂ 

ssg U Kabul AF Thurs 24 
Feb 

 WHO Technical officer, Afghanistan 
♂ 

ssg U Kabul AF Thurs 24 
Feb 

 WHO Training manager, Afghanistan 
♀ 

ssg U Kabul AF Thurs 24 
Feb 
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Summary of interviews for desk studies 

 

 
 Number Location 

CERF Secretariat 8 NY 

OCHA 2 Bangui 

 2 Kinshasa 

 1 New York 

 1 Panama (Guatemala) 

NGO 1 Bangui 

 1 Nepal 

Cluster Lead 1 Bangui 

Humanitarian Coordinator 2 Nepal, El Salvador 

TOTAL 19  
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ANNEX VII: ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY 

 

Adinolfi, C., Bassiouni, D. S., Lauritzsen, H. F., & Williams, H. R. (2005). Humanitarian 

Response Review: An independent report commissioned by the United Nations 

Emergency Relief Coordinator & Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs, 

Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA). New York: United 

Nations. Last viewed on 8 June 2008. URL: 

http://www.humanitarianinfo.org/iasc/content/documents/other/Humanitarian%

20Response%20Review%202005.pdf 

 Notes: This review is an independent assessment of the humanitarian system in which 

the experts identify reasons why the aid community sometimes falls short of its goals. The 

report seeks to demonstrate what the humanitarian system’s current capabilities are and 

shows where the shortfalls lie. Already, it has prompted the discussion of how the entire 

humanitarian system can ensure faster and better responses to the needs of people in 

distress. Some of the Review’s recommendations have been addressed in the 2005 

ECOSOC discussions; others will form part the 2005 General Assembly debate on reform 

of the United Nations, including the larger humanitarian system. 

Barber, M., Bhattacharjee, A., Lossio, R. M., & Sida, L. (2008). Central Emergency Response 

Fund: Two Year Evaluation. New York: Office for the Coordination of 

Humanitarian Affairs. Last viewed on 16 April 2009. URL: 

http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/rwb.nsf/retrieveattachments?openagent&shortid=E

DIS-7JJJAJ&file=Full_Report.pdf 

 Notes: In its resolution 60/124 of December 2005, the General Assembly of the United 

Nations sought to remedy two problems that had bedevilled UN efforts to deliver 

humanitarian assistance in a timely and effective manner. First, the Emergency Relief 

Coordinator, mandated by the Assembly to coordinate the international response to 

humanitarian emergencies, had no resources at his disposal with which to address the 

immediate needs in a rapid-onset crisis; and secondly, the international response to 

protracted emergencies seemed often to be dictated more by political considerations than 

an objective assessment of the needs of the people, and therefore lacked equity and 

fairness. Resolution 60/124 sought to address these problems by transforming the Central 

Emergency Revolving Fund, created in 1991, into the Central Emergency Response 

Fund, adding to the existing loan facility of US$ 50 million a grant element with an 

annual target of $450 million. Detailed arrangements for the management and 

administration of the CERF, including the provision that two-thirds would be for rapid 

response and one-third for underfunded emergencies, were described in the Secretary-

General’s Bulletin of 10 October 2006 (SGB/2006/10.) In its resolution, the Assembly 

requested the Secretary-General to commission an external independent evaluation of the 

CERF after the first two years of operation. This study has been produced in fulfilment of 

that obligation.  

Beck, T. (2006). Evaluating humanitarian action using the OECD-DAC criteria. London: 

ALNAP. Last viewed on 8 June, 2008. URL: 

www.odi.org.uk/alnap/publications/eha_dac/pdfs/eha_2006.pdf 

http://www.humanitarianinfo.org/iasc/content/documents/other/Humanitarian%20Response%20Review%202005.pdf
http://www.humanitarianinfo.org/iasc/content/documents/other/Humanitarian%20Response%20Review%202005.pdf
http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/rwb.nsf/retrieveattachments?openagent&shortid=EDIS-7JJJAJ&file=Full_Report.pdf
http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/rwb.nsf/retrieveattachments?openagent&shortid=EDIS-7JJJAJ&file=Full_Report.pdf
http://www.odi.org.uk/alnap/publications/eha_dac/pdfs/eha_2006.pdf
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 Notes: This clearly-written guide provides practical support on how to use the OECD 

Development Assistance Committee (OECD/DAC) criteria in evaluation of 

humanitarian action (EHA). It covers the following areas: 1) key themes and issues 

current in EHA, particularly lesson-learning, accountability and evaluation; 2) clear 

definitions for the OECD DAC criteria with explanation, issues to consider, and 

examples of good practice; 3) very brief guidelines for good practice in methods for the 

evaluation of humanitarian action. This short book provides the clearest definitions of the 

DAC evaluation criteria available anywhere. 

Benn, H. (2004). Reform of the International Humanitarian System, ODI: Speech by 

Hilary Benn, UK Secretary of State for International Development: 15 December 

2004.   Retrieved 28 February, 2009, from 

http://www.dfid.gov.uk/news/files/Speeches/bennaidsystemreform.asp 

 Notes: Hilary Benn proposed six reforms fo the Humanitarian system including: 1) the 

need for more, and more flexible, funding to be available right from the moment crisis 

strikes; 2) secondly, ensuring that we have better and stronger Humanitarian 

Coordinators, with the power and the funds to act; 3) thirdly, greater clarity about who 

does what in a crisis - including for Internally Displaced People; 4) fourthly, the 

development of benchmarks to measure how we perform; 5) fifthly, doing something 

about the unequal allocation of resources between crises; 6) greater investment in 

reducing the risk of future disasters. Benn said that the UK would contributed 100Mn 

GBP to a common fund of on billion USD. 

Borton, J., Millwood, D., & Joint Evaluation of Emergency Assistance to Rwanda: 

Steering Committee. (1996). The international response to conflict and genocide : 

lessons from the Rwanda experience: Study 3: Humanitarian aid and effects. 

Copenhagen: Steering Committee of the Joint Evaluation of Emergency 

Assistance to Rwanda. Last viewed on 8 June, 2008. URL: 

http://www.um.dk/Publikationer/Danida/English/Evaluations/1997_rwanda/b3/b

ook3.asp 

 Notes: This is the pivotal evaluation of the response to the 1994 Rwanda crisis that led to 

many quality iniatives in the humanitarian aid sector. 

Broughton, B., Maguire, S., Ahmed, H. Y., David-Toweh, K., Tonningen, L. R. v., Frueh, 

S., Prime, T., & Kjeldsen, S. (2006). Inter-agency Real-Time Evaluation of the 

Humanitarian Response to the Darfur Crisis A real-time evaluation commissioned by the 

United Nations Emergency Relief Coordinator and Under-Secretary-General for 

Humanitarian Affairs. New York: Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian 

Affairs. Last viewed on 28 March 2009. URL: 

http://ochaonline.un.org/OchaLinkClick.aspx?link=ocha&DocId=1004306 

 Notes: This is the final report from the inter-agency real-time evaluation of the Darfur 

response. This replaces the fourth and final report, which was to have focused on the 

lessons learned from the Darfur experience. That report was never completed as the team 

leader was forced to resign from all work in August 2005 due to the illness of his son. It 

was felt that without his involvement the report could not be satisfactorily completed. 

There remained, however, a need to summarize the main findings and recommendations 

of the evaluation to facilitate readers’ understanding, as well as ongoing discussions in 

the field on the implementation of the recommendations. OCHA’s Evaluation and 

http://www.dfid.gov.uk/news/files/Speeches/bennaidsystemreform.asp
http://www.um.dk/Publikationer/Danida/English/Evaluations/1997_rwanda/b3/book3.asp
http://www.um.dk/Publikationer/Danida/English/Evaluations/1997_rwanda/b3/book3.asp
http://ochaonline.un.org/OchaLinkClick.aspx?link=ocha&DocId=1004306
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Studies Unit (OCHA/ESU) thus drafted this section of the report alone, at the end of the 

consultants’ contracts. It is based, however, solely on the findings, conclusions and 

recommendations of the evaluation team in its three reports, which are included in this 

document. OCHA/ESU also prepared a consolidation of all of the recommendations from 

each report, which is annexed. The main conclusion of report is that the response to the 

crisis in Darfur was delayed and inadequte. The findings included the following:  1) 

Nearly all agencies and organiations were unable to mobilize the appropriate capacity to 

respond to the Darfur crisis. 2) A deeper UN field presence would have allowed the UN 

to better lead and shape the response at the field level. 3) An agreed framework to protect 

human rights, and which addresses the full spectrum of rights, is critical. 4) More, not 

less, public advocacy on behalf of war affected women, men and children would have 

helped create a more protective environment. 5) Despite constraints, the needs of all war-

affected would have been better met through more consistent, strategic and coordinated 

sector leadership and planning. 6) Improved accountability and better monitoring are 

critical to improving performance. 7) The lack of a common understanding among 

responders of the operating environment, and among beneficiaries of the aims of the 

responders, impeded humanitarian action and contributed to avoidable mistakes. 8) More 

consistent methods for and integration of assessments would have minimized the 

inattention to cross sectoral issues, in particular protection and gender. 9) The perceived 

tension between meeting short-term needs quickly and ensuring qualitative 

programming needs to be better managed. 10) The humanitarian community is not 

investing enough in its future work force. 

Brusset, E., Cosgrave, J., & MacDonald, W. (2010). Real-time evaluation in humanitarian 

emergencies. New Directions for Evaluation, 2010(126), 9-20. Last viewed on 23 

June 2010. URL: http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ev.326 

 Notes: The authors describe real-time evaluation (RTE) as a specific tool in disaster 

management and within the literature on formative evaluation, monitoring, and impact 

assessment. RTE offers the possibility of exploring innovative ways to empower frontline 

disaster response staff, possibly even beneficiaries of assistance. The authors describe 

conditions for the success of RTE, including field credibility, organization, and rapid 

analysis. 

CERF Secretariat. (2010a). CERF Two-year Evaluation: Management Response Matrix (Final, 

October 2010). New York: United Nations Office for Coordination of 

Humanitarian Affairs 

 Notes: This is a final version of the management response matrix in response to the 

recommendations made by the CERF two year evaluation.  The matrix details the 

response and action to be taken for each recommendation, and serves as a ‘road map’ for 

the work that needs to be undertaken until the next review of the Fund, planned for 2011.  

Significant progress has been made by the CERF Secretariat and its partners since the 

matrix was last discussed with the Advisory Group. To date, 26 of the 33 operational 

recommendations  have been implemented, and one recommendation was rejected.  Of the 

six remaining recommendations, four relate to the administration of the Fund – 

including OCHA’s authority to approve adjustments to the CERF Secretariat cost plan, 

and the ratio of programme support costs provided to OCHA to cover management and 

oversight of the Fund.  Following extensive review and in-depth discussions with the 

Office of the Controller and all stakeholders, two recommendations have not been 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ev.326
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implemented, and two recommendations have been partially implemented. Progress has 

been made in implementing the other two recommendations.  However, as these relate to 

more long-term UN-NGO partnerships, and full implementation can only be realised 

over a longer period, the CERF Secretariat suggests that these recommendations should 

no longer be tracked via this matrix beyond 2010. 

CERF Secretariat. (2010b). Performance and Accountability Framework (PAF) for the Central 

Emergency Response Fund (CERF). New York: Central Emergency Response Fund, 

OCHA. Last viewed on 11 December 2010. URL: 

http://ochaonline.un.org/OchaLinkClick.aspx?link=ocha&docId=1175641 

 Notes: THe CERF Advisory Group, at its first meeting, called for the development of a 

Performance and Accountability Framework (PAF). This was in order to meet the 

requirement of an appropriate reporting and accountability mechanism as set pout in the 

General Assembly Resolution establishing the revamped CERF. This is a revision of the 

2009 draft of the PAF. The PAF is based around a logic model for the CERF where: 

funding for critical humanitarian needs is the input; humanitarian actors better equipped 

to respond is the output; stengthened humanitarian performance is the outcome; and the 

operational impact are resources to jumpstart responses for rapid response, and coverage 

of core humanitarian needs for underfunded emergencies. 

Chatham House. (2007). Chatham House Rule.   Retrieved 23 October 2009, from 

http://www.chathamhouse.org.uk/about/chathamhouserule/ 

 Notes: The Chatham House Rule reads as follows: "When a meeting, or part thereof, is 

held under the Chatham House Rule, participants are free to use the information received, 

but neither the identity nor the affiliation of the speaker(s), nor that of any other 

participant, may be revealed". The world-famous Chatham House Rule may be invoked at 

meetings to encourage openness and the sharing of information. It was first devised in 

1927 and revised in 1992 and 2002. 

Cleland, J. G., & Van Ginneken, J. K. (1988). Maternal education and child survival in 

developing countries: the search for pathways of influence. Social Science & 

Medicine, 27(12), 1357-1368. Last viewed on 11 May 2010. URL: 

http://www.epidemio-ufpel.org.br/proesf/Anaclaudia/Cleland.pdf 

 Notes: During the past two decades a considerable amount of information has become 

available from developing countries showing that maternal education has a strong impact 

on infant and child mortality. On average each one-year increment in mother's education 

corresponds with a 7-9% decline in under-5s' mortality. Education exercises a stronger 

influence in early and later childhood than in infancy. The central theme of this paper is 

to assess the various mechanisms or intervening factors which could explain how 

mother's education influences the health and survivorship of her children. Two of the 

possible intervening variables, namely reproductive health patterns and more equitable 

treatment of sons and daughters, play a relatively minor role in the explanation of the 

relationship. Economic advantages associated with education (i.e. income, water and 

latrine facilities, housing quality, etc.) account for about one-half of the overall education-

mortality relationship. The influence of use of preventive and curative health services as a 

group of intervening variables is complex and variable. There are countries whose 

primary health services are so weak that they have no effect on the health of mothers and 

children; there are also other countries whose health services may tend to accentuate 

http://ochaonline.un.org/OchaLinkClick.aspx?link=ocha&docId=1175641
http://www.chathamhouse.org.uk/about/chathamhouserule/
http://www.epidemio-ufpel.org.br/proesf/Anaclaudia/Cleland.pdf
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educational disparities because of differential access. Little is known about the 

intervening role of health beliefs and domestic practices, but it is hypothesized that they 

are important in the explanation of the education-mortality relationship. Finally, 

suggestions for specific studies on mechanisms or intervening factors are made and the 

relevance of such studies for formulation of health and educational policies is stressed. 

Cossée, O., Belli, L., Bultemeier, B., & Carrugi, C. (2010). Evaluation of FAO Interventions 

Funded by the CERF: Final Report. Rome: Food and Agricultural Organisation. Last 

viewed on 11 December 2010. URL: 

http://ochaonline.un.org/OchaLinkClick.aspx?link=ocha&docId=1177946 

 Notes: The evaluation of CERF-funded projects implemented by the Food and 

Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO, or the Organization) was 

undertaken by its Office of Evaluation (OED) in 2009-2010 to provide feedback and 

guidance to FAO’s management on operational processes, constraints and projects 

achievements so far, and to account for the use of CERF funds to the CERF Secretariat, 

the UN Emergency Relief Coordinator, donors, governments of countries affected by 

crises and other stakeholders. The evaluation was meant to be forward looking and to 

contribute to improved relevance, efficiency and effectiveness of emergency activities 

carried out by FAO with CERF funding in the future. It was timed to serve as an input 

in the food security sector for the five-year global evaluation of the CERF, foreseen in 

2010-2011. The evaluation noted that CERF funds were ‚dependable, balancing 

flexibility with rigor, promoting a coherent and prioritized response to needs and 

indirectly, supporting the cluster approach". It referred also to underfunded emergency 

grant processing to slow up rapid response window grant processing at particular times, 

and to the need for simple and standard approaches, for a timeline in the narrative report 

format, and for country teams to review reports and not just CERF applications.   

de Ville de Goyet, C., & Morinière, L. (2006). The role of needs assessment in the tsunami 

response. London: Tsunami Evaluation Coalition. Last viewed on 8 June 2008. 

URL: http://www.tsunami-evaluation.org/NR/rdonlyres/8A8A61A4-4533-4CCA-

A3E9-F2EE094AB9F7/0/needs_assessment_final_report.pdf 

 Notes: This is the main TEC evaluation on coordination of the Tsunami Response. This 

report evaluates the adequacy, appropriateness and effectiveness of the assessment of need 

in the first three months after the tsunami. It focuses on the impact of assessment on the 

response of international agencies and institutional donors and, ultimately, on the 

affected populations. Over 300 officials or actors from over 50 agencies were interviewed 

for this study in Indonesia, Sri Lanka, Thailand and seven donor countries. National 

consultants and research associates assisted in the review of approximately 200 reports 

prepared in the first months after the tsunami. Nonstructured interviews with 135 

affected individuals were also conducted during the field visits. The main body of this 

report reviews assessments intended to influence the decision making of the international 

community at large. Most findings focus particularly on UN or interagency reports, as 

needs assessment from the Red Cross movement were not formally available to the 

evaluators. Selected sectoral or thematic assessments – on health, water and sanitation, 

food and nutrition, livelihood recovery (in particular fishing) and shelter – are reviewed 

in greater depth in the annexes to this report. 

Egeland, J. (2006). The DAC and Good Humanitarian Donorship: Points made by the 

Emergency Relief Coordinator, Jan Egeland - 5 April, DAC, OECD. Geneva: OCHA. 

http://ochaonline.un.org/OchaLinkClick.aspx?link=ocha&docId=1177946
http://www.tsunami-evaluation.org/NR/rdonlyres/8A8A61A4-4533-4CCA-A3E9-F2EE094AB9F7/0/needs_assessment_final_report.pdf
http://www.tsunami-evaluation.org/NR/rdonlyres/8A8A61A4-4533-4CCA-A3E9-F2EE094AB9F7/0/needs_assessment_final_report.pdf
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Last viewed on 22 April 2009. URL: 

http://www.goodhumanitariandonorship.org/documents/egeland_dac_speech_o

ecd.doc 

 Notes: Speech by Jan Egeland to the annual OECD DAC high-level meeting in April 

2006 where he sets out the Humanitarian Reform agenda and says the following: 

'Predictability is a key issue. After Rwanda, for example, we increased our advocacy but 

not the number of ‚plumbers‛ who could get real work done in the field. We have 

recently introduced the cluster approach, which includes agencies such as IOM and 

IFRC. And we are improving the quality of Humanitarian Coordinators, whom I refer to 

as ‚Field Marshalls‛ in the struggle against suffering. We are overhauling the way we 

work with NGOs: A good and predictable response hinges on partnership. There are 

hundreds of NGOs. Soon there will be thousands. Together with UN agencies, fifty 

bilateral agencies, and hundreds of private corporations we will require much more 

robust coordination. We have to insist that NGOs coordinate with the UN and that we in 

the UN treat NGOs as equals.'  

Good Humanitarian Donorship. (2003). Principles and Good Practice of Humanitarian 

Donorship. Stockholm: Germany, Australia, Belgium, Canada, the European 

Commission, Denmark, the United States, Finland, France, Ireland, Japan, 

Luxembourg, Norway, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, Sweden and 

Switzerland. Last viewed on 14 May 2009. URL: 

http://www.reliefweb.int/ghd/a%2023%20Principles%20EN-

GHD19.10.04%20RED.doc 

 Notes: This one page document presents the 23 principles and good practice of 

humanitarian donorship. This is sometimes referred to as the Good Humanitarian 

Donorship Initiative (GHDI). The GHD principles were endorsed in Stockholm, 17 June 

2003 by seventeen major donors: Germany, Australia, Belgium, Canada, the European 

Commission, Denmark, the United States, Finland, France, Ireland, Japan, Luxembourg, 

Norway, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, Sweden and Switzerland. The principles 

contain a useful definition of Humanitarian Action in Principle 1: The objectives of 

humanitarian action are to save lives, alleviate suffering and maintain human dignity 

during and in the aftermath of man-made crises and natural disasters, as well as to 

prevent and strengthen preparedness for the occurrence of such situations. The principles 

include three principles defining humanitarian action, seven general principles, four 

funding principles, six principles on promoting standards, and three principles on 

learning and accountability. 

Guha-Sapir, D., & Panhuis, W. v. (2005). The Andaman Nicobar earthquake and tsunami 

2004: Impact on diseases in Indonesia. Brussels: Centre for Research on the 

Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED). Last viewed on 9 June, 2008. URL: 

http://www.cred.be/docs/cred/publications/Tsunami.report.pdf 

 Notes: Communicable disease outbreaks were foreseen in the aftermath of the disaster 

and the large number of dead bodies gave rise to widespread fear of epidemics. Evidence 

from previous natural disasters however, has shown that disease outbreaks are a very rare 

occurrence and it is well established that dead bodies do not pose a health threat. The 

objectives were 1) to describe the patterns and relative importance of major diseases as a 

consequence of the tsunami, 2) to compare these to the pre-existing disease profiles in 

http://www.goodhumanitariandonorship.org/documents/egeland_dac_speech_oecd.doc
http://www.goodhumanitariandonorship.org/documents/egeland_dac_speech_oecd.doc
http://www.reliefweb.int/ghd/a%2023%20Principles%20EN-GHD19.10.04%20RED.doc
http://www.reliefweb.int/ghd/a%2023%20Principles%20EN-GHD19.10.04%20RED.doc
http://www.cred.be/docs/cred/publications/Tsunami.report.pdf
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Aceh before the disaster, 3) to identify key recommendations for improvement of disease 

control and surveillance after disasters.  A team from CRED visited Jakarta and Banda 

Aceh from April 11-23. Data were collected from the Central and Provincial Ministries of 

Health, WHO and health NGOs. In addition, the team interviewed key health officers 

from UN, NGO and Ministry of Health, as well as academics. A collaboration was 

established with the ICRC field hospital in Banda Aceh, the first operational hospital in 

the province after the disaster and a dataset was constructed including all consultations 

from January 11-31. Disease profiles are presented for cholera, tetanus, wounds and 

wound infections, acute respiratory infections, malaria and dengue. Experience has 

shown that certain diseases (cholera, malaria, dengue), however commonly believed, are 

not always a priority immediately after a disaster. The number of disaster related health 

conditions needing emergency response, decreased by two and became negligible four 

weeks after the disaster. International humanitarian agencies in the health sector should 

start working with the MOH well within this time period. Surveillance systems in 

emergencies urgently need further research and development. The WHO system set up 

immediately after the tsunami was a major step forward and lessons should be learnt 

from this experience and used to develop a prototype for future emergencies. Guidelines 

for tetanus and aspiration pneumonia should be included in disaster medicine handbooks 

and although we have not presented findings on maternal and child health services, 

deliveries occurred with undiminished regularity and in worsened conditions. 

Humanitarian aid groups should be prepared to provide emergency obstetrics and post-

natal services. Funding for relief after natural disasters should be mindful of its 

sustainability. This approach is not contradictory to providing immediate relief, but 

requires pre-planning and technical skills. Donors should know when to stop providing 

emergency relief funds and transit 

HelpAge International. (2010). A study of humanitarian funding for older people. London: 

HelpAge international. Last viewed on 18 November 2010. URL: 

http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/rwb.nsf/retrieveattachments?openagent&shortid=V

VOS-8AULKW&file=Full_Report.pdf 

 Notes: This study quantifies the humanitarian aid explicitly directed at older people 

through the UN  Consolidated Appeals Process and Flash Appeals in 12 humanitarian 

crises since 2007, covering a total of 1,912 projects. The study found a significant 

disparity between the needs of older people as a vulnerable group and the humanitarian 

assistance funded to meet that need. There remains minimal reference to older people 

within proposals compared with reference to other vulnerable groups.  In five of the crises 

studied (Afghanistan, Burkina Faso, El Salvador, oPt 2007 and 2008 and Honduras), not 

one project in any sector explicitly referred to or provided targeted assistance to older 

people.  Only 93 (4.9 per cent) of the 1,912 projects analysed made any explicit reference 

to older people as a vulnerable group (compared with 619 or 32.0 per cent for women and 

children).  Of the 93 projects that mention older people, only 18 projects of the total of 

1,912 (0.94 per cent) included activities that targeted older people and of these only 5 

were funded.  In financial terms, The CAP and Flash appeals raised a total of US$4.2 

billion in the 12 crises. Of this, US$8.2 million (0.2 per cent) was allocated to projects 

that included an activity that specifically targeted older people. 

IASC. (2010a). Gender Marker: How-to-Code Tip Sheet. New York: IASC. Last viewed on 

16/11/2010. URL: 

http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/rwb.nsf/retrieveattachments?openagent&shortid=VVOS-8AULKW&file=Full_Report.pdf
http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/rwb.nsf/retrieveattachments?openagent&shortid=VVOS-8AULKW&file=Full_Report.pdf
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http://oneresponse.info/crosscutting/gender/publicdocuments/Gender%20Marke

r%20-%20coding%20tip%20sheet.pdf 

 Notes: This tip sheet is designed to assist clusters and their project teams in assigning a 

gender code to their humanitarian projects using the IASC Gender Marker. Each project 

is awarded a gender code of 0, 1, 2a or 2b. oding is based on the three elements: needs 

assessment, activities and outcomes: gender analysis of needs >> gender needs addressed 

in activities >> gender outcomes. 

IASC. (2010b). Guidance Note for Clusters to implement the IASC Gender Marker: Creating 

Gender-responsive Projects and Tracking Gender-related Allocations in Humanitarian 

Appeals and Funding Mechanisms. New York: IASC taskforce on Gender and 

Humanitarians Assistance. Last viewed on 16/11/2010. URL: 

http://oneresponse.info/crosscutting/gender/publicdocuments/Cluster%20Guida

nce%20Note%20Gender%20Marker%20FINAL%20100810.pdf 

 Notes: The purpose of this guidance note is to assist clusters to use the IASC gender 

marker. The gender marker will be used to help clusters design their humanitarian 

projects to respond to the distinct needs and interests of women, girls, boys and men. 

This guidance note provides clear user-friendly steps so clusters can: 1) Integrate gender 

issues in their cluster/sector response plans; 2) Build capacity of cluster partners to 

design projects that better meet the needs of women, girls, boys and men in affected 

populations; 3) Assign a gender code to each cluster project sheet on the On-line Project 

System (OPS). This will allow the Financial Tracking System (FTS) to track gender-

related investments in each cluster; 4) Monitor implementation to ensure women, girls, 

boys and men participate and benefit according to the project design. 

Loupforest, C. (2006, July). The Three Pillars of Humanitarian Reform. The UN-Business 

Focal Point   Retrieved 23 September, 2007, from 

http://www.enewsbuilder.net/focalpoint/e_article000614343.cfm?x=b11,0,w 

 Notes: Describes the three original pillars of the Humanitarian Reform (Clusters, 

Humanitarian Coordinator training, and the CERF). Relates how, to improve the 

consistency and quality of services that they provide as a group, the key humanitarian 

actors (UN agencies, IFRC and NGOs) active in the Inter-Agency Standing Committee 

(IASC), have embarked on humanitarian reform aimed at building up the overall 

humanitarian capacity, strengthening the humanitarian coordination system and making 

funding more reliable. This article describes these efforts and how the private sector can 

help the IASC implement this three-pronged reform agenda. 

Mowjee, T., Randel, J., Thomas, L., Mantantu, V., Windanto, F., Kormon, J., & David, K. 

(2007). Review of OCHA Emergency Response Funds (ERFs). New York: Office for 

the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs. Last viewed on 13 December 2010. 

URL: 

http://www.goodhumanitariandonorship.org/Libraries/Humanitarian_Financing

_-

_Funding_Management/Review_of_OCHA_Emergency_Response_Funds_ERFs_

2007.sflb.ashx?download=true 

 Notes: This report presents overall findings from a review of OCHA-managed 

Emergency Response Funds (ERFs) in five countries (Angola, the DRC, Indonesia, 

Liberia and Somalia) with additional input from a separate review in Ethiopia. The 

http://oneresponse.info/crosscutting/gender/publicdocuments/Gender%20Marker%20-%20coding%20tip%20sheet.pdf
http://oneresponse.info/crosscutting/gender/publicdocuments/Gender%20Marker%20-%20coding%20tip%20sheet.pdf
http://oneresponse.info/crosscutting/gender/publicdocuments/Cluster%20Guidance%20Note%20Gender%20Marker%20FINAL%20100810.pdf
http://oneresponse.info/crosscutting/gender/publicdocuments/Cluster%20Guidance%20Note%20Gender%20Marker%20FINAL%20100810.pdf
http://www.enewsbuilder.net/focalpoint/e_article000614343.cfm?x=b11,0,w
http://www.goodhumanitariandonorship.org/Libraries/Humanitarian_Financing_-_Funding_Management/Review_of_OCHA_Emergency_Response_Funds_ERFs_2007.sflb.ashx?download=true
http://www.goodhumanitariandonorship.org/Libraries/Humanitarian_Financing_-_Funding_Management/Review_of_OCHA_Emergency_Response_Funds_ERFs_2007.sflb.ashx?download=true
http://www.goodhumanitariandonorship.org/Libraries/Humanitarian_Financing_-_Funding_Management/Review_of_OCHA_Emergency_Response_Funds_ERFs_2007.sflb.ashx?download=true
http://www.goodhumanitariandonorship.org/Libraries/Humanitarian_Financing_-_Funding_Management/Review_of_OCHA_Emergency_Response_Funds_ERFs_2007.sflb.ashx?download=true
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purpose of the review was to: 1) build a central body of knowledge on ERFs within 

OCHA; 2) examine the role of ERFs in humanitarian response and in relation to other 

funding mechanisms; and 3) provide guidance on how an optimal ERF can function. The 

report only addressed the first two objectives and does not provide guidance on an 

optimal ERF. This objective was based on the assumption that it is desirable to 

standardise ERFs across countries. However, the study has highlighted the fact that one 

of the key strengths of ERFs is that they have adapted to specific country circumstances. 

The report recommends that, while OCHA should aim to standardise administrative and 

financial procedures, aspects of the funds like types of activities and organisations 

financed, project size etc. should remain context-specific. 

Neumayer, E., & Plümper, T. (2007). The Gendered Nature of Natural Disasters: The 

Impact of Catastrophic Events on the Gender Gap in Life Expectancy, 1981-2002. 

Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 97(3), 551-566. Last viewed on 8 

June, 2008. URL: http://www.informaworld.com/10.1111/j.1467-8306.2007.00563.x 

 Notes: Natural disasters do not affect people equally. In fact, a vulnerability approach to 

disasters would suggest that inequalities in exposure and sensitivity to risk as well as 

inequalities in access to resources, capabilities, and opportunities systematically 

disadvantage certain groups of people, rendering them more vulnerable to the impact of 

natural disasters. In this article we address the specific vulnerability of girls and women 

with respect to mortality from natural disasters and their aftermath. Biological and 

physiological differences between the sexes are unlikely to explain large-scale gender 

differences in mortality rates. Social norms and role behaviours provide some further 

explanation, but what is likely to matter most is the everyday socioeconomic status of 

women. In a sample of up to 141 countries over the period 1981 to 2002 we analyse the 

effect of disaster strength and its interaction with the socioeconomic status of women on 

the change in the gender gap in life expectancy. We find, first, that natural disasters 

lower the life expectancy of women more than that of men. In other words, natural 

disasters (and their subsequent impact) on average kill more women than men or kill 

women at an earlier age than men. Since female life expectancy is generally higher than 

that of males, for most countries natural disasters narrow the gender gap in life 

expectancy. Second, the stronger the disaster (as approximated by the number of people 

killed relative to population size), the stronger this effect on the gender gap in life 

expectancy. That is, major calamities lead to more severe impacts on female life 

expectancy (relative to that of males) than do smaller disasters. Third, the higher 

women's socioeconomic status, the weaker is this effect on the gender gap in life 

expectancy. Taken together our results show that it is the socially constructed gender-

specific vulnerability of females built into everyday socioeconomic patterns that lead to 

the relatively higher female disaster mortality rates compared to men. 

NGOs and Humanitarian Reform Project. (2010). Good Practices in Humanitarian 

Financing: Afghanistan’s CERF Underfunded Allocation 2010 (The Good Practice 

Paper series). London: NGOs and Humanitarian Reform Project. Last viewed on 

16 June 2011. URL: 

http://ochaonline.un.org/OchaLinkClick.aspx?link=ocha&docId=1175206 

 Notes: This Good Practice paper focuses on Afghanistan, looking at the cluster process of 

the 2010 Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF), particularly centered on the 

underfunded allocation to Afghanistan and the inclusiveness of the process undertaken 

http://www.informaworld.com/10.1111/j.1467-8306.2007.00563.x
http://ochaonline.un.org/OchaLinkClick.aspx?link=ocha&docId=1175206
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within the clusters. The 2010 CERF underfunded allocation took place against a backdrop 

of significant improvements in humanitarian coordination in Afghanistan in 2009. The 

re-establishment of the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), 

dedicated cluster leads, the engagement of NGOs in humanitarian coordination 

mechanisms and the presence of the NGO and Humanitarian Reform Project all 

contributed to increased NGO awareness of the processes to access CERF funding. UN 

staff were also increasingly aware of the need to ensure transparency and equality in 

allocation decisions. This resulted in an improved level of transparency and inclusiveness 

during the 2010 CERF underfunded allocation process, which can serve as a model for 

other contexts. 

OCHA. (2007). The Four Pillars of Humanitarian Reform. New York: OCHA23 September 

2007). Last viewed on 8 June, 2008. URL: 

http://www.humanitarianinfo.org/srilanka/docs/hum_re/The_humanitarian_refo

rm-Four_Pillars.pdf 

 Notes: This description of the humanitarian reform process includes building 

partnerships as the fourth pillar of the reform. To improve the  consistency and quality of 

services they provide as a group, the key humanitarian organisations, (United Nations 

agencies, the Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement and the non-governmental 

community) active in the Inter-Agency Standing Committee have embarked on a process 

of humanitarian reform. These efforts stem from a review of the response system, 

commissioned by the Emergency Relief Coordinator in 2005 as a response to the lack of a 

timely and effective response as seen with Sudan in 2004. Humanitarian reform seeks to 

make funding more reliable and predictable to combat ‘forgotten emergencies,’ to 

strengthen country level coordination for the effective use of limited resources, and 

finally, to strengthen partnerships with NGOs, civil society, and other actors such as 

private sector and countries providing military assets who contribute to humanitarian 

response. 

OCHA. (2010). Basic facts about country based humanitarian pooled funds. Geneva: OCHA 

Funding Coordination Section. URL: 

http://ochaonline.un.org/OchaLinkClick.aspx?link=ocha&docId=1161988 

 Notes: This is a simple one pager giving the basic facts about the CHFs and ERF. At the 

time of writing in Feb 2010, there were 16 ERFs - Afghanistan, Columbia, Democratic 

Republic of Congo (DRC), Ethiopia, Haiti, Indonesia, Iraq, Kenya, Myanmar, Nepal, 

oPt, Somalia, Sudan, Uganda, Yemen and Zimbabwe - and three CHFs DRC, Sudan, 

and the Central African Republic. Somalia joined the countries with a CHF in June 2010 

when the ERF was effectively transmuted in to a CHF. Pakistan gained an ERF in 2010. 

OECD. (2005). Paris declaration on aid effectiveness: Ownership, harmonisation, alignment, 

results and mutual accountability. Paris: OECD. Last viewed on 1 July 2007. URL: 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/11/41/34428351.pdf 

 Notes: The Paris Declaration, endorsed on 2 March 2005, is an international agreement 

to which over one hundred Ministers, Heads of Agencies and other Senior Officials 

adhered and committed their countries and organisations to continue to increase efforts 

in harmonisation, alignment and managing aid for results with a set of monitorable 

actions and indicators. More than a statement of general principles, the Paris Declaration 

lays down a practical, action-orientated roadmap to improve the quality of aid and its 

http://www.humanitarianinfo.org/srilanka/docs/hum_re/The_humanitarian_reform-Four_Pillars.pdf
http://www.humanitarianinfo.org/srilanka/docs/hum_re/The_humanitarian_reform-Four_Pillars.pdf
http://ochaonline.un.org/OchaLinkClick.aspx?link=ocha&docId=1161988
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/11/41/34428351.pdf
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impact on development.  The 56 partnership commitments are organised around the five 

key principles: ownership, alignment, harmonisation, managing for results, and mutual 

accountability. 12 indicators of aid effectiveness were developed as a way of tracking and 

encouraging progress against the broader set of partnership commitments. Targets for the 

year 2010 have been set for 11 of the indicators and are designed to encourage progress at 

the global level among the countries and organisations adhering to the Paris Declaration. 

The Paris Declaration promotes a model of partnership that improves transparency and 

accountability on the use of development resources. It recognises that for aid to become 

truly effective, stronger and more balanced, accountability mechanisms are required at 

different levels. At the international level, the Paris Declaration constitutes a mechanism 

which donors and recipients of aid are held mutually accountable to each other and 

compliance in meeting the commitments will be publicly monitored. At the country level, 

the Paris Declaration encourages donors and partners to jointly assess mutual progress 

in implementing agreed commitments on aid effectiveness by making best use of local 

mechanisms. At present accountability requirements are often harder on developing 

countries than donors, yet aid is more effective when partner countries exercise strong 

and effective leadership over their development policies and strategies. This is why 

ownership -developing countries exercising strong and effective leadership over their 

development policies and strategies - is the fundamental tenet underpinning the Paris 

Declaration. 

OECD/DAC. (1991). Principles for evaluation of development assistance [OCDE/GD(91)208]. 

Paris: Development Assistance Committee of the Organisation for Economic 

Cooperation and Development. Last viewed on 16 June 2008. URL: 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/31/12/2755284.pdf 

 Notes: The following set of principles state the views of DAC Members on the most 

important requirements of the evaluation process based on current policies and practices 

as well as donor agency experiences with evaluation and feedback of results. This report 

was endorsed at the DAC High-Level Meeting held on 3 and 4 December 1991. It is made 

available to the public on the responsibility of the Secretary-General of the OECD. 

OECD/DAC. (1999). Guidance for Evaluating Humanitarian Assistance in Complex 

Emergencies (1999) (Evaluation and aid effectiveness: 1). Paris: Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and Development, Development Assistance Committee. 

Last viewed on 09 July 2009. URL: 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/9/50/2667294.pdf 

 Notes: This Guidance is aimed at those involved in the commissioning, design and 

management of evaluations of humanitarian assistance programmes principally within 

donor organisations but is also likely to be of use to UN agencies, NGOs and other 

organisations involved in the provision of humanitarian assistance. It is not intended as 

an exhaustive guide as specialised texts are available, but to complement the existing 

DAC Principles on Aid Evaluation by highlighting those areas which require special 

attention, the nature of the activities undertaken and the multi-actor, highly 

interconnected system by which the international community provides humanitarian 

assistance. The research for this publication was conducted by ODI and almost the 

identical text was publised by ODI as (Hallam, 1998). 

OIOS. (2006). Audit Report: Central Emergency Revolving Fund (pp. 18). New York: 

United Nations Office of Internal Oversight Services, Internal Audit Division). 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/31/12/2755284.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/9/50/2667294.pdf
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Last viewed on 8 April 2011. URL: http://193.198.207.6/wiki/file/un-oios/OIOS-

20060419-01.pdf 

 Notes: This internal audit report (available on WikiLeaks) reviews the operation of the 

CERF in November 2005, prior to the introduction of the grant element. The report 

included the result of a survey of UN agencies about the proposed enhancement of the 

CERF to include a grant element. The report noted that the the delegation of spending 

authority to the ERC is not clear. The average time for request to disbursement was 15.8 

days, but ranged from 3 to 45 days. The auditors suggested that a processing time of 2 

days would be more appropriate for emergency funding. The report also views the 

proposed audit arrangement for the CERF to be inadequate as audits will not be shared 

with OCHA or made public. Finally the report notes the needs for clear eligibility 

guidelines, a clear reporting, monitoring and evaluation mechanism, faster disbursement 

and the clarification of roles. 

Oxfam. (2007). The UN Central Emergency Response Fund one year on. Oxford: Oxfam. 

URL: http://oxfam.intelli-

direct.com/e/d.dll?m=235&url=http://www.oxfam.org/en/files/bp100_CERF_oney

ear_0703.pdf/download 

 Notes: The Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) has the potential to help millions 

of people whose lives are devastated every year by emergencies around the world. But that 

potential has not yet been fully realised. Oxfam welcomes the progress made by the CERF 

in its first year of performance and the positive results achieved. However, a number of 

significant challenges remain. Urgent improvements must be made in order for the CERF 

to provide a truly rapid response to sudden-onset disasters, to bridge the funding gaps in 

underfunded emergencies and to become a transparent and accountable funding 

mechanism. 

Parker, R., Little, K., & Heuser, S. (2007). Development Actions and the Rising Incidence of 

Disasters (Evaluation Brief 4). Washington: World Bank. Last viewed on 27 

August 2008. URL: http://www.worldbank.org/ieg/docs/developing_actions.pdf 

 Notes: This paper serves as a bridge between the IEG report Hazards of Nature, Risks to 

Development (2006) and two upcoming IEG evaluation reports, on the environment and 

on climate change. Hazards of Nature reviewed the Bank’s work to prevent and respond 

to all natural disaster types over a 20-year period. Although the review of 528 project 

experiences revealed a number of trends, one unexpected insight was that Bank lending 

in response to tropical storms and floods was increasing at a rate even higher than the 

sharply rising pace for disasters generally. In response to a new and more accurate 

understanding of the risk levels that hobbled development gains in borrower countries, 

IEG opted to devote additional resources to further explore the threat presented by these 

hazards under the broader theme of natural disasters. The economic costs of disasters are 

large. During 1996–2005, disasters caused over $667 billion in direct material loss 

worldwide. Economic losses due to natural disasters are 20 times greater (as a percentage 

of GDP) in developing than in developed countries. This disproportionate effect has many 

explanations. Lack of development itself contributes to disaster impacts, because the 

quality of construction often is low and building codes, land registration processes, and 

other regulatory mechanisms are lacking, as well as because numerous other development 

priorities displace attention to the risks of natural events. 

http://193.198.207.6/wiki/file/un-oios/OIOS-20060419-01.pdf
http://193.198.207.6/wiki/file/un-oios/OIOS-20060419-01.pdf
http://oxfam.intelli-direct.com/e/d.dll?m=235&url=http://www.oxfam.org/en/files/bp100_CERF_oneyear_0703.pdf/download
http://oxfam.intelli-direct.com/e/d.dll?m=235&url=http://www.oxfam.org/en/files/bp100_CERF_oneyear_0703.pdf/download
http://oxfam.intelli-direct.com/e/d.dll?m=235&url=http://www.oxfam.org/en/files/bp100_CERF_oneyear_0703.pdf/download
http://www.worldbank.org/ieg/docs/developing_actions.pdf
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Porter, T. (2007, 9 October). The frustrations of CERF. Toby Porter on how predictable 

financing has turned into less predictable funds for agencies on the ground.   

Retrieved 18 November, 2007, from http://www.odihpn.org/report.asp?id=2898 

 Notes: From his perspective as operational Emergencies Director of one of the largest 

international NGOs, the author notes that the increasingly predictable thing about each 

new emergency in 2006 was that each time it became harder for us to obtain the swift and 

concrete donor support that we have counted on routinely in the past to mount effective 

first-phase responses. In rapid-onset disasters such as Lebanon and the recent flooding in 

northern Kenya, the most important donors have made little or no immediate funding 

available to international NGOs, even though we have been there and ready to respond. 

Only the policy of funds being channelled through the UN has slowed us down. 

Salomons, D., Lith, M. V., & Vartan, T. (2009). Study of Transaction Costs Associated with 

Humanitarian Pooled Funds. New York: The Praxis Group Ltd 

 Notes: The challenges posed by the pooled humanitarian funds are intricately linked to 

those created by the humanitarian reform process in its entirety, particularly the creation 

of the cluster approach, the evolution of the consolidated appeals and work plans, and the 

strengthened role of the Humanitarian Coordinator – thus, it is extremely difficult to 

isolate those transaction costs that can exclusively be attributed to the pooled funds, 

rather than to the reform process as a whole. Yet, this study identified several trends that 

may be indicative, as well as concrete issues that need to be addressed. The study was 

percieved as having been weakened by the inclusion in the team of persons from agencies 

that had raised lots of concerned about such transaction costs. At the end of the day, the 

question is whether the advantages of pooled funding outweight the transaction costs.  

Save the Children. (2007). Save the Children's Experience with the CERF in 2007. London: 

Save the Children UK. Last viewed on 1 June 2008. URL: 

http://ochaonline.un.org/OchaLinkClick.aspx?link=ocha&docId=1060135 

 Notes: In May 2007, Save the Children surveyed all of its field programmes operating in 

countries where Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) funds have been granted 

this year. The main findings confirm that SCF's overall experience with the CERF is 

mixed, but there have been some positive developments. The report offers 

recommendations in a constructive spirit of trying to help the CERF achieve its laudable 

aims: to improve the speed and effectiveness of humanitarian response in rapid onset 

emergencies and forgotten crises with high levels of unmet need. Key recommendations 

include: CERF to have standardised MOUs with NGOs, improved transparency, project 

tracking of funds, greater accountability, access for NGOs. 

Sphere Project. (2004). Humanitarian charter and minimum standards in disaster response 

(2004 ed.). Geneva: Sphere Project. Last viewed on 8 June, 2008. URL: 

http://www.sphereproject.org/component/option,com_docman/task,doc_downlo

ad/gid,12/Itemid,26/lang,English/ 

 Notes: The Sphere Project was launched in 1997 by a group of humanitarian NGOs and 

the Red Cross and Red Crescent movement.  The Sphere handbook is a key tool developed 

by the project. This was developed through a robust and widespread process of 

engagement among practitioners in each sector for each of the five chapters and the cross 

cutting issues. However many of the indicators attached to the standards are base on 

perceptions of what consituted best current practice rather than being research based. The 

http://www.odihpn.org/report.asp?id=2898
http://ochaonline.un.org/OchaLinkClick.aspx?link=ocha&docId=1060135
http://www.sphereproject.org/component/option,com_docman/task,doc_download/gid,12/Itemid,26/lang,English/
http://www.sphereproject.org/component/option,com_docman/task,doc_download/gid,12/Itemid,26/lang,English/
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handbook is currently being revised and the next edition of the Handbook is expected to be 

published late 2010. 

Telford, J., Cosgrave, J., & Houghton, R. (2006). Joint Evaluation of the international 

response to the Indian Ocean tsunami: Synthesis Report. London: Tsunami 

Evaluation Coalition. Last viewed on 8 June 2008. URL: http://www.tsunami-

evaluation.org/NR/rdonlyres/2E8A3262-0320-4656-BC81-

EE0B46B54CAA/0/SynthRep.pdf 

 Notes: This report synthesised the whole TEC evaluation effort. The four main findings 

were as follows: 1) It was local people themselves who provided almost all immediate life-

saving action and the early emergency support, as is commonly the case in disasters.2 

Thus, it is often local capacities that determine how many survive in the immediate 

aftermath of a sudden onset natural disaster. The TEC studies found that international 

agencies experienced major problems in scaling up their own responses. Those agencies 

that had invested (before the disaster) in developing their emergency response capacity 

had the potential to be more effective. Pre-existing links, and mutual respect, between 

international agencies and local partners also led to better use of both international and 

local capacities. 2) International action was most effective when enabling, facilitating and 

supporting local actors. International agencies often brushed local capacities aside, even 

though they subscribe to norms and standards that call for engagement with and 

accountability to local actors such as governments, communities and local NGOs. 

International agencies often ignored local structures and did not communicate well with 

local communities nor hold themselves accountable to them. 3) There were many 

examples of poor quality work in the response to the tsunami, not only in the relief phase 

(largely from inexperienced agencies) but also in the recovery phase. Different parts of the 

international humanitarian response community have, over the last decade, launched 

several initiatives to improve the quality of humanitarian work. These initiatives 

typically set up norms or standards, but none of them has an effective mechanism to 

sanction agencies for failing to meet them. 4) The tsunami highlighted the arbitrary 

nature of the current funding system for humanitarian emergencies. This system 

produces an uneven and unfair flow of funds for emergencies that neither encourages 

investment in capacity nor responses that are proportionate to need. Despite the 

commitment to Principles of Good Humanitarian Donorship (GHD) by some donors, the 

TEC studies found that donors often took decisions on funding the response based on 

political calculation and media pressure.  

UN General Assembly. (2006). Resolution adopted by the General Assembly: 60/124. 

Strengthening of the coordination of emergency humanitarian assistance of the United 

Nations. New York: United Nations. Last viewed on 8 December 2010. URL: 

http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N05/495/04/PDF/N0549504.pdf 

 Notes: This resolution (made on 15 December 2005, but published with a minor 

gramatical correction in 2006) authorises the UN Secretary General to change the CERF. 

among other sections it calls upon donors to take further steps to improve their policies 

and practices with respect to humanitarian action, and in that regard welcomes the 

continued efforts under the Good Humanitarian Donorship initiative. It decides to 

upgrade the current Central Emergency Revolving Fund into the Central Emergency 

Response Fund by including a grant element based on   voluntary contributions, to be 

replenished at regular intervals, so as to ensure a more predictable and timely response to 

http://www.tsunami-evaluation.org/NR/rdonlyres/2E8A3262-0320-4656-BC81-EE0B46B54CAA/0/SynthRep.pdf
http://www.tsunami-evaluation.org/NR/rdonlyres/2E8A3262-0320-4656-BC81-EE0B46B54CAA/0/SynthRep.pdf
http://www.tsunami-evaluation.org/NR/rdonlyres/2E8A3262-0320-4656-BC81-EE0B46B54CAA/0/SynthRep.pdf
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N05/495/04/PDF/N0549504.pdf
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humanitarian emergencies, with the objectives of promoting early action and response to 

reduce loss of life, enhancing response to time-critical requirements and strengthening 

core elements of humanitarian response in underfunded crises, based on demonstrable 

needs and on priorities identified in consultation with the affected State as appropriate.       

It decides also that the Fund will continue to operate in accordance with resolution 

46/182 and the guiding principles contained in the annex thereto. 

UN Secretary General. (2007). Central Emergency Response Fund: Report of the Secretary-

General (A/62/72–E/2007/73). New York: United Nations. Last viewed on 7 April 

2011. URL: http://www.un.org/Docs/journal/asp/ws.asp?m=A/62/72 

 Notes: Report of the SG on the initial implementation of the revised CERF Mechanism 

in 2006. The loan mechanism has disbursed approximately $393 million in loans since its 

establishment.Findings show that the Fund has made progress towards its objectives of 

providing rapid, coordinated, predictable and equitable funding for humanitarian 

emergencies, based on demonstrable needs. The Fund is promoting early action and 

response to reduce loss of life, enhancing response to time-critical requirements based on 

demonstrable needs and strengthening core elements of humanitarian response in 

underfunded crises.  

UN Secretary General. (2008). Central Emergency Response Fund: Report of the Secretary-

General (A/63/348). New York: United Nations. Last viewed on 7 April 2011. 

URL: http://www.un.org/Docs/journal/asp/ws.asp?m=A/63/348 

 Notes: Report of the SG on the implementation of the revised CERF Mechanism. Within 

the reporting period, a two-year evaluation of the Central Emergency Response Fund was 

conducted, which concluded that the Fund has largely achieved its objectives, and has 

become, in a short time frame, a valuable and impartial tool for humanitarian action by 

helping to accelerate response and increase coverage of needs, and by serving as a catalyst 

for improved field-level coordination and evidence-based prioritization. The report calls 

on member states to support the fund to reach the $500 million target. 

UN Secretary General. (2009). Central Emergency Response Fund: Report of the Secretary-

General (A/64/327). New York: United Nations. Last viewed on 7 April 2011. 

URL: http://www.un.org/Docs/journal/asp/ws.asp?m=A/64/327 

 Notes: Report of the SG on the implementation of the revised CERF Mechanism. The 

Fund has strengthened its operations and has continued its role as a critical component of 

humanitarian response. To maintain and improve the effectiveness of the Fund, increased 

political and financial support is required from Member States, particularly in the light 

of the negative effects of the global economic crisis and other global trends. 

UN Secretary General. (2010). Central Emergency Response Fund: Report of the Secretary-

General. New York: United Nations. Last viewed on 7 April 2011. URL: 

http://www.un.org/Docs/journal/asp/ws.asp?m=A/65/290 

 Notes: Report of the SG on the implementation of the revised CERF Mechanism. The 

Central Emergency Response Fund has continued to provide a rapid and reliable source 

of funding, with the flexibility to respond to a diverse and challenging range of 

humanitarian emergencies; and to demonstrate its added value as a versatile emergency 

response tool sustained by the resolve of an increasing number of Member States, even in 

the most difficult of financial contexts. 

http://www.un.org/Docs/journal/asp/ws.asp?m=A/62/72
http://www.un.org/Docs/journal/asp/ws.asp?m=A/63/348
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UNIS. (2006). At Meeting to Launch Central Emergency Response Fund, Secretary-General 

Calls Unnecessary, Avoidable Suffering Inexcusable. New York: United Nations 

Information Service. Last viewed on 17 June 2011. URL: 

http://www.unis.unvienna.org/unis/pressrels/2006/iha1166.html?print 

 Notes: The Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs, Jan Egeland, said that 

today was a dream come true for humanitarian workers.  Now, through the great support 

of donors around the globe, relief would not only be quicker, more reliable and more 

effective when disasters struck, but also more predictable for the forgotten and neglected 

victims of disaster and conflict.  Today, more than 25 donors -- and he hoped more would 

come in the course of the day -- were not only being generous, but strategic and 

visionary, in helping to establish a historic milestone on the road to effective and 

predictable humanitarian work. Jan Eliasson (president of the GA) Victims of 

humanitarian emergencies often needed help in the first days, and it was simply not good 

enough that they had to wait, while the Emergency Relief Coordinator and the United 

Nations sought donations.  

United Nations. (2005). Improvement of the Central Emergency Revolving Fund: Report of the 

Secretary-General (A/60/432). New York: United Nations. Last viewed on 8 
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Resolution A/60/124 of 8 March 2006 later set up the fund. The report notes that it was 

delayed for technical reasons. 

United Nations Secretariat. (2006). Secretary-General’s bulletin: Establishment and operation 

of the Central Emergency Response Fund (ST/SGB/2006/10). New York: United 

Nations Secretariat. Last viewed on 19 December 2010. URL: http://daccess-dds-

ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N06/565/35/PDF/N0656535.pdf 

 Notes: This the original bulletin setting out the procedures for the Central Emergency 

Response Fund. This was later amended by the issues of revised procedures in April 
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donors. It follows established WFP results-based management practices, emphasizing the 

results chain of inputs, outputs, outcomes, processes, challenges and learning. It draws 

from WFP’s accounting and reporting systems and involved extensive consultation with 

divisions and technical units, regional bureaux, country offices and partners. This year 
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US$30 million was increased to US$35 million in 1995 by the CFA, and to US$70 
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