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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The record-breaking 15 flash appeals in 2007 brought to the fore some long-standing weaknesses in 
flash appeal principles and practices, which the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) moved to 
correct.  A flash appeal overhaul plan was presented to donors at the February 2008 Montreux Retreat 
and to the IASC Working Group in June 2008, focusing on reviewing the flash appeal mechanism in light 
of other developments in humanitarian policy and response tools, including the Central Emergency 
Response Fund (CERF), the cluster approach, the Resident Coordinator/Humanitarian Coordinator 
(RC/HC) function, and efforts to improve contingency planning, rapid needs assessment, and surge 
capacity.  The basic rationale of flash appeals – to organize the response and funding requests, and to 
stimulate funding supply – were considered to be still relevant.  However, questions were raised by both 
appealing agencies and donors as to whether or not the design, practice, and image of flash appeals 
required an overhaul in view of what looked like increasing demands on this tool. 
 
The Flash Appeal Overhaul brought key elements of flash appeal policy into sharp focus, and its 
implementation is regarded as having improved the performance of the IASC in a number of areas.  In 
particular, greater compliance with existing policy on the speed of flash appeals was achieved: the 
average time taken to issue an appeal in 2008 was half of what it had been in 2007.  Greater clarity was 
also achieved regarding what should be included in them.  Fulfilment of the requirement to revise flash 
appeals has become more widespread and there is a growing body of best practice to underpin 
revisions.  Good progress was also achieved regarding prioritization (or categorization) of projects in 
revisions.  Greater clarity was achieved with regard to the phased introduction of early recovery projects, 
and the nature of the relationship to immediate CERF funding.  The importance of pre-disaster 
preparedness has been emphasized at every opportunity, particularly as the majority of 2008 flash 
appeals, as in 2007, took place in countries where the work of the UN and its partners had been mainly 
focusing on development.   
 
The experience of 2007 gave much consideration to the link between the large numbers of 
climate-related (or, perhaps more agnostically, natural-disaster-related) appeals that year and the 
increasing evidence of the humanitarian impacts of climate change, with an accompanying assumption 
that the need for, and the pressure on, humanitarian response tools would grow.  This assumption has 
not been borne out in 2008: there were fewer flash appeals than in 2007, and the range of situations in 
which flash appeals were used encompassed a wider variety of contexts.  These included political 
emergencies, complex emergencies, and natural and climatic disasters, with the key variable being that 
the flash appeal continued to demonstrate its value in generating inter-agency coordination, advocacy, 
and funding in a wide variety of contexts.  (The range is even broader if one includes the handful of 
humanitarian appeals and response plans in 2008 that were not explicitly called ‘flash appeals’ for 
various reasons, though using best flash appeal practice.)  Flash appeals were also launched in 
countries which heretofore had been averse, for a variety of reasons, from having any kind of organized 
international humanitarian response, such as Myanmar.   
 
As with any learning experience, many questions were answered and several more were raised, and 
difficult issues remain in implementing flash appeal overhaul.  This is particularly true of the revision 
process, with the overall experience at the moment showing as many different kinds of revision as there 
are contexts within which flash appeals are issued.  Additionally, some elements of the FAOP are yet to 
be satisfactorily addressed.  This includes the need to simplify or standardize rapid appraisal 
methodology and metrics of scale and severity, the need for agreed thresholds in indicating when to 
issue a flash appeal, and the need for clarity in the relationship between system-wide appeals and 
individual agency / organization appeals.  The amount of latitude that country teams in developmental 
settings can be allowed in trying to implement the best practices of humanitarian reform while in the heat 
of a new crisis is still controversial, although far less so than in key instances in 2007.  Related to the 
importance of pre-disaster preparedness, global cluster leads have some way to go in developing 
generic projects and budgets that could allow a flash appeal to be compiled almost immediately after a 
rapid appraisal and estimate of likely needs.  These issues will be the focus of continued implementation 
in the remainder of 2009 and 2010. 
 
In analysing the implementation of the Flash Appeal Overhaul Paper (FAOP) recommendations, this 
document follows the basic structure of the FAOP, and examines those appeals issued and revised from 
1 January to 31 December 2008. 
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Table 1: 2008 Flash Appeals: by Emergency 

 
Original 

Requirements 
($) 

Revised 
Requirements 

($) 

Funding 
Received 

($) 

% 
Funded 

Unmet 
Requirements 

($) 

Population 
Identified for 
Assistance 

(initial 
appeal) 

Population 
Identified 

for 
Assistance 
(revision) 

Funding per 
Capita (based 

on revised 
requirements)* 

($) 

Funding per 
Capita (based 

on funding 
received) 

($) 

Notes to 
Population 

Identified for 
assistance 

Bolivia* 18,215,196 14,603,307 14,603,307 80% 3,611,889 300,000 No revision 61 49   
Georgia  59,653,319 114,260,753 72,987,948 64% 41,272,805 128,700 127,499 896 572   
Haiti 107,714,621 121,100,791 72,882,443 60% 48,218,348 800,000 800,000 151 91   
Honduras 17,086,986 17,086,986 6,000,252 35% 11,086,734 271,179 No revision 63 22 50,000 food 

Kenya† 41,938,954 207,568,401 136,895,869 66% 70,672,532 500,000 1,340,000 155 102 

includes 250,000 
IDPs; revision 
included 840,000 
drought-affected 

Kyrgyzstan 20,635,263 14,751,781 7,989,186 54% 6,762,595 800,000 800,000 18 10 
includes 580,000 
food-insecure; 
200,000 shelter 

Madagascar**  36,476,586 18,838,643 18,838,643 51% 17,637,943 239,000 No revision 153 79   
Myanmar† 187,538,101 477,134,253 330,362,789 69% 146,771,464 1,500,000 2,400,000 199 138   
Pakistan† 55,102,503 55,102,503 37,993,128 69% 17,109,375 400,000 - 138 95   

Southern 
African 
Region***  

89,178,415 29,460,906 29,460,906 33% 59,717,509 1,300,000 No revision 69 23 

includes 409,000 
directly 
flood-affected; 
805,000 benefiting 
from preparedness 
measures 

Tajikistan 25,303,587 26,914,132 15,391,103 57% 11,523,029 2,000,000 2,000,000 13 8   

Yemen****  11,483,150 11,483,150 5,113,261 45% 6,369,889 25,000 No revision 459 205 
includes estimated 
25 - 30,000 persons 
in camps 

Grand Totals 670,326,681 1,108,305,606 748,518,835 68% 440,754,112 8,263,879 10,002,678     
 
Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on Financial Tracking Service (FTS).  
* Unrevised as of Oct.  2008; appeal closed at 80% funding and unmet requirements reduced to zero. 
** Unrevised as of Nov.  2008; appeal closed at 54% funding and unmet requirements reduced to zero. 
*** Unrevised as of Nov.  2008; appeal closed at 32% funding and unmet requirements reduced to zero. 
**** Unrevised as of April 2009; appeal closed at 45% funding and unmet requirements reduced to zero. 
* Where appropriate, the caseload identified for the revision has been used.  Where appeal is unrevised, original requirements have been used to calculate per capita costs. 
† Revised and converted into CAP-like year-long response plans, with revisions in January and May 2009.  For advocacy and financial tracking purposes, the entirety of the PHRP was moved into 2009.  
 However, for the purposes of this report, which is concerned with the performance of flash appeals launched and revised between 1 January – 31 December 2008, and in order not to skew the 
 financial analysis with the very substantial revised financial requirements of the Pakistan Humanitarian Response Plan (PHRP), only the initial version of the PHRP (September – December 2008) will 
 be part of this analysis. 
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1. FLASH APPEALS IN CONTEXT IN 2008 

The frequent natural disasters in 2007 resulted in an unprecedented cascade of flash appeals – 15 in all, 
50% more than the previous greatest annual number.  Particularly worrying was the fact that 14 of the 15 
flash appeals stemmed from climate-related disasters.  Together with data on the rise in natural 
disasters over the preceding decade and increasing evidence of the implications and impact of climate 
change, this context suggested that the trend of climate-related appeals might continue and even 
worsen.   
 
Table 2: Flash Appeals: 2003 – 2008 

Year 
Number of 

Flash 
Appeals  

FA Funding 
Needs  

($ million) 

Median Funding 
Need per FA  

($ million) 

FA Funding 
Received  
($ million) 

FA Funding 
Received as % 

of FA Needs 

Total CAP 
Needs 

($ million) 

FA Needs 
as % of 

Total 
CAP/FA 
Needs 

2003 2 31 n/a 16 51% 5,220 1% 
2004 9 451 33 179 40% 3,417 13% 
2005* 10 2,181 20 1,766 81% 5,979 36% 
2006 6 268 35 214 80% 5,061 5% 
2007  15 373 19 210 56% 5,142 7% 
2008 12 1,108 24 748 68% 7,225 16% 
Total 54 4,412 451 3,133 71% 32,044 14% 
*2005 excl.  
Tsunami 9 781  518 66%  17% 

Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 31 March 2009, shown on FTS. 
 
The surge of flash appeals in 2007 highlighted the need for the IASC to overhaul the flash appeal 
system, most importantly by issuing flash appeals much faster – within about a week of the disaster, 
using a variety of means including improved contingency planning and the use of rapid appraisal and 
inference with available information – and revising them.  Adoption of the new standards was 
encouragingly swift: starting with the Myanmar Flash Appeal in May 2008, most flash appeals have been 
issued much faster than in 2007 – a median of 15 days after the disaster, compared to 32 days in 2007. 
 
2008 saw a drop in the overall number of flash appeals compared to 2007 from 15 to 12, although the 
funds requested increased considerably from $372,902,734 to $1,108,305,606 largely as a result of the 
large appeals (and their revisions) produced for Kenya, Myanmar, Georgia, and Haiti.  The number of 
climate-related appeals numbered nine, with three in particular – Southern Africa, Tajikistan, and 
Kyrgyzstan – being interesting for a mix of elements including preparedness, response, and contingency 
planning.  The latter two appeals in particular were interesting because of the unusual context – 
long-term development failures and climate change leading to critical energy shortages in a severe 
winter – within which the appeals were generated.  Two conflict-related situations (Kenya and Georgia) 
and one compound emergency (flooding and conflict-induced displacement in Pakistan) led to flash 
appeals.  Revised Flash Appeal Guidelines have been produced, taking into account the new 
requirements from the FAOP as well as best practice from the past few years.  The guidelines were 
field-tested several times before being finalized.   
 
At 67% overall, funding for flash appeals in 2008 was good (see Table 3 below).  Additionally, the speed 
of funding for flash appeals showed encouraging signs: the median was 52% of requirements received 
in the first month, with a range from 24% for Pakistan to 92% for Myanmar (see below, Section 2.4, 
Timeliness of funding).  (It is worth remembering that before 2006, median flash appeal funding one 
month after launch was only 16%.)  The CERF played an important part in this, complementing the 
donor response which continued to be a major factor: of the first-month funding for these appeals, the 
CERF provided a median of 22% (from 5% in the Southern Africa response to 17% in Tajikistan to 25% 
in Madagascar) and donors provided the rest.1   

                                                 
1 Considering that the CERF looks at the Fund’s contribution to flash appeals before and two weeks after launch, its contribution is 
significantly greater both in terms of timeliness and percentage of funds committed to the initial phase of an emergency.  See table on CERF 
funding as percentage of original requirements (page 17).   
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Table 3: 2008 Flash Appeals: by Crisis Type  

Crisis 
Type Country Region Date 

Issued** 

Apx.  Number 
of Persons 

Identified for 
Assistance*** 

Total Funding 
Requested by 

Crisis Type 
($) 

Total 
Funding 

Received by 
Disaster 
Type ($) 

% 
Funded 

Georgia Europe 18-Aug-08 Conflict Kenya Africa 16-Jan-08 1,467,499 321,829,154 209,883,817 65% 

Compound 
emergency Pakistan Asia 7-Sep-08 400,000 55,102,503 37,993,128 69% 

Bolivia South 
America 20-Feb-08 

Haiti Caribbean 9-Sep-08 
Honduras Caribbean 29-Oct-08 

Kyrgyzstan Central 
Asia 28-Nov-08 

Madagascar Africa 1-Mar-08 
Myanmar Asia 9-May-08 
Southern Africa Africa 12-Feb-08 

Tajikistan Central 
Asia 15-Feb-08 

Natural 
disaster 

Yemen Middle 
East 10-Nov-08 

8,135,179 731,373,949 500,641,890 68% 

Grand Totals 10,002,678 1,108,305,606 748,518,835 67% 
Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 31 March 2009, shown on FTS. 
* Includes Malawi, Mozambique, Zambia, and Zimbabwe.  
** corresponds to date of initial appeal, not revised appeal. 
*** See calculation in Table 1 above. 
 
 
A second key pillar of the flash appeal overhaul – that all flash appeals need to be revised about a month 
after their first edition, in exchange for the latitude to use estimates and inference and to propose a 
generic response in the first edition for the sake of speed – began to take effect.  Although revisions 
have long been part of IASC flash appeal policy, in practice they have only occasionally been done, thus 
missing an opportunity to improve the targeting of resources and to maximize the quality and quantity of 
assistance to people in need.  Of the 12 flash appeals launched in 2008, eight were revised; not all of 
them were revised on time, or easily, but in most cases the country teams adapted the appeal’s form and 
duration specifically to the context.   
 
Whilst revisions are invariably more complete documents, incorporating elements from CAPs such as 
prioritization of projects and strengthening aspects of humanitarian reform like improved cluster 
coordination, one of the key incentives for country teams to do them – that they improve the funding 
response – has yet to be conclusively demonstrated.  This renewed emphasis on revising flash appeals 
has also raised the issue of what to do with appeals that are left un-revised.  Following discussion within 
the IASC, the emerging practice is to ‘close’ unrevised appeals after six months at the level of funding 
received, so as to reduce unmet requirements to zero.  This enforcement measure however has to 
follow an effort to ensure that a country team has the requisite capacity to do the work (see section 2.3 
for more details on revisions).   
 
2008 also saw a rise in appeals which were functionally and qualitatively similar to flash appeals, but 
were not branded as such for a variety of reasons, and often in countries whose governments have 
heretofore been averse to international humanitarian appeals.  If one were to add these seven 
humanitarian appeals which can be classed as ‘quasi-flash appeals’, then the total rises to 19 flash and 
quasi-flash appeals for 2008 (see tables 4 and 5 below).   
 
This development raises some interesting points.  On the one hand, it demonstrates the propagation of 
the flash appeal concept through the humanitarian system and, arguably, into parts of the development 
system as well.  The method of propagation is not definitive, but could conceivably be through word of 
mouth, individual or agency experience, or the increasingly high profile of some flash appeals.  In many 
ways, however, it shows that the decision to develop a flash appeal depends as much upon a range of 
contextual issues, from government capacities or sensitivities to country team capacities and knowledge 
of the flash appeal ‘service’ available to the affected country, to any qualitative assessment of a given 
emergency’s impact, or indeed IASC policy and humanitarian best practice.   
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Table 4: 2008 ‘Quasi-Flash Appeals’ 

Appeal Title Funds Requested 
($) 

Funding 
Received  

($) 
% Funded 

Afghanistan Joint Appeal 2008: Humanitarian 
Consequences of Rise in Food Prices (February - 
June 2008) 

81,321,254 66,631,207 82% 

Colombia UNETE Flood Response Plan 2008-2009* 33,195,000 (Funding not 
reported)  

Cuba Post-Hurricane Plan of Action 2008 30,014,321 9,159,059 31% 
Djibouti Joint Appeal 2008: Response Plan for 
Drought, Food and Nutrition Crisis 31,690,382 10,968,413 35% 

Lao PDR Joint Appeal for Flood Recovery and 
Rehabilitation 2008 9,945,999 4,522,024 45% 

Nepal Floods Humanitarian Response Plan 2008 15,518,984 10,322,914 67% 
Syria Drought Appeal 2008 20,224,504 4,008,247 20% 
Total 221,910,444 105,611,864 48% 

Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 31 March 2009, shown on FTS 
* Includes 0-6 months humanitarian, and 6-18 months recovery phases. 
 
Table 5: 2008 ‘Quasi-Flash Appeals’: by IASC Standard Sector 

Sector Funds Requested 
($) 

Funding 
Received 

($) 
% Funded 

Agriculture 37,104,144 3,858,349 10% 
Coordination and Support Services 10,093,700 200,000 2% 
Economic Recovery and Infrastructure 6,269,000 356,100 6% 
Education 7,181,525 1,360,277 19% 
Food 115,716,520 84,938,298 73% 
Health 20,295,263 5,922,702 29% 
Protection/Human Rights/Rule of Law 4,903,346 449,623 9% 
Sector not yet specified 600,000 3,577,464 596% 
Shelter and Non-Food Items 8,699,757 1,596,880 18% 
Water and Sanitation 11,047,189 3,352,171 30% 
Total 221,910,444 105,611,864 48% 

Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 31 March 2009, shown on FTS 
 
While it is understandable that a government may not wish to be seen to appeal for aid, perhaps a 
realization is growing that flash appeals, or their euphemized equivalent, represent international 
organizations’ method of planning and fund raising for their agreed role in supporting governments’ 
responsibilities – in the same way that they do for developmental programmes, with scarcely any 
controversy.  However, whilst the replication of core substantive and behavioural elements of flash 
appeals should be welcomed, there is sometimes little or no awareness outside the affected country that 
these appeals are being produced, often until it is too late to offer technical and procedural assistance.   
 
Difficult issues still remain in implementing the flash appeal overhaul.  The amount of latitude that 
country teams in developmental settings can be allowed in trying to implement the best practices of 
humanitarian reform while in the heat of a new crisis is still controversial.  A consequence of 2007’s 
climatic patterns is that more disasters struck in countries with no longstanding humanitarian operation: 
for example the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) did not have a presence in 
11 out of the 15 countries for which flash appeals were issued in 2007.  This was the same in 2008, with 
no OCHA presence in seven of the 12 countries or situations for appeals were issued in 2008,2 nor in 
four of the six countries which produced quasi-flash appeals.  External capacity to support such teams is 
improving but less than fully reliable.   
 
Standard metrics of scale and severity are under development but not yet in widespread use.  Global 
cluster leads have some way to go in developing generic projects and budgets that could allow a flash 
appeal to be compiled almost immediately after a rapid appraisal and estimate of likely needs. 

                                                 
2 This analysis is somewhat complicated when one factors in the Southern Africa Emergency Floods Response and Preparedness Plan: this 
appeal was for four countries – Malawi, Mozambique, Zambia and Zimbabwe – only one of which (Zimbabwe) had an OCHA presence.   
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2. WEAKNESSES AND CHALLENGES IN THE FLASH APPEAL PROCESS 

2.1 DELAY 

2007 saw some significant delays in the issuance of flash appeals, moreover with no commensurate 
gain in quality or precision.  Among 2007 flash appeals, the average span between disaster3 and appeal 
was 35 days, with the slowest being Burkina Faso at 79 days, and the Dominican Republic the fastest at 
eight.  An average of a month between disaster and flash appeal clearly nullified much of the appeal’s 
effectiveness and purpose.  (It is worth noting that the next Burkina Faso Flash Appeal, in September 
2009, was issued eight days after floods struck.) 
 
One of the major achievements therefore of 2008 has been a marked improvement in the time taken to 
issue flash appeals (see table on details on time taken in stages of development of initial flash 
appeal in annex).  The average in 2008 has been 18 days, with the fastest being the Haiti, Kyrgyzstan, 
and Myanmar appeals (all of which were produced in seven days or under), and the slowest being 
Bolivia (55 days).  It was noteworthy this year that a number of high-profile emergencies, including 
Myanmar, Haiti, and Georgia, produced flash appeals in record time.  Furthermore, close inspection of 
the data on the intervals in the various stages of appeal development in 2007 showed that by far the 
longest interval was typically that between the disaster and the Resident Coordinator/Humanitarian 
Coordinator’s (RC/HC) decision to develop a flash appeal (an average of 21 days).  In 2008 this average 
was halved to ten days.   
 
Part of the reason for this improvement in time taken is due to the insistence that the first version of a 
flash appeal could be based upon pre-disaster baseline date, reasonable inference, or even best guess 
as to the severity of the situation.  This new norm was, for example, stressed in a series of simulations in 
the West Africa region.  It was also stressed as one of the outcomes from the February 2008 
donors-IASC conference in Montreux.  The proviso was, of course, that donors would undertake to fund 
such appeals if they were thereafter revised (see below Section 2.3).  Improved awareness of RC/HCs 
of the flash appeal, as well as improved training on humanitarian response tools, was also a key factor in 
improving the timing of appeals.   
 
Further explanation for the overall improvements in speed of issuing appeals came from the specific 
technical support provided by the CAP Section.  Surge capacity was offered to several appeals (both the 
original and revised Georgia Flash Appeal), as well as ‘remote’ CAP Section support in a variety of ways 
including assistance with drafting key elements of the appeal.  This arrangement worked particularly well 
with the Bolivia, Kenya, and Myanmar appeals.   
 
 
2.2 FAILURE TO FIND THE RIGHT BALANCE BETWEEN SPEED AND PRECISION IN NEEDS 
 ASSESSMENT 

The overall improvement in the speed of flash appeals would not have been possible in 2008 without at 
least some success in country teams finding a better balance between speed and precision in needs 
assessment, and internalising the principle and practice of launching initial appeals with estimated 
needs and response largely based on remote sensing, secondary data, and reasonable inference.  
Whilst previously country teams might have hesitated in producing flash appeals which, to their eyes, 
were clearly lacking in assessment data, it is now better understood that revisions offer the chance to 
rectify strategies and correct assumptions which might have proven to be faulty.   
 
As part of the IASC-requested mapping of needs assessment and analysis initiatives, the OCHA 
Assessment and Classification of Emergencies (ACE) Project carried out a review of the evidence base 
for decision-making in flash appeals (and CAPs).4  The main finding was that flash appeals employ a 
high percentage of pre-crisis information to support evidence of estimated humanitarian needs, since 
only limited data is available within one to two weeks of the onset of the crisis.  In this regard, pre-crisis 
data is essential to informing the initial flash appeal based on estimated and inferred needs.  The 

                                                 
3 Measuring the date of disaster from the date of the first international report thereof. 
4 Assessment and Classification of Emergencies: Review of Evidence Base for CAPs and Flash Appeals: Report of Findings, OCHA, 
December 2008. 
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relatively low number of common indicators that the ACE study found suggests that the majority of 
indicators are highly context-specific.   
 
This finding corroborates the evidence that initial flash appeals in 2008 were issued faster with less 
emphasis on time spent securing better assessment information, and that country teams have in many 
instances successfully internalized the importance of speed over perfect accuracy.  It also offers further 
support to the practice of issuing flash appeals as soon as possible after a disaster using, amongst other 
tools, available information as well as underlining the importance of preparedness and contingency 
planning.  Analysis of whether flash appeal revisions incorporated additional new information showed 
that typically the number of indicators reported increased by at least 60% or over from the original flash 
appeal, in line with expectations of more accurate supplementary information from further needs 
assessments carried out in the weeks after the onset of the crisis. 
 
The development of a reduced, core set of indicators that would be collected more consistently could 
improve comparability in measuring needs.  Flash appeals (as well as CAPs) would also benefit from 
establishing standards for the reporting of sectoral indicators, including consistent terminology and units 
of analysis, as well as increased reference to international standards, particularly in the Health and 
Nutrition Sectors.  Standard sectoral indicators, as well as reference to established thresholds for 
international mortality and nutrition standards, would facilitate the analysis of changes over time in the 
emergency context and support judgments on the level of severity in the appeals.   
 
Improved linkages between needs assessments, preparedness, and contingency planning could 
support the more ready availability of consolidated pre-crisis baseline data, and the prompt publication 
of flash appeals following the onset of a crisis.  For example, most of the suggested indicators in the 
flash appeal template (the ‘basic facts’ box normally presented at the beginning of an appeal) are 
pre-crisis indicators, and therefore could be pre-consolidated as part of preparedness activities in 
high-risk countries.   
 
With the increase in revisions, needs analysis methods also have to be refined.  Flash appeals rarely 
distinguish between the levels and ways in which people are “affected” by a disaster with for example 
the entire caseload often deemed to need food aid.  With some exceptions in the revisions, the appeals 
rarely compare needs across sectors.  More nuanced categories of “affected”, including levels of 
displacement, loss of shelter, food, sanitation, etc, are therefore needed.   
 

 
Example of importance of disaggregation of population-related data: gender 

The OCHA Gender Advisory Team reviewed six flash appeals launched in 2008 relation to 
climate-induced disasters (Bolivia, Haiti, Honduras, Madagascar, Myanmar, and Tajikistan), 
finding that, although some good activities promoting gender equality were included, the Flash 
Appeals failed in gender mainstreaming.  The review focused on four issues: use of sex- and 
age-disaggregated data, gender equality programming, prevention and response to 
gender-based violence (GBV) and participation.  It found that 27 (15%) of the 181 projects in 
the flash appeals reviewed disaggregated beneficiaries by sex and age, while two out of 181 
projects were directly linked to GBV.  The review notes that most of the appeals do reflect some 
gender equality programming, as well as stakeholder participation.  These considerations, 
however, are of a general nature, and project proposals do not outline concrete actions 
(although this is in large part due to the expedient ‘box’ format of projects in flash appeals). 
 
Flash appeals should include sex- and age-disaggregated data to the extent possible, since 
these data are crucial in order to deliver targeted and effective assistance.  As an example, this 
data could be included in the section on basic humanitarian and development indicators that 
usually follows the executive summary.  All clusters/sectors should also be aware of their 
responsibility to design projects in a manner that prevent and respond to GBV.  In the planning 
process, they should also consult with and engage affected communities, including women.5

 
 
Flash appeals are not alone in exhibiting this shortcoming.  More broadly, the humanitarian community 
still lacks a mechanism to judge needs and make comparisons between crises in the form of a template 
                                                 
5 The whole review and the matrix of findings can be found at OCHA Online. 
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that brings together, for example, the need for and constraints on humanitarian response based on the 
number of people requiring humanitarian response; state of the affected population pre-disaster; extent 
of the damage; ease of access; and capacity of the government.  Improved comparability and 
consistency of such basic metrics would both inform the decision on whether to trigger a flash appeal 
(especially in borderline situations where, as an example, predictable climatic variation widens to cause 
humanitarian needs), and provide basic rapid needs analysis for appeals that are triggered.   
 
Whilst such harmonization and efficient coordination of needs assessments across clusters/sectors is 
something that donors want, key agencies have expressed concerns that it is technically difficult, may 
not reflect adequately the complexity and specificity of each individual crisis, and risks creating 
considerable challenges in terms of principles.  The humanitarian imperative urges humanitarian 
agencies to alleviate human suffering wherever it is found on the basis of need and not on political or 
other considerations.  This issue of course goes beyond the scope of this report, and of flash appeals in 
general.  The IASC Needs Assessment Group is currently considering this issue.  Its nearly finalized 
terms of reference state that “there is in general a lack of sufficiently coordinated, timely, credible and 
comparable (emphasis added) cross-sector needs assessments and related capacities.  These factors 
hinder informed cross-sectoral humanitarian decision-making and risk reducing the effectiveness of the 
humanitarian response, with potentially negative consequences for populations that already have 
suffered tremendously.” 
 
 
 

2.3 REVISING FLASH APPEALS 

Significant progress was achieved in 2008 in revising flash appeals.  Eight of the 12 appeals issued in 
2008 were revised.  Five were revised within the calendar year, and one (Kyrgyzstan) was revised as 
planned in early 2009 to conform to the latest updated assessment information.6  This alone represents 
an 800% increase on revisions in 2007, although this success was accompanied by some new and 
unforeseen developments.  With more flash appeals being revised, the workload on country teams and 
on OCHA CAP Section is essentially doubling.  12 flash appeals, plus eight revisions, plus six 
quasi-flash appeals in addition to the other duties that CAP Section must perform, left the Section 
severely stretched at certain times during the year.  Revisions also added work to at times overstretched 
humanitarian country teams (see below).   
 
Table 6: 2008 Flash Appeals: by Days Needed to Complete Revisions  

Country revision 
due* 

Date 
revision 

final field 
draft sent to 
OCHA-GVA 

Date 
revised 
appeal 

published 

# days 
revised final 
field draft - 

revision 
published 

# days 
revision 

due - 
revision 
finalized 

# days 
original 
appeal - 
revised 
appeal 

publications 
Bolivia 20-Mar-08 Appeal unrevised 
Kenya 16-Feb-08 27-Mar-08 09-Apr-08 13 53 84 
Southern 
Africa 08-Mar-08 Appeal unrevised 

Tajikistan 15-Mar-08 02-May-08 10-May-08 8 56 85 
Madagascar 01-Apr-09 Appeal unrevised 
Myanmar 09-Jun-08 02-Jul-08 10-Jul-08 8 31 62 
Georgia 19-Sep-08 01-Oct-08 07-Oct-08 6 18 49 
Pakistan 07-Oct-08 21-Jan-09 30-Jan-09 9 115 145 
Haiti 10-Nov-08 12-Dec-08 19-Dec-08 7 39 100 
Honduras 28-Nov-08 03-April-09 08-Apr-09 5 131 162 
Yemen 10-Dec-08 Appeal unrevised 
Kyrgyszstan 28-Dec-08 02-Feb-09 06-Feb-09 4 40 70 
Averages 8 60 95 

Source: FTS, communications with participating agencies and country teams 
* IASC policy requires a flash appeal to be revised approximately one month after its launch: the revision due dates indicated in 
this table correspond to one month after launch. 
 

                                                 
6 The remaining two appeals are the PHRP (see note on page 2) and the Honduras Flash Appeal.  Although the Honduras Flash Appeal 
revision is included in this count, it would be technically incorrect to term it a revision as virtually nothing in it was actually revised.  Following 
a review in January – March 2009, the UNCT determined that the strategy and response plans elaborated in the initial Flash Appeal were still 
relevant, and thus in the opinion of the UNCT did not need to be altered.  Beyond a new executive summary and some contextual updates, 
minimal changes were made to the text. 
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Table 7: 2008 Flash Appeal Revisions: Sorted by % in Funding Increases 
Revision Original 

Requirements 
Revised 

Requirements 
Increase 

(%) 
Increase 

($) 
Kenya 41,938,954 207,568,401 495% 165,629,447 
Myanmar 187,538,101 477,134,253 254% 289,596,152 
Georgia 59,653,319 114,260,753 192% 54,607,434 
Haiti 107,714,621 121,100,791 112% 13,386,170 
Tajikistan 25,303,587 26,914,132 106% 1,610,545 
Kyrgyzstan  20,635,263 14,751,781 71% -5,883,482 
Grand Totals 442,783,845 961,730,111 217% 518,946,266 

Median 
increase 152% 33,996,802  

Average 
increase 205% 86,491,044 

Source for all tables: FTS, CAP Section records, and www.humanitarianappeal.net  
Note: Financial requirements for the Honduras Flash Appeal were not changed following its revision. 
 
Revisions have invariably been more complete documents incorporating elements from CAPs such as 
prioritization of projects and strengthening aspects of humanitarian reform like improved cluster 
coordination.  Most revisions successfully instigated prioritization, or categorization, of their projects.  
Prioritization criteria, as might be expected, were highly country-specific and varied widely across flash 
appeals with criteria ranging from how the project targets a vulnerable group, to whether it is considered 
realistic, to whether it is seasonally-based.  Since not all the criteria used were concerned with levels of 
need, there is a risk that the resulting project rankings can be said to be somewhat arbitrary.  While the 
choice of prioritization methodology is highly dependent on the context and level of assessment capacity 
in the field, more consistent prioritization methodology and/or criteria could support comparability 
between appeals.   
 
Additionally, far from being merely re-writes or updates of the initial appeal, most revisions took forms 
and durations that were specifically adapted to the appeal’s context: 
• Extended to nine-month/one-year response plans (Kenya, Pakistan, Myanmar); 
• Interlinked with recovery frameworks (Georgia, Haiti); 
• Revised but with original strategy and projects unchanged (Honduras). 
 
However, if there is one motive for a country team to conduct a revision it is in the expectation of an 
improved funding response to the emergency.  This key incentive – that funding improves after a 
revision – has yet to be conclusively demonstrated (see table on funding to all flash appeals by month 
following emergency, and table on cumulative graph of all funding to flash appeals by month following 
emergency).  Most funding is still coming in within the first month of the appeal, and CERF is still 
responsible for much of this first month response.  The lack of a post-revision funding increase was the 
subject of a number of discussions with country teams and with OCHA regional offices in 2008.   
 
If revising an appeal does not seem to bring in extra funding, a country team may take this as a reason 
not to do them, risking a kind of vicious circle: country teams get no money so they do not revise – 
country teams do not revise, so they do not get money.  The fact is that there are not enough examples 
of revisions to state with any certainty that they bring in no additional or renewed funding, and there 
certainly will be no proof of this if flash appeals are not consistently revised.  Returning to the point made 
above about the shape that some revisions takes, examples wherein very little, if anything, changes 
from the original strategy are needed to prove that revisions do not all have to look the same.  Some can 
be substantially rewritten, some can extend operations for a year, and some can make no changes at all 
to the original strategy either because the emergency has evolved as predicted, or because other 
factors (such as poor funding) have constrained the response.   
 
Aside from aiming to generate further funding, revisions of flash appeals are IASC policy.  They are 
opportunities for further advocacy.  They are a chance to fully assess funding levels as revisions oblige 
appealing agencies to review their funding and reporting, and invariably the reported funding goes up as 
previously unreported contributions are registered.  Revisions are also the chance to tell donors that 
they might not be living up to the commitments that they have made, the chance to introduce a wider 
range of projects, and to refine country team coordination arrangements. 
 
This renewed emphasis on revising flash appeals has also raised the issue of what to do with appeals 
that are left un-revised.  Following discussion within the IASC, the emerging practice is to ‘close’ 

http://www.humanitarianappeal.net/
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unrevised appeals after six months at the level of funding received, so as to reduce unmet requirements 
to zero, on the argument that initial funding requests unsupported by anything more than initial estimates 
and inferences are valid only in the early days.  Three flash appeals were closed in this manner in 2008 
(Bolivia, Madagascar, and Southern Africa), with a fourth (Yemen) likely to be closed as of April 2009.7  
However, this enforcement measure has to follow an effort to ensure that a country team has the 
requisite capacity to do the work of revising a flash appeal in the first place.  Again, in the absence of 
hard evidence that revising a flash appeal improves donor response to an emergency, country teams 
might balk at the effort required to do so. 
 
 
 

2.4 FUNDING TO FLASH APPEALS 

If flash appeals reflect critical needs, then funding gaps will mean critical needs remain.  As always, flash 
appeals can not be examined out of context, but some of the themes which reoccur across all 
emergencies were timeliness of funding; the commitment of fresh funding following revisions (see above 
Section 2.3); the spread of funding across all agencies/clusters/sectors; and the amount of funding to 
emergencies with flash appeals that was committed outside the appeal (i.e. bilaterally).  Other issues 
include the level of funding committed to emergencies that differ from the norm, usually in terms of their 
conceptualization. 
 
Timeliness of funding 
As one of the main points of flash appeals is a speedy funding response, funding within one month of 
launch is a key indicator.  In 2008, average funding received for flash appeals within one month of 
launch was 43% of original requirements. (This average is skewed somewhat by the high-end cases of 
Myanmar and Kenya; the median is 34%.)  Despite an overall perception of improvement in flash appeal 
results, this average and median are actually lower than those of 2005 and 2006 (see chart below, and 
table on funding within one month [based on original requirements)]).  However, some aspects of 
improvement are detectable: for example in 2005, four flash appeals had less than 15% funding after 
one month, whereas only one 2008 flash appeal fell below that threshold; improved coverage of appeals 
is largely due to CERF (see chart 1 below). 
 
Table 8: Funding for flash appeals within one month of launch, as % of requirements: 
  averages per year 

 Median Average* Comments 

2008 34% 43% 12 flash appeals; one-month funding no better than historical 
average, despite perceived improvement. 

2007 35% 30% 15 flash appeals, all but one climate-related. 

2006 44% 57% 
Only five flash appeals, two of which were politically high-profile 
(Timor-Leste and Lebanon) and raised the average one-month 
funding response. 

2005 44% 45% 
Ten flash appeals; one-month funding led by Tsunami and 
Pakistan earthquake; but four appeals had less than 15% funding 
after one month. 

2004 17% 24% Nine flash appeals; weak one-month funding response on average. 
*Mathematically, averages are more skewed by high or low extremes in the sample than medians are. 
 

                                                 
7 The appeals which were not revised all had their specific contexts.  For example, Southern Africa’s revision was, in many ways, a victim of 
its regional character, with not all country teams willing or able to revise on schedule.  As of the end of March 2009, the situation in Yemen, 
which is currently at security Phase III, is not propitious for humanitarian operations and certainly not for revising an appeal that can barely be 
implemented.   
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Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS  
 
 
Chart 2: 2008 Flash Appeals: Distribution of Contributions (by Quarter) 

 
All Flash Appeals 2008
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The spread of funding by quarter 
offers some interesting analysis. 
The overwhelming majority of 
funding (76%) to flash appeals 
comes before the appeals’ 
launch and in the succeeding 
first quarter. This implies that 
flash appeals do provide 
sufficient attention and 
advocacy towards emergencies 
to generate funding requests in 
the critical first weeks.  However, 
that funding then suffers a 
significant drop-off, with only 
24% coming in the remaining 
three quarters. With most 
revisions taking place in the 
second quarter, this is further 
evidence that they are not 
generating renewed funding 
towards the emergency (see as 
well section 2.3 above).   

Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS  
 
Note: this chart takes the duration of all flash appeals and aggregates them into quarterly units for 
analysis.  A quarter is approximately three months.   
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Spread of funding across sectors 
The percentage that an appeal is funded is invariably the most commonly-cited indicator of its success 
or of the success of flash appeals collectively.  It does, however, hide weaknesses in sectoral funding for 
certain sectors in flash appeals, and masks the disparities of sheer scale or size of the funding amounts 
requested and received, and when it was received.  The 2008 information for flash appeals shows that 
there are significant differences in the spread of funding across sectors.   
 
Table 9: Flash Appeals 2007 – 2008: Funding by IASC Standard Sector (In Descending 
 Order of % Funded in 2008)  

Sector 

Funding 
Requested 

2007 
($) 

Funding 
Requested 

2008 
($) 

Committed/
Contributed 

2007 
($) 

Committed/ 
Contributed 

2008 
($) 

% of 
require- 
ments 
funded 

2007 

% of 
require-
ments 
funded 

2008 
Mine Action 0 400,000 0 394,926 0% 99% 
Food 110,622,294 349,302,649 83,697,301 277,753,310 76% 80% 
Multi-Sector 738,714 26,118,277 738,714 19,912,688 100% 77% 
Coordination and 
Support Services 22,002,747 91,516,960 10,293,766 68,103,266 47% 74% 

Protection/Human 
Rights/Rule of 
Law 

6,609,058 38,828,102 1,555,315 21,319,047 24% 55% 

Shelter and 
Non-Food Items 37,995,166 152,290,668 18,457,893 82,466,816 49% 54% 

Education 18,475,196 51,472,706 3,308,258 27,550,251 18% 54% 
Water and 
Sanitation 33,365,606 102,239,775 16,905,703 53,297,992 51% 52% 

Health 54,610,403 123,526,081 30,165,491 63,345,258 55% 51% 
Economic 
Recovery and 
Infrastructure 

40,481,100 125,346,312 3,906,903 41,914,671 10% 33% 

Agriculture 47,480,250 128,453,039 23,904,548 40,408,404 50% 31% 
Safety and 
Security of Staff 
and Operations 

522,200 710,323 0 0 0% 0% 

Flexible funding 
and other 
adjustments 

0 -81,899,286 19,804,055 44,596,353 n/a -54% 

TOTAL 372,902,734 1,108,305,606 212,737,947 741,062,982 57% 67% 
Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS  
 
Differences in funding levels can be seen not just between sectors.  There is also a concentration of 
funding received amongst a group of appealing agencies, and a concentration of funding committed by 
a group of donors, as shown in the tables 10 and 11 below.   
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Table 10: 2008 Flash Appeals: Top 15 Appealing Agencies (sorted by funds contributed)  

Appealing Agency 
Total 

Requirements 
($) 

Funds 
Received  

($) 

% 
Funded 

Agency’s Share 
of Total Flash 

Appeal 
Requirements 
 

Agency’s 
Share of 

Total Flash 
Appeal 

Funding 
Received 

World Food Programme 419,227,861 332,576,972 79% 40% 48% 
United Nations Children's Fund 178,443,952 112,624,799 63% 17% 16% 
United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees 92,364,272 60,659,908 66% 9% 9% 

Save the Children  42,009,137 40,683,010 97% 4% 6% 
Food & Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations 103,265,902 37,057,641 36% 10% 5% 

United Nations Development 
Programme 109,874,759 35,658,487 32% 10% 5% 

International Organization for Migration 39,178,882 15,285,031 39% 4% 2% 
World Health Organization 25,457,289 14,349,862 56% 2% 2% 
World Vision  7,669,743 9,074,098 118% 1% 1% 
Medical Emergency Relief International 6,554,012 7,510,870 115% 1% 1% 
CARE International 6,846,266 6,988,638 102% 1% 1% 
Office for the Coordination of 
Humanitarian Affairs 8,600,236 6,710,765 78% 1% 1% 

Catholic Relief Services 7,627,779 6,014,279 79% 1% 1% 
OCHA (Emergency Response Fund) 2,000,000 5,453,278 273% 0% 1% 
Norwegian Refugee Council 3,625,022 4,660,472 129% 0% 1% 
Median 25,457,289 14,349,862  
Average 70,183,007 46,353,874  
Sub-total top 15 appealing 
agencies 1,052,745,112 695,308,110 69% 

Sub-total remaining 109 appealing 
agencies 55,560,494 45,754,872 94%* 

Grand Total  1,108,305,606 741,062,982 70% 

 

Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS  
* in terms of percentage of total funds received by flash appeals in 2008, the $45.7 million received by the remaining 109 appealing 
agencies is 6.2% -- in other words, the ‘market share’ of the top 15 recipient agencies is 93.8%.   
 
139 UN agencies, NGOs, and other organizations appealed for funds in the 2008 flash appeals.  The 
funding received, as can be seen from the two tables above, was significantly committed towards one 
agency (WFP) and sector (food), but also offers other points of interest.   
• Four of the top 15 agencies reported being over 100% funded, and all of them were NGOs (CARE, 

Medical Emergency Relief International, Norwegian Refugee Council, and World Vision).   
• 67 agencies appealing for funds, including 59 NGOs, received no funding at all according to 

information reported to FTS.   
• Overall, 380 projects in the 2008 flash appeals were reported as having received no funding, 

including 167 projects for NGOs.  Requirements for these projects amounted to $90,923,441, of 
which $54,381,804 (59%) was for NGO projects.   

 
In addition, some quite significant donor behaviour in comparison to 2007 is evident from this table of the 
top 15 donors in 2008.  The top 15 donors in 2008 contributed $528,325,035 more to sudden-onset 
emergencies, an increase of approximately 248%.  The data on median and average funding is also 
revealing, showing significant increases in comparison to 2007.   
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Table 11: 2008 Flash Appeals: Top 15 Donors (with comparison to 2007)  

Donor 
Funds 

Committed  
($) 

2007 Donors 
Funds 

committed  
($) 

United States of America 148,039,643 CERF 68,905,403 
United Kingdom  83,592,332 European Commission (ECHO) 27,776,290 
CERF 81,406,647 United States 21,816,965 
ECHO 60,925,955 United Kingdom 11,510,074 

Canada 32,501,636 Private (individuals & 
organizations) 9,246,622 

Sweden 29,499,944 Allocations of unearmarked 
funds by UN agencies 9,156,156 

Netherlands 24,981,161 Sweden 6,229,648 
Australia 23,972,350 Other income 5,569,000 
Norway 21,933,095 Canada 5,503,886 
Japan 24,533,378 Norway 5,427,055 
Various donors  18,855,243 Australia 4,339,117 
Carry-over (donors not specified) 18,667,657 Germany 4,258,507 
Private (individuals & 
organizations) 16,681,239 France 4,119,576 

Germany 15,882,720 Netherlands 3,469,000 
Denmark 11,895,368 Belgium 3,440,048 
Median 24,533,378 Median 5,569,000 
Average 40,891,225 Average 12,271,022 
Sub-total top 15 donors 613,368,368 Sub-total top 15 donors 190,767,347 
Sub-total remaining 97 donors 127,694,614 Sub-total remaining 27 donors 21,970,600 
Grand Total 741,062,982 Grand Total 212,737,947 

Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS  
 
Perceived over-budgeting, or unsubstantiated funding requests 
Funding requests have in the past been often perceived by donors to be at least partly unfounded, with 
two types in particular pointed out for attention: over-budgeted projects and non-humanitarian projects 
(see section 2.6 on early recovery in flash appeals).  On the other side of the debate, agencies submit 
what are considered to be objective and assessed project proposals (or as objective and assessed as 
the short timeline for producing initial flash appeals allows them to be, hence the importance of 
revisions), but perceive a lack of consistency and transparency between what gets funded and what 
does not.   
 
Pre-agreed, standardized cost ranges may be a way of addressing at least the former concern of donors 
(over-budgeted projects).  In the 2006 global cluster appeal, three clusters produced a generic 
estimated cost for addressing needs in their sectors for a hypothetical emergency of 500,000 people.  
Since then OCHA has encouraged the global clusters to formalize these estimates as a budget starting 
point for flash appeals, but so far the global cluster leads have not made progress.  However, there is a 
strong point to be made that flash appeals are only credible if they reflect the situation at hand.  While 
such standard estimates can be the beginning of an analysis, they are not complete enough.   
 
Funding committed ‘outside’ the flash appeal  
Funding committed outside flash appeals to emergencies for which flash appeals were issued equalled 
42% of the total funds to those emergencies.8  This compares favourably to the amount contributed 
outside flash appeals to emergencies in 2007, which at $252,532,588 was 54% of all funding to 
emergencies with flash appeals (meaning that a majority of money for emergencies with flash appeals 
went ‘outside’ the appeal than ‘in’ it).   
 
Granted, there are difficulties in assessing and using this data – much of which is reporting of bilateral 
in-kind contributions – in a reliable manner, mainly because there is often an element of arbitrariness in 
assigning dollar values to in-kind goods and some kinds of bilateral assistance.  However, a degree of 
the funding that goes outside flash appeals could, and very possibly should, be counted towards them.  
Evidence for this comes in the type of aid that is given outside the appeal, and the agencies who often 
receive it.  In many cases, neither is incompatible with activities and agencies appealing for funds in the 
flash appeal.  Indeed, it is not uncommon to see an agency maintain projects and activities ‘outside’ an 
                                                 
8 FTS by mandate records only international humanitarian funding; hence funding within the affected country, public or private, does not 
figure in these statistics, though it is often greater than international funding. 
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appeal whilst appealing for funds for separate, but very similar, projects ‘in’ it.  There are in addition 
numerous statements from donors that indicate the preference of some of them to only fund projects in 
consolidated humanitarian appeals.   
 
There is a risk, however, that this significant funding is not being taken fully into account by HCTs when 
appeals are being revised.  This might be reflective of excessive concentration on what is in the appeal.  
It might indicate reporting discrepancies between what donors and agencies tell FTS and what is 
actually happening on the ground.  It might also be reflective of a lack of coordination between all actors 
on the ground – both those ‘in’ the appeal and those ‘outside’ it.  It certainly reflects a cautionary stance 
taken by some agencies, particularly NGOs, about putting all their eggs in one basket – i.e.  the flash 
appeal – which is not under their control, still perceived to be UN-centric and UN-dominated, still 
perceived to be a financing mechanism in and of itself (the perception that one receives funding 
‘through’ a flash appeal), and reflects a perception that it is better to spread funding requests widely, in 
the spirit of portfolio diversification.   
 
This sense of risk management could also be said to be shared by donors.  Whilst some donors commit 
actively to funding all, or nearly all, of their humanitarian programmes through projects in flash appeals 
(and CAPs), there are some which clearly fund common humanitarian appeals generously, but also give 
substantial amounts to actions not planned in the appeal’s framework .   
 
 
Table 12: 2008 Emergencies with Flash Appeals: Funding Committed ‘Outside’ the Flash 
 Appeal  

Appeal 

Flash Appeal 
Revised 

Requirements 
($) 

Flash Appeal 
Funding 
Received 

($) 

Flash 
Appeal 
Funded 

(%) 

Reported 
Funding 

‘Outside’ Flash 
Appeal  

(FTS Table H) 
($) 

Reported 
Funding 

Outside Flash 
Appeal as % of 
Total Funding 
for Emergency 

Total Funding 
Received  

(Flash Appeal & 
‘Outside’ Appeal)

Bolivia  14,603,307 14,603,307 80% 11,151,843 43% 25,755,150 
Georgia  114,260,753 72,987,948 64% 68,814,421 49% 141,802,369 
Haiti  121,100,791 72,882,443 60% 52,826,002 42% 125,708,445 
Honduras  17,086,986 6,000,252 35% 3,737,061 38% 9,737,313 
Kenya  207,568,401 136,895,869 66% 48,577,476 26% 185,473,345 
Kyrgyzstan  14,751,781 7,989,186 54% 633,652 7% 8,622,838 
Madagascar  18,838,643 18,838,643 51% 9,572,493 34% 28,411,136 
Myanmar  477,134,253 330,362,789 69% 173,520,950 34% 503,883,739 
Pakistan  55,102,503* 37,993,128 69% 29,020,787 43% 67,013,915 
Southern 
Africa 29,460,906 29,460,906 33% 10,091,402 26% 39,552,308 

Tajikistan  26,914,132 15,391,103 57% 12,434,970 45% 27,826,073 
Yemen  11,483,150 5,113,261 45% 107,533,163 95% 112,646,424 
Grand 
Totals 1,108,305,606 748,518,835 67% 527,914,220 41% 1,276,433,055 

Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS  
* Pakistan requirements are original requirements as of 7 September 2008. 
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2.5 INTERACTION BETWEEN CERF AND FLASH APPEALS 

CERF was mainly responsible for keeping 2007 funding levels close to the historical average.  CERF 
contributed 32% ($69 million) of the total funding received for 2007 flash appeals ($212 million).  By 
contrast, in 2008, CERF provided 12% ($80 million) of the total funding received for the original 
requirements of flash appeals ($670 million), with the average CERF contribution being $6.6 million per 
appeal (vs.$4.5 million in 2007).  Due to the size of some of the appeals, notably those for Haiti, Kenya, 
and Myanmar, very substantial CERF contributions of, respectively, $10 million, $11 million, and $26 
million are reflected as relatively small in the percentage of overall funding received.   
 
However, once again, CERF was the key in ensuring that funding arrived rapidly within the critical first 
month (see Chart 1 on page 11 above, and table 13 on next page re CERF funding as a percentage of 
original requirements).  Not only that, but in seven of the appeals, the CERF was either the largest or 
second-largest source of funding, and even for the largest appeal of 2008 (Myanmar) still scored as the 
4th highest contributor of funds.  With over $80 million of funds contributed, the CERF was the third 
largest source of funds to flash appeals in 2008, behind the United States and United Kingdom.   
 
A large critical mass of donors state that CERF requests and flash appeals should continue to interact 
along the lines of current practice, though with improvements needed.  This could include increased 
OCHA support to field teams trying to do both processes at once, and improved training on improving 
the synergy between both processes as, for example, there are often problems with agencies not linking 
their CERF requests to specific flash appeal projects.  One of the common complaints from country 
teams is that revisions are not followed by a ‘spike’ in funding.  This could also be an incentive to country 
teams to properly prepare and prioritize their revisions; in particular gaps in funding that CERF could 
help to cover. 
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Table 13: 2008 Flash Appeals: CERF Funding (Sorted by CERF Funding as Percentage of Original Requirements)  

Appeal 
Original 

Requirements 
($) 

CERF 
Funding 
Prior To 
Appeal 
Launch 

($) 

CERF 
Funding 

Weeks 1 - 2 
($) 

CERF 
Funding 

Weeks 3 - 4
($) 

Total CERF 
Funding 

Within One 
Month 

($) 

Funding 
Within One 

Month 
(excluding 

CERF) 
($) 

Total Funding 
Within One 

Month 
($) 

% Funded 
One Month 

After 
Launch 

CERF As 
% of All 
Funding 

Within One 
Month 

CERF 
Funding As 

% of Original 
Requirement

s 

CERF’s 
Ranking 
Among 

Donors to 
Appeal Within 

First Month 

Total CERF funding 
to flash appeals 

(based on funding 
to revised 

requirements) 
($) 

Tajikistan  25,303,587 -   5,237,558 -   5,237,558 7,791,812 13,029,370 51% 40% 21% 1 5,647,721 
Yemen  11,483,150 -   1,958,754 -  1,958,754 1,346,609 3,305,363 29% 59% 17% 1 1,958,754 
Kenya  41,938,954 7,022,854  -   -   7,022,854 27,417,217 34,440,071 82% 20% 17% 3 11,194,863 
Pakistan  55,102,503 6,949,446  500,000 -   7,449,446 6,017,568 13,467,014 24% 55% 14% 1 7,449,446 
Madagascar 36,476,586 -   4,625,583 -   4,625,583 9,428,236 14,053,819 39% 33% 13% 2 4,625,583 
Bolivia  18,215,196 2,271,874  -   -   2,271,874 8,370,061 10,641,935 58% 21% 12% 1 2,271,874 
Myanmar  187,538,101 -   22,417,366 -   22,417,366 167,120,830 189,538,196 101% 12% 12% 4 26,117,370 
Kyrgyzstan  20,635,263 -   1,970,556 -   1,970,556 196,574 2,167,130 11% 91% 10% 3 1,970,556 
Honduras  17,086,986 -   1,501,344 -   1,501,344 1,916,478 3,417,822 20% 44% 9% 3 1,501,344 
Georgia  59,653,319 -   -   2,995,315 2,995,315 31,050,049 34,045,364 57% 9% 5% 6 2,995,315 
Southern 
Africa 89,178,415 4,290,247  -   -   4,290,247 11,644,236 15,934,483 18% 27% 5% 2 4,290,247 

Haiti  107,714,621 -   -   5,106,424 5,106,424 27,034,395 32,140,819 30% 16% 5% 2 10,183,168 
Totals 670,326,681 20,534,421  38,211,161 8,101,739 66,847,321 299,334,065 366,181,386 55% 18% 10%  80,206,241 

Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS, and CERF Secretariat  
 
NOTE:  83% of all money contributed by CERF to flash appeals in 2008 was contributed within the first month of the emergency. 
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2.6 PHASED INCLUSION OF EARLY RECOVERY PROJECTS 

It may be argued that early recovery (ER) remains the most under-funded sector in all flash appeals.  Its 
actual funding level, however, cannot be easily determined, for some fundamental and inter-connected 
reasons.  Firstly, most early recovery requirements are mainstreamed within other clusters (in line with 
the agreed upon inter-agency policy9), which makes their specific financial tracking – as components of 
the broad ‘early recovery’ category - not immediately possible.  Secondly, the IASC standard sectors 
only include ‘Economic Recovery and Infrastructure’ (ERI), which captures only a limited share of the 
total early recovery activities, as it fails to include both the ER requirements that are mainstreamed in the 
other clusters and those (related to rule of law, governance, reintegration, land & property, etc.) that are 
sometimes presented under a separate ‘ER section’ in flash appeals.   
 
The level of funding of the ERI sector therefore has weaknesses as a reliable proxy indicator for ER 
funding, which should push all concerned actors to consider and identify alternative approaches.  With 
regard to the ERI sector alone, it is worth noting that in 2008 the total funding requests ($125 million) 
accounted for some 11% of the total Flash Appeal requirements (see table on funding by IASC standard 
sector).  The sector received $41 million, corresponding to some 5% of the total funding to flash appeals 
and 33% of original ERI requirements.  While the latter result may not be regarded as positive, it should 
be noted that in 2007 the level of ERI funding in flash appeals stood at less than 10%. 
 
To the extent that humanitarian efforts and early recovery occur in parallel, and that humanitarian and 
development actions form a ‘continuum’, it clearly makes little sense to silo them.  In addition, in the 
absence of  early recovery-specific fundraising tools and funding mechanisms – for which there seems 
to be little appetite, including among donors – the inclusion of early recovery requirements into the main 
humanitarian funding mechanisms (including  flash appeals) is likely to continue.  The necessary 
flexibility on the part of humanitarian donors, however, is still being sought.  As a result, early recovery is 
still arguably affected by an overall funding gap, which, however, conceals very different realities.  In 
2008, for example, several appeals generated significant ERI components, either as part of the initial 
appeal (Haiti), or as part of their revision process, a few of which received an above-average level of 
funding (notably Myanmar and Kenya – see table below).   
 
Table 14: 2008 Flash Appeals: Funding to Economic Recovery and Infrastructure Sector  
 (sorted by percent funded) 

Appeal title Funds Requested 
($) 

Funds Contributed 
($) % Funded 

Tajikistan 1,800,000 1,800,000 100% 
Myanmar 53,731,489 26,490,548 49% 
Kenya 19,668,273 6,912,648 35% 
Georgia  6,305,000 1,563,903 25% 
Honduras 2,176,550 446,313 21% 
Madagascar 700,000 100,000 14% 
Haiti 30,500,000 4,143,645 14% 
Pakistan 1,060,000 60,000 6% 
Southern Africa 9,405,000 397,614 4% 
Total 125,346,312 41,914,671 33% 

Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS  
 
Some noteworthy progress was nevertheless made in 2008 in terms of better including and integrating 
early recovery into humanitarian appeals.  In particular, the Cluster Working Group on Early Recovery 
(CWGER) finalized guidelines on early recovery in flash appeals in January 2009, emphasizing the 
two-phase process that was outlined in the FAOP.  This was that early recovery projects can be 
proposed in a flash appeal’s rapid first edition, provided that they: 1) have been reliably assessed 
(including through reasonable inference); and 2) have a strong rationale for beginning sooner rather 
than later; and 3) can be completed roughly within the flash appeal’s six-month planning horizon.10  

                                                 
9 As stated in the paper on “Including Early Requirements in Flash Appeals: A Phased Approach”, adopted by the inter-agency CWGER and 
endorsed by the IASC CAP SWG (see reference further down in the text).   
10 Until alternative sources of funding for early recovery activities are established and developed, denying the opportunity to appeal for early 
recovery activities which might need a swift start but also a longer timeframe (over six months) might impede an effective emergency and 
rehabilitation response programme that can truly meet the needs of those most affected by a crisis.  Therefore the urgent need remains for 
the humanitarian community (the CWGER and OCHA in particular) to further work with donors on the issue of funding gaps for early recovery 
activities in the emergency context.  In addition, when flash appeals are revised after additional information and needs assessments become 
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Essential ‘start-up’ costs for early recovery (to support coordination, rapid assessments, and initial 
planning) can also be included.  Additional early recovery projects, based on subsequent more thorough 
assessments of early recovery needs, will be included in the flash appeal revision (hence the phased 
approach).   
 
The first real test of this approach was made during the preparation of the Georgia Flash Appeal.  In the 
initial appeal reference was made to the intention to form an early recovery cluster, but no projects were 
proposed for it as it was decided they would not be compatible with the situation in the country as it was 
evolving at that time.  Another issue arose in whether to segregate ER projects under their own sectoral 
rubric, or to diffuse or mainstream them into other sectors (the argument for the latter being that ER is an 
approach, not a technical sector).  Whereas at the beginning of the revision the early recovery cluster 
was requesting $11.5 million, by the end of the revision process the cluster was requesting $6.3 million, 
with several projects having been mainstreamed into other sectors, notably into Food Security (mainly 
restoring agricultural livelihoods), in line with the content of the ‘phased approach’ policy that was 
concurrently taking shape.  However, whilst Georgia was a procedural success story, the ER projects 
were only 25% funded.   
 
As previously underscored, mainstreaming ER to the extent possible makes a great deal of operational 
and conceptual sense; on the other hand, this actually makes tracking ER projects harder.  This 
challenge could perhaps be met by introducing a ‘code’ system that would allow for the identification, for 
financial tracking purposes only, of ER projects within each flash appeal.  Georgia, together with 
Myanmar and Haiti, were also examples of flash appeals that were designed to segue into longer-term 
recovery efforts.  A Joint Needs Assessment in Georgia, a Post-Disaster Needs Assessment in Haiti, 
and the Damage and Loss Assessment in Myanmar all provided wider frameworks within which to base 
the humanitarian effort, and provided important assessment data to underpin the flash appeals’ strategic 
priorities.   
 
In conclusion, there still needs to be a dialogue on this issue between appealing agencies and, most 
importantly, donors regarding what can be done to improve funding of early recovery in flash appeals.  
Humanitarian donors, in particular, have not provided clear and consistent indications of the modalities 
that the inclusion of early recovery requirements in humanitarian funding mechanisms should follow in 
order to be more effective (from a fund-raising point of view).  This is important in light of the overall 
efforts and improvements made in 2008, notably the implementation of the phased approach (which can 
be said to have reduced the amount of what were heretofore perceived to be non-priority funding 
requests, particularly for the initial version of the appeal), and the use of improved assessment 
information to justify ER projects (as outlined above in the Georgia, Haiti and Myanmar cases).   
 

 
 
2.7 ENSURING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CLUSTER APPROACH WITHOUT CAUSING UNDUE 
 DELAY IN FLASH APPEAL PRODUCTION 

The FAOP considered that a potential delaying factor in the issuance of a flash appeal is the 
implementation of the cluster approach, which takes time in itself and sometimes is perceived to alienate 
host governments in such a way that they oppose a flash appeal.  With the average time to issue a flash 
appeal in 2008 essentially halving, there are grounds to consider that this element of possible delay – 
the cluster approach – is not the issue that it was originally thought to be.  Of the 12 appeals issued in 
2008, all of which were in non-CAP countries, three adopted the cluster approach (Kenya, Georgia, and 
Myanmar) and two already used it (Haiti and Pakistan).  The most problematic adoption took place in 
Georgia, but this did not hinder either the initial or revised flash appeal.  Countries which incorporated 
the cluster approach fully into their preparedness and contingency planning saw demonstrable benefits 
when it came time to deploy them for emergencies. 
 

 
available, there should be a mechanism for proposing early recovery projects with an implementation timeframe longer than the flash 
appeal’s six-month planning horizon in order to meet clearly identified needs. 
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2.8 STRENGTHENING THE PARTICIPATION OF NGOS IN FLASH APPEALS 

In all the 2007 flash appeals, NGOs were involved in response/coordination activities, but for various 
reasons – including resistance from some affected governments to the idea of including NGOs in the 
response – some or most of them opted not to participate in the flash appeal.  In several appeals, for 
example Nicaragua, Uganda, and Ghana, no NGO funding needs were mentioned.11  This situation 
improved in 2008, with nearly twice as many NGOs appealing in flash appeals and playing significant 
and, in some cases, coordinating roles.  Additionally, as the table below demonstrates, some very 
significant progress is visible in terms of the numbers of NGOs appealing in flash appeals, as well as the 
funding they received in both dollar and percentage terms.  In 2008, for example, with NGOs requesting 
15% of total funding requested, funding to NGO projects went up by over 800% compared to 2007.   
 
Table 15: Flash Appeals and NGOs: 2007 – 2008  

Year 
No.  NGOs 
Appealing 

for 
Funding 

Total Funds 
Requested (UN 

agencies & 
NGOs) 

$ 

Total funds 
Received 

(UN 
agencies & 

NGOs) 
$ 

NGO 
Funding 

Requested 
(and as % of 
total funds 
requested) 

$ 

NGO 
Funding 
Received 
(and as % 

of total 
funds 

received) 
$ 

NGO 
Funding 
as % of 

NGO 
Funds 

Requested 

No.  NGOs 
Receiving no 

Reported 
Funding 

(and as % of 
appealing 

NGOs) 

2007 53 372,902,734 212,737,947 37,452,355 
(10%) 

11,990,968 
(6%) 32% 34 

(64%) 

2008 100 1,108,305,606 748,518,835 181,081,338 
(16%) 

114,491,00
4 

(15%) 
63% 57 

(57%) 

Totals 153 1,481,208,340 961,256,782 218,533,693 
(15%) 

126,481,97
2 

(13%) 
56% 91 

(59%) 

Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS  
 
However, a significant number of NGO projects have no reported funding at all, and this percentage has 
held steady at approximately 60% over the past two years.  In 2008, according to donor and agency 
information on FTS, out of 277 NGO projects in flash appeals 167 projects (60%) received no reported 
funding at all.  Analysis of the NGOs reporting zero funding shows them to be a mix of mostly small, 
often local, NGOs, with some larger international ones.   
 
A likely explanation might be then, that NGOs, particularly international ones which should be more 
aware of financial reporting procedures, have in fact received funding but not reported it to FTS.  In any 
case, it suggests the need for new or improved outreach to both NGOs and donors on reporting 
contributions.  It also suggests that FTS should be strengthened with research capacity to reflect 
non-UN response and map where the money goes (flash appeal, the Red Cross and Red Crescent 
Movement, other international organizations receiving direct funding, national agencies receiving 
bilateral aid, and other contributions financial or in-kind by neighbours, diaspora, or the private sector). 
 
Notwithstanding these marked quantitative improvements, on the qualitative side the picture remains 
mixed.  NGO participation as appealing agencies in flash appeals varied widely from case to case, from 
no NGOs (Honduras), to 37 in Kenya, and with an average of 14 NGOs appealing for funds per flash 
appeal.  In nearly all cases, the numbers of NGOs participating in flash appeals increased after revision, 
suggesting that the revision process and clusters are functioning as designed in terms of broadening the 
participation of appealing agencies.   
 
Apart from NGOs as appealing agencies, they continued to play an active role as partners to appealing 
agencies, and as participants in country team deliberations on flash appeal strategy.  This picture can, 
however, obscure what are known to be common difficulties which NGOs, particularly national or local 
ones, have with flash appeals; namely a perception that appeals are still too UN-centric; that poor 
information is given to NGOs on how to participate; or that NGOs have insufficient capacity, time or 
determination to implement their activities whilst also participating in country team deliberations.  This 
latter point should, at the least, be being remedied by improved attention to cluster performance.   
 

                                                 
11 Getting more NGOs into flash appeals in countries where there is resistance or difficulty to their presence might be solved by 
‘pre-qualifying’ or registering them, or discussing their participation before a disaster strikes, as part of advance cluster creation in 
contingency planning. 
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Unlike 2007, where in at least one case (Nicaragua) the presence of NGOs was opposed by the national 
authorities to the extent that NGO projects were ultimately deleted, 2008 saw no major objection by the 
governments of affected countries to NGOs in flash appeals.  Some problems still remained, but related 
to other aspects of NGO roles in responding to disasters rather than objections to their presence itself.  
Most often, this related to concern about the operational capability of NGOs to respond effectively in the 
aftermath of a disaster.  Two cases wherein this was specifically raised as an issue by the affected 
government were Georgia and Myanmar.   
 
 
2.9 FLASH APPEALS AND PREPAREDNESS 

With the emphasis on issuing flash appeals as fast as possible in the aftermath of an emergency, it was 
natural that attention would shift to what could reasonably be done before a disaster that would enable 
the appeal to be issued within the required timeframe.  This has invariably cast light on the lack of overall 
funding for some kinds of preparedness activities. 
 
To date, the best example of this comes from the Kyrgyzstan flash appeal.  There were a number of 
good points to it, and in most ways it followed established and emerging best practice, so in the absence 
of specific contextual details, it is hard to criticise it for what may have been an over-reaction to a 
potential problem (a harsh winter exacerbated by structural deficiencies, notably to the power supply).  
What was noticeable about the Kyrgyzstan Flash Appeal was the following: 
• The Country Team were transparent about their intentions from the beginning with all 

stakeholders; 
• The appeal was clearly linked to their preparedness and contingency planning; 
• They exhausted local donor capacity and support first, and then went to the flash appeal (this may 

be particular to this case and not applicable in other contexts, particularly rapid-onset natural 
disasters); 

• Thresholds and indicators for action were established which, when triggered, activated the 
appeal; 

• There was a clear role for Government; 
• There was a clear positioning of the flash appeal within the overall and ongoing development 

programme in the country (sense of a continuum of response); 
• A revision was conducted, and was the only one of seven revisions in 2008 to revise downwards.  

They were transparent in the reasons given for this: the winter was less harsh than originally 
foreseen, and a lack of funding rendered some projects obsolete and too late to implement 
(leading to them being cut). 
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3. PENDING ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Aside from the pending elements from the original FAOP (see annex), the experience of 2008 has 
shown that whilst much has been accomplished, there is still work to be done in setting elements of the 
reform on firm ground.  Several areas in particular need attention:  
• Key elements of preparedness relating to thresholds and indicators;  
• The need to systematically revise flash appeals; 
• The need to better track appeal development; 
• Improving support to early recovery and preparedness; 
• Improving the tracking of ER projects, 
• CAP Section support to emergencies. 
 
There are, as well, a number of action points from the original FAOP that have yet to be fully completed, 
and which remain as priorities for action (see Annex I). 
 
Preparedness, thresholds and indicators 
Perhaps the most important element in the question of thresholds and indicators is that often country 
teams can get bound up in trying to determine whether or not ‘their’ emergency merits a flash appeal, or 
could be solved by recourse to other tools.  The advantage to setting thresholds and indicators should 
be seen as part of the increased emphasis on getting as much of the flash appeal’s planning done in the 
pre-disaster phase, that is, mainstreaming the flash appeal into preparedness activities.  As it is a 
consultative exercise, thresholds and indicators are key elements of joint planning and strategizing.  
Once the disaster strikes, or seems imminent, the thresholds and indicators set by the country team 
form points of reference that can go a long way in determining whether the emergency will be beyond its 
capacity to respond.  The state of the art in this respect is the process that led to the Kyrgyzstan Flash 
Appeal in November 2008.   
 
Additionally, what constitutes any organized response to an emergency, be it a flash appeal or not, is not 
so much the ‘label’ that gets put on any final product, but the process of coordinated response that an 
emergency (or the planning for it) engenders.  The ‘label’ can come right at the end, if necessary.  In this 
context, this can go some way to alleviating concerns by, in particular, governments which are wary of 
flash appeals. 
 
Action 
• Update the ‘Thresholds for Triggering Flash Appeals’ from June 2007. 
• Propose triggers and thresholds based upon particular emergency types (and any other models 

such as regional frameworks, etc). 
• Require greater transparency about which assessments have been used and to request they are 

more consistently referenced: introduce a section in flash appeals listing assessments 
(agency-specific, cluster-specific, inter-agency, etc.) that have been used.12 

• The IASC CAP SWG should request the global cluster leads to go ahead with generic 
estimations.   

 
Systematically revising appeals and keeping appeals relevant and topical  
This report has laid out in some detail the successes of the revision process in 2008, as well as the 
problems that still remain to be resolved.  The need for revisions needs to be constantly reiterated from 
all levels, including if necessary from donors themselves, with a possible option being to have the IASC 
WG (re)issue a statement on the policy requirements of doing revisions.  However, beyond simply 
enforcing revisions, there is a wide range of activities that could be contemplated that could both support 
the revision process, and as well to make the flash appeal more of an ongoing framework.   
• Mandatory ‘Half-term’ and ‘End-of-term’ reports: this would not need to be any more complicated 

than a short update on the appeal at its mid-point and at its end.  The mid-term would be expressly 
designed to keep the flash appeal topical, updated, and on the agenda or radar of appealing 
agencies and donors.   
o Half-term report: financial update (by cluster/sector) showing funding gaps; contextual 

information.  The half-term report should be designed not to be an additional burden on 
HCTs, and it should not replace the need to revise the appeal. 

 
12 This was in fact a practice in CAPs in the early part of the decade, but which has fallen into disuse.   
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o Mandatory End-of-term report: financial update (by cluster/sector); review of achievements 
using appeal’s stated strategic priorities; review of cluster/sector achievements; lessons 
learned.  An end-of-term reporting template should be designed and circulated for 
comment. 

o To the extent possible, these should be pre-prepared templates with as much information 
filled in by CAP Section as possible. 

 
Action 
• Design mid- and end-of-term templates for comment. 
• Re-write flash appeal links on FTS to reflect start and end dates. 
• Update flash appeal information on www.humanitarianappeal.net (guidelines, best practice, 

financial tracking, timelines for development of flash appeals, etc). 
 
Improving support to early recovery and preparedness 
• Advocacy with donors to lift ER up from being arguably the most under-funded sector. 
• Examine difficulties in tracking ER-related projects that have been mainstreamed into other 

clusters/sectors and propose solutions to improve. 
 
CAP Section support to HCTs doing flash appeals  
On a technical basis and in terms of punctual support to country teams, CAP Section has been able to 
provide, as needed, surge capacity, and the ability to offer pre-drafting of sections of appeals.  This latter 
tool has been of particular use in high-pressure emergencies (such as Kenya and Myanmar), and 
particularly in emergencies which are in a very different time zones; with the country team and CAP 
Section thus able to work on the same document at different times, and to conduct a hand-over as and 
when one side is operational, this allows for appeals to be worked on continuously, and takes pressure 
off country teams.   
 
A common observation in most emergencies, and in any analysis of them, is the poor use or 
understanding of FTS.  Given the range of information that FTS can provide, efforts should be made to 
improve the use of FTS by all interested parties.  This includes not only other sections of OCHA, but also 
partner agencies and member states.   
 
Assessment data and methodologies: cooperate closely with ACE project: 
• Harmonization: To work with global cluster leads/agencies on harmonization of needs 

assessment work, standards, and methodologies of each cluster (in close cooperation with global 
cluster leads) to rationalize assessment processes within clusters and improve comparability of 
data analysis. 

• Consolidation: To develop a consolidated humanitarian situation and response analysis tool in 
consultation with agencies and other experts that would serve as a multi-sectoral ‘humanitarian 
dashboard’ and facilitate evidence-based humanitarian decision-making (i.e. Emergency Relief 
Coordinator, donors, etc.). 

• The overall goal is – through this dual-track approach – to improve humanitarian action and 
accountability by strengthening the evidence-base for humanitarian decision-making. 

 
Action 
• Design and implement FTS training for OCHA. 
• Design and implement FTS training for other stakeholders (i.e. member state missions in 

Geneva). 
• Ensure flash appeal information and findings are included throughout OCHA trainings (especially 

those conducted by CERF, Humanitarian Reform Support Unit, and Staff Development and 
Learning Section [SDLS]). 

 
New emergencies 
The genesis of the FAOP was a perception that climate change would cause an increase in natural 
disasters, which would in turn lead to a spike in the number of flash appeals.  Whilst this has not exactly 
come to pass, arguably several ‘real’ climate emergencies have occurred – Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, and 
possibly Southern Africa – but have not been recognized as such and the appeals produced elicited a 
moderate funding response.  The question is why and the answer, quite probably for Kyrgyzstan and 
Southern Africa, is that too much preparedness was included in the appeal.   

http://www.humanitarianappeal.net/
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These appeals are interesting in the sense that they might be a good example of a type of new 
emergency, triggered by combinations of climate change and poor development which, at certain times 
and under certain conditions, create humanitarian needs.  If there are needs, and in the case of 
Kyrgyzstan they were assessed as being sufficiently great to warrant international assistance, then a 
response is needed with the tools available.  Agencies, including OCHA, cannot keep acknowledging 
the humanitarian implications of new kinds of emergencies, such as those that will be brought on by 
climate change, if, as humanitarian organizations and as donors, appeals which are examples of these 
new needs and new kinds of emergency are overlooked. 
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ANNEX I: TABLES AND GRAPHS 

Flash Appeals in 2008: Funding to All Flash Appeals (by month following emergency) 
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Before Launch 1 Month 2 Months 3 Months 4 Months 5 Months 6 Months 7 Months 8 Months 9 Months 10 Months 11 Months 12 Months

Millions

Bolivia Flash Appeal 2008 [unrevised as of Oct. 2008; appeal closed at 80% funding and unmet requirements reduced to zero] 20 February 2008 (blank)

Georgia Crisis Flash Appeal (Revised) 2008 18 August 2008 07 October 2008

Haiti Flash Appeal (Revised) 2008 09 September 2008 19 December 2008

Honduras Flash Appeal (November - April) 2008 29 October 2008 (blank)

Kenya Emergency Humanitarian Response Plan 2008 16 January 2008 08 April 2008

Kyrgyzstan Flash Appeal (Revised) 2008 28 November 2008 (blank)

Madagascar Flash Appeal 2008 [unrevised as of Nov. 2008; appeal closed at 50% funding and unmet requirements reduced to zero]  01 March 2008 (blank)

Myanmar Flash Appeal (Revised) 2008 09 May 2008 10 July 2008

Pakistan Humanitarian Response Plan (Revised) 2008-2009 07 September 2008 (blank)

Southern African Region Preparedness and Response Plan 2008 [unrevised as of Nov. 2008; appeal closed at 33% funding and unmet requirements reduced to zero]  12 February 2008 (blank)

Tajikistan Flash Appeal (Revised) 2008 15 February 2008 08 May 2008

Yemen Floods Response Plan (November - April) 2008 10 November 2008 (blank)   
Source: FTS  
Note: individual graphs showing funding per emergency per month will shortly be posted to the flash appeal section at www.humanitarianappeal.net  
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Flash Appeals in 2008: Cumulative Graph of All Funding to Flash Appeals (by month following emergency) 
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2008 Flash Appeals: Details on Time Taken in Stages of Development of Initial Flash Appeal 

Country Type of Disaster Date of 
Disaster* 

Date of 
RC/HC 

Decision to 
Issue Flash 

Appeal 

Date Final 
Field Draft 

Sent to 
OCHA-GVA 

Date Flash 
Appeal 

Published 

# Days 
Disaster - 
Decision 

# Days 
Decision - 

Appeal 

# Days Final 
Field Draft 
Produced - 

Appeal 
Published 

# Days 
Disaster - 

Appeal 

# Days RC 
Decision - 

Appeal 
Published 

Bolivia Floods 27-Dec-07 14-Feb-08 17-Feb-08 20-Feb-08 49 6 3 55 6 
Kenya Political emergency 31-Dec-07 6-Jan-08 14-Jan-08 16-Jan-08 6 10 2 16 10 
Southern Africa Floods/preparedness n/a 9-Jan-08 6-Feb-08 8-Feb-08 n/a 30 2 n/a 30 
Tajikistan Winter crisis 31-Jan-08 4-Feb-08 12-Feb-08 15-Feb-08 4 11 3 15 11 
Madagascar Cyclone & floods 18-Feb-08 25-Feb-08 29-Feb-08 1-Mar-08 7 5 1 12 5 
Myanmar Cyclone & floods 3-May-08 4-May-08 7-May-08 9-May-08 1 5 2 6 5 
Georgia Political emergency 8-Aug-08 11-Aug-08 17-Aug-08 19-Aug-08 3 8 2 11 8 

Pakistan Floods & political 
emergency 1-Aug-08 26-Aug-08 5-Sep-08 7-Sep-08 25 12 2 37 12 

Haiti Cyclone & floods 3-Sep-08 4-Sep-08 8-Sep-08 10-Sep-08 1 6 2 7 6 
Honduras Floods 13-Oct-08 20-Oct-08 27-Oct-08 28-Oct-08 7 8 1 15 8 
Yemen Floods 24-Oct-08 29-Oct-08 5-Nov-08 10-Nov-08 5 12 5 17 12 
Kyrgyzstan Winter crisis 26-Nov-08 26-Nov-08 26-Nov-08 28-Nov-08 0 2 2 2 2 
Averages 10 10 2 18 10 
Medians  5 8 2 15 8 

 
Averages for 2007 20 12 2 34 14 
Medians for 2007 21 10 2 32 14 

 
* For gradual-onset disasters – floods and drought – the date of the first international report is cited. 
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ANNEX II: REVIEW OF ACTION POINTS STEMMING FROM THE FLASH APPEAL OVERHAUL PAPER, 
 INCLUDING STATUS (IF ANY) 

No.  Status 
The IASC WG, based on a draft provided by the IASC CAP SWG, will be invited to revise the 2006 
Guidelines for Flash Appeals13 and agree a leaner flash appeal template.   

Done: Guidelines field tested in 2008; finalized and issued on 9 March 
2009 

The initial appeal should be a minimal immediate needs document with a skeletal action plan 
confined to evident needs (including those that are reasonably inferred), and conservative funding 
requests.   

Done 

The revised guidelines should clarify to country teams the nature of information, analysis, joint 
planning, and decisions they are expected to produce in a flash appeal.   

Done 

3.1 

A flash appeal should be issued within ideally five days, and no more than seven days, of a 
disaster.14   

Three of 12 appeals issued within seven days of the disaster 
 
Five of 12 appeals issued within seven days of RC/HC decision to issue 
appeal 

The IASC WG will be invited to task the IASC CAP SWG to develop an advocacy strategy towards 
governments in disaster-prone countries.  Efforts should concentrate on capacitating authorities in 
disaster management while lobbying donor countries to invest more in prevention and mitigation, in 
DRM, and to provide funds to flash appeals in a consistent way based on needs over time. 

Ongoing 3.2 

At the same time, the process, nature and benefits of flash appeals and the cluster system should be 
explained to the country teams and governments in countries where OCHA is not present (though 
the advocacy strategy should not be aimed at systematic use of international assistance).   

Ongoing 

3.3 The IASC WG will be invited to authorize an optional variant on the name “flash appeal,” to make 
them more palatable to appeal-averse governments. 

No variant official adopted; standard euphemized title used generally 
‘Humanitarian Response Plan’ 

3.4 The IASC WG will be invited to address the Development System to ensure reference to flash 
appeals is placed and recognized within contingency planning, as well as in United Nations 
Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) processes and documents and other inter-agency 
mechanisms, with a requisite level of capacity development, training and sensitization at the country 
level, and familiarization with Disaster Risk Management (DRM). 

Ongoing 

The IASC WG may ask the ERC to ensure and enforce the practice of revising flash appeals some 
weeks after initial publication to incorporate more reliable information, enhance credibility, and 
stimulate thorough assessment and planning. 

Eight of 12 flash appeals revised 

The option to reduce the unmet funding needs of an unrevised appeal to zero should be considered 
(but not before the stipulated timeframe has elapsed, i.e. maximum six months).   

Option exercised on three unrevised flash appeals 

3.5 

Global cluster leads should deploy technical experts and cluster organizers to support inexperienced 
country teams, in the event of sudden-onset disasters.  This is particularly important in the lead-up to 
an appeal’s revision. 

Ongoing 

                                                 
13 Adopted by the IASC CAP SWG in October 2006: the old Flash Appeal Guidelines may still be viewed at http://ochaonline.un.org/humanitarianappeal/DocView.asp?DocID=1397.   
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http://ochaonline.un.org/humanitarianappeal/DocView.asp?DocID=1397
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No.  Status 
OCHA should develop guidance, and be prepared to provide necessary support, to help country 
teams with the practicalities of doing CERF applications and a flash appeal at the same time.  
CERF-trained surge capacity staff could assist as needed, as well as persons trained as CAP 
facilitators and who are currently on the facilitators’ roster. 

Guidance and training material on the inter-linkages between CAPs/flash 
appeals and CERF were prepared by the CAP Section and the CERF 
Secretariat, distributed widely, and made available on the CERF website 
(http://cerf.un.org).  Regarding surge support, OCHA regularly deploys 
staff members to assist RC/HCs and country teams in emergency 
settings, with due emphasis placed on supporting the coordination of the 
immediate response as well as the preparation of flash appeals/CERF 
applications (if underway).  Increased attention will placed on ensuring 
that OCHA staff placed on the emergency response roster have an 
adequate understanding of CAPs/flash appeals and CERF.   

Global cluster leads should develop standard or generic project budgeting tools, including cluster 
templates, as well as project selection criteria, for flash appeals based on an estimate of generic per 
capita costs of response in each sector.  This could serve as an indicative guide in budgeting appeal 
projects, and thereby improve the predictability, transparency and accuracy of costs, as well as save 
time in issuing appeals.  IASC should request global cluster leads to proceed with this task.   

Ongoing 

Global clusters leads, in consultation with the Needs Assessment Group, should define standard 
rapid needs assessments or appraisals for each sector, with a view to making their use the standard 
by which to judge the scale and severity of a disaster, capitalising in particular on work done by the 
clusters with the Initial Rapid Assessment (IRA) tools.  Such a tool would inform the decision on 
whether to develop a flash appeal. 

Ongoing: Needs Assessment Group  

The IASC WG will be invited to clarify who has the ultimate responsibility for deciding on the scale 
and content of the flash appeal and its various components.  The RC’s office often has insufficient 
humanitarian capacity to ensure that appeal content is proportionate to need, realistic and/or 
relevant.  OCHA, supported by the IASC CAP SWG, should backstop the RC to ensure good project 
selection and budgeting.15

Ongoing 

The IASC WG will be invited to adopt guidelines on the inclusion of ER in flash appeals.16   Guidelines on ER in flash appeals finalized in March 2009 
The IASC WG will be invited to adopt guidelines for the interaction between individual agency 
appeals and flash appeals.   

Not done 

Individual appeals should be coordinated and rolled into the inter-agency appeal.17 Largely achieved in flash appeal situations 
OCHA Humanitarian Coordination System Strengthening Project should continue to further increase 
familiarity among RC/HCs with the flash appeal process. 

Done: RC/HC familiarized with flash appeal process during trainings 
throughout 2008 

 

OCHA, United Nations Development Programme/Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery 
(UNDP/BCPR) and International Strategy for Disaster Reduction, through their joint endeavour 
CADRI (Capacity for Disaster Reduction Initiative) should work together to ensure that RCs/HCs are 
prepared to manage the full range of their disaster risk management-related responsibilities, from 
disaster reduction through emergency response to recovery. 

Ongoing 

                                                 
15 This would respond to a longstanding demand by donors for better prioritization of actions proposed in flash appeals.   
16 Based on a draft policy on regulating early recovery in flash appeals, prepared by UNDP and IOM for the CAP SWG in 2007. 
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17 Faster issuance of flash appeals will go a long way to solving this problem. 

http://cerf.un.org/
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MEDIUM-TERM RECOMMENDATIONS (OCHA AND IASC) 
 

Recommendations related to preparedness 
 

No.  Status 
4.1.1 OCHA should record historical, operational data on national and international responses to previous 

disasters, building on the Who What Where (3W) mapping tool developed by Field Information 
Support.  As OCHA improves its baselines on preparedness and response capacity, this should be 
cross-referenced with country-level vulnerability levels pre-disaster, as per the ECHO humanitarian 
benchmarking system. 

Ongoing  

4.1.2 The IASC WG will be invited to agree on basic standard indicators and related thresholds to 
measure the severity/scale of a disaster, with a view to better supporting fast decisions on whether 
to develop a flash appeal, and to improving the reliability of stated funding needs therein. 

Ongoing: Needs Assessment Group 

4.1.3 OCHA and the IASC Information Management SWG should further develop and make use of 
standardized rapid appraisals and needs assessments for the purpose of improving quality and 
timeliness of flash appeals, and to enable comparison of needs across disasters/countries.  In this 
task, OCHA should seek input from the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent 
Societies (IFRC), drawing in particular on IFRC vulnerability and capacity assessment 
methodology, and capitalize on work done by the clusters with the IRA.18

As above 

 

                                                 
18 Some relevant work has already started within OCHA, on making use of proxy indicators to gather disaggregated baseline impact data across an affected area within 2-3 weeks of a disaster, to establish an inventory of all 
affected communities; identification of most-affected communities; calculation of relief needs; baseline for coordination and monitoring.  See “Using proxy indicators to assess impact and needs in sudden-onset disasters: initial 
concept paper,” Craig Williams, OCHA ROAP, Bangkok, December 2007.   
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Recommendations related to financing 
 

No.  Status 
 OCHA should make the method for CERF’s initial allocation more objective and transparent, by 

developing a standard method for initially calculating the amount that CERF provisionally allocates 
to a new disaster (which has been perceived by some as arbitrary) pending submission of suitable 
projects.  This method may include setting a range or target percentage of the amount of the 
Appeal. 

The Two-Year Evaluation of CERF recommended that an initial 
contribution from the Fund to a medium-scale disaster should be in the 
range of 10-20% of requirements.  Using this recommendation as a 
guide, the ERC – as manager of the Fund – has provided suggested 
funding envelopes based on the context and humanitarian needs, to the 
extent possible.  In general, initial envelopes of 10% of requirements 
have been provided following an initial assessment of needs and a 
review of the context and type/scale of disaster.  Approval of funding is 
dependent on the quality of the grant request submissions, as well as any 
up-to-date information on needs and funding levels 
 
Depending on efforts to introduce a common needs assessment 
framework, a tool for the categorization of crises may be developed 
which would determine the range for the initial pooled fund or donor 
contributions, according to the severity and scale of the disaster  

 OCHA should seek to use an existing CAP in lieu of flash appeal, where possible.  In many cases, 
existing CAPs can be used to accommodate the additional requirements of a new emergency in lieu 
of a flash appeal. 

Done (Nepal Floods Humanitarian Response Plan [also done for 2009 
Gaza Flash Appeal]) 
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ANNEX III: ACRONYMS AND ABREVIATIONS 
ACE Assessment and Classification of Emergencies 
 
BCPR (UNDP) Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery 
 
CADRI Capacity for Disaster Reduction Initiative 
CAP Consolidated Appeal or Consolidated Appeal Process  
CAP SWG CAP Sub-Working Group 
CERF Central Emergency Response Fund 
CRD Coordination and Response Division (of OCHA) 
CWGER Cluster Working Group on Early Recovery 
 
DPPT Disaster Preparedness Planning Training 
DREF Disaster Relief Emergency Fund  
DRM Disaster Risk Management 
 
ECHO European Commission Humanitarian Aid Office 
EPS Emergency Preparedness Section (OCHA) 
ER early recovery 
ESB Emergency Services Branch (OCHA) 
EWCPS Early Warning and Contingency Planning Section (OCHA) 
 
FAO  Food and Agriculture Organization 
FAOP Flash Appeal Overhaul Paper 
FCSS Field Coordination Support Section 
FTS Financial Tracking Service 
 
GA General Assembly 
GBV gender-based violence 
 
HC Humanitarian Coordinator 
HRSU Humanitarian Reform Support Unit (OCHA) 
 
IASC Inter-Agency Standing Committee 
IFRC International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies 
IOM International Organization for Migration 
IPC Integrated Food Security Phase Classification 
IRA Initial Rapid Assessment 
ISDR International Strategy for Disaster Reduction 
 
MoU memorandum of understanding 
 
NDRA National Disaster Response Advisor 
 
OCHA Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 
OSOCC On-Site Operations Coordination Centre 
 
PHRP Pakistan Humanitarian Response Plan 
 
RC Resident Coordinator 
RO Regional Office 
ROAP Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific (OCHA) 
ROLAC Regional Office for Latin America and Caribbean (OCHA) 
RTE real-time evaluation 
 
SDLS Staff Development and Learning Section (OCHA) 
SWG Sub-Working Group  
 
UNDAC United Nations Disaster Assessment and Coordination  
UNDAF United Nations Development Assistance Framework  
UNDP United Nations Development Programme 
 
WG Working Group 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Consolidated Appeal Process (CAP) 
 

 
The CAP is a tool for aid organisations to jointly plan, coordinate, implement and monitor their response 
to disasters and emergencies, and to appeal for funds together instead of competitively.  
 
It is the forum for developing a strategic approach to humanitarian action, focusing on close cooperation 
between host governments, donors, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), the International Red 
Cross and Red Crescent Movement, International Organization for Migration (IOM), and United Nations 
agencies. As such, it presents a snapshot of the situation and response plans, and is an inclusive and 
coordinated programme cycle of: 
 
• Strategic planning leading to a Common Humanitarian Action Plan (CHAP); 
• Resource mobilisation leading to a Consolidated Appeal or a Flash Appeal; 
• Coordinated programme implementation; 
• Joint monitoring and evaluation; 
• Revision, if necessary; 
• Reporting on results. 
 
The CHAP is the core of the CAP – a strategic plan for humanitarian response in a given country or 
region, including the following elements: 
 
• A common analysis of the context in which humanitarian action takes place; 
• An assessment of needs; 
• Best, worst, and most likely scenarios; 
• A clear statement of longer-term objectives and goals; 
• Prioritised response plans, including a detailed mapping of projects to cover all needs; 
• A framework for monitoring the strategy and revising it if necessary. 
 
The CHAP is the core of a Consolidated Appeal or, when crises break out or natural disasters strike, a 
Flash Appeal. Under the leadership of the Humanitarian Coordinator, and in consultation with host 
Governments and donors, the CHAP is developed at the field level by the Humanitarian Country Team. 
This team includes IASC members and standing invitees (UN agencies, the International Organization 
for Migration, the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement, and NGOs that belong to ICVA, 
Interaction, or SCHR), but non-IASC members, such as national NGOs, can also be included. 
 
The Humanitarian Coordinator is responsible for the annual preparation of the consolidated appeal 
document. The document is launched globally near the end of each year to enhance advocacy and 
resource mobilisation. An update, known as the Mid-Year Review, is presented to donors the following 
July. 
 
Donors generally fund appealing agencies directly in response to project proposals listed in appeals. 
The Financial Tracking Service (FTS), managed by the United Nations Office for the Coordination of 
Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), is a database of appeal funding needs and worldwide donor contributions, 
and can be found on www.reliefweb.int/fts. 
 
In sum, the CAP is how aid agencies join forces to provide people in need the best available 
protection and assistance, on time. 

 

http://www.reliefweb.int/
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	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
	The record-breaking 15 flash appeals in 2007 brought to the fore some long-standing weaknesses in flash appeal principles and practices, which the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) moved to correct.  A flash appeal overhaul plan was presented to donors at the February 2008 Montreux Retreat and to the IASC Working Group in June 2008, focusing on reviewing the flash appeal mechanism in light of other developments in humanitarian policy and response tools, including the Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF), the cluster approach, the Resident Coordinator/Humanitarian Coordinator (RC/HC) function, and efforts to improve contingency planning, rapid needs assessment, and surge capacity.  The basic rationale of flash appeals – to organize the response and funding requests, and to stimulate funding supply – were considered to be still relevant.  However, questions were raised by both appealing agencies and donors as to whether or not the design, practice, and image of flash appeals required an overhaul in view of what looked like increasing demands on this tool. 
	 
	The Flash Appeal Overhaul brought key elements of flash appeal policy into sharp focus, and its implementation is regarded as having improved the performance of the IASC in a number of areas.  In particular, greater compliance with existing policy on the speed of flash appeals was achieved: the average time taken to issue an appeal in 2008 was half of what it had been in 2007.  Greater clarity was also achieved regarding what should be included in them.  Fulfilment of the requirement to revise flash appeals has become more widespread and there is a growing body of best practice to underpin revisions.  Good progress was also achieved regarding prioritization (or categorization) of projects in revisions.  Greater clarity was achieved with regard to the phased introduction of early recovery projects, and the nature of the relationship to immediate CERF funding.  The importance of pre-disaster preparedness has been emphasized at every opportunity, particularly as the majority of 2008 flash appeals, as in 2007, took place in countries where the work of the UN and its partners had been mainly focusing on development.   
	 
	The experience of 2007 gave much consideration to the link between the large numbers of climate-related (or, perhaps more agnostically, natural-disaster-related) appeals that year and the increasing evidence of the humanitarian impacts of climate change, with an accompanying assumption that the need for, and the pressure on, humanitarian response tools would grow.  This assumption has not been borne out in 2008: there were fewer flash appeals than in 2007, and the range of situations in which flash appeals were used encompassed a wider variety of contexts.  These included political emergencies, complex emergencies, and natural and climatic disasters, with the key variable being that the flash appeal continued to demonstrate its value in generating inter-agency coordination, advocacy, and funding in a wide variety of contexts.  (The range is even broader if one includes the handful of humanitarian appeals and response plans in 2008 that were not explicitly called ‘flash appeals’ for various reasons, though using best flash appeal practice.)  Flash appeals were also launched in countries which heretofore had been averse, for a variety of reasons, from having any kind of organized international humanitarian response, such as Myanmar.   
	 
	As with any learning experience, many questions were answered and several more were raised, and difficult issues remain in implementing flash appeal overhaul.  This is particularly true of the revision process, with the overall experience at the moment showing as many different kinds of revision as there are contexts within which flash appeals are issued.  Additionally, some elements of the FAOP are yet to be satisfactorily addressed.  This includes the need to simplify or standardize rapid appraisal methodology and metrics of scale and severity, the need for agreed thresholds in indicating when to issue a flash appeal, and the need for clarity in the relationship between system-wide appeals and individual agency / organization appeals.  The amount of latitude that country teams in developmental settings can be allowed in trying to implement the best practices of humanitarian reform while in the heat of a new crisis is still controversial, although far less so than in key instances in 2007.  Related to the importance of pre-disaster preparedness, global cluster leads have some way to go in developing generic projects and budgets that could allow a flash appeal to be compiled almost immediately after a rapid appraisal and estimate of likely needs.  These issues will be the focus of continued implementation in the remainder of 2009 and 2010. 
	 
	In analysing the implementation of the Flash Appeal Overhaul Paper (FAOP) recommendations, this document follows the basic structure of the FAOP, and examines those appeals issued and revised from 1 January to 31 December 2008. 
	 
	 
	Table 1: 2008 Flash Appeals: by Emergency
	Original Requirements 
	($)
	Revised Requirements 
	($)
	Funding Received 
	($)
	% Funded
	Unmet Requirements 
	($)
	Population Identified for Assistance (initial appeal)
	Population Identified for Assistance (revision)
	Funding per Capita (based on revised requirements)* 
	($)
	Funding per Capita (based on funding received) 
	($)
	Notes to Population Identified for assistance
	Bolivia*
	18,215,196
	14,603,307
	14,603,307
	80%
	3,611,889
	300,000
	No revision
	61
	49
	 
	Georgia 
	59,653,319
	114,260,753
	72,987,948
	64%
	41,272,805
	128,700
	127,499
	896
	572
	 
	Haiti
	107,714,621
	121,100,791
	72,882,443
	60%
	48,218,348
	800,000
	800,000
	151
	91
	 
	Honduras
	17,086,986
	17,086,986
	6,000,252
	35%
	11,086,734
	271,179
	No revision
	63
	22
	50,000 food
	Kenya†
	41,938,954
	207,568,401
	136,895,869
	66%
	70,672,532
	500,000
	1,340,000
	155
	102
	includes 250,000 IDPs; revision included 840,000 drought-affected
	Kyrgyzstan
	20,635,263
	14,751,781
	7,989,186
	54%
	6,762,595
	800,000
	800,000
	18
	10
	includes 580,000 food-insecure; 200,000 shelter
	Madagascar** 
	36,476,586
	18,838,643
	18,838,643
	51%
	17,637,943
	239,000
	No revision
	153
	79
	 
	Myanmar†
	187,538,101
	477,134,253
	330,362,789
	69%
	146,771,464
	1,500,000
	2,400,000
	199
	138
	 
	Pakistan†
	55,102,503
	55,102,503
	37,993,128
	69%
	17,109,375
	400,000
	-
	138
	95
	 
	Southern African Region*** 
	89,178,415
	29,460,906
	29,460,906
	33%
	59,717,509
	1,300,000
	No revision
	69
	23
	includes 409,000 directly flood-affected; 805,000 benefiting from preparedness measures
	Tajikistan
	25,303,587
	26,914,132
	15,391,103
	57%
	11,523,029
	2,000,000
	2,000,000
	13
	8
	 
	Yemen**** 
	11,483,150
	11,483,150
	5,113,261
	45%
	6,369,889
	25,000
	No revision
	459
	205
	includes estimated 25 - 30,000 persons in camps
	Grand Totals
	670,326,681
	1,108,305,606
	748,518,835
	68%
	440,754,112
	8,263,879
	10,002,678
	 
	 
	Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on Financial Tracking Service (FTS).  
	* Unrevised as of Oct.  2008; appeal closed at 80% funding and unmet requirements reduced to zero. 
	** Unrevised as of Nov.  2008; appeal closed at 54% funding and unmet requirements reduced to zero. 
	*** Unrevised as of Nov.  2008; appeal closed at 32% funding and unmet requirements reduced to zero. 
	**** Unrevised as of April 2009; appeal closed at 45% funding and unmet requirements reduced to zero. 
	* Where appropriate, the caseload identified for the revision has been used.  Where appeal is unrevised, original requirements have been used to calculate per capita costs. 
	† Revised and converted into CAP-like year-long response plans, with revisions in January and May 2009.  For advocacy and financial tracking purposes, the entirety of the PHRP was moved into 2009.   However, for the purposes of this report, which is concerned with the performance of flash appeals launched and revised between 1 January – 31 December 2008, and in order not to skew the  financial analysis with the very substantial revised financial requirements of the Pakistan Humanitarian Response Plan (PHRP), only the initial version of the PHRP (September – December 2008) will  be part of this analysis. 
	 
	1. FLASH APPEALS IN CONTEXT IN 2008 
	The frequent natural disasters in 2007 resulted in an unprecedented cascade of flash appeals – 15 in all, 50% more than the previous greatest annual number.  Particularly worrying was the fact that 14 of the 15 flash appeals stemmed from climate-related disasters.  Together with data on the rise in natural disasters over the preceding decade and increasing evidence of the implications and impact of climate change, this context suggested that the trend of climate-related appeals might continue and even worsen.   
	 
	Table 2: Flash Appeals: 2003 – 2008
	Year
	Number of Flash Appeals 
	FA Funding Needs  
	($ million)
	Median Funding Need per FA  
	($ million)
	FA Funding Received  
	($ million)
	FA Funding Received as % of FA Needs
	Total CAP Needs 
	($ million)
	FA Needs as % of Total CAP/FA Needs
	2003
	2
	31
	n/a
	16
	51%
	5,220
	1%
	2004
	9
	451
	33
	179
	40%
	3,417
	13%
	2005*
	10
	2,181
	20
	1,766
	81%
	5,979
	36%
	2006
	6
	268
	35
	214
	80%
	5,061
	5%
	2007 
	15
	373
	19
	210
	56%
	5,142
	7%
	2008
	12
	1,108
	24
	748
	68%
	7,225
	16%
	Total
	54
	4,412
	451
	3,133
	71%
	32,044
	14%
	*2005 excl.  Tsunami
	9
	781
	518
	66%
	17%
	Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 31 March 2009, shown on FTS. 
	 
	The surge of flash appeals in 2007 highlighted the need for the IASC to overhaul the flash appeal system, most importantly by issuing flash appeals much faster – within about a week of the disaster, using a variety of means including improved contingency planning and the use of rapid appraisal and inference with available information – and revising them.  Adoption of the new standards was encouragingly swift: starting with the Myanmar Flash Appeal in May 2008, most flash appeals have been issued much faster than in 2007 – a median of 15 days after the disaster, compared to 32 days in 2007. 
	 
	2008 saw a drop in the overall number of flash appeals compared to 2007 from 15 to 12, although the funds requested increased considerably from $372,902,734 to $1,108,305,606 largely as a result of the large appeals (and their revisions) produced for Kenya, Myanmar, Georgia, and Haiti.  The number of climate-related appeals numbered nine, with three in particular – Southern Africa, Tajikistan, and Kyrgyzstan – being interesting for a mix of elements including preparedness, response, and contingency planning.  The latter two appeals in particular were interesting because of the unusual context – long-term development failures and climate change leading to critical energy shortages in a severe winter – within which the appeals were generated.  Two conflict-related situations (Kenya and Georgia) and one compound emergency (flooding and conflict-induced displacement in Pakistan) led to flash appeals.  Revised Flash Appeal Guidelines have been produced, taking into account the new requirements from the FAOP as well as best practice from the past few years.  The guidelines were field-tested several times before being finalized.   
	 
	At 67% overall, funding for flash appeals in 2008 was good (see Table 3 below).  Additionally, the speed of funding for flash appeals showed encouraging signs: the median was 52% of requirements received in the first month, with a range from 24% for Pakistan to 92% for Myanmar (see below, Section 2.4, Timeliness of funding).  (It is worth remembering that before 2006, median flash appeal funding one month after launch was only 16%.)  The CERF played an important part in this, complementing the donor response which continued to be a major factor: of the first-month funding for these appeals, the CERF provided a median of 22% (from 5% in the Southern Africa response to 17% in Tajikistan to 25% in Madagascar) and donors provided the rest.    
	 Table 3: 2008 Flash Appeals: by Crisis Type 
	Crisis 
	Type
	Country
	Region
	Date Issued**
	Apx.  Number of Persons Identified for Assistance***
	Total Funding Requested by Crisis Type 
	($)
	Total Funding Received by Disaster Type ($)
	% Funded
	Conflict
	Georgia
	Europe
	18-Aug-08
	1,467,499
	321,829,154
	209,883,817
	65%
	Kenya
	Africa
	16-Jan-08
	Compound emergency
	Pakistan
	Asia
	7-Sep-08
	400,000
	55,102,503
	37,993,128
	69%
	Natural disaster
	Bolivia
	South America
	20-Feb-08
	8,135,179
	731,373,949
	500,641,890
	68%
	Haiti
	Caribbean
	9-Sep-08
	Honduras
	Caribbean
	29-Oct-08
	Kyrgyzstan
	Central Asia
	28-Nov-08
	Madagascar
	Africa
	1-Mar-08
	Myanmar
	Asia
	9-May-08
	Southern Africa
	Africa
	12-Feb-08
	Tajikistan
	Central Asia
	15-Feb-08
	Yemen
	Middle East
	10-Nov-08
	Grand Totals
	10,002,678
	1,108,305,606
	748,518,835
	67%
	Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 31 March 2009, shown on FTS. 
	* Includes Malawi, Mozambique, Zambia, and Zimbabwe.  
	** corresponds to date of initial appeal, not revised appeal. 
	*** See calculation in Table 1 above. 
	 
	 
	A second key pillar of the flash appeal overhaul – that all flash appeals need to be revised about a month after their first edition, in exchange for the latitude to use estimates and inference and to propose a generic response in the first edition for the sake of speed – began to take effect.  Although revisions have long been part of IASC flash appeal policy, in practice they have only occasionally been done, thus missing an opportunity to improve the targeting of resources and to maximize the quality and quantity of assistance to people in need.  Of the 12 flash appeals launched in 2008, eight were revised; not all of them were revised on time, or easily, but in most cases the country teams adapted the appeal’s form and duration specifically to the context.   
	 
	Whilst revisions are invariably more complete documents, incorporating elements from CAPs such as prioritization of projects and strengthening aspects of humanitarian reform like improved cluster coordination, one of the key incentives for country teams to do them – that they improve the funding response – has yet to be conclusively demonstrated.  This renewed emphasis on revising flash appeals has also raised the issue of what to do with appeals that are left un-revised.  Following discussion within the IASC, the emerging practice is to ‘close’ unrevised appeals after six months at the level of funding received, so as to reduce unmet requirements to zero.  This enforcement measure however has to follow an effort to ensure that a country team has the requisite capacity to do the work (see section 2.3 for more details on revisions).   
	 
	2008 also saw a rise in appeals which were functionally and qualitatively similar to flash appeals, but were not branded as such for a variety of reasons, and often in countries whose governments have heretofore been averse to international humanitarian appeals.  If one were to add these seven humanitarian appeals which can be classed as ‘quasi-flash appeals’, then the total rises to 19 flash and quasi-flash appeals for 2008 (see tables 4 and 5 below).   
	 
	This development raises some interesting points.  On the one hand, it demonstrates the propagation of the flash appeal concept through the humanitarian system and, arguably, into parts of the development system as well.  The method of propagation is not definitive, but could conceivably be through word of mouth, individual or agency experience, or the increasingly high profile of some flash appeals.  In many ways, however, it shows that the decision to develop a flash appeal depends as much upon a range of contextual issues, from government capacities or sensitivities to country team capacities and knowledge of the flash appeal ‘service’ available to the affected country, to any qualitative assessment of a given emergency’s impact, or indeed IASC policy and humanitarian best practice.   
	  
	Table 4: 2008 ‘Quasi-Flash Appeals’
	Appeal Title
	Funds Requested  
	($)
	Funding Received  
	($)
	% Funded
	Afghanistan Joint Appeal 2008: Humanitarian Consequences of Rise in Food Prices (February - June 2008)
	81,321,254
	66,631,207
	82%
	Colombia UNETE Flood Response Plan 2008-2009*
	33,195,000
	(Funding not reported)
	Cuba Post-Hurricane Plan of Action 2008
	30,014,321
	9,159,059
	31%
	Djibouti Joint Appeal 2008: Response Plan for Drought, Food and Nutrition Crisis
	31,690,382
	10,968,413
	35%
	Lao PDR Joint Appeal for Flood Recovery and Rehabilitation 2008
	9,945,999
	4,522,024
	45%
	Nepal Floods Humanitarian Response Plan 2008
	15,518,984
	10,322,914
	67%
	Syria Drought Appeal 2008
	20,224,504
	4,008,247
	20%
	Total
	221,910,444
	105,611,864
	48%
	Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 31 March 2009, shown on FTS 
	* Includes 0-6 months humanitarian, and 6-18 months recovery phases. 
	 
	Table 5: 2008 ‘Quasi-Flash Appeals’: by IASC Standard Sector
	Sector
	Funds Requested 
	($)
	Funding Received 
	($)
	% Funded
	Agriculture
	37,104,144
	3,858,349
	10%
	Coordination and Support Services
	10,093,700
	200,000
	2%
	Economic Recovery and Infrastructure
	6,269,000
	356,100
	6%
	Education
	7,181,525
	1,360,277
	19%
	Food
	115,716,520
	84,938,298
	73%
	Health
	20,295,263
	5,922,702
	29%
	Protection/Human Rights/Rule of Law
	4,903,346
	449,623
	9%
	Sector not yet specified
	600,000
	3,577,464
	596%
	Shelter and Non-Food Items
	8,699,757
	1,596,880
	18%
	Water and Sanitation
	11,047,189
	3,352,171
	30%
	Total
	221,910,444
	105,611,864
	48%
	Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 31 March 2009, shown on FTS 
	 
	While it is understandable that a government may not wish to be seen to appeal for aid, perhaps a realization is growing that flash appeals, or their euphemized equivalent, represent international organizations’ method of planning and fund raising for their agreed role in supporting governments’ responsibilities – in the same way that they do for developmental programmes, with scarcely any controversy.  However, whilst the replication of core substantive and behavioural elements of flash appeals should be welcomed, there is sometimes little or no awareness outside the affected country that these appeals are being produced, often until it is too late to offer technical and procedural assistance.   
	 
	Difficult issues still remain in implementing the flash appeal overhaul.  The amount of latitude that country teams in developmental settings can be allowed in trying to implement the best practices of humanitarian reform while in the heat of a new crisis is still controversial.  A consequence of 2007’s climatic patterns is that more disasters struck in countries with no longstanding humanitarian operation: for example the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) did not have a presence in 11 out of the 15 countries for which flash appeals were issued in 2007.  This was the same in 2008, with no OCHA presence in seven of the 12 countries or situations for appeals were issued in 2008,  nor in four of the six countries which produced quasi-flash appeals.  External capacity to support such teams is improving but less than fully reliable.   
	 
	Standard metrics of scale and severity are under development but not yet in widespread use.  Global cluster leads have some way to go in developing generic projects and budgets that could allow a flash appeal to be compiled almost immediately after a rapid appraisal and estimate of likely needs. 
	  
	2. WEAKNESSES AND CHALLENGES IN THE FLASH APPEAL PROCESS 
	2.1 Delay 


	2007 saw some significant delays in the issuance of flash appeals, moreover with no commensurate gain in quality or precision.  Among 2007 flash appeals, the average span between disaster  and appeal was 35 days, with the slowest being Burkina Faso at 79 days, and the Dominican Republic the fastest at eight.  An average of a month between disaster and flash appeal clearly nullified much of the appeal’s effectiveness and purpose.  (It is worth noting that the next Burkina Faso Flash Appeal, in September 2009, was issued eight days after floods struck.) 
	 
	One of the major achievements therefore of 2008 has been a marked improvement in the time taken to issue flash appeals (see table on details on time taken in stages of development of initial flash appeal in annex).  The average in 2008 has been 18 days, with the fastest being the Haiti, Kyrgyzstan, and Myanmar appeals (all of which were produced in seven days or under), and the slowest being Bolivia (55 days).  It was noteworthy this year that a number of high-profile emergencies, including Myanmar, Haiti, and Georgia, produced flash appeals in record time.  Furthermore, close inspection of the data on the intervals in the various stages of appeal development in 2007 showed that by far the longest interval was typically that between the disaster and the Resident Coordinator/Humanitarian Coordinator’s (RC/HC) decision to develop a flash appeal (an average of 21 days).  In 2008 this average was halved to ten days.   
	 
	Part of the reason for this improvement in time taken is due to the insistence that the first version of a flash appeal could be based upon pre-disaster baseline date, reasonable inference, or even best guess as to the severity of the situation.  This new norm was, for example, stressed in a series of simulations in the West Africa region.  It was also stressed as one of the outcomes from the February 2008 donors-IASC conference in Montreux.  The proviso was, of course, that donors would undertake to fund such appeals if they were thereafter revised (see below Section 2.3).  Improved awareness of RC/HCs of the flash appeal, as well as improved training on humanitarian response tools, was also a key factor in improving the timing of appeals.   
	 
	Further explanation for the overall improvements in speed of issuing appeals came from the specific technical support provided by the CAP Section.  Surge capacity was offered to several appeals (both the original and revised Georgia Flash Appeal), as well as ‘remote’ CAP Section support in a variety of ways including assistance with drafting key elements of the appeal.  This arrangement worked particularly well with the Bolivia, Kenya, and Myanmar appeals.   
	 
	 
	2.2 Failure to Find the Right Balance Between Speed and Precision in Needs  Assessment 

	The overall improvement in the speed of flash appeals would not have been possible in 2008 without at least some success in country teams finding a better balance between speed and precision in needs assessment, and internalising the principle and practice of launching initial appeals with estimated needs and response largely based on remote sensing, secondary data, and reasonable inference.  Whilst previously country teams might have hesitated in producing flash appeals which, to their eyes, were clearly lacking in assessment data, it is now better understood that revisions offer the chance to rectify strategies and correct assumptions which might have proven to be faulty.   
	 
	As part of the IASC-requested mapping of needs assessment and analysis initiatives, the OCHA Assessment and Classification of Emergencies (ACE) Project carried out a review of the evidence base for decision-making in flash appeals (and CAPs).   The main finding was that flash appeals employ a high percentage of pre-crisis information to support evidence of estimated humanitarian needs, since only limited data is available within one to two weeks of the onset of the crisis.  In this regard, pre-crisis data is essential to informing the initial flash appeal based on estimated and inferred needs.  The relatively low number of common indicators that the ACE study found suggests that the majority of indicators are highly context-specific.   
	 
	This finding corroborates the evidence that initial flash appeals in 2008 were issued faster with less emphasis on time spent securing better assessment information, and that country teams have in many instances successfully internalized the importance of speed over perfect accuracy.  It also offers further support to the practice of issuing flash appeals as soon as possible after a disaster using, amongst other tools, available information as well as underlining the importance of preparedness and contingency planning.  Analysis of whether flash appeal revisions incorporated additional new information showed that typically the number of indicators reported increased by at least 60% or over from the original flash appeal, in line with expectations of more accurate supplementary information from further needs assessments carried out in the weeks after the onset of the crisis. 
	 
	The development of a reduced, core set of indicators that would be collected more consistently could improve comparability in measuring needs.  Flash appeals (as well as CAPs) would also benefit from establishing standards for the reporting of sectoral indicators, including consistent terminology and units of analysis, as well as increased reference to international standards, particularly in the Health and Nutrition Sectors.  Standard sectoral indicators, as well as reference to established thresholds for international mortality and nutrition standards, would facilitate the analysis of changes over time in the emergency context and support judgments on the level of severity in the appeals.   
	 
	Improved linkages between needs assessments, preparedness, and contingency planning could support the more ready availability of consolidated pre-crisis baseline data, and the prompt publication of flash appeals following the onset of a crisis.  For example, most of the suggested indicators in the flash appeal template (the ‘basic facts’ box normally presented at the beginning of an appeal) are pre-crisis indicators, and therefore could be pre-consolidated as part of preparedness activities in high-risk countries.   
	 
	With the increase in revisions, needs analysis methods also have to be refined.  Flash appeals rarely distinguish between the levels and ways in which people are “affected” by a disaster with for example the entire caseload often deemed to need food aid.  With some exceptions in the revisions, the appeals rarely compare needs across sectors.  More nuanced categories of “affected”, including levels of displacement, loss of shelter, food, sanitation, etc, are therefore needed.   
	 
	 
	Example of importance of disaggregation of population-related data: gender 
	The OCHA Gender Advisory Team reviewed six flash appeals launched in 2008 relation to climate-induced disasters (Bolivia, Haiti, Honduras, Madagascar, Myanmar, and Tajikistan), finding that, although some good activities promoting gender equality were included, the Flash Appeals failed in gender mainstreaming.  The review focused on four issues: use of sex- and age-disaggregated data, gender equality programming, prevention and response to gender-based violence (GBV) and participation.  It found that 27 (15%) of the 181 projects in the flash appeals reviewed disaggregated beneficiaries by sex and age, while two out of 181 projects were directly linked to GBV.  The review notes that most of the appeals do reflect some gender equality programming, as well as stakeholder participation.  These considerations, however, are of a general nature, and project proposals do not outline concrete actions (although this is in large part due to the expedient ‘box’ format of projects in flash appeals). 
	 
	Flash appeals should include sex- and age-disaggregated data to the extent possible, since these data are crucial in order to deliver targeted and effective assistance.  As an example, this data could be included in the section on basic humanitarian and development indicators that usually follows the executive summary.  All clusters/sectors should also be aware of their responsibility to design projects in a manner that prevent and respond to GBV.  In the planning process, they should also consult with and engage affected communities, including women.  
	 
	Flash appeals are not alone in exhibiting this shortcoming.  More broadly, the humanitarian community still lacks a mechanism to judge needs and make comparisons between crises in the form of a template that brings together, for example, the need for and constraints on humanitarian response based on the number of people requiring humanitarian response; state of the affected population pre-disaster; extent of the damage; ease of access; and capacity of the government.  Improved comparability and consistency of such basic metrics would both inform the decision on whether to trigger a flash appeal (especially in borderline situations where, as an example, predictable climatic variation widens to cause humanitarian needs), and provide basic rapid needs analysis for appeals that are triggered.   
	 
	Whilst such harmonization and efficient coordination of needs assessments across clusters/sectors is something that donors want, key agencies have expressed concerns that it is technically difficult, may not reflect adequately the complexity and specificity of each individual crisis, and risks creating considerable challenges in terms of principles.  The humanitarian imperative urges humanitarian agencies to alleviate human suffering wherever it is found on the basis of need and not on political or other considerations.  This issue of course goes beyond the scope of this report, and of flash appeals in general.  The IASC Needs Assessment Group is currently considering this issue.  Its nearly finalized terms of reference state that “there is in general a lack of sufficiently coordinated, timely, credible and comparable (emphasis added) cross-sector needs assessments and related capacities.  These factors hinder informed cross-sectoral humanitarian decision-making and risk reducing the effectiveness of the humanitarian response, with potentially negative consequences for populations that already have suffered tremendously.” 
	 
	 
	 
	2.3 Revising Flash Appeals 

	Significant progress was achieved in 2008 in revising flash appeals.  Eight of the 12 appeals issued in 2008 were revised.  Five were revised within the calendar year, and one (Kyrgyzstan) was revised as planned in early 2009 to conform to the latest updated assessment information.   This alone represents an 800% increase on revisions in 2007, although this success was accompanied by some new and unforeseen developments.  With more flash appeals being revised, the workload on country teams and on OCHA CAP Section is essentially doubling.  12 flash appeals, plus eight revisions, plus six quasi-flash appeals in addition to the other duties that CAP Section must perform, left the Section severely stretched at certain times during the year.  Revisions also added work to at times overstretched humanitarian country teams (see below).   
	 
	Table 6: 2008 Flash Appeals: by Days Needed to Complete Revisions 
	Country
	revision due*
	Date revision final field draft sent to OCHA-GVA
	Date revised appeal published
	# days revised final field draft - revision published
	# days revision due - revision finalized
	# days original appeal - revised appeal publications
	Bolivia
	20-Mar-08
	Appeal unrevised
	Kenya
	16-Feb-08
	27-Mar-08
	09-Apr-08
	13
	53
	84
	Southern Africa
	08-Mar-08
	Appeal unrevised
	Tajikistan
	15-Mar-08
	02-May-08
	10-May-08
	8
	56
	85
	Madagascar
	01-Apr-09
	Appeal unrevised
	Myanmar
	09-Jun-08
	02-Jul-08
	10-Jul-08
	8
	31
	62
	Georgia
	19-Sep-08
	01-Oct-08
	07-Oct-08
	6
	18
	49
	Pakistan
	07-Oct-08
	21-Jan-09
	30-Jan-09
	9
	115
	145
	Haiti
	10-Nov-08
	12-Dec-08
	19-Dec-08
	7
	39
	100
	Honduras
	28-Nov-08
	03-April-09
	08-Apr-09
	5
	131
	162
	Yemen
	10-Dec-08
	Appeal unrevised
	Kyrgyszstan
	28-Dec-08
	02-Feb-09
	06-Feb-09
	4
	40
	70
	Averages
	8
	60
	95
	Source: FTS, communications with participating agencies and country teams 
	* IASC policy requires a flash appeal to be revised approximately one month after its launch: the revision due dates indicated in this table correspond to one month after launch. 
	 
	Table 7: 2008 Flash Appeal Revisions: Sorted by % in Funding Increases
	Revision
	Original Requirements
	Revised Requirements
	Increase 
	(%)
	Increase 
	($)
	Kenya
	41,938,954
	207,568,401
	495%
	165,629,447
	Myanmar
	187,538,101
	477,134,253
	254%
	289,596,152
	Georgia
	59,653,319
	114,260,753
	192%
	54,607,434
	Haiti
	107,714,621
	121,100,791
	112%
	13,386,170
	Tajikistan
	25,303,587
	26,914,132
	106%
	1,610,545
	Kyrgyzstan 
	20,635,263
	14,751,781
	71%
	-5,883,482
	Grand Totals
	442,783,845
	961,730,111
	217%
	518,946,266
	Median increase
	152%
	33,996,802
	Average increase
	205%
	86,491,044
	Source for all tables: FTS, CAP Section records, and www.humanitarianappeal.net  
	Note: Financial requirements for the Honduras Flash Appeal were not changed following its revision. 
	 
	Revisions have invariably been more complete documents incorporating elements from CAPs such as prioritization of projects and strengthening aspects of humanitarian reform like improved cluster coordination.  Most revisions successfully instigated prioritization, or categorization, of their projects.  Prioritization criteria, as might be expected, were highly country-specific and varied widely across flash appeals with criteria ranging from how the project targets a vulnerable group, to whether it is considered realistic, to whether it is seasonally-based.  Since not all the criteria used were concerned with levels of need, there is a risk that the resulting project rankings can be said to be somewhat arbitrary.  While the choice of prioritization methodology is highly dependent on the context and level of assessment capacity in the field, more consistent prioritization methodology and/or criteria could support comparability between appeals.   
	 
	Additionally, far from being merely re-writes or updates of the initial appeal, most revisions took forms and durations that were specifically adapted to the appeal’s context: 
	 Extended to nine-month/one-year response plans (Kenya, Pakistan, Myanmar); 
	 Interlinked with recovery frameworks (Georgia, Haiti); 
	 Revised but with original strategy and projects unchanged (Honduras). 
	 
	However, if there is one motive for a country team to conduct a revision it is in the expectation of an improved funding response to the emergency.  This key incentive – that funding improves after a revision – has yet to be conclusively demonstrated (see table on funding to all flash appeals by month following emergency, and table on cumulative graph of all funding to flash appeals by month following emergency).  Most funding is still coming in within the first month of the appeal, and CERF is still responsible for much of this first month response.  The lack of a post-revision funding increase was the subject of a number of discussions with country teams and with OCHA regional offices in 2008.   
	 
	If revising an appeal does not seem to bring in extra funding, a country team may take this as a reason not to do them, risking a kind of vicious circle: country teams get no money so they do not revise – country teams do not revise, so they do not get money.  The fact is that there are not enough examples of revisions to state with any certainty that they bring in no additional or renewed funding, and there certainly will be no proof of this if flash appeals are not consistently revised.  Returning to the point made above about the shape that some revisions takes, examples wherein very little, if anything, changes from the original strategy are needed to prove that revisions do not all have to look the same.  Some can be substantially rewritten, some can extend operations for a year, and some can make no changes at all to the original strategy either because the emergency has evolved as predicted, or because other factors (such as poor funding) have constrained the response.   
	 
	Aside from aiming to generate further funding, revisions of flash appeals are IASC policy.  They are opportunities for further advocacy.  They are a chance to fully assess funding levels as revisions oblige appealing agencies to review their funding and reporting, and invariably the reported funding goes up as previously unreported contributions are registered.  Revisions are also the chance to tell donors that they might not be living up to the commitments that they have made, the chance to introduce a wider range of projects, and to refine country team coordination arrangements. 
	 
	This renewed emphasis on revising flash appeals has also raised the issue of what to do with appeals that are left un-revised.  Following discussion within the IASC, the emerging practice is to ‘close’ unrevised appeals after six months at the level of funding received, so as to reduce unmet requirements to zero, on the argument that initial funding requests unsupported by anything more than initial estimates and inferences are valid only in the early days.  Three flash appeals were closed in this manner in 2008 (Bolivia, Madagascar, and Southern Africa), with a fourth (Yemen) likely to be closed as of April 2009.   However, this enforcement measure has to follow an effort to ensure that a country team has the requisite capacity to do the work of revising a flash appeal in the first place.  Again, in the absence of hard evidence that revising a flash appeal improves donor response to an emergency, country teams might balk at the effort required to do so. 
	 
	 
	 
	2.4 Funding to Flash Appeals 

	If flash appeals reflect critical needs, then funding gaps will mean critical needs remain.  As always, flash appeals can not be examined out of context, but some of the themes which reoccur across all emergencies were timeliness of funding; the commitment of fresh funding following revisions (see above Section 2.3); the spread of funding across all agencies/clusters/sectors; and the amount of funding to emergencies with flash appeals that was committed outside the appeal (i.e. bilaterally).  Other issues include the level of funding committed to emergencies that differ from the norm, usually in terms of their conceptualization. 
	 
	Timeliness of funding 
	As one of the main points of flash appeals is a speedy funding response, funding within one month of launch is a key indicator.  In 2008, average funding received for flash appeals within one month of launch was 43% of original requirements. (This average is skewed somewhat by the high-end cases of Myanmar and Kenya; the median is 34%.)  Despite an overall perception of improvement in flash appeal results, this average and median are actually lower than those of 2005 and 2006 (see chart below, and table on funding within one month [based on original requirements)]).  However, some aspects of improvement are detectable: for example in 2005, four flash appeals had less than 15% funding after one month, whereas only one 2008 flash appeal fell below that threshold; improved coverage of appeals is largely due to CERF (see chart 1 below). 
	 
	Table 8: Funding for flash appeals within one month of launch, as % of requirements:   averages per year
	Median
	Average*
	Comments
	2008
	34%
	43%
	12 flash appeals; one-month funding no better than historical average, despite perceived improvement.
	2007
	35%
	30%
	15 flash appeals, all but one climate-related.
	2006
	44%
	57%
	Only five flash appeals, two of which were politically high-profile (Timor-Leste and Lebanon) and raised the average one-month funding response.
	2005
	44%
	45%
	Ten flash appeals; one-month funding led by Tsunami and Pakistan earthquake; but four appeals had less than 15% funding after one month.
	2004
	17%
	24%
	Nine flash appeals; weak one-month funding response on average.
	*Mathematically, averages are more skewed by high or low extremes in the sample than medians are. 
	 
	 Chart 1: Funding for Flash Appeals within One Month of Launch, as % of Requirements:  2008 
	  
	Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS  
	 
	 
	Chart 2: 2008 Flash Appeals: Distribution of Contributions (by Quarter) 
	 
	The spread of funding by quarter offers some interesting analysis. The overwhelming majority of funding (76%) to flash appeals comes before the appeals’ launch and in the succeeding first quarter. This implies that flash appeals do provide sufficient attention and advocacy towards emergencies to generate funding requests in the critical first weeks.  However, that funding then suffers a significant drop-off, with only 24% coming in the remaining three quarters. With most revisions taking place in the second quarter, this is further evidence that they are not generating renewed funding towards the emergency (see as well section 2.3 above).   
	Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS  
	 
	Note: this chart takes the duration of all flash appeals and aggregates them into quarterly units for analysis.  A quarter is approximately three months.   
	 Spread of funding across sectors 
	The percentage that an appeal is funded is invariably the most commonly-cited indicator of its success or of the success of flash appeals collectively.  It does, however, hide weaknesses in sectoral funding for certain sectors in flash appeals, and masks the disparities of sheer scale or size of the funding amounts requested and received, and when it was received.  The 2008 information for flash appeals shows that there are significant differences in the spread of funding across sectors.   
	 
	Table 9: Flash Appeals 2007 – 2008: Funding by IASC Standard Sector (In Descending  Order of % Funded in 2008) 
	Sector
	Funding Requested 2007 
	($)
	Funding Requested 2008 
	($)
	Committed/Contributed 2007 
	($)
	Committed/ 
	Contributed 2008 
	($)
	% of require- 
	ments funded 2007
	% of require-ments funded 2008
	Mine Action
	0
	400,000
	0
	394,926
	0%
	99%
	Food
	110,622,294
	349,302,649
	83,697,301
	277,753,310
	76%
	80%
	Multi-Sector
	738,714
	26,118,277
	738,714
	19,912,688
	100%
	77%
	Coordination and Support Services
	22,002,747
	91,516,960
	10,293,766
	68,103,266
	47%
	74%
	Protection/Human Rights/Rule of Law
	6,609,058
	38,828,102
	1,555,315
	21,319,047
	24%
	55%
	Shelter and Non-Food Items
	37,995,166
	152,290,668
	18,457,893
	82,466,816
	49%
	54%
	Education
	18,475,196
	51,472,706
	3,308,258
	27,550,251
	18%
	54%
	Water and Sanitation
	33,365,606
	102,239,775
	16,905,703
	53,297,992
	51%
	52%
	Health
	54,610,403
	123,526,081
	30,165,491
	63,345,258
	55%
	51%
	Economic Recovery and Infrastructure
	40,481,100
	125,346,312
	3,906,903
	41,914,671
	10%
	33%
	Agriculture
	47,480,250
	128,453,039
	23,904,548
	40,408,404
	50%
	31%
	Safety and Security of Staff and Operations
	522,200
	710,323
	0
	0
	0%
	0%
	Flexible funding and other adjustments
	0
	-81,899,286
	19,804,055
	44,596,353
	n/a
	-54%
	TOTAL
	372,902,734
	1,108,305,606
	212,737,947
	741,062,982
	57%
	67%
	Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS  
	 
	Differences in funding levels can be seen not just between sectors.  There is also a concentration of funding received amongst a group of appealing agencies, and a concentration of funding committed by a group of donors, as shown in the tables 10 and 11 below.   
	 Table 10: 2008 Flash Appeals: Top 15 Appealing Agencies (sorted by funds contributed) 
	Appealing Agency
	Total Requirements ($)
	Funds Received  
	($)
	% Funded
	Agency’s Share of Total Flash Appeal Requirements 
	Agency’s Share of Total Flash Appeal Funding Received
	World Food Programme
	419,227,861
	332,576,972
	79%
	40%
	48%
	United Nations Children's Fund
	178,443,952
	112,624,799
	63%
	17%
	16%
	United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
	92,364,272
	60,659,908
	66%
	9%
	9%
	Save the Children 
	42,009,137
	40,683,010
	97%
	4%
	6%
	Food & Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
	103,265,902
	37,057,641
	36%
	10%
	5%
	United Nations Development Programme
	109,874,759
	35,658,487
	32%
	10%
	5%
	International Organization for Migration
	39,178,882
	15,285,031
	39%
	4%
	2%
	World Health Organization
	25,457,289
	14,349,862
	56%
	2%
	2%
	World Vision 
	7,669,743
	9,074,098
	118%
	1%
	1%
	Medical Emergency Relief International
	6,554,012
	7,510,870
	115%
	1%
	1%
	CARE International
	6,846,266
	6,988,638
	102%
	1%
	1%
	Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs
	8,600,236
	6,710,765
	78%
	1%
	1%
	Catholic Relief Services
	7,627,779
	6,014,279
	79%
	1%
	1%
	OCHA (Emergency Response Fund)
	2,000,000
	5,453,278
	273%
	0%
	1%
	Norwegian Refugee Council
	3,625,022
	4,660,472
	129%
	0%
	1%
	Median
	25,457,289
	14,349,862
	Average
	70,183,007
	46,353,874
	Sub-total top 15 appealing agencies
	1,052,745,112
	695,308,110
	69%
	Sub-total remaining 109 appealing agencies
	55,560,494
	45,754,872
	94%*
	Grand Total 
	1,108,305,606
	741,062,982
	70%
	Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS  
	* in terms of percentage of total funds received by flash appeals in 2008, the $45.7 million received by the remaining 109 appealing agencies is 6.2% -- in other words, the ‘market share’ of the top 15 recipient agencies is 93.8%.   
	Donor
	Funds Committed  
	($)
	2007 Donors
	Funds committed  
	($)
	United States of America
	148,039,643
	CERF
	68,905,403
	United Kingdom 
	83,592,332
	European Commission (ECHO)
	27,776,290
	CERF
	81,406,647
	United States
	21,816,965
	ECHO
	60,925,955
	United Kingdom
	11,510,074
	Canada
	32,501,636
	Private (individuals & organizations)
	9,246,622
	Sweden
	29,499,944
	Allocations of unearmarked funds by UN agencies
	9,156,156
	Netherlands
	24,981,161
	Sweden
	6,229,648
	Australia
	23,972,350
	Other income
	5,569,000
	Norway
	21,933,095
	Canada
	5,503,886
	Japan
	24,533,378
	Norway
	5,427,055
	Various donors 
	18,855,243
	Australia
	4,339,117
	Carry-over (donors not specified)
	18,667,657
	Germany
	4,258,507
	Private (individuals & organizations)
	16,681,239
	France
	4,119,576
	Germany
	15,882,720
	Netherlands
	3,469,000
	Denmark
	11,895,368
	Belgium
	3,440,048
	Median
	24,533,378
	Median
	5,569,000
	Average
	40,891,225
	Average
	12,271,022
	Sub-total top 15 donors
	613,368,368
	Sub-total top 15 donors
	190,767,347
	Sub-total remaining 97 donors
	127,694,614
	Sub-total remaining 27 donors
	21,970,600
	Grand Total
	741,062,982
	Grand Total
	212,737,947
	Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS  
	 
	Perceived over-budgeting, or unsubstantiated funding requests 
	Funding requests have in the past been often perceived by donors to be at least partly unfounded, with two types in particular pointed out for attention: over-budgeted projects and non-humanitarian projects (see section 2.6 on early recovery in flash appeals).  On the other side of the debate, agencies submit what are considered to be objective and assessed project proposals (or as objective and assessed as the short timeline for producing initial flash appeals allows them to be, hence the importance of revisions), but perceive a lack of consistency and transparency between what gets funded and what does not.   
	 
	Pre-agreed, standardized cost ranges may be a way of addressing at least the former concern of donors (over-budgeted projects).  In the 2006 global cluster appeal, three clusters produced a generic estimated cost for addressing needs in their sectors for a hypothetical emergency of 500,000 people.  Since then OCHA has encouraged the global clusters to formalize these estimates as a budget starting point for flash appeals, but so far the global cluster leads have not made progress.  However, there is a strong point to be made that flash appeals are only credible if they reflect the situation at hand.  While such standard estimates can be the beginning of an analysis, they are not complete enough.   
	 
	Funding committed ‘outside’ the flash appeal  
	Funding committed outside flash appeals to emergencies for which flash appeals were issued equalled 42% of the total funds to those emergencies.   This compares favourably to the amount contributed outside flash appeals to emergencies in 2007, which at $252,532,588 was 54% of all funding to emergencies with flash appeals (meaning that a majority of money for emergencies with flash appeals went ‘outside’ the appeal than ‘in’ it).   
	 
	Granted, there are difficulties in assessing and using this data – much of which is reporting of bilateral in-kind contributions – in a reliable manner, mainly because there is often an element of arbitrariness in assigning dollar values to in-kind goods and some kinds of bilateral assistance.  However, a degree of the funding that goes outside flash appeals could, and very possibly should, be counted towards them.  Evidence for this comes in the type of aid that is given outside the appeal, and the agencies who often receive it.  In many cases, neither is incompatible with activities and agencies appealing for funds in the flash appeal.  Indeed, it is not uncommon to see an agency maintain projects and activities ‘outside’ an appeal whilst appealing for funds for separate, but very similar, projects ‘in’ it.  There are in addition numerous statements from donors that indicate the preference of some of them to only fund projects in consolidated humanitarian appeals.   
	 
	There is a risk, however, that this significant funding is not being taken fully into account by HCTs when appeals are being revised.  This might be reflective of excessive concentration on what is in the appeal.  It might indicate reporting discrepancies between what donors and agencies tell FTS and what is actually happening on the ground.  It might also be reflective of a lack of coordination between all actors on the ground – both those ‘in’ the appeal and those ‘outside’ it.  It certainly reflects a cautionary stance taken by some agencies, particularly NGOs, about putting all their eggs in one basket – i.e.  the flash appeal – which is not under their control, still perceived to be UN-centric and UN-dominated, still perceived to be a financing mechanism in and of itself (the perception that one receives funding ‘through’ a flash appeal), and reflects a perception that it is better to spread funding requests widely, in the spirit of portfolio diversification.   
	 
	This sense of risk management could also be said to be shared by donors.  Whilst some donors commit actively to funding all, or nearly all, of their humanitarian programmes through projects in flash appeals (and CAPs), there are some which clearly fund common humanitarian appeals generously, but also give substantial amounts to actions not planned in the appeal’s framework .   
	 
	 
	Table 12: 2008 Emergencies with Flash Appeals: Funding Committed ‘Outside’ the Flash  Appeal 
	Appeal
	Flash Appeal Revised Requirements 
	($)
	Flash Appeal Funding Received 
	($)
	Flash Appeal Funded 
	(%)
	Reported Funding ‘Outside’ Flash Appeal  
	(FTS Table H) 
	($)
	Reported Funding Outside Flash Appeal as % of Total Funding for Emergency 
	Total Funding Received  
	(Flash Appeal & ‘Outside’ Appeal)
	Bolivia 
	14,603,307
	14,603,307
	80%
	11,151,843
	43%
	25,755,150
	Georgia 
	114,260,753
	72,987,948
	64%
	68,814,421
	49%
	141,802,369
	Haiti 
	121,100,791
	72,882,443
	60%
	52,826,002
	42%
	125,708,445
	Honduras 
	17,086,986
	6,000,252
	35%
	3,737,061
	38%
	9,737,313
	Kenya 
	207,568,401
	136,895,869
	66%
	48,577,476
	26%
	185,473,345
	Kyrgyzstan 
	14,751,781
	7,989,186
	54%
	633,652
	7%
	8,622,838
	Madagascar 
	18,838,643
	18,838,643
	51%
	9,572,493
	34%
	28,411,136
	Myanmar 
	477,134,253
	330,362,789
	69%
	173,520,950
	34%
	503,883,739
	Pakistan 
	55,102,503*
	37,993,128
	69%
	29,020,787
	43%
	67,013,915
	Southern Africa
	29,460,906
	29,460,906
	33%
	10,091,402
	26%
	39,552,308
	Tajikistan 
	26,914,132
	15,391,103
	57%
	12,434,970
	45%
	27,826,073
	Yemen 
	11,483,150
	5,113,261
	45%
	107,533,163
	95%
	112,646,424
	Grand Totals
	1,108,305,606
	748,518,835
	67%
	527,914,220
	41%
	1,276,433,055
	Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS  
	* Pakistan requirements are original requirements as of 7 September 2008. 
	 2.5 Interaction between CERF and Flash Appeals 

	CERF was mainly responsible for keeping 2007 funding levels close to the historical average.  CERF contributed 32% ($69 million) of the total funding received for 2007 flash appeals ($212 million).  By contrast, in 2008, CERF provided 12% ($80 million) of the total funding received for the original requirements of flash appeals ($670 million), with the average CERF contribution being $6.6 million per appeal (vs.$4.5 million in 2007).  Due to the size of some of the appeals, notably those for Haiti, Kenya, and Myanmar, very substantial CERF contributions of, respectively, $10 million, $11 million, and $26 million are reflected as relatively small in the percentage of overall funding received.   
	 
	However, once again, CERF was the key in ensuring that funding arrived rapidly within the critical first month (see Chart 1 on page 11 above, and table 13 on next page re CERF funding as a percentage of original requirements).  Not only that, but in seven of the appeals, the CERF was either the largest or second-largest source of funding, and even for the largest appeal of 2008 (Myanmar) still scored as the 4th highest contributor of funds.  With over $80 million of funds contributed, the CERF was the third largest source of funds to flash appeals in 2008, behind the United States and United Kingdom.   
	 
	A large critical mass of donors state that CERF requests and flash appeals should continue to interact along the lines of current practice, though with improvements needed.  This could include increased OCHA support to field teams trying to do both processes at once, and improved training on improving the synergy between both processes as, for example, there are often problems with agencies not linking their CERF requests to specific flash appeal projects.  One of the common complaints from country teams is that revisions are not followed by a ‘spike’ in funding.  This could also be an incentive to country teams to properly prepare and prioritize their revisions; in particular gaps in funding that CERF could help to cover. 
	 
	 
	Table 13: 2008 Flash Appeals: CERF Funding (Sorted by CERF Funding as Percentage of Original Requirements) 
	Appeal
	Original Requirements 
	($)
	CERF Funding Prior To Appeal Launch 
	($)
	CERF Funding Weeks 1 - 2 
	($)
	CERF Funding Weeks 3 - 4 
	($)
	Total CERF Funding Within One Month 
	($)
	Funding Within One Month (excluding CERF) 
	($)
	Total Funding Within One Month 
	($)
	% Funded One Month After Launch
	CERF As % of All Funding Within One Month
	CERF Funding As % of Original Requirements
	CERF’s Ranking Among Donors to Appeal Within First Month
	Total CERF funding to flash appeals (based on funding to revised requirements) 
	($)
	Tajikistan 
	25,303,587
	-   
	5,237,558 
	-   
	5,237,558 
	7,791,812
	13,029,370
	51%
	40%
	21%
	1
	5,647,721
	Yemen 
	11,483,150
	-   
	1,958,754 
	-   
	1,958,754 
	1,346,609
	3,305,363
	29%
	59%
	17%
	1
	1,958,754
	Kenya 
	41,938,954
	7,022,854 
	-   
	-   
	7,022,854 
	27,417,217
	34,440,071
	82%
	20%
	17%
	3
	11,194,863
	Pakistan 
	55,102,503
	6,949,446 
	500,000 
	-   
	7,449,446 
	6,017,568
	13,467,014
	24%
	55%
	14%
	1
	7,449,446
	Madagascar
	36,476,586
	-   
	4,625,583 
	-   
	4,625,583 
	9,428,236
	14,053,819
	39%
	33%
	13%
	2
	4,625,583
	Bolivia 
	18,215,196
	2,271,874 
	-   
	-   
	2,271,874 
	8,370,061
	10,641,935
	58%
	21%
	12%
	1
	2,271,874
	Myanmar 
	187,538,101
	-   
	22,417,366 
	-   
	22,417,366 
	167,120,830
	189,538,196
	101%
	12%
	12%
	4
	26,117,370
	Kyrgyzstan 
	20,635,263
	-   
	1,970,556 
	-   
	1,970,556 
	196,574
	2,167,130
	11%
	91%
	10%
	3
	1,970,556
	Honduras 
	17,086,986
	-   
	1,501,344 
	-   
	1,501,344 
	1,916,478
	3,417,822
	20%
	44%
	9%
	3
	1,501,344
	Georgia 
	59,653,319
	-   
	-   
	2,995,315 
	2,995,315 
	31,050,049
	34,045,364
	57%
	9%
	5%
	6
	2,995,315
	Southern Africa
	89,178,415
	4,290,247 
	-   
	-   
	4,290,247 
	11,644,236
	15,934,483
	18%
	27%
	5%
	2
	4,290,247
	Haiti 
	107,714,621
	-   
	-   
	5,106,424 
	5,106,424 
	27,034,395
	32,140,819
	30%
	16%
	5%
	2
	10,183,168
	Totals
	670,326,681
	20,534,421 
	38,211,161 
	8,101,739 
	66,847,321
	299,334,065
	366,181,386
	55%
	18%
	10%
	80,206,241
	Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS, and CERF Secretariat  
	 
	NOTE:  83% of all money contributed by CERF to flash appeals in 2008 was contributed within the first month of the emergency. 
	 
	 
	 
	2.6 Phased Inclusion of Early Recovery Projects 

	It may be argued that early recovery (ER) remains the most under-funded sector in all flash appeals.  Its actual funding level, however, cannot be easily determined, for some fundamental and inter-connected reasons.  Firstly, most early recovery requirements are mainstreamed within other clusters (in line with the agreed upon inter-agency policy ), which makes their specific financial tracking – as components of the broad ‘early recovery’ category - not immediately possible.  Secondly, the IASC standard sectors only include ‘Economic Recovery and Infrastructure’ (ERI), which captures only a limited share of the total early recovery activities, as it fails to include both the ER requirements that are mainstreamed in the other clusters and those (related to rule of law, governance, reintegration, land & property, etc.) that are sometimes presented under a separate ‘ER section’ in flash appeals.   
	 
	The level of funding of the ERI sector therefore has weaknesses as a reliable proxy indicator for ER funding, which should push all concerned actors to consider and identify alternative approaches.  With regard to the ERI sector alone, it is worth noting that in 2008 the total funding requests ($125 million) accounted for some 11% of the total Flash Appeal requirements (see table on funding by IASC standard sector).  The sector received $41 million, corresponding to some 5% of the total funding to flash appeals and 33% of original ERI requirements.  While the latter result may not be regarded as positive, it should be noted that in 2007 the level of ERI funding in flash appeals stood at less than 10%. 
	 
	To the extent that humanitarian efforts and early recovery occur in parallel, and that humanitarian and development actions form a ‘continuum’, it clearly makes little sense to silo them.  In addition, in the absence of  early recovery-specific fundraising tools and funding mechanisms – for which there seems to be little appetite, including among donors – the inclusion of early recovery requirements into the main humanitarian funding mechanisms (including  flash appeals) is likely to continue.  The necessary flexibility on the part of humanitarian donors, however, is still being sought.  As a result, early recovery is still arguably affected by an overall funding gap, which, however, conceals very different realities.  In 2008, for example, several appeals generated significant ERI components, either as part of the initial appeal (Haiti), or as part of their revision process, a few of which received an above-average level of funding (notably Myanmar and Kenya – see table below).   
	 
	Table 14: 2008 Flash Appeals: Funding to Economic Recovery and Infrastructure Sector   (sorted by percent funded)
	Appeal title
	Funds Requested 
	($)
	Funds Contributed 
	($)
	% Funded
	Tajikistan
	1,800,000
	1,800,000
	100%
	Myanmar
	53,731,489
	26,490,548
	49%
	Kenya
	19,668,273
	6,912,648
	35%
	Georgia 
	6,305,000
	1,563,903
	25%
	Honduras
	2,176,550
	446,313
	21%
	Madagascar
	700,000
	100,000
	14%
	Haiti
	30,500,000
	4,143,645
	14%
	Pakistan
	1,060,000
	60,000
	6%
	Southern Africa
	9,405,000
	397,614
	4%
	Total
	125,346,312
	41,914,671
	33%
	Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS  
	 
	Some noteworthy progress was nevertheless made in 2008 in terms of better including and integrating early recovery into humanitarian appeals.  In particular, the Cluster Working Group on Early Recovery (CWGER) finalized guidelines on early recovery in flash appeals in January 2009, emphasizing the two-phase process that was outlined in the FAOP.  This was that early recovery projects can be proposed in a flash appeal’s rapid first edition, provided that they: 1) have been reliably assessed (including through reasonable inference); and 2) have a strong rationale for beginning sooner rather than later; and 3) can be completed roughly within the flash appeal’s six-month planning horizon.   Essential ‘start-up’ costs for early recovery (to support coordination, rapid assessments, and initial planning) can also be included.  Additional early recovery projects, based on subsequent more thorough assessments of early recovery needs, will be included in the flash appeal revision (hence the phased approach).   
	 
	The first real test of this approach was made during the preparation of the Georgia Flash Appeal.  In the initial appeal reference was made to the intention to form an early recovery cluster, but no projects were proposed for it as it was decided they would not be compatible with the situation in the country as it was evolving at that time.  Another issue arose in whether to segregate ER projects under their own sectoral rubric, or to diffuse or mainstream them into other sectors (the argument for the latter being that ER is an approach, not a technical sector).  Whereas at the beginning of the revision the early recovery cluster was requesting $11.5 million, by the end of the revision process the cluster was requesting $6.3 million, with several projects having been mainstreamed into other sectors, notably into Food Security (mainly restoring agricultural livelihoods), in line with the content of the ‘phased approach’ policy that was concurrently taking shape.  However, whilst Georgia was a procedural success story, the ER projects were only 25% funded.   
	 
	As previously underscored, mainstreaming ER to the extent possible makes a great deal of operational and conceptual sense; on the other hand, this actually makes tracking ER projects harder.  This challenge could perhaps be met by introducing a ‘code’ system that would allow for the identification, for financial tracking purposes only, of ER projects within each flash appeal.  Georgia, together with Myanmar and Haiti, were also examples of flash appeals that were designed to segue into longer-term recovery efforts.  A Joint Needs Assessment in Georgia, a Post-Disaster Needs Assessment in Haiti, and the Damage and Loss Assessment in Myanmar all provided wider frameworks within which to base the humanitarian effort, and provided important assessment data to underpin the flash appeals’ strategic priorities.   
	 
	In conclusion, there still needs to be a dialogue on this issue between appealing agencies and, most importantly, donors regarding what can be done to improve funding of early recovery in flash appeals.  Humanitarian donors, in particular, have not provided clear and consistent indications of the modalities that the inclusion of early recovery requirements in humanitarian funding mechanisms should follow in order to be more effective (from a fund-raising point of view).  This is important in light of the overall efforts and improvements made in 2008, notably the implementation of the phased approach (which can be said to have reduced the amount of what were heretofore perceived to be non-priority funding requests, particularly for the initial version of the appeal), and the use of improved assessment information to justify ER projects (as outlined above in the Georgia, Haiti and Myanmar cases).   
	 
	 
	 
	2.7 Ensuring the Implementation of the Cluster Approach without Causing Undue  Delay in Flash Appeal Production 

	The FAOP considered that a potential delaying factor in the issuance of a flash appeal is the implementation of the cluster approach, which takes time in itself and sometimes is perceived to alienate host governments in such a way that they oppose a flash appeal.  With the average time to issue a flash appeal in 2008 essentially halving, there are grounds to consider that this element of possible delay – the cluster approach – is not the issue that it was originally thought to be.  Of the 12 appeals issued in 2008, all of which were in non-CAP countries, three adopted the cluster approach (Kenya, Georgia, and Myanmar) and two already used it (Haiti and Pakistan).  The most problematic adoption took place in Georgia, but this did not hinder either the initial or revised flash appeal.  Countries which incorporated the cluster approach fully into their preparedness and contingency planning saw demonstrable benefits when it came time to deploy them for emergencies. 
	 
	  
	2.8 Strengthening the Participation of NGOs in Flash Appeals 

	In all the 2007 flash appeals, NGOs were involved in response/coordination activities, but for various reasons – including resistance from some affected governments to the idea of including NGOs in the response – some or most of them opted not to participate in the flash appeal.  In several appeals, for example Nicaragua, Uganda, and Ghana, no NGO funding needs were mentioned.   This situation improved in 2008, with nearly twice as many NGOs appealing in flash appeals and playing significant and, in some cases, coordinating roles.  Additionally, as the table below demonstrates, some very significant progress is visible in terms of the numbers of NGOs appealing in flash appeals, as well as the funding they received in both dollar and percentage terms.  In 2008, for example, with NGOs requesting 15% of total funding requested, funding to NGO projects went up by over 800% compared to 2007.   
	 
	Table 15: Flash Appeals and NGOs: 2007 – 2008 
	Year
	No.  NGOs Appealing for Funding
	Total Funds Requested (UN agencies & NGOs) 
	$
	Total funds Received (UN agencies & NGOs) 
	$
	NGO Funding Requested (and as % of total funds requested) 
	$
	NGO Funding Received (and as % of total funds received) 
	$
	NGO Funding as % of NGO Funds Requested
	No.  NGOs Receiving no Reported Funding 
	(and as % of appealing NGOs)
	2007
	53
	372,902,734
	212,737,947
	37,452,355 
	(10%)
	11,990,968 
	(6%)
	32%
	34 
	(64%)
	2008
	100
	1,108,305,606
	748,518,835
	181,081,338 
	(16%)
	114,491,004 
	(15%)
	63%
	57 
	(57%)
	Totals
	153
	1,481,208,340
	961,256,782
	218,533,693 
	(15%)
	126,481,972 
	(13%)
	56%
	91 
	(59%)
	Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS  
	 
	However, a significant number of NGO projects have no reported funding at all, and this percentage has held steady at approximately 60% over the past two years.  In 2008, according to donor and agency information on FTS, out of 277 NGO projects in flash appeals 167 projects (60%) received no reported funding at all.  Analysis of the NGOs reporting zero funding shows them to be a mix of mostly small, often local, NGOs, with some larger international ones.   
	 
	A likely explanation might be then, that NGOs, particularly international ones which should be more aware of financial reporting procedures, have in fact received funding but not reported it to FTS.  In any case, it suggests the need for new or improved outreach to both NGOs and donors on reporting contributions.  It also suggests that FTS should be strengthened with research capacity to reflect non-UN response and map where the money goes (flash appeal, the Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement, other international organizations receiving direct funding, national agencies receiving bilateral aid, and other contributions financial or in-kind by neighbours, diaspora, or the private sector). 
	 
	Notwithstanding these marked quantitative improvements, on the qualitative side the picture remains mixed.  NGO participation as appealing agencies in flash appeals varied widely from case to case, from no NGOs (Honduras), to 37 in Kenya, and with an average of 14 NGOs appealing for funds per flash appeal.  In nearly all cases, the numbers of NGOs participating in flash appeals increased after revision, suggesting that the revision process and clusters are functioning as designed in terms of broadening the participation of appealing agencies.   
	 
	Apart from NGOs as appealing agencies, they continued to play an active role as partners to appealing agencies, and as participants in country team deliberations on flash appeal strategy.  This picture can, however, obscure what are known to be common difficulties which NGOs, particularly national or local ones, have with flash appeals; namely a perception that appeals are still too UN-centric; that poor information is given to NGOs on how to participate; or that NGOs have insufficient capacity, time or determination to implement their activities whilst also participating in country team deliberations.  This latter point should, at the least, be being remedied by improved attention to cluster performance.   
	 
	Unlike 2007, where in at least one case (Nicaragua) the presence of NGOs was opposed by the national authorities to the extent that NGO projects were ultimately deleted, 2008 saw no major objection by the governments of affected countries to NGOs in flash appeals.  Some problems still remained, but related to other aspects of NGO roles in responding to disasters rather than objections to their presence itself.  Most often, this related to concern about the operational capability of NGOs to respond effectively in the aftermath of a disaster.  Two cases wherein this was specifically raised as an issue by the affected government were Georgia and Myanmar.   
	 
	 
	2.9 Flash Appeals and Preparedness 

	With the emphasis on issuing flash appeals as fast as possible in the aftermath of an emergency, it was natural that attention would shift to what could reasonably be done before a disaster that would enable the appeal to be issued within the required timeframe.  This has invariably cast light on the lack of overall funding for some kinds of preparedness activities. 
	 
	To date, the best example of this comes from the Kyrgyzstan flash appeal.  There were a number of good points to it, and in most ways it followed established and emerging best practice, so in the absence of specific contextual details, it is hard to criticise it for what may have been an over-reaction to a potential problem (a harsh winter exacerbated by structural deficiencies, notably to the power supply).  What was noticeable about the Kyrgyzstan Flash Appeal was the following: 
	 The Country Team were transparent about their intentions from the beginning with all stakeholders; 
	 The appeal was clearly linked to their preparedness and contingency planning; 
	 They exhausted local donor capacity and support first, and then went to the flash appeal (this may be particular to this case and not applicable in other contexts, particularly rapid-onset natural disasters); 
	 Thresholds and indicators for action were established which, when triggered, activated the appeal; 
	 There was a clear role for Government; 
	 There was a clear positioning of the flash appeal within the overall and ongoing development programme in the country (sense of a continuum of response); 
	 A revision was conducted, and was the only one of seven revisions in 2008 to revise downwards.  They were transparent in the reasons given for this: the winter was less harsh than originally foreseen, and a lack of funding rendered some projects obsolete and too late to implement (leading to them being cut). 
	  
	3. PENDING ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

	Aside from the pending elements from the original FAOP (see annex), the experience of 2008 has shown that whilst much has been accomplished, there is still work to be done in setting elements of the reform on firm ground.  Several areas in particular need attention:  
	 Key elements of preparedness relating to thresholds and indicators;  
	 The need to systematically revise flash appeals; 
	 The need to better track appeal development; 
	 Improving support to early recovery and preparedness; 
	 Improving the tracking of ER projects, 
	 CAP Section support to emergencies. 
	 
	There are, as well, a number of action points from the original FAOP that have yet to be fully completed, and which remain as priorities for action (see Annex I). 
	 
	Preparedness, thresholds and indicators 
	Perhaps the most important element in the question of thresholds and indicators is that often country teams can get bound up in trying to determine whether or not ‘their’ emergency merits a flash appeal, or could be solved by recourse to other tools.  The advantage to setting thresholds and indicators should be seen as part of the increased emphasis on getting as much of the flash appeal’s planning done in the pre-disaster phase, that is, mainstreaming the flash appeal into preparedness activities.  As it is a consultative exercise, thresholds and indicators are key elements of joint planning and strategizing.  Once the disaster strikes, or seems imminent, the thresholds and indicators set by the country team form points of reference that can go a long way in determining whether the emergency will be beyond its capacity to respond.  The state of the art in this respect is the process that led to the Kyrgyzstan Flash Appeal in November 2008.   
	 
	Additionally, what constitutes any organized response to an emergency, be it a flash appeal or not, is not so much the ‘label’ that gets put on any final product, but the process of coordinated response that an emergency (or the planning for it) engenders.  The ‘label’ can come right at the end, if necessary.  In this context, this can go some way to alleviating concerns by, in particular, governments which are wary of flash appeals. 
	 
	Action 
	 Update the ‘Thresholds for Triggering Flash Appeals’ from June 2007. 
	 Propose triggers and thresholds based upon particular emergency types (and any other models such as regional frameworks, etc). 
	 Require greater transparency about which assessments have been used and to request they are more consistently referenced: introduce a section in flash appeals listing assessments (agency-specific, cluster-specific, inter-agency, etc.) that have been used.  
	 The IASC CAP SWG should request the global cluster leads to go ahead with generic estimations.   
	 
	Systematically revising appeals and keeping appeals relevant and topical  
	This report has laid out in some detail the successes of the revision process in 2008, as well as the problems that still remain to be resolved.  The need for revisions needs to be constantly reiterated from all levels, including if necessary from donors themselves, with a possible option being to have the IASC WG (re)issue a statement on the policy requirements of doing revisions.  However, beyond simply enforcing revisions, there is a wide range of activities that could be contemplated that could both support the revision process, and as well to make the flash appeal more of an ongoing framework.   
	 Mandatory ‘Half-term’ and ‘End-of-term’ reports: this would not need to be any more complicated than a short update on the appeal at its mid-point and at its end.  The mid-term would be expressly designed to keep the flash appeal topical, updated, and on the agenda or radar of appealing agencies and donors.   
	o Half-term report: financial update (by cluster/sector) showing funding gaps; contextual information.  The half-term report should be designed not to be an additional burden on HCTs, and it should not replace the need to revise the appeal. 
	o Mandatory End-of-term report: financial update (by cluster/sector); review of achievements using appeal’s stated strategic priorities; review of cluster/sector achievements; lessons learned.  An end-of-term reporting template should be designed and circulated for comment. 
	o To the extent possible, these should be pre-prepared templates with as much information filled in by CAP Section as possible. 
	 
	Action 
	 Design mid- and end-of-term templates for comment. 
	 Re-write flash appeal links on FTS to reflect start and end dates. 
	 Update flash appeal information on www.humanitarianappeal.net (guidelines, best practice, financial tracking, timelines for development of flash appeals, etc). 
	 
	Improving support to early recovery and preparedness 
	 Advocacy with donors to lift ER up from being arguably the most under-funded sector. 
	 Examine difficulties in tracking ER-related projects that have been mainstreamed into other clusters/sectors and propose solutions to improve. 
	 
	CAP Section support to HCTs doing flash appeals  
	On a technical basis and in terms of punctual support to country teams, CAP Section has been able to provide, as needed, surge capacity, and the ability to offer pre-drafting of sections of appeals.  This latter tool has been of particular use in high-pressure emergencies (such as Kenya and Myanmar), and particularly in emergencies which are in a very different time zones; with the country team and CAP Section thus able to work on the same document at different times, and to conduct a hand-over as and when one side is operational, this allows for appeals to be worked on continuously, and takes pressure off country teams.   
	 
	A common observation in most emergencies, and in any analysis of them, is the poor use or understanding of FTS.  Given the range of information that FTS can provide, efforts should be made to improve the use of FTS by all interested parties.  This includes not only other sections of OCHA, but also partner agencies and member states.   
	 
	Assessment data and methodologies: cooperate closely with ACE project: 
	 Harmonization: To work with global cluster leads/agencies on harmonization of needs assessment work, standards, and methodologies of each cluster (in close cooperation with global cluster leads) to rationalize assessment processes within clusters and improve comparability of data analysis. 
	 Consolidation: To develop a consolidated humanitarian situation and response analysis tool in consultation with agencies and other experts that would serve as a multi-sectoral ‘humanitarian dashboard’ and facilitate evidence-based humanitarian decision-making (i.e. Emergency Relief Coordinator, donors, etc.). 
	 The overall goal is – through this dual-track approach – to improve humanitarian action and accountability by strengthening the evidence-base for humanitarian decision-making. 
	 
	Action 
	 Design and implement FTS training for OCHA. 
	 Design and implement FTS training for other stakeholders (i.e. member state missions in Geneva). 
	 Ensure flash appeal information and findings are included throughout OCHA trainings (especially those conducted by CERF, Humanitarian Reform Support Unit, and Staff Development and Learning Section [SDLS]). 
	 
	New emergencies 
	The genesis of the FAOP was a perception that climate change would cause an increase in natural disasters, which would in turn lead to a spike in the number of flash appeals.  Whilst this has not exactly come to pass, arguably several ‘real’ climate emergencies have occurred – Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, and possibly Southern Africa – but have not been recognized as such and the appeals produced elicited a moderate funding response.  The question is why and the answer, quite probably for Kyrgyzstan and Southern Africa, is that too much preparedness was included in the appeal.   
	These appeals are interesting in the sense that they might be a good example of a type of new emergency, triggered by combinations of climate change and poor development which, at certain times and under certain conditions, create humanitarian needs.  If there are needs, and in the case of Kyrgyzstan they were assessed as being sufficiently great to warrant international assistance, then a response is needed with the tools available.  Agencies, including OCHA, cannot keep acknowledging the humanitarian implications of new kinds of emergencies, such as those that will be brought on by climate change, if, as humanitarian organizations and as donors, appeals which are examples of these new needs and new kinds of emergency are overlooked. 
	 
	 
	ANNEX I: TABLES AND GRAPHS 
	Flash Appeals in 2008: Funding to All Flash Appeals (by month following emergency) 
	   
	Source: FTS  
	Note: individual graphs showing funding per emergency per month will shortly be posted to the flash appeal section at www.humanitarianappeal.net  
	 Flash Appeals in 2008: Cumulative Graph of All Funding to Flash Appeals (by month following emergency) 
	 
	  
	Source: FTS  
	 2008 Flash Appeals: Details on Time Taken in Stages of Development of Initial Flash Appeal
	Country
	Type of Disaster
	Date of Disaster*
	Date of RC/HC Decision to Issue Flash Appeal
	Date Final Field Draft Sent to OCHA-GVA
	Date Flash Appeal Published
	# Days Disaster - Decision
	# Days Decision - Appeal
	# Days Final Field Draft Produced - Appeal Published
	# Days Disaster - Appeal
	# Days RC Decision - Appeal Published
	Bolivia
	Floods
	27-Dec-07
	14-Feb-08
	17-Feb-08
	20-Feb-08
	49
	6
	3
	55
	6
	Kenya
	Political emergency
	31-Dec-07
	6-Jan-08
	14-Jan-08
	16-Jan-08
	6
	10
	2
	16
	10
	Southern Africa
	Floods/preparedness
	n/a
	9-Jan-08
	6-Feb-08
	8-Feb-08
	n/a
	30
	2
	n/a
	30
	Tajikistan
	Winter crisis
	31-Jan-08
	4-Feb-08
	12-Feb-08
	15-Feb-08
	4
	11
	3
	15
	11
	Madagascar
	Cyclone & floods
	18-Feb-08
	25-Feb-08
	29-Feb-08
	1-Mar-08
	7
	5
	1
	12
	5
	Myanmar
	Cyclone & floods
	3-May-08
	4-May-08
	7-May-08
	9-May-08
	1
	5
	2
	6
	5
	Georgia
	Political emergency
	8-Aug-08
	11-Aug-08
	17-Aug-08
	19-Aug-08
	3
	8
	2
	11
	8
	Pakistan
	Floods & political emergency
	1-Aug-08
	26-Aug-08
	5-Sep-08
	7-Sep-08
	25
	12
	2
	37
	12
	Haiti
	Cyclone & floods
	3-Sep-08
	4-Sep-08
	8-Sep-08
	10-Sep-08
	1
	6
	2
	7
	6
	Honduras
	Floods
	13-Oct-08
	20-Oct-08
	27-Oct-08
	28-Oct-08
	7
	8
	1
	15
	8
	Yemen
	Floods
	24-Oct-08
	29-Oct-08
	5-Nov-08
	10-Nov-08
	5
	12
	5
	17
	12
	Kyrgyzstan
	Winter crisis
	26-Nov-08
	26-Nov-08
	26-Nov-08
	28-Nov-08
	0
	2
	2
	2
	2
	Averages
	10
	10
	2
	18
	10
	Medians 
	5
	8
	2
	15
	8
	 
	Averages for 2007
	20
	12
	2
	34
	14
	Medians for 2007
	21
	10
	2
	32
	14
	 
	* For gradual-onset disasters – floods and drought – the date of the first international report is cited. 
	 ANNEX II: REVIEW OF ACTION POINTS STEMMING FROM THE FLASH APPEAL OVERHAUL PAPER,  INCLUDING STATUS (IF ANY)
	No.
	Status
	3.1
	The IASC WG, based on a draft provided by the IASC CAP SWG, will be invited to revise the 2006 Guidelines for Flash Appeals  and agree a leaner flash appeal template.  
	Done: Guidelines field tested in 2008; finalized and issued on 9 March 2009
	The initial appeal should be a minimal immediate needs document with a skeletal action plan confined to evident needs (including those that are reasonably inferred), and conservative funding requests.  
	Done
	The revised guidelines should clarify to country teams the nature of information, analysis, joint planning, and decisions they are expected to produce in a flash appeal.  
	Done
	A flash appeal should be issued within ideally five days, and no more than seven days, of a disaster.   
	Three of 12 appeals issued within seven days of the disaster 
	 
	Five of 12 appeals issued within seven days of RC/HC decision to issue appeal
	3.2
	The IASC WG will be invited to task the IASC CAP SWG to develop an advocacy strategy towards governments in disaster-prone countries.  Efforts should concentrate on capacitating authorities in disaster management while lobbying donor countries to invest more in prevention and mitigation, in DRM, and to provide funds to flash appeals in a consistent way based on needs over time.
	Ongoing
	At the same time, the process, nature and benefits of flash appeals and the cluster system should be explained to the country teams and governments in countries where OCHA is not present (though the advocacy strategy should not be aimed at systematic use of international assistance).  
	Ongoing
	3.3
	The IASC WG will be invited to authorize an optional variant on the name “flash appeal,” to make them more palatable to appeal-averse governments.
	No variant official adopted; standard euphemized title used generally ‘Humanitarian Response Plan’
	3.4
	The IASC WG will be invited to address the Development System to ensure reference to flash appeals is placed and recognized within contingency planning, as well as in United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) processes and documents and other inter-agency mechanisms, with a requisite level of capacity development, training and sensitization at the country level, and familiarization with Disaster Risk Management (DRM).
	Ongoing
	3.5
	The IASC WG may ask the ERC to ensure and enforce the practice of revising flash appeals some weeks after initial publication to incorporate more reliable information, enhance credibility, and stimulate thorough assessment and planning.
	Eight of 12 flash appeals revised
	The option to reduce the unmet funding needs of an unrevised appeal to zero should be considered (but not before the stipulated timeframe has elapsed, i.e. maximum six months).  
	Option exercised on three unrevised flash appeals
	Global cluster leads should deploy technical experts and cluster organizers to support inexperienced country teams, in the event of sudden-onset disasters.  This is particularly important in the lead-up to an appeal’s revision.
	Ongoing
	 
	No.
	Status
	OCHA should develop guidance, and be prepared to provide necessary support, to help country teams with the practicalities of doing CERF applications and a flash appeal at the same time.  CERF-trained surge capacity staff could assist as needed, as well as persons trained as CAP facilitators and who are currently on the facilitators’ roster.
	Guidance and training material on the inter-linkages between CAPs/flash appeals and CERF were prepared by the CAP Section and the CERF Secretariat, distributed widely, and made available on the CERF website (http://cerf.un.org).  Regarding surge support, OCHA regularly deploys staff members to assist RC/HCs and country teams in emergency settings, with due emphasis placed on supporting the coordination of the immediate response as well as the preparation of flash appeals/CERF applications (if underway).  Increased attention will placed on ensuring that OCHA staff placed on the emergency response roster have an adequate understanding of CAPs/flash appeals and CERF.  
	Global cluster leads should develop standard or generic project budgeting tools, including cluster templates, as well as project selection criteria, for flash appeals based on an estimate of generic per capita costs of response in each sector.  This could serve as an indicative guide in budgeting appeal projects, and thereby improve the predictability, transparency and accuracy of costs, as well as save time in issuing appeals.  IASC should request global cluster leads to proceed with this task.  
	Ongoing
	Global clusters leads, in consultation with the Needs Assessment Group, should define standard rapid needs assessments or appraisals for each sector, with a view to making their use the standard by which to judge the scale and severity of a disaster, capitalising in particular on work done by the clusters with the Initial Rapid Assessment (IRA) tools.  Such a tool would inform the decision on whether to develop a flash appeal.
	Ongoing: Needs Assessment Group 
	The IASC WG will be invited to clarify who has the ultimate responsibility for deciding on the scale and content of the flash appeal and its various components.  The RC’s office often has insufficient humanitarian capacity to ensure that appeal content is proportionate to need, realistic and/or relevant.  OCHA, supported by the IASC CAP SWG, should backstop the RC to ensure good project selection and budgeting. 
	Ongoing
	The IASC WG will be invited to adopt guidelines on the inclusion of ER in flash appeals.   
	Guidelines on ER in flash appeals finalized in March 2009
	The IASC WG will be invited to adopt guidelines for the interaction between individual agency appeals and flash appeals.  
	Not done
	Individual appeals should be coordinated and rolled into the inter-agency appeal. 
	Largely achieved in flash appeal situations
	OCHA Humanitarian Coordination System Strengthening Project should continue to further increase familiarity among RC/HCs with the flash appeal process.
	Done: RC/HC familiarized with flash appeal process during trainings throughout 2008
	OCHA, United Nations Development Programme/Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery (UNDP/BCPR) and International Strategy for Disaster Reduction, through their joint endeavour CADRI (Capacity for Disaster Reduction Initiative) should work together to ensure that RCs/HCs are prepared to manage the full range of their disaster risk management-related responsibilities, from disaster reduction through emergency response to recovery.
	Ongoing
	 MEDIUM-TERM RECOMMENDATIONS (OCHA AND IASC) 
	 
	Recommendations related to preparedness 
	 
	No.
	Status
	4.1.1
	OCHA should record historical, operational data on national and international responses to previous disasters, building on the Who What Where (3W) mapping tool developed by Field Information Support.  As OCHA improves its baselines on preparedness and response capacity, this should be cross-referenced with country-level vulnerability levels pre-disaster, as per the ECHO humanitarian benchmarking system.
	Ongoing 
	4.1.2
	The IASC WG will be invited to agree on basic standard indicators and related thresholds to measure the severity/scale of a disaster, with a view to better supporting fast decisions on whether to develop a flash appeal, and to improving the reliability of stated funding needs therein.
	Ongoing: Needs Assessment Group
	4.1.3
	OCHA and the IASC Information Management SWG should further develop and make use of standardized rapid appraisals and needs assessments for the purpose of improving quality and timeliness of flash appeals, and to enable comparison of needs across disasters/countries.  In this task, OCHA should seek input from the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC), drawing in particular on IFRC vulnerability and capacity assessment methodology, and capitalize on work done by the clusters with the IRA. 
	As above
	 
	 Recommendations related to financing 
	 
	No.
	Status
	OCHA should make the method for CERF’s initial allocation more objective and transparent, by developing a standard method for initially calculating the amount that CERF provisionally allocates to a new disaster (which has been perceived by some as arbitrary) pending submission of suitable projects.  This method may include setting a range or target percentage of the amount of the Appeal.
	The Two-Year Evaluation of CERF recommended that an initial contribution from the Fund to a medium-scale disaster should be in the range of 10-20% of requirements.  Using this recommendation as a guide, the ERC – as manager of the Fund – has provided suggested funding envelopes based on the context and humanitarian needs, to the extent possible.  In general, initial envelopes of 10% of requirements have been provided following an initial assessment of needs and a review of the context and type/scale of disaster.  Approval of funding is dependent on the quality of the grant request submissions, as well as any up-to-date information on needs and funding levels 
	 
	Depending on efforts to introduce a common needs assessment framework, a tool for the categorization of crises may be developed which would determine the range for the initial pooled fund or donor contributions, according to the severity and scale of the disaster 
	OCHA should seek to use an existing CAP in lieu of flash appeal, where possible.  In many cases, existing CAPs can be used to accommodate the additional requirements of a new emergency in lieu of a flash appeal.
	Done (Nepal Floods Humanitarian Response Plan [also done for 2009 Gaza Flash Appeal])
	 
	 
	 
	 
	ANNEX III: ACRONYMS AND ABREVIATIONS 
	ACE Assessment and Classification of Emergencies 
	 
	BCPR (UNDP) Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery 
	 
	CADRI Capacity for Disaster Reduction Initiative 
	CAP Consolidated Appeal or Consolidated Appeal Process  
	CAP SWG CAP Sub-Working Group 
	CERF Central Emergency Response Fund 
	CRD Coordination and Response Division (of OCHA) 
	CWGER Cluster Working Group on Early Recovery 
	 
	DPPT Disaster Preparedness Planning Training 
	DREF Disaster Relief Emergency Fund  
	DRM Disaster Risk Management 
	 
	ECHO European Commission Humanitarian Aid Office 
	EPS Emergency Preparedness Section (OCHA) 
	ER early recovery 
	ESB Emergency Services Branch (OCHA) 
	EWCPS Early Warning and Contingency Planning Section (OCHA) 
	 
	FAO  Food and Agriculture Organization 
	FAOP Flash Appeal Overhaul Paper 
	FCSS Field Coordination Support Section 
	FTS Financial Tracking Service 
	 
	GA General Assembly 
	GBV gender-based violence 
	 
	HC Humanitarian Coordinator 
	HRSU Humanitarian Reform Support Unit (OCHA) 
	 
	IASC Inter-Agency Standing Committee 
	IFRC International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies 
	IOM International Organization for Migration 
	IPC Integrated Food Security Phase Classification 
	IRA Initial Rapid Assessment 
	ISDR International Strategy for Disaster Reduction 
	 
	MoU memorandum of understanding 
	 
	NDRA National Disaster Response Advisor 
	 
	OCHA Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 
	OSOCC On-Site Operations Coordination Centre 
	 
	PHRP Pakistan Humanitarian Response Plan 
	 
	RC Resident Coordinator 
	RO Regional Office 
	ROAP Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific (OCHA) 
	ROLAC Regional Office for Latin America and Caribbean (OCHA) 
	RTE real-time evaluation 
	 
	SDLS Staff Development and Learning Section (OCHA) 
	SWG Sub-Working Group  
	 
	UNDAC United Nations Disaster Assessment and Coordination  
	UNDAF United Nations Development Assistance Framework  
	UNDP United Nations Development Programme 
	 
	WG Working Group 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Consolidated Appeal Process (CAP) 
	 
	 
	The CAP is a tool for aid organisations to jointly plan, coordinate, implement and monitor their response to disasters and emergencies, and to appeal for funds together instead of competitively.  
	 
	It is the forum for developing a strategic approach to humanitarian action, focusing on close cooperation between host governments, donors, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement, International Organization for Migration (IOM), and United Nations agencies. As such, it presents a snapshot of the situation and response plans, and is an inclusive and coordinated programme cycle of: 
	 
	 Strategic planning leading to a Common Humanitarian Action Plan (CHAP); 
	 Resource mobilisation leading to a Consolidated Appeal or a Flash Appeal; 
	 Coordinated programme implementation; 
	 Joint monitoring and evaluation; 
	 Revision, if necessary; 
	 Reporting on results. 
	 
	The CHAP is the core of the CAP – a strategic plan for humanitarian response in a given country or region, including the following elements: 
	 
	 A common analysis of the context in which humanitarian action takes place; 
	 An assessment of needs; 
	 Best, worst, and most likely scenarios; 
	 A clear statement of longer-term objectives and goals; 
	 Prioritised response plans, including a detailed mapping of projects to cover all needs; 
	 A framework for monitoring the strategy and revising it if necessary. 
	 
	The CHAP is the core of a Consolidated Appeal or, when crises break out or natural disasters strike, a Flash Appeal. Under the leadership of the Humanitarian Coordinator, and in consultation with host Governments and donors, the CHAP is developed at the field level by the Humanitarian Country Team. This team includes IASC members and standing invitees (UN agencies, the International Organization for Migration, the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement, and NGOs that belong to ICVA, Interaction, or SCHR), but non-IASC members, such as national NGOs, can also be included. 
	 
	The Humanitarian Coordinator is responsible for the annual preparation of the consolidated appeal document. The document is launched globally near the end of each year to enhance advocacy and resource mobilisation. An update, known as the Mid-Year Review, is presented to donors the following July. 
	 
	Donors generally fund appealing agencies directly in response to project proposals listed in appeals. The Financial Tracking Service (FTS), managed by the United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), is a database of appeal funding needs and worldwide donor contributions, and can be found on www.reliefweb.int/fts. 
	 
	In sum, the CAP is how aid agencies join forces to provide people in need the best available protection and assistance, on time. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY


The record-breaking 15 flash appeals in 2007 brought to the fore some long-standing weaknesses in flash appeal principles and practices, which the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) moved to correct.  A flash appeal overhaul plan was presented to donors at the February 2008 Montreux Retreat and to the IASC Working Group in June 2008, focusing on reviewing the flash appeal mechanism in light of other developments in humanitarian policy and response tools, including the Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF), the cluster approach, the Resident Coordinator/Humanitarian Coordinator (RC/HC) function, and efforts to improve contingency planning, rapid needs assessment, and surge capacity.  The basic rationale of flash appeals – to organize the response and funding requests, and to stimulate funding supply – were considered to be still relevant.  However, questions were raised by both appealing agencies and donors as to whether or not the design, practice, and image of flash appeals required an overhaul in view of what looked like increasing demands on this tool.


The Flash Appeal Overhaul brought key elements of flash appeal policy into sharp focus, and its implementation is regarded as having improved the performance of the IASC in a number of areas.  In particular, greater compliance with existing policy on the speed of flash appeals was achieved: the average time taken to issue an appeal in 2008 was half of what it had been in 2007.  Greater clarity was also achieved regarding what should be included in them.  Fulfilment of the requirement to revise flash appeals has become more widespread and there is a growing body of best practice to underpin revisions.  Good progress was also achieved regarding prioritization (or categorization) of projects in revisions.  Greater clarity was achieved with regard to the phased introduction of early recovery projects, and the nature of the relationship to immediate CERF funding.  The importance of pre-disaster preparedness has been emphasized at every opportunity, particularly as the majority of 2008 flash appeals, as in 2007, took place in countries where the work of the UN and its partners had been mainly focusing on development.  

The experience of 2007 gave much consideration to the link between the large numbers of climate-related (or, perhaps more agnostically, natural-disaster-related) appeals that year and the increasing evidence of the humanitarian impacts of climate change, with an accompanying assumption that the need for, and the pressure on, humanitarian response tools would grow.  This assumption has not been borne out in 2008: there were fewer flash appeals than in 2007, and the range of situations in which flash appeals were used encompassed a wider variety of contexts.  These included political emergencies, complex emergencies, and natural and climatic disasters, with the key variable being that the flash appeal continued to demonstrate its value in generating inter-agency coordination, advocacy, and funding in a wide variety of contexts.  (The range is even broader if one includes the handful of humanitarian appeals and response plans in 2008 that were not explicitly called ‘flash appeals’ for various reasons, though using best flash appeal practice.)  Flash appeals were also launched in countries which heretofore had been averse, for a variety of reasons, from having any kind of organized international humanitarian response, such as Myanmar.  


As with any learning experience, many questions were answered and several more were raised, and difficult issues remain in implementing flash appeal overhaul.  This is particularly true of the revision process, with the overall experience at the moment showing as many different kinds of revision as there are contexts within which flash appeals are issued.  Additionally, some elements of the FAOP are yet to be satisfactorily addressed.  This includes the need to simplify or standardize rapid appraisal methodology and metrics of scale and severity, the need for agreed thresholds in indicating when to issue a flash appeal, and the need for clarity in the relationship between system-wide appeals and individual agency / organization appeals.  The amount of latitude that country teams in developmental settings can be allowed in trying to implement the best practices of humanitarian reform while in the heat of a new crisis is still controversial, although far less so than in key instances in 2007.  Related to the importance of pre-disaster preparedness, global cluster leads have some way to go in developing generic projects and budgets that could allow a flash appeal to be compiled almost immediately after a rapid appraisal and estimate of likely needs.  These issues will be the focus of continued implementation in the remainder of 2009 and 2010.


In analysing the implementation of the Flash Appeal Overhaul Paper (FAOP) recommendations, this document follows the basic structure of the FAOP, and examines those appeals issued and revised from 1 January to 31 December 2008.

Table 1:
2008 Flash Appeals: by Emergency

		

		Original Requirements


($)

		Revised Requirements


($)

		Funding Received


($)

		% Funded

		Unmet Requirements


($)

		Population Identified for Assistance (initial appeal)

		Population Identified for Assistance (revision)

		Funding per Capita (based on revised requirements)*


($)

		Funding per Capita (based on funding received)


($)

		Notes to Population Identified for assistance



		Bolivia*

		18,215,196

		14,603,307

		14,603,307

		80%

		3,611,889

		300,000

		No revision

		61

		49

		 



		Georgia 

		59,653,319

		114,260,753

		72,987,948

		64%

		41,272,805

		128,700

		127,499

		896

		572

		 



		Haiti

		107,714,621

		121,100,791

		72,882,443

		60%

		48,218,348

		800,000

		800,000

		151

		91

		 



		Honduras

		17,086,986

		17,086,986

		6,000,252

		35%

		11,086,734

		271,179

		No revision

		63

		22

		50,000 food



		Kenya†

		41,938,954

		207,568,401

		136,895,869

		66%

		70,672,532

		500,000

		1,340,000

		155

		102

		includes 250,000 IDPs; revision included 840,000 drought-affected



		Kyrgyzstan

		20,635,263

		14,751,781

		7,989,186

		54%

		6,762,595

		800,000

		800,000

		18

		10

		includes 580,000 food-insecure; 200,000 shelter



		Madagascar** 

		36,476,586

		18,838,643

		18,838,643

		51%

		17,637,943

		239,000

		No revision

		153

		79

		 



		Myanmar†

		187,538,101

		477,134,253

		330,362,789

		69%

		146,771,464

		1,500,000

		2,400,000

		199

		138

		 



		Pakistan†

		55,102,503

		55,102,503

		37,993,128

		69%

		17,109,375

		400,000

		-

		138

		95

		 



		Southern African Region*** 

		89,178,415

		29,460,906

		29,460,906

		33%

		59,717,509

		1,300,000

		No revision

		69

		23

		includes 409,000 directly flood-affected; 805,000 benefiting from preparedness measures



		Tajikistan

		25,303,587

		26,914,132

		15,391,103

		57%

		11,523,029

		2,000,000

		2,000,000

		13

		8

		 



		Yemen**** 

		11,483,150

		11,483,150

		5,113,261

		45%

		6,369,889

		25,000

		No revision

		459

		205

		includes estimated 25 - 30,000 persons in camps



		Grand Totals

		670,326,681

		1,108,305,606

		748,518,835

		68%

		440,754,112

		8,263,879

		10,002,678

		

		

		 





Source:
donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on Financial Tracking Service (FTS). 


*
Unrevised as of Oct.  2008; appeal closed at 80% funding and unmet requirements reduced to zero.

**
Unrevised as of Nov.  2008; appeal closed at 54% funding and unmet requirements reduced to zero.

***
Unrevised as of Nov.  2008; appeal closed at 32% funding and unmet requirements reduced to zero.


****
Unrevised as of April 2009; appeal closed at 45% funding and unmet requirements reduced to zero.


*
Where appropriate, the caseload identified for the revision has been used.  Where appeal is unrevised, original requirements have been used to calculate per capita costs.


†
Revised and converted into CAP-like year-long response plans, with revisions in January and May 2009.  For advocacy and financial tracking purposes, the entirety of the PHRP was moved into 2009.  
However, for the purposes of this report, which is concerned with the performance of flash appeals launched and revised between 1 January – 31 December 2008, and in order not to skew the 
financial analysis with the very substantial revised financial requirements of the Pakistan Humanitarian Response Plan (PHRP), only the initial version of the PHRP (September – December 2008) will 
be part of this analysis.

1.
FLASH APPEALS IN CONTEXT IN 2008


The frequent natural disasters in 2007 resulted in an unprecedented cascade of flash appeals – 15 in all, 50% more than the previous greatest annual number.  Particularly worrying was the fact that 14 of the 15 flash appeals stemmed from climate-related disasters.  Together with data on the rise in natural disasters over the preceding decade and increasing evidence of the implications and impact of climate change, this context suggested that the trend of climate-related appeals might continue and even worsen.  


Table 2:
Flash Appeals: 2003 – 2008

		Year

		Number of Flash Appeals 

		FA Funding Needs 


($ million)

		Median Funding Need per FA 


($ million)

		FA Funding Received 


($ million)

		FA Funding Received as % of FA Needs

		Total CAP Needs


($ million)

		FA Needs as % of Total CAP/FA Needs



		2003

		2

		31

		n/a

		16

		51%

		5,220

		1%



		2004

		9

		451

		33

		179

		40%

		3,417

		13%



		2005*

		10

		2,181

		20

		1,766

		81%

		5,979

		36%



		2006

		6

		268

		35

		214

		80%

		5,061

		5%



		2007 

		15

		373

		19

		210

		56%

		5,142

		7%



		2008

		12

		1,108

		24

		748

		68%

		7,225

		16%



		Total

		54

		4,412

		451

		3,133

		71%

		32,044

		14%



		*2005 excl.  Tsunami

		9

		781

		

		518

		66%

		

		17%





Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 31 March 2009, shown on FTS.

The surge of flash appeals in 2007 highlighted the need for the IASC to overhaul the flash appeal system, most importantly by issuing flash appeals much faster – within about a week of the disaster, using a variety of means including improved contingency planning and the use of rapid appraisal and inference with available information – and revising them.  Adoption of the new standards was encouragingly swift: starting with the Myanmar Flash Appeal in May 2008, most flash appeals have been issued much faster than in 2007 – a median of 15 days after the disaster, compared to 32 days in 2007.


2008 saw a drop in the overall number of flash appeals compared to 2007 from 15 to 12, although the funds requested increased considerably from $372,902,734 to $1,108,305,606 largely as a result of the large appeals (and their revisions) produced for Kenya, Myanmar, Georgia, and Haiti.  The number of climate-related appeals numbered nine, with three in particular – Southern Africa, Tajikistan, and Kyrgyzstan – being interesting for a mix of elements including preparedness, response, and contingency planning.  The latter two appeals in particular were interesting because of the unusual context – long-term development failures and climate change leading to critical energy shortages in a severe winter – within which the appeals were generated.  Two conflict-related situations (Kenya and Georgia) and one compound emergency (flooding and conflict-induced displacement in Pakistan) led to flash appeals.  Revised Flash Appeal Guidelines have been produced, taking into account the new requirements from the FAOP as well as best practice from the past few years.  The guidelines were field-tested several times before being finalized.  

At 67% overall, funding for flash appeals in 2008 was good (see Table 3 below).  Additionally, the speed of funding for flash appeals showed encouraging signs: the median was 52% of requirements received in the first month, with a range from 24% for Pakistan to 92% for Myanmar (see below, Section 2.4, 

" 

Timeliness of funding
).  (It is worth remembering that before 2006, median flash appeal funding one month after launch was only 16%.)  The CERF played an important part in this, complementing the donor response which continued to be a major factor: of the first-month funding for these appeals, the CERF provided a median of 22% (from 5% in the Southern Africa response to 17% in Tajikistan to 25% in Madagascar) and donors provided the rest.
  


Table 3:
2008 Flash Appeals: by Crisis Type 

		Crisis

Type

		Country

		Region

		Date Issued**

		Apx.  Number of Persons Identified for Assistance***

		Total Funding Requested by Crisis Type


($)

		Total Funding Received by Disaster Type ($)

		% Funded



		Conflict

		Georgia

		Europe

		18-Aug-08

		1,467,499

		321,829,154

		209,883,817

		65%



		

		Kenya

		Africa

		16-Jan-08

		

		

		

		



		Compound emergency

		Pakistan

		Asia

		7-Sep-08

		400,000

		55,102,503

		37,993,128

		69%



		Natural disaster

		Bolivia

		South America

		20-Feb-08

		8,135,179

		731,373,949

		500,641,890

		68%



		

		Haiti

		Caribbean

		9-Sep-08

		

		

		

		



		

		Honduras

		Caribbean

		29-Oct-08

		

		

		

		



		

		Kyrgyzstan

		Central Asia

		28-Nov-08

		

		

		

		



		

		Madagascar

		Africa

		1-Mar-08

		

		

		

		



		

		Myanmar

		Asia

		9-May-08

		

		

		

		



		

		Southern Africa

		Africa

		12-Feb-08

		

		

		

		



		

		Tajikistan

		Central Asia

		15-Feb-08

		

		

		

		



		

		Yemen

		Middle East

		10-Nov-08

		

		

		

		



		Grand Totals

		10,002,678

		1,108,305,606

		748,518,835

		67%





Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 31 March 2009, shown on FTS.


* Includes Malawi, Mozambique, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. 


** corresponds to date of initial appeal, not revised appeal.


*** See calculation in Table 1 above.


A second key pillar of the flash appeal overhaul – that all flash appeals need to be revised about a month after their first edition, in exchange for the latitude to use estimates and inference and to propose a generic response in the first edition for the sake of speed – began to take effect.  Although revisions have long been part of IASC flash appeal policy, in practice they have only occasionally been done, thus missing an opportunity to improve the targeting of resources and to maximize the quality and quantity of assistance to people in need.  Of the 12 flash appeals launched in 2008, eight were revised; not all of them were revised on time, or easily, but in most cases the country teams adapted the appeal’s form and duration specifically to the context.  


Whilst revisions are invariably more complete documents, incorporating elements from CAPs such as prioritization of projects and strengthening aspects of humanitarian reform like improved cluster coordination, one of the key incentives for country teams to do them – that they improve the funding response – has yet to be conclusively demonstrated.  This renewed emphasis on revising flash appeals has also raised the issue of what to do with appeals that are left un-revised.  Following discussion within the IASC, the emerging practice is to ‘close’ unrevised appeals after six months at the level of funding received, so as to reduce unmet requirements to zero.  This enforcement measure however has to follow an effort to ensure that a country team has the requisite capacity to do the work (see section 2.3 for more details on revisions).  


2008 also saw a rise in appeals which were functionally and qualitatively similar to flash appeals, but were not branded as such for a variety of reasons, and often in countries whose governments have heretofore been averse to international humanitarian appeals.  If one were to add these seven humanitarian appeals which can be classed as ‘quasi-flash appeals’, then the total rises to 19 flash and quasi-flash appeals for 2008 (see tables 4 and 5 below).  


This development raises some interesting points.  On the one hand, it demonstrates the propagation of the flash appeal concept through the humanitarian system and, arguably, into parts of the development system as well.  The method of propagation is not definitive, but could conceivably be through word of mouth, individual or agency experience, or the increasingly high profile of some flash appeals.  In many ways, however, it shows that the decision to develop a flash appeal depends as much upon a range of contextual issues, from government capacities or sensitivities to country team capacities and knowledge of the flash appeal ‘service’ available to the affected country, to any qualitative assessment of a given emergency’s impact, or indeed IASC policy and humanitarian best practice.  


Table 4:
2008 ‘Quasi-Flash Appeals’

		Appeal Title

		Funds Requested 


($)

		Funding Received 


($)

		% Funded



		Afghanistan Joint Appeal 2008: Humanitarian Consequences of Rise in Food Prices (February - June 2008)

		81,321,254

		66,631,207

		82%



		Colombia UNETE Flood Response Plan 2008-2009*

		33,195,000

		(Funding not reported)

		



		Cuba Post-Hurricane Plan of Action 2008

		30,014,321

		9,159,059

		31%



		Djibouti Joint Appeal 2008: Response Plan for Drought, Food and Nutrition Crisis

		31,690,382

		10,968,413

		35%



		Lao PDR Joint Appeal for Flood Recovery and Rehabilitation 2008

		9,945,999

		4,522,024

		45%



		Nepal Floods Humanitarian Response Plan 2008

		15,518,984

		10,322,914

		67%



		Syria Drought Appeal 2008

		20,224,504

		4,008,247

		20%



		Total

		221,910,444

		105,611,864

		48%





Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 31 March 2009, shown on FTS

* Includes 0-6 months humanitarian, and 6-18 months recovery phases.


Table 5:
2008 ‘Quasi-Flash Appeals’: by IASC Standard Sector


		Sector

		Funds Requested


($)

		Funding Received


($)

		% Funded



		Agriculture

		37,104,144

		3,858,349

		10%



		Coordination and Support Services

		10,093,700

		200,000

		2%



		Economic Recovery and Infrastructure

		6,269,000

		356,100

		6%



		Education

		7,181,525

		1,360,277

		19%



		Food

		115,716,520

		84,938,298

		73%



		Health

		20,295,263

		5,922,702

		29%



		Protection/Human Rights/Rule of Law

		4,903,346

		449,623

		9%



		Sector not yet specified

		600,000

		3,577,464

		596%



		Shelter and Non-Food Items

		8,699,757

		1,596,880

		18%



		Water and Sanitation

		11,047,189

		3,352,171

		30%



		Total

		221,910,444

		105,611,864

		48%





Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 31 March 2009, shown on FTS


While it is understandable that a government may not wish to be seen to appeal for aid, perhaps a realization is growing that flash appeals, or their euphemized equivalent, represent international organizations’ method of planning and fund raising for their agreed role in supporting governments’ responsibilities – in the same way that they do for developmental programmes, with scarcely any controversy.  However, whilst the replication of core substantive and behavioural elements of flash appeals should be welcomed, there is sometimes little or no awareness outside the affected country that these appeals are being produced, often until it is too late to offer technical and procedural assistance.  

Difficult issues still remain in implementing the flash appeal overhaul.  The amount of latitude that country teams in developmental settings can be allowed in trying to implement the best practices of humanitarian reform while in the heat of a new crisis is still controversial.  A consequence of 2007’s climatic patterns is that more disasters struck in countries with no longstanding humanitarian operation: for example the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) did not have a presence in 11 out of the 15 countries for which flash appeals were issued in 2007.  This was the same in 2008, with no OCHA presence in seven of the 12 countries or situations for appeals were issued in 2008,
 nor in four of the six countries which produced quasi-flash appeals.  External capacity to support such teams is improving but less than fully reliable.  


Standard metrics of scale and severity are under development but not yet in widespread use.  Global cluster leads have some way to go in developing generic projects and budgets that could allow a flash appeal to be compiled almost immediately after a rapid appraisal and estimate of likely needs.


2.
WEAKNESSES AND CHALLENGES IN THE FLASH APPEAL PROCESS

2.1
Delay

2007 saw some significant delays in the issuance of flash appeals, moreover with no commensurate gain in quality or precision.  Among 2007 flash appeals, the average span between disaster
 and appeal was 35 days, with the slowest being Burkina Faso at 79 days, and the Dominican Republic the fastest at eight.  An average of a month between disaster and flash appeal clearly nullified much of the appeal’s effectiveness and purpose.  (It is worth noting that the next Burkina Faso Flash Appeal, in September 2009, was issued eight days after floods struck.)

One of the major achievements therefore of 2008 has been a marked improvement in the time taken to issue flash appeals (see table on details on time taken in stages of development of initial flash appeal in annex).  The average in 2008 has been 18 days, with the fastest being the Haiti, Kyrgyzstan, and Myanmar appeals (all of which were produced in seven days or under), and the slowest being Bolivia (55 days).  It was noteworthy this year that a number of high-profile emergencies, including Myanmar, Haiti, and Georgia, produced flash appeals in record time.  Furthermore, close inspection of the data on the intervals in the various stages of appeal development in 2007 showed that by far the longest interval was typically that between the disaster and the Resident Coordinator/Humanitarian Coordinator’s (RC/HC) decision to develop a flash appeal (an average of 21 days).  In 2008 this average was halved to ten days.  


Part of the reason for this improvement in time taken is due to the insistence that the first version of a flash appeal could be based upon pre-disaster baseline date, reasonable inference, or even best guess as to the severity of the situation.  This new norm was, for example, stressed in a series of simulations in the West Africa region.  It was also stressed as one of the outcomes from the February 2008 donors-IASC conference in Montreux.  The proviso was, of course, that donors would undertake to fund such appeals if they were thereafter revised (see below Section 2.3).  Improved awareness of RC/HCs of the flash appeal, as well as improved training on humanitarian response tools, was also a key factor in improving the timing of appeals.  


Further explanation for the overall improvements in speed of issuing appeals came from the specific technical support provided by the CAP Section.  Surge capacity was offered to several appeals (both the original and revised Georgia Flash Appeal), as well as ‘remote’ CAP Section support in a variety of ways including assistance with drafting key elements of the appeal.  This arrangement worked particularly well with the Bolivia, Kenya, and Myanmar appeals.  


2.2
Failure to Find the Right Balance Between Speed and Precision in Needs 
Assessment

The overall improvement in the speed of flash appeals would not have been possible in 2008 without at least some success in country teams finding a better balance between speed and precision in needs assessment, and internalising the principle and practice of launching initial appeals with estimated needs and response largely based on remote sensing, secondary data, and reasonable inference.  Whilst previously country teams might have hesitated in producing flash appeals which, to their eyes, were clearly lacking in assessment data, it is now better understood that revisions offer the chance to rectify strategies and correct assumptions which might have proven to be faulty.  


As part of the IASC-requested mapping of needs assessment and analysis initiatives, the OCHA Assessment and Classification of Emergencies (ACE) Project carried out a review of the evidence base for decision-making in flash appeals (and CAPs).
  The main finding was that flash appeals employ a high percentage of pre-crisis information to support evidence of estimated humanitarian needs, since only limited data is available within one to two weeks of the onset of the crisis.  In this regard, pre-crisis data is essential to informing the initial flash appeal based on estimated and inferred needs.  The relatively low number of common indicators that the ACE study found suggests that the majority of indicators are highly context-specific.  

This finding corroborates the evidence that initial flash appeals in 2008 were issued faster with less emphasis on time spent securing better assessment information, and that country teams have in many instances successfully internalized the importance of speed over perfect accuracy.  It also offers further support to the practice of issuing flash appeals as soon as possible after a disaster using, amongst other tools, available information as well as underlining the importance of preparedness and contingency planning.  Analysis of whether flash appeal revisions incorporated additional new information showed that typically the number of indicators reported increased by at least 60% or over from the original flash appeal, in line with expectations of more accurate supplementary information from further needs assessments carried out in the weeks after the onset of the crisis.


The development of a reduced, core set of indicators that would be collected more consistently could improve comparability in measuring needs.  Flash appeals (as well as CAPs) would also benefit from establishing standards for the reporting of sectoral indicators, including consistent terminology and units of analysis, as well as increased reference to international standards, particularly in the Health and Nutrition Sectors.  Standard sectoral indicators, as well as reference to established thresholds for international mortality and nutrition standards, would facilitate the analysis of changes over time in the emergency context and support judgments on the level of severity in the appeals.  


Improved linkages between needs assessments, preparedness, and contingency planning could support the more ready availability of consolidated pre-crisis baseline data, and the prompt publication of flash appeals following the onset of a crisis.  For example, most of the suggested indicators in the flash appeal template (the ‘basic facts’ box normally presented at the beginning of an appeal) are pre-crisis indicators, and therefore could be pre-consolidated as part of preparedness activities in high-risk countries.  


With the increase in revisions, needs analysis methods also have to be refined.  Flash appeals rarely distinguish between the levels and ways in which people are “affected” by a disaster with for example the entire caseload often deemed to need food aid.  With some exceptions in the revisions, the appeals rarely compare needs across sectors.  More nuanced categories of “affected”, including levels of displacement, loss of shelter, food, sanitation, etc, are therefore needed.  


		Example of importance of disaggregation of population-related data: gender

The OCHA Gender Advisory Team reviewed six flash appeals launched in 2008 relation to climate-induced disasters (Bolivia, Haiti, Honduras, Madagascar, Myanmar, and Tajikistan), finding that, although some good activities promoting gender equality were included, the Flash Appeals failed in gender mainstreaming.  The review focused on four issues: use of sex- and age-disaggregated data, gender equality programming, prevention and response to gender-based violence (GBV) and participation.  It found that 27 (15%) of the 181 projects in the flash appeals reviewed disaggregated beneficiaries by sex and age, while two out of 181 projects were directly linked to GBV.  The review notes that most of the appeals do reflect some gender equality programming, as well as stakeholder participation.  These considerations, however, are of a general nature, and project proposals do not outline concrete actions (although this is in large part due to the expedient ‘box’ format of projects in flash appeals).


Flash appeals should include sex- and age-disaggregated data to the extent possible, since these data are crucial in order to deliver targeted and effective assistance.  As an example, this data could be included in the section on basic humanitarian and development indicators that usually follows the executive summary.  All clusters/sectors should also be aware of their responsibility to design projects in a manner that prevent and respond to GBV.  In the planning process, they should also consult with and engage affected communities, including women.








Flash appeals are not alone in exhibiting this shortcoming.  More broadly, the humanitarian community still lacks a mechanism to judge needs and make comparisons between crises in the form of a template that brings together, for example, the need for and constraints on humanitarian response based on the number of people requiring humanitarian response; state of the affected population pre-disaster; extent of the damage; ease of access; and capacity of the government.  Improved comparability and consistency of such basic metrics would both inform the decision on whether to trigger a flash appeal (especially in borderline situations where, as an example, predictable climatic variation widens to cause humanitarian needs), and provide basic rapid needs analysis for appeals that are triggered.  


Whilst such harmonization and efficient coordination of needs assessments across clusters/sectors is something that donors want, key agencies have expressed concerns that it is technically difficult, may not reflect adequately the complexity and specificity of each individual crisis, and risks creating considerable challenges in terms of principles.  The humanitarian imperative urges humanitarian agencies to alleviate human suffering wherever it is found on the basis of need and not on political or other considerations.  This issue of course goes beyond the scope of this report, and of flash appeals in general.  The IASC Needs Assessment Group is currently considering this issue.  Its nearly finalized terms of reference state that “there is in general a lack of sufficiently coordinated, timely, credible and comparable (emphasis added) cross-sector needs assessments and related capacities.  These factors hinder informed cross-sectoral humanitarian decision-making and risk reducing the effectiveness of the humanitarian response, with potentially negative consequences for populations that already have suffered tremendously.”


2.3
Revising Flash Appeals

Significant progress was achieved in 2008 in revising flash appeals.  Eight of the 12 appeals issued in 2008 were revised.  Five were revised within the calendar year, and one (Kyrgyzstan) was revised as planned in early 2009 to conform to the latest updated assessment information.
  This alone represents an 800% increase on revisions in 2007, although this success was accompanied by some new and unforeseen developments.  With more flash appeals being revised, the workload on country teams and on OCHA CAP Section is essentially doubling.  12 flash appeals, plus eight revisions, plus six quasi-flash appeals in addition to the other duties that CAP Section must perform, left the Section severely stretched at certain times during the year.  Revisions also added work to at times overstretched humanitarian country teams (see below).  


Table 6: 2008 Flash Appeals: by Days Needed to Complete Revisions 


		Country

		revision due*

		Date revision final field draft sent to OCHA-GVA

		Date revised appeal published

		# days revised final field draft - revision published

		# days revision due - revision finalized

		# days original appeal - revised appeal publications



		Bolivia

		20-Mar-08

		Appeal unrevised



		Kenya

		16-Feb-08

		27-Mar-08

		09-Apr-08

		13

		53

		84



		Southern Africa

		08-Mar-08

		Appeal unrevised



		Tajikistan

		15-Mar-08

		02-May-08

		10-May-08

		8

		56

		85



		Madagascar

		01-Apr-09

		Appeal unrevised



		Myanmar

		09-Jun-08

		02-Jul-08

		10-Jul-08

		8

		31

		62



		Georgia

		19-Sep-08

		01-Oct-08

		07-Oct-08

		6

		18

		49



		Pakistan

		07-Oct-08

		21-Jan-09

		30-Jan-09

		9

		115

		145



		Haiti

		10-Nov-08

		12-Dec-08

		19-Dec-08

		7

		39

		100



		Honduras

		28-Nov-08

		03-April-09

		08-Apr-09

		5

		131

		162



		Yemen

		10-Dec-08

		Appeal unrevised



		Kyrgyszstan

		28-Dec-08

		02-Feb-09

		06-Feb-09

		4

		40

		70



		Averages

		8

		60

		95





Source: FTS, communications with participating agencies and country teams


* IASC policy requires a flash appeal to be revised approximately one month after its launch: the revision due dates indicated in this table correspond to one month after launch.


Table 7:
2008 Flash Appeal Revisions: Sorted by % in Funding Increases


		Revision

		Original Requirements

		Revised Requirements

		Increase


(%)

		Increase


($)



		Kenya

		41,938,954

		207,568,401

		495%

		165,629,447



		Myanmar

		187,538,101

		477,134,253

		254%

		289,596,152



		Georgia

		59,653,319

		114,260,753

		192%

		54,607,434



		Haiti

		107,714,621

		121,100,791

		112%

		13,386,170



		Tajikistan

		25,303,587

		26,914,132

		106%

		1,610,545



		Kyrgyzstan 

		20,635,263

		14,751,781

		71%

		-5,883,482



		Grand Totals

		442,783,845

		961,730,111

		217%

		518,946,266



		

		Median increase

		152%

		33,996,802



		

		Average increase

		205%

		86,491,044





Source for all tables: FTS, CAP Section records, and www.humanitarianappeal.net 


Note: Financial requirements for the Honduras Flash Appeal were not changed following its revision.


Revisions have invariably been more complete documents incorporating elements from CAPs such as prioritization of projects and strengthening aspects of humanitarian reform like improved cluster coordination.  Most revisions successfully instigated prioritization, or categorization, of their projects.  Prioritization criteria, as might be expected, were highly country-specific and varied widely across flash appeals with criteria ranging from how the project targets a vulnerable group, to whether it is considered realistic, to whether it is seasonally-based.  Since not all the criteria used were concerned with levels of need, there is a risk that the resulting project rankings can be said to be somewhat arbitrary.  While the choice of prioritization methodology is highly dependent on the context and level of assessment capacity in the field, more consistent prioritization methodology and/or criteria could support comparability between appeals.  


Additionally, far from being merely re-writes or updates of the initial appeal, most revisions took forms and durations that were specifically adapted to the appeal’s context:


· Extended to nine-month/one-year response plans (Kenya, Pakistan, Myanmar);


· Interlinked with recovery frameworks (Georgia, Haiti);


· Revised but with original strategy and projects unchanged (Honduras).


However, if there is one motive for a country team to conduct a revision it is in the expectation of an improved funding response to the emergency.  This key incentive – that funding improves after a revision – has yet to be conclusively demonstrated (see table on funding to all flash appeals by month following emergency, and table on cumulative graph of all funding to flash appeals by month following emergency).  Most funding is still coming in within the first month of the appeal, and CERF is still responsible for much of this first month response.  The lack of a post-revision funding increase was the subject of a number of discussions with country teams and with OCHA regional offices in 2008.  


If revising an appeal does not seem to bring in extra funding, a country team may take this as a reason not to do them, risking a kind of vicious circle: country teams get no money so they do not revise – country teams do not revise, so they do not get money.  The fact is that there are not enough examples of revisions to state with any certainty that they bring in no additional or renewed funding, and there certainly will be no proof of this if flash appeals are not consistently revised.  Returning to the point made above about the shape that some revisions takes, examples wherein very little, if anything, changes from the original strategy are needed to prove that revisions do not all have to look the same.  Some can be substantially rewritten, some can extend operations for a year, and some can make no changes at all to the original strategy either because the emergency has evolved as predicted, or because other factors (such as poor funding) have constrained the response.  


Aside from aiming to generate further funding, revisions of flash appeals are IASC policy.  They are opportunities for further advocacy.  They are a chance to fully assess funding levels as revisions oblige appealing agencies to review their funding and reporting, and invariably the reported funding goes up as previously unreported contributions are registered.  Revisions are also the chance to tell donors that they might not be living up to the commitments that they have made, the chance to introduce a wider range of projects, and to refine country team coordination arrangements.


This renewed emphasis on revising flash appeals has also raised the issue of what to do with appeals that are left un-revised.  Following discussion within the IASC, the emerging practice is to ‘close’ unrevised appeals after six months at the level of funding received, so as to reduce unmet requirements to zero, on the argument that initial funding requests unsupported by anything more than initial estimates and inferences are valid only in the early days.  Three flash appeals were closed in this manner in 2008 (Bolivia, Madagascar, and Southern Africa), with a fourth (Yemen) likely to be closed as of April 2009.
  However, this enforcement measure has to follow an effort to ensure that a country team has the requisite capacity to do the work of revising a flash appeal in the first place.  Again, in the absence of hard evidence that revising a flash appeal improves donor response to an emergency, country teams might balk at the effort required to do so.


2.4
Funding to Flash Appeals


If flash appeals reflect critical needs, then funding gaps will mean critical needs remain.  As always, flash appeals can not be examined out of context, but some of the themes which reoccur across all emergencies were timeliness of funding; the commitment of fresh funding following revisions (see above Section 2.3); the spread of funding across all agencies/clusters/sectors; and the amount of funding to emergencies with flash appeals that was committed outside the appeal (i.e. bilaterally).  Other issues include the level of funding committed to emergencies that differ from the norm, usually in terms of their conceptualization.


Timeliness of funding


As one of the main points of flash appeals is a speedy funding response, funding within one month of launch is a key indicator.  In 2008, average funding received for flash appeals within one month of launch was 43% of original requirements. (This average is skewed somewhat by the high-end cases of Myanmar and Kenya; the median is 34%.)  Despite an overall perception of improvement in flash appeal results, this average and median are actually lower than those of 2005 and 2006 (see chart below, and table on funding within one month [based on original requirements)]).  However, some aspects of improvement are detectable: for example in 2005, four flash appeals had less than 15% funding after one month, whereas only one 2008 flash appeal fell below that threshold; improved coverage of appeals is largely due to CERF (see chart 1 below).

Table 8:
Funding for flash appeals within one month of launch, as % of requirements: 

averages per year


		

		Median

		Average*

		Comments



		2008

		34%

		43%

		12 flash appeals; one-month funding no better than historical average, despite perceived improvement.



		2007

		35%

		30%

		15 flash appeals, all but one climate-related.



		2006

		44%

		57%

		Only five flash appeals, two of which were politically high-profile (Timor-Leste and Lebanon) and raised the average one-month funding response.



		2005

		44%

		45%

		Ten flash appeals; one-month funding led by Tsunami and Pakistan earthquake; but four appeals had less than 15% funding after one month.



		2004

		17%

		24%

		Nine flash appeals; weak one-month funding response on average.





*Mathematically, averages are more skewed by high or low extremes in the sample than medians are.


Chart 1:
Funding for Flash Appeals within One Month of Launch, as % of Requirements: 
2008
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Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS 


Chart 2:
2008 Flash Appeals: Distribution of Contributions (by Quarter)


The spread of funding by quarter offers some interesting analysis. The overwhelming majority of funding (76%) to flash appeals comes before the appeals’ launch and in the succeeding first quarter. This implies that flash appeals do provide sufficient attention and advocacy towards emergencies to generate funding requests in the critical first weeks.  However, that funding then suffers a significant drop-off, with only 24% coming in the remaining three quarters. With most revisions taking place in the second quarter, this is further evidence that they are not generating renewed funding towards the emergency (see as well section 2.3 above).  


Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS 


Note: this chart takes the duration of all flash appeals and aggregates them into quarterly units for analysis.  A quarter is approximately three months.  


Spread of funding across sectors

The percentage that an appeal is funded is invariably the most commonly-cited indicator of its success or of the success of flash appeals collectively.  It does, however, hide weaknesses in sectoral funding for certain sectors in flash appeals, and masks the disparities of sheer scale or size of the funding amounts requested and received, and when it was received.  The 2008 information for flash appeals shows that there are significant differences in the spread of funding across sectors.  


Table 9:
Flash Appeals 2007 – 2008: Funding by IASC Standard Sector (In Descending 
Order of % Funded in 2008) 


		Sector

		Funding Requested 2007


($)

		Funding Requested 2008


($)

		Committed/Contributed 2007


($)

		Committed/


Contributed 2008


($)

		% of require-


ments funded 2007

		% of require-ments funded 2008



		Mine Action

		0

		400,000

		0

		394,926

		0%

		99%



		Food

		110,622,294

		349,302,649

		83,697,301

		277,753,310

		76%

		80%



		Multi-Sector

		738,714

		26,118,277

		738,714

		19,912,688

		100%

		77%



		Coordination and Support Services

		22,002,747

		91,516,960

		10,293,766

		68,103,266

		47%

		74%



		Protection/Human Rights/Rule of Law

		6,609,058

		38,828,102

		1,555,315

		21,319,047

		24%

		55%



		Shelter and Non-Food Items

		37,995,166

		152,290,668

		18,457,893

		82,466,816

		49%

		54%



		Education

		18,475,196

		51,472,706

		3,308,258

		27,550,251

		18%

		54%



		Water and Sanitation

		33,365,606

		102,239,775

		16,905,703

		53,297,992

		51%

		52%



		Health

		54,610,403

		123,526,081

		30,165,491

		63,345,258

		55%

		51%



		Economic Recovery and Infrastructure

		40,481,100

		125,346,312

		3,906,903

		41,914,671

		10%

		33%



		Agriculture

		47,480,250

		128,453,039

		23,904,548

		40,408,404

		50%

		31%



		Safety and Security of Staff and Operations

		522,200

		710,323

		0

		0

		0%

		0%



		Flexible funding and other adjustments

		0

		-81,899,286

		19,804,055

		44,596,353

		n/a

		-54%



		TOTAL

		372,902,734

		1,108,305,606

		212,737,947

		741,062,982

		57%

		67%





Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS 


Differences in funding levels can be seen not just between sectors.  There is also a concentration of funding received amongst a group of appealing agencies, and a concentration of funding committed by a group of donors, as shown in the tables 10 and 11 below.  

Table 10:
2008 Flash Appeals: Top 15 Appealing Agencies (sorted by funds contributed) 


		Appealing Agency

		Total Requirements ($)

		Funds Received 


($)

		% Funded

		Agency’s Share of Total Flash Appeal Requirements




		Agency’s Share of Total Flash Appeal Funding Received



		World Food Programme

		419,227,861

		332,576,972

		79%

		40%

		48%



		United Nations Children's Fund

		178,443,952

		112,624,799

		63%

		17%

		16%



		United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees

		92,364,272

		60,659,908

		66%

		9%

		9%



		Save the Children 

		42,009,137

		40,683,010

		97%

		4%

		6%



		Food & Agriculture Organization of the United Nations

		103,265,902

		37,057,641

		36%

		10%

		5%



		United Nations Development Programme

		109,874,759

		35,658,487

		32%

		10%

		5%



		International Organization for Migration

		39,178,882

		15,285,031

		39%

		4%

		2%



		World Health Organization

		25,457,289

		14,349,862

		56%

		2%

		2%



		World Vision 

		7,669,743

		9,074,098

		118%

		1%

		1%



		Medical Emergency Relief International

		6,554,012

		7,510,870

		115%

		1%

		1%



		CARE International

		6,846,266

		6,988,638

		102%

		1%

		1%



		Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs

		8,600,236

		6,710,765

		78%

		1%

		1%



		Catholic Relief Services

		7,627,779

		6,014,279

		79%

		1%

		1%



		OCHA (Emergency Response Fund)

		2,000,000

		5,453,278

		273%

		0%

		1%



		Norwegian Refugee Council

		3,625,022

		4,660,472

		129%

		0%

		1%



		Median

		25,457,289

		14,349,862

		

		



		Average

		70,183,007

		46,353,874

		

		



		Sub-total top 15 appealing agencies

		1,052,745,112

		695,308,110

		69%

		



		Sub-total remaining 109 appealing agencies

		55,560,494

		45,754,872

		94%*

		



		Grand Total 

		1,108,305,606

		741,062,982

		70%

		





Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS 


* in terms of percentage of total funds received by flash appeals in 2008, the $45.7 million received by the remaining 109 appealing agencies is 6.2% -- in other words, the ‘market share’ of the top 15 recipient agencies is 93.8%.  


139 UN agencies, NGOs, and other organizations appealed for funds in the 2008 flash appeals.  The funding received, as can be seen from the two tables above, was significantly committed towards one agency (WFP) and sector (food), but also offers other points of interest.  


· Four of the top 15 agencies reported being over 100% funded, and all of them were NGOs (CARE, Medical Emergency Relief International, Norwegian Refugee Council, and World Vision).  


· 67 agencies appealing for funds, including 59 NGOs, received no funding at all according to information reported to FTS.  


· Overall, 380 projects in the 2008 flash appeals were reported as having received no funding, including 167 projects for NGOs.  Requirements for these projects amounted to $90,923,441, of which $54,381,804 (59%) was for NGO projects.  


In addition, some quite significant donor behaviour in comparison to 2007 is evident from this table of the top 15 donors in 2008.  The top 15 donors in 2008 contributed $528,325,035 more to sudden-onset emergencies, an increase of approximately 248%.  The data on median and average funding is also revealing, showing significant increases in comparison to 2007.  


Table 11:
2008 Flash Appeals: Top 15 Donors (with comparison to 2007) 


		Donor

		Funds Committed 


($)

		2007 Donors

		Funds committed 


($)



		United States of America

		148,039,643

		CERF

		68,905,403



		United Kingdom 

		83,592,332

		European Commission (ECHO)

		27,776,290



		CERF

		81,406,647

		United States

		21,816,965



		ECHO

		60,925,955

		United Kingdom

		11,510,074



		Canada

		32,501,636

		Private (individuals & organizations)

		9,246,622



		Sweden

		29,499,944

		Allocations of unearmarked funds by UN agencies

		9,156,156



		Netherlands

		24,981,161

		Sweden

		6,229,648



		Australia

		23,972,350

		Other income

		5,569,000



		Norway

		21,933,095

		Canada

		5,503,886



		Japan

		24,533,378

		Norway

		5,427,055



		Various donors 

		18,855,243

		Australia

		4,339,117



		Carry-over (donors not specified)

		18,667,657

		Germany

		4,258,507



		Private (individuals & organizations)

		16,681,239

		France

		4,119,576



		Germany

		15,882,720

		Netherlands

		3,469,000



		Denmark

		11,895,368

		Belgium

		3,440,048



		Median

		24,533,378

		Median

		5,569,000



		Average

		40,891,225

		Average

		12,271,022



		Sub-total top 15 donors

		613,368,368

		Sub-total top 15 donors

		190,767,347



		Sub-total remaining 97 donors

		127,694,614

		Sub-total remaining 27 donors

		21,970,600



		Grand Total

		741,062,982

		Grand Total

		212,737,947





Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS 


Perceived over-budgeting, or unsubstantiated funding requests

Funding requests have in the past been often perceived by donors to be at least partly unfounded, with two types in particular pointed out for attention: over-budgeted projects and non-humanitarian projects (see section 2.6 on early recovery in flash appeals).  On the other side of the debate, agencies submit what are considered to be objective and assessed project proposals (or as objective and assessed as the short timeline for producing initial flash appeals allows them to be, hence the importance of revisions), but perceive a lack of consistency and transparency between what gets funded and what does not.  


Pre-agreed, standardized cost ranges may be a way of addressing at least the former concern of donors (over-budgeted projects).  In the 2006 global cluster appeal, three clusters produced a generic estimated cost for addressing needs in their sectors for a hypothetical emergency of 500,000 people.  Since then OCHA has encouraged the global clusters to formalize these estimates as a budget starting point for flash appeals, but so far the global cluster leads have not made progress.  However, there is a strong point to be made that flash appeals are only credible if they reflect the situation at hand.  While such standard estimates can be the beginning of an analysis, they are not complete enough.  


Funding committed ‘outside’ the flash appeal 

Funding committed outside flash appeals to emergencies for which flash appeals were issued equalled 42% of the total funds to those emergencies.
  This compares favourably to the amount contributed outside flash appeals to emergencies in 2007, which at $252,532,588 was 54% of all funding to emergencies with flash appeals (meaning that a majority of money for emergencies with flash appeals went ‘outside’ the appeal than ‘in’ it).  


Granted, there are difficulties in assessing and using this data – much of which is reporting of bilateral in-kind contributions – in a reliable manner, mainly because there is often an element of arbitrariness in assigning dollar values to in-kind goods and some kinds of bilateral assistance.  However, a degree of the funding that goes outside flash appeals could, and very possibly should, be counted towards them.  Evidence for this comes in the type of aid that is given outside the appeal, and the agencies who often receive it.  In many cases, neither is incompatible with activities and agencies appealing for funds in the flash appeal.  Indeed, it is not uncommon to see an agency maintain projects and activities ‘outside’ an appeal whilst appealing for funds for separate, but very similar, projects ‘in’ it.  There are in addition numerous statements from donors that indicate the preference of some of them to only fund projects in consolidated humanitarian appeals.  


There is a risk, however, that this significant funding is not being taken fully into account by HCTs when appeals are being revised.  This might be reflective of excessive concentration on what is in the appeal.  It might indicate reporting discrepancies between what donors and agencies tell FTS and what is actually happening on the ground.  It might also be reflective of a lack of coordination between all actors on the ground – both those ‘in’ the appeal and those ‘outside’ it.  It certainly reflects a cautionary stance taken by some agencies, particularly NGOs, about putting all their eggs in one basket – i.e.  the flash appeal – which is not under their control, still perceived to be UN-centric and UN-dominated, still perceived to be a financing mechanism in and of itself (the perception that one receives funding ‘through’ a flash appeal), and reflects a perception that it is better to spread funding requests widely, in the spirit of portfolio diversification.  


This sense of risk management could also be said to be shared by donors.  Whilst some donors commit actively to funding all, or nearly all, of their humanitarian programmes through projects in flash appeals (and CAPs), there are some which clearly fund common humanitarian appeals generously, but also give substantial amounts to actions not planned in the appeal’s framework .  


Table 12:
2008 Emergencies with Flash Appeals: Funding Committed ‘Outside’ the Flash 
Appeal 


		Appeal

		Flash Appeal Revised Requirements

($)

		Flash Appeal Funding Received

($)

		Flash Appeal Funded


(%)

		Reported Funding ‘Outside’ Flash Appeal 


(FTS Table H)

($)

		Reported Funding Outside Flash Appeal as % of Total Funding for Emergency 

		Total Funding Received 


(Flash Appeal & ‘Outside’ Appeal)



		Bolivia 

		14,603,307

		14,603,307

		80%

		11,151,843

		43%

		25,755,150



		Georgia 

		114,260,753

		72,987,948

		64%

		68,814,421

		49%

		141,802,369



		Haiti 

		121,100,791

		72,882,443

		60%

		52,826,002

		42%

		125,708,445



		Honduras 

		17,086,986

		6,000,252

		35%

		3,737,061

		38%

		9,737,313



		Kenya 

		207,568,401

		136,895,869

		66%

		48,577,476

		26%

		185,473,345



		Kyrgyzstan 

		14,751,781

		7,989,186

		54%

		633,652

		7%

		8,622,838



		Madagascar 

		18,838,643

		18,838,643

		51%

		9,572,493

		34%

		28,411,136



		Myanmar 

		477,134,253

		330,362,789

		69%

		173,520,950

		34%

		503,883,739



		Pakistan 

		55,102,503*

		37,993,128

		69%

		29,020,787

		43%

		67,013,915



		Southern Africa

		29,460,906

		29,460,906

		33%

		10,091,402

		26%

		39,552,308



		Tajikistan 

		26,914,132

		15,391,103

		57%

		12,434,970

		45%

		27,826,073



		Yemen 

		11,483,150

		5,113,261

		45%

		107,533,163

		95%

		112,646,424



		Grand Totals

		1,108,305,606

		748,518,835

		67%

		527,914,220

		41%

		1,276,433,055





Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS 


* Pakistan requirements are original requirements as of 7 September 2008.


2.5
Interaction between CERF and Flash Appeals


CERF was mainly responsible for keeping 2007 funding levels close to the historical average.  CERF contributed 32% ($69 million) of the total funding received for 2007 flash appeals ($212 million).  By contrast, in 2008, CERF provided 12% ($80 million) of the total funding received for the original requirements of flash appeals ($670 million), with the average CERF contribution being $6.6 million per appeal (vs.$4.5 million in 2007).  Due to the size of some of the appeals, notably those for Haiti, Kenya, and Myanmar, very substantial CERF contributions of, respectively, $10 million, $11 million, and $26 million are reflected as relatively small in the percentage of overall funding received.  


However, once again, CERF was the key in ensuring that funding arrived rapidly within the critical first month (see Chart 1 on page 11 above, and table 13 on next page re CERF funding as a percentage of original requirements).  Not only that, but in seven of the appeals, the CERF was either the largest or second-largest source of funding, and even for the largest appeal of 2008 (Myanmar) still scored as the 4th highest contributor of funds.  With over $80 million of funds contributed, the CERF was the third largest source of funds to flash appeals in 2008, behind the United States and United Kingdom.  


A large critical mass of donors state that CERF requests and flash appeals should continue to interact along the lines of current practice, though with improvements needed.  This could include increased OCHA support to field teams trying to do both processes at once, and improved training on improving the synergy between both processes as, for example, there are often problems with agencies not linking their CERF requests to specific flash appeal projects.  One of the common complaints from country teams is that revisions are not followed by a ‘spike’ in funding.  This could also be an incentive to country teams to properly prepare and prioritize their revisions; in particular gaps in funding that CERF could help to cover.


Table 13:
2008 Flash Appeals: CERF Funding (Sorted by CERF Funding as Percentage of Original Requirements) 


		Appeal

		Original Requirements


($)

		CERF Funding Prior To Appeal Launch


($)

		CERF Funding Weeks 1 - 2


($)

		CERF Funding Weeks 3 - 4


($)

		Total CERF Funding Within One Month


($)

		Funding Within One Month (excluding CERF)


($)

		Total Funding Within One Month


($)

		% Funded One Month After Launch

		CERF As % of All Funding Within One Month

		CERF Funding As % of Original Requirements

		CERF’s Ranking Among Donors to Appeal Within First Month

		Total CERF funding to flash appeals (based on funding to revised requirements)


($)



		Tajikistan 

		25,303,587

		-   

		5,237,558 

		-   

		5,237,558 

		7,791,812

		13,029,370

		51%

		40%

		21%

		1

		5,647,721



		Yemen 

		11,483,150

		-   

		1,958,754 

		-   

		1,958,754 

		1,346,609

		3,305,363

		29%

		59%

		17%

		1

		1,958,754



		Kenya 

		41,938,954

		7,022,854 

		-   

		-   

		7,022,854 

		27,417,217

		34,440,071

		82%

		20%

		17%

		3

		11,194,863



		Pakistan 

		55,102,503

		6,949,446 

		500,000 

		-   

		7,449,446 

		6,017,568

		13,467,014

		24%

		55%

		14%

		1

		7,449,446



		Madagascar

		36,476,586

		-   

		4,625,583 

		-   

		4,625,583 

		9,428,236

		14,053,819

		39%

		33%

		13%

		2

		4,625,583



		Bolivia 

		18,215,196

		2,271,874 

		-   

		-   

		2,271,874 

		8,370,061

		10,641,935

		58%

		21%

		12%

		1

		2,271,874



		Myanmar 

		187,538,101

		-   

		22,417,366 

		-   

		22,417,366 

		167,120,830

		189,538,196

		101%

		12%

		12%

		4

		26,117,370



		Kyrgyzstan 

		20,635,263

		-   

		1,970,556 

		-   

		1,970,556 

		196,574

		2,167,130

		11%

		91%

		10%

		3

		1,970,556



		Honduras 

		17,086,986

		-   

		1,501,344 

		-   

		1,501,344 

		1,916,478

		3,417,822

		20%

		44%

		9%

		3

		1,501,344



		Georgia 

		59,653,319

		-   

		-   

		2,995,315 

		2,995,315 

		31,050,049

		34,045,364

		57%

		9%

		5%

		6

		2,995,315



		Southern Africa

		89,178,415

		4,290,247 

		-   

		-   

		4,290,247 

		11,644,236

		15,934,483

		18%

		27%

		5%

		2

		4,290,247



		Haiti 

		107,714,621

		-   

		-   

		5,106,424 

		5,106,424 

		27,034,395

		32,140,819

		30%

		16%

		5%

		2

		10,183,168



		Totals

		670,326,681

		20,534,421 

		38,211,161 

		8,101,739 

		66,847,321

		299,334,065

		366,181,386

		55%

		18%

		10%

		

		80,206,241





Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS, and CERF Secretariat 


NOTE:  83% of all money contributed by CERF to flash appeals in 2008 was contributed within the first month of the emergency.

2.6
Phased Inclusion of Early Recovery Projects


It may be argued that early recovery (ER) remains the most under-funded sector in all flash appeals.  Its actual funding level, however, cannot be easily determined, for some fundamental and inter-connected reasons.  Firstly, most early recovery requirements are mainstreamed within other clusters (in line with the agreed upon inter-agency policy
), which makes their specific financial tracking – as components of the broad ‘early recovery’ category - not immediately possible.  Secondly, the IASC standard sectors only include ‘Economic Recovery and Infrastructure’ (ERI), which captures only a limited share of the total early recovery activities, as it fails to include both the ER requirements that are mainstreamed in the other clusters and those (related to rule of law, governance, reintegration, land & property, etc.) that are sometimes presented under a separate ‘ER section’ in flash appeals.  


The level of funding of the ERI sector therefore has weaknesses as a reliable proxy indicator for ER funding, which should push all concerned actors to consider and identify alternative approaches.  With regard to the ERI sector alone, it is worth noting that in 2008 the total funding requests ($125 million) accounted for some 11% of the total Flash Appeal requirements (see table on funding by IASC standard sector).  The sector received $41 million, corresponding to some 5% of the total funding to flash appeals and 33% of original ERI requirements.  While the latter result may not be regarded as positive, it should be noted that in 2007 the level of ERI funding in flash appeals stood at less than 10%.


To the extent that humanitarian efforts and early recovery occur in parallel, and that humanitarian and development actions form a ‘continuum’, it clearly makes little sense to silo them.  In addition, in the absence of  early recovery-specific fundraising tools and funding mechanisms – for which there seems to be little appetite, including among donors – the inclusion of early recovery requirements into the main humanitarian funding mechanisms (including  flash appeals) is likely to continue.  The necessary flexibility on the part of humanitarian donors, however, is still being sought.  As a result, early recovery is still arguably affected by an overall funding gap, which, however, conceals very different realities.  In 2008, for example, several appeals generated significant ERI components, either as part of the initial appeal (Haiti), or as part of their revision process, a few of which received an above-average level of funding (notably Myanmar and Kenya – see table below).  


Table 14:
2008 Flash Appeals: Funding to Economic Recovery and Infrastructure Sector 

(sorted by percent funded)


		Appeal title

		Funds Requested


($)

		Funds Contributed


($)

		% Funded



		Tajikistan

		1,800,000

		1,800,000

		100%



		Myanmar

		53,731,489

		26,490,548

		49%



		Kenya

		19,668,273

		6,912,648

		35%



		Georgia 

		6,305,000

		1,563,903

		25%



		Honduras

		2,176,550

		446,313

		21%



		Madagascar

		700,000

		100,000

		14%



		Haiti

		30,500,000

		4,143,645

		14%



		Pakistan

		1,060,000

		60,000

		6%



		Southern Africa

		9,405,000

		397,614

		4%



		Total

		125,346,312

		41,914,671

		33%





Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS 


Some noteworthy progress was nevertheless made in 2008 in terms of better including and integrating early recovery into humanitarian appeals.  In particular, the Cluster Working Group on Early Recovery (CWGER) finalized guidelines on early recovery in flash appeals in January 2009, emphasizing the two-phase process that was outlined in the FAOP.  This was that early recovery projects can be proposed in a flash appeal’s rapid first edition, provided that they: 1) have been reliably assessed (including through reasonable inference); and 2) have a strong rationale for beginning sooner rather than later; and 3) can be completed roughly within the flash appeal’s six-month planning horizon.
  Essential ‘start-up’ costs for early recovery (to support coordination, rapid assessments, and initial planning) can also be included.  Additional early recovery projects, based on subsequent more thorough assessments of early recovery needs, will be included in the flash appeal revision (hence the phased approach).  


The first real test of this approach was made during the preparation of the Georgia Flash Appeal.  In the initial appeal reference was made to the intention to form an early recovery cluster, but no projects were proposed for it as it was decided they would not be compatible with the situation in the country as it was evolving at that time.  Another issue arose in whether to segregate ER projects under their own sectoral rubric, or to diffuse or mainstream them into other sectors (the argument for the latter being that ER is an approach, not a technical sector).  Whereas at the beginning of the revision the early recovery cluster was requesting $11.5 million, by the end of the revision process the cluster was requesting $6.3 million, with several projects having been mainstreamed into other sectors, notably into Food Security (mainly restoring agricultural livelihoods), in line with the content of the ‘phased approach’ policy that was concurrently taking shape.  However, whilst Georgia was a procedural success story, the ER projects were only 25% funded.  


As previously underscored, mainstreaming ER to the extent possible makes a great deal of operational and conceptual sense; on the other hand, this actually makes tracking ER projects harder.  This challenge could perhaps be met by introducing a ‘code’ system that would allow for the identification, for financial tracking purposes only, of ER projects within each flash appeal.  Georgia, together with Myanmar and Haiti, were also examples of flash appeals that were designed to segue into longer-term recovery efforts.  A Joint Needs Assessment in Georgia, a Post-Disaster Needs Assessment in Haiti, and the Damage and Loss Assessment in Myanmar all provided wider frameworks within which to base the humanitarian effort, and provided important assessment data to underpin the flash appeals’ strategic priorities.  


In conclusion, there still needs to be a dialogue on this issue between appealing agencies and, most importantly, donors regarding what can be done to improve funding of early recovery in flash appeals.  Humanitarian donors, in particular, have not provided clear and consistent indications of the modalities that the inclusion of early recovery requirements in humanitarian funding mechanisms should follow in order to be more effective (from a fund-raising point of view).  This is important in light of the overall efforts and improvements made in 2008, notably the implementation of the phased approach (which can be said to have reduced the amount of what were heretofore perceived to be non-priority funding requests, particularly for the initial version of the appeal), and the use of improved assessment information to justify ER projects (as outlined above in the Georgia, Haiti and Myanmar cases).  


2.7
Ensuring the Implementation of the Cluster Approach without Causing Undue 
Delay in Flash Appeal Production


The FAOP considered that a potential delaying factor in the issuance of a flash appeal is the implementation of the cluster approach, which takes time in itself and sometimes is perceived to alienate host governments in such a way that they oppose a flash appeal.  With the average time to issue a flash appeal in 2008 essentially halving, there are grounds to consider that this element of possible delay – the cluster approach – is not the issue that it was originally thought to be.  Of the 12 appeals issued in 2008, all of which were in non-CAP countries, three adopted the cluster approach (Kenya, Georgia, and Myanmar) and two already used it (Haiti and Pakistan).  The most problematic adoption took place in Georgia, but this did not hinder either the initial or revised flash appeal.  Countries which incorporated the cluster approach fully into their preparedness and contingency planning saw demonstrable benefits when it came time to deploy them for emergencies.


2.8
Strengthening the Participation of NGOs in Flash Appeals


In all the 2007 flash appeals, NGOs were involved in response/coordination activities, but for various reasons – including resistance from some affected governments to the idea of including NGOs in the response – some or most of them opted not to participate in the flash appeal.  In several appeals, for example Nicaragua, Uganda, and Ghana, no NGO funding needs were mentioned.
  This situation improved in 2008, with nearly twice as many NGOs appealing in flash appeals and playing significant and, in some cases, coordinating roles.  Additionally, as the table below demonstrates, some very significant progress is visible in terms of the numbers of NGOs appealing in flash appeals, as well as the funding they received in both dollar and percentage terms.  In 2008, for example, with NGOs requesting 15% of total funding requested, funding to NGO projects went up by over 800% compared to 2007.  


Table 15:
Flash Appeals and NGOs: 2007 – 2008 


		Year

		No.  NGOs Appealing for Funding

		Total Funds Requested (UN agencies & NGOs)


$

		Total funds Received (UN agencies & NGOs)


$

		NGO Funding Requested (and as % of total funds requested)


$

		NGO Funding Received (and as % of total funds received)


$

		NGO Funding as % of NGO Funds Requested

		No.  NGOs Receiving no Reported Funding


(and as % of appealing NGOs)



		2007

		53

		372,902,734

		212,737,947

		37,452,355


(10%)

		11,990,968


(6%)

		32%

		34


(64%)



		2008

		100

		1,108,305,606

		748,518,835

		181,081,338


(16%)

		114,491,004

(15%)

		63%

		57


(57%)



		Totals

		153

		1,481,208,340

		961,256,782

		218,533,693


(15%)

		126,481,972

(13%)

		56%

		91


(59%)





Source: donor and recipient organization reports as of 8 June 2009, shown on FTS 


However, a significant number of NGO projects have no reported funding at all, and this percentage has held steady at approximately 60% over the past two years.  In 2008, according to donor and agency information on FTS, out of 277 NGO projects in flash appeals 167 projects (60%) received no reported funding at all.  Analysis of the NGOs reporting zero funding shows them to be a mix of mostly small, often local, NGOs, with some larger international ones.  


A likely explanation might be then, that NGOs, particularly international ones which should be more aware of financial reporting procedures, have in fact received funding but not reported it to FTS.  In any case, it suggests the need for new or improved outreach to both NGOs and donors on reporting contributions.  It also suggests that FTS should be strengthened with research capacity to reflect non-UN response and map where the money goes (flash appeal, the Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement, other international organizations receiving direct funding, national agencies receiving bilateral aid, and other contributions financial or in-kind by neighbours, diaspora, or the private sector).


Notwithstanding these marked quantitative improvements, on the qualitative side the picture remains mixed.  NGO participation as appealing agencies in flash appeals varied widely from case to case, from no NGOs (Honduras), to 37 in Kenya, and with an average of 14 NGOs appealing for funds per flash appeal.  In nearly all cases, the numbers of NGOs participating in flash appeals increased after revision, suggesting that the revision process and clusters are functioning as designed in terms of broadening the participation of appealing agencies.  


Apart from NGOs as appealing agencies, they continued to play an active role as partners to appealing agencies, and as participants in country team deliberations on flash appeal strategy.  This picture can, however, obscure what are known to be common difficulties which NGOs, particularly national or local ones, have with flash appeals; namely a perception that appeals are still too UN-centric; that poor information is given to NGOs on how to participate; or that NGOs have insufficient capacity, time or determination to implement their activities whilst also participating in country team deliberations.  This latter point should, at the least, be being remedied by improved attention to cluster performance.  


Unlike 2007, where in at least one case (Nicaragua) the presence of NGOs was opposed by the national authorities to the extent that NGO projects were ultimately deleted, 2008 saw no major objection by the governments of affected countries to NGOs in flash appeals.  Some problems still remained, but related to other aspects of NGO roles in responding to disasters rather than objections to their presence itself.  Most often, this related to concern about the operational capability of NGOs to respond effectively in the aftermath of a disaster.  Two cases wherein this was specifically raised as an issue by the affected government were Georgia and Myanmar.  


2.9
Flash Appeals and Preparedness


With the emphasis on issuing flash appeals as fast as possible in the aftermath of an emergency, it was natural that attention would shift to what could reasonably be done before a disaster that would enable the appeal to be issued within the required timeframe.  This has invariably cast light on the lack of overall funding for some kinds of preparedness activities.


To date, the best example of this comes from the Kyrgyzstan flash appeal.  There were a number of good points to it, and in most ways it followed established and emerging best practice, so in the absence of specific contextual details, it is hard to criticise it for what may have been an over-reaction to a potential problem (a harsh winter exacerbated by structural deficiencies, notably to the power supply).  What was noticeable about the Kyrgyzstan Flash Appeal was the following:


· The Country Team were transparent about their intentions from the beginning with all stakeholders;


· The appeal was clearly linked to their preparedness and contingency planning;


· They exhausted local donor capacity and support first, and then went to the flash appeal (this may be particular to this case and not applicable in other contexts, particularly rapid-onset natural disasters);


· Thresholds and indicators for action were established which, when triggered, activated the appeal;


· There was a clear role for Government;


· There was a clear positioning of the flash appeal within the overall and ongoing development programme in the country (sense of a continuum of response);


· A revision was conducted, and was the only one of seven revisions in 2008 to revise downwards.  They were transparent in the reasons given for this: the winter was less harsh than originally foreseen, and a lack of funding rendered some projects obsolete and too late to implement (leading to them being cut).


3.
PENDING ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Aside from the pending elements from the original FAOP (see annex), the experience of 2008 has shown that whilst much has been accomplished, there is still work to be done in setting elements of the reform on firm ground.  Several areas in particular need attention: 


· Key elements of preparedness relating to thresholds and indicators; 


· The need to systematically revise flash appeals;


· The need to better track appeal development;


· Improving support to early recovery and preparedness;


· Improving the tracking of ER projects,


· CAP Section support to emergencies.


There are, as well, a number of action points from the original FAOP that have yet to be fully completed, and which remain as priorities for action (see Annex I).


Preparedness, thresholds and indicators


Perhaps the most important element in the question of thresholds and indicators is that often country teams can get bound up in trying to determine whether or not ‘their’ emergency merits a flash appeal, or could be solved by recourse to other tools.  The advantage to setting thresholds and indicators should be seen as part of the increased emphasis on getting as much of the flash appeal’s planning done in the pre-disaster phase, that is, mainstreaming the flash appeal into preparedness activities.  As it is a consultative exercise, thresholds and indicators are key elements of joint planning and strategizing.  Once the disaster strikes, or seems imminent, the thresholds and indicators set by the country team form points of reference that can go a long way in determining whether the emergency will be beyond its capacity to respond.  The state of the art in this respect is the process that led to the Kyrgyzstan Flash Appeal in November 2008.  


Additionally, what constitutes any organized response to an emergency, be it a flash appeal or not, is not so much the ‘label’ that gets put on any final product, but the process of coordinated response that an emergency (or the planning for it) engenders.  The ‘label’ can come right at the end, if necessary.  In this context, this can go some way to alleviating concerns by, in particular, governments which are wary of flash appeals.


Action


· Update the ‘Thresholds for Triggering Flash Appeals’ from June 2007.


· Propose triggers and thresholds based upon particular emergency types (and any other models such as regional frameworks, etc).


· Require greater transparency about which assessments have been used and to request they are more consistently referenced: introduce a section in flash appeals listing assessments (agency-specific, cluster-specific, inter-agency, etc.) that have been used.


· The IASC CAP SWG should request the global cluster leads to go ahead with generic estimations.  

Systematically revising appeals and keeping appeals relevant and topical 


This report has laid out in some detail the successes of the revision process in 2008, as well as the problems that still remain to be resolved.  The need for revisions needs to be constantly reiterated from all levels, including if necessary from donors themselves, with a possible option being to have the IASC WG (re)issue a statement on the policy requirements of doing revisions.  However, beyond simply enforcing revisions, there is a wide range of activities that could be contemplated that could both support the revision process, and as well to make the flash appeal more of an ongoing framework.  


· Mandatory ‘Half-term’ and ‘End-of-term’ reports: this would not need to be any more complicated than a short update on the appeal at its mid-point and at its end.  The mid-term would be expressly designed to keep the flash appeal topical, updated, and on the agenda or radar of appealing agencies and donors.  


· Half-term report: financial update (by cluster/sector) showing funding gaps; contextual information.  The half-term report should be designed not to be an additional burden on HCTs, and it should not replace the need to revise the appeal.


· Mandatory End-of-term report: financial update (by cluster/sector); review of achievements using appeal’s stated strategic priorities; review of cluster/sector achievements; lessons learned.  An end-of-term reporting template should be designed and circulated for comment.


· To the extent possible, these should be pre-prepared templates with as much information filled in by CAP Section as possible.


Action


· Design mid- and end-of-term templates for comment.


· Re-write flash appeal links on FTS to reflect start and end dates.


· Update flash appeal information on www.humanitarianappeal.net (guidelines, best practice, financial tracking, timelines for development of flash appeals, etc).


Improving support to early recovery and preparedness


· Advocacy with donors to lift ER up from being arguably the most under-funded sector.


· Examine difficulties in tracking ER-related projects that have been mainstreamed into other clusters/sectors and propose solutions to improve.


CAP Section support to HCTs doing flash appeals 


On a technical basis and in terms of punctual support to country teams, CAP Section has been able to provide, as needed, surge capacity, and the ability to offer pre-drafting of sections of appeals.  This latter tool has been of particular use in high-pressure emergencies (such as Kenya and Myanmar), and particularly in emergencies which are in a very different time zones; with the country team and CAP Section thus able to work on the same document at different times, and to conduct a hand-over as and when one side is operational, this allows for appeals to be worked on continuously, and takes pressure off country teams.  


A common observation in most emergencies, and in any analysis of them, is the poor use or understanding of FTS.  Given the range of information that FTS can provide, efforts should be made to improve the use of FTS by all interested parties.  This includes not only other sections of OCHA, but also partner agencies and member states.  


Assessment data and methodologies: cooperate closely with ACE project:


· Harmonization: To work with global cluster leads/agencies on harmonization of needs assessment work, standards, and methodologies of each cluster (in close cooperation with global cluster leads) to rationalize assessment processes within clusters and improve comparability of data analysis.


· Consolidation: To develop a consolidated humanitarian situation and response analysis tool in consultation with agencies and other experts that would serve as a multi-sectoral ‘humanitarian dashboard’ and facilitate evidence-based humanitarian decision-making (i.e. Emergency Relief Coordinator, donors, etc.).


· The overall goal is – through this dual-track approach – to improve humanitarian action and accountability by strengthening the evidence-base for humanitarian decision-making.


Action


· Design and implement FTS training for OCHA.


· Design and implement FTS training for other stakeholders (i.e. member state missions in Geneva).


· Ensure flash appeal information and findings are included throughout OCHA trainings (especially those conducted by CERF, Humanitarian Reform Support Unit, and Staff Development and Learning Section [SDLS]).


New emergencies


The genesis of the FAOP was a perception that climate change would cause an increase in natural disasters, which would in turn lead to a spike in the number of flash appeals.  Whilst this has not exactly come to pass, arguably several ‘real’ climate emergencies have occurred – Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, and possibly Southern Africa – but have not been recognized as such and the appeals produced elicited a moderate funding response.  The question is why and the answer, quite probably for Kyrgyzstan and Southern Africa, is that too much preparedness was included in the appeal.  


These appeals are interesting in the sense that they might be a good example of a type of new emergency, triggered by combinations of climate change and poor development which, at certain times and under certain conditions, create humanitarian needs.  If there are needs, and in the case of Kyrgyzstan they were assessed as being sufficiently great to warrant international assistance, then a response is needed with the tools available.  Agencies, including OCHA, cannot keep acknowledging the humanitarian implications of new kinds of emergencies, such as those that will be brought on by climate change, if, as humanitarian organizations and as donors, appeals which are examples of these new needs and new kinds of emergency are overlooked.

ANNEX I:
TABLES AND GRAPHS

Flash Appeals in 2008: Funding to All Flash Appeals (by month following emergency)
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Before Launch1 Month2 Months3 Months4 Months5 Months6 Months7 Months8 Months9 Months10 Months11 Months12 Months


Millions


Bolivia Flash Appeal 2008 [unrevised as of Oct. 2008; appeal closed at 80% funding and unmet requirements reduced to zero] 20 February 2008 (blank)


Georgia Crisis Flash Appeal (Revised) 2008 18 August 2008 07 October 2008


Haiti Flash Appeal (Revised) 2008 09 September 2008 19 December 2008


Honduras Flash Appeal (November - April) 2008 29 October 2008 (blank)


Kenya Emergency Humanitarian Response Plan 2008 16 January 2008 08 April 2008


Kyrgyzstan Flash Appeal (Revised) 2008 28 November 2008 (blank)


Madagascar Flash Appeal 2008 [unrevised as of Nov. 2008; appeal closed at 50% funding and unmet requirements reduced to zero]  01 March 2008 (blank)


Myanmar Flash Appeal (Revised) 2008 09 May 2008 10 July 2008


Pakistan Humanitarian Response Plan (Revised) 2008-2009 07 September 2008 (blank)


Southern African Region Preparedness and Response Plan 2008 [unrevised as of Nov. 2008; appeal closed at 33% funding and unmet requirements reduced to zero]  12 February 2008 (blank)


Tajikistan Flash Appeal (Revised) 2008 15 February 2008 08 May 2008


Yemen Floods Response Plan (November - April) 2008 10 November 2008 (blank)


 

Source: FTS 


Note: individual graphs showing funding per emergency per month will shortly be posted to the flash appeal section at www.humanitarianappeal.net 


Flash Appeals in 2008: Cumulative Graph of All Funding to Flash Appeals (by month following emergency)
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2008 Flash Appeals: Details on Time Taken in Stages of Development of Initial Flash Appeal


		Country

		Type of Disaster

		Date of Disaster*

		Date of RC/HC Decision to Issue Flash Appeal

		Date Final Field Draft Sent to OCHA-GVA

		Date Flash Appeal Published

		# Days Disaster - Decision

		# Days Decision - Appeal

		# Days Final Field Draft Produced - Appeal Published

		# Days Disaster - Appeal

		# Days RC Decision - Appeal Published



		Bolivia

		Floods

		27-Dec-07

		14-Feb-08

		17-Feb-08

		20-Feb-08

		49

		6

		3

		55

		6



		Kenya

		Political emergency

		31-Dec-07

		6-Jan-08

		14-Jan-08

		16-Jan-08

		6

		10

		2

		16

		10



		Southern Africa

		Floods/preparedness

		n/a

		9-Jan-08

		6-Feb-08

		8-Feb-08

		n/a

		30

		2

		n/a

		30



		Tajikistan

		Winter crisis

		31-Jan-08

		4-Feb-08

		12-Feb-08

		15-Feb-08

		4

		11

		3

		15

		11



		Madagascar

		Cyclone & floods

		18-Feb-08

		25-Feb-08

		29-Feb-08

		1-Mar-08

		7

		5

		1

		12

		5



		Myanmar

		Cyclone & floods

		3-May-08

		4-May-08

		7-May-08

		9-May-08

		1

		5

		2

		6

		5



		Georgia

		Political emergency

		8-Aug-08

		11-Aug-08

		17-Aug-08

		19-Aug-08

		3

		8

		2

		11

		8



		Pakistan

		Floods & political emergency

		1-Aug-08

		26-Aug-08

		5-Sep-08

		7-Sep-08

		25

		12

		2

		37

		12



		Haiti

		Cyclone & floods

		3-Sep-08

		4-Sep-08

		8-Sep-08

		10-Sep-08

		1

		6

		2

		7

		6



		Honduras

		Floods

		13-Oct-08

		20-Oct-08

		27-Oct-08

		28-Oct-08

		7

		8

		1

		15

		8



		Yemen

		Floods

		24-Oct-08

		29-Oct-08

		5-Nov-08

		10-Nov-08

		5

		12

		5

		17

		12



		Kyrgyzstan

		Winter crisis

		26-Nov-08

		26-Nov-08

		26-Nov-08

		28-Nov-08

		0

		2

		2

		2

		2



		Averages

		10

		10

		2

		18

		10



		Medians 

		5

		8

		2

		15

		8





		Averages for 2007

		20

		12

		2

		34

		14



		Medians for 2007

		21

		10

		2

		32

		14





* For gradual-onset disasters – floods and drought – the date of the first international report is cited.

ANNEX II:
REVIEW OF ACTION POINTS STEMMING FROM THE FLASH APPEAL OVERHAUL PAPER, 
INCLUDING STATUS (IF ANY)


		No.

		

		Status



		3.1

		The IASC WG, based on a draft provided by the IASC CAP SWG, will be invited to revise the 2006 Guidelines for Flash Appeals
 and agree a leaner flash appeal template.  

		Done: Guidelines field tested in 2008; finalized and issued on 9 March 2009



		

		The initial appeal should be a minimal immediate needs document with a skeletal action plan confined to evident needs (including those that are reasonably inferred), and conservative funding requests.  

		Done



		

		The revised guidelines should clarify to country teams the nature of information, analysis, joint planning, and decisions they are expected to produce in a flash appeal.  

		Done



		

		A flash appeal should be issued within ideally five days, and no more than seven days, of a disaster.
  

		Three of 12 appeals issued within seven days of the disaster


Five of 12 appeals issued within seven days of RC/HC decision to issue appeal



		3.2

		The IASC WG will be invited to task the IASC CAP SWG to develop an advocacy strategy towards governments in disaster-prone countries.  Efforts should concentrate on capacitating authorities in disaster management while lobbying donor countries to invest more in prevention and mitigation, in DRM, and to provide funds to flash appeals in a consistent way based on needs over time.

		Ongoing



		

		At the same time, the process, nature and benefits of flash appeals and the cluster system should be explained to the country teams and governments in countries where OCHA is not present (though the advocacy strategy should not be aimed at systematic use of international assistance).  

		Ongoing



		3.3

		The IASC WG will be invited to authorize an optional variant on the name “flash appeal,” to make them more palatable to appeal-averse governments.

		No variant official adopted; standard euphemized title used generally ‘Humanitarian Response Plan’



		3.4

		The IASC WG will be invited to address the Development System to ensure reference to flash appeals is placed and recognized within contingency planning, as well as in United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) processes and documents and other inter-agency mechanisms, with a requisite level of capacity development, training and sensitization at the country level, and familiarization with Disaster Risk Management (DRM).

		Ongoing



		3.5

		The IASC WG may ask the ERC to ensure and enforce the practice of revising flash appeals some weeks after initial publication to incorporate more reliable information, enhance credibility, and stimulate thorough assessment and planning.

		Eight of 12 flash appeals revised



		

		The option to reduce the unmet funding needs of an unrevised appeal to zero should be considered (but not before the stipulated timeframe has elapsed, i.e. maximum six months).  

		Option exercised on three unrevised flash appeals



		

		Global cluster leads should deploy technical experts and cluster organizers to support inexperienced country teams, in the event of sudden-onset disasters.  This is particularly important in the lead-up to an appeal’s revision.

		Ongoing





		No.

		

		Status



		

		OCHA should develop guidance, and be prepared to provide necessary support, to help country teams with the practicalities of doing CERF applications and a flash appeal at the same time.  CERF-trained surge capacity staff could assist as needed, as well as persons trained as CAP facilitators and who are currently on the facilitators’ roster.

		Guidance and training material on the inter-linkages between CAPs/flash appeals and CERF were prepared by the CAP Section and the CERF Secretariat, distributed widely, and made available on the CERF website (http://cerf.un.org).  Regarding surge support, OCHA regularly deploys staff members to assist RC/HCs and country teams in emergency settings, with due emphasis placed on supporting the coordination of the immediate response as well as the preparation of flash appeals/CERF applications (if underway).  Increased attention will placed on ensuring that OCHA staff placed on the emergency response roster have an adequate understanding of CAPs/flash appeals and CERF.  



		

		Global cluster leads should develop standard or generic project budgeting tools, including cluster templates, as well as project selection criteria, for flash appeals based on an estimate of generic per capita costs of response in each sector.  This could serve as an indicative guide in budgeting appeal projects, and thereby improve the predictability, transparency and accuracy of costs, as well as save time in issuing appeals.  IASC should request global cluster leads to proceed with this task.  

		Ongoing



		

		Global clusters leads, in consultation with the Needs Assessment Group, should define standard rapid needs assessments or appraisals for each sector, with a view to making their use the standard by which to judge the scale and severity of a disaster, capitalising in particular on work done by the clusters with the Initial Rapid Assessment (IRA) tools.  Such a tool would inform the decision on whether to develop a flash appeal.

		Ongoing: Needs Assessment Group 



		

		The IASC WG will be invited to clarify who has the ultimate responsibility for deciding on the scale and content of the flash appeal and its various components.  The RC’s office often has insufficient humanitarian capacity to ensure that appeal content is proportionate to need, realistic and/or relevant.  OCHA, supported by the IASC CAP SWG, should backstop the RC to ensure good project selection and budgeting.


		Ongoing



		

		The IASC WG will be invited to adopt guidelines on the inclusion of ER in flash appeals.
  

		Guidelines on ER in flash appeals finalized in March 2009



		

		The IASC WG will be invited to adopt guidelines for the interaction between individual agency appeals and flash appeals.  

		Not done



		

		Individual appeals should be coordinated and rolled into the inter-agency appeal.


		Largely achieved in flash appeal situations



		

		OCHA Humanitarian Coordination System Strengthening Project should continue to further increase familiarity among RC/HCs with the flash appeal process.

		Done: RC/HC familiarized with flash appeal process during trainings throughout 2008



		

		OCHA, United Nations Development Programme/Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery (UNDP/BCPR) and International Strategy for Disaster Reduction, through their joint endeavour CADRI (Capacity for Disaster Reduction Initiative) should work together to ensure that RCs/HCs are prepared to manage the full range of their disaster risk management-related responsibilities, from disaster reduction through emergency response to recovery.

		Ongoing





MEDIUM-TERM RECOMMENDATIONS (OCHA AND IASC)

Recommendations related to preparedness

		No.

		

		Status



		4.1.1

		OCHA should record historical, operational data on national and international responses to previous disasters, building on the Who What Where (3W) mapping tool developed by Field Information Support.  As OCHA improves its baselines on preparedness and response capacity, this should be cross-referenced with country-level vulnerability levels pre-disaster, as per the ECHO humanitarian benchmarking system.

		Ongoing 



		4.1.2

		The IASC WG will be invited to agree on basic standard indicators and related thresholds to measure the severity/scale of a disaster, with a view to better supporting fast decisions on whether to develop a flash appeal, and to improving the reliability of stated funding needs therein.

		Ongoing: Needs Assessment Group



		4.1.3

		OCHA and the IASC Information Management SWG should further develop and make use of standardized rapid appraisals and needs assessments for the purpose of improving quality and timeliness of flash appeals, and to enable comparison of needs across disasters/countries.  In this task, OCHA should seek input from the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC), drawing in particular on IFRC vulnerability and capacity assessment methodology, and capitalize on work done by the clusters with the IRA.


		As above





Recommendations related to financing

		No.

		

		Status



		

		OCHA should make the method for CERF’s initial allocation more objective and transparent, by developing a standard method for initially calculating the amount that CERF provisionally allocates to a new disaster (which has been perceived by some as arbitrary) pending submission of suitable projects.  This method may include setting a range or target percentage of the amount of the Appeal.

		The Two-Year Evaluation of CERF recommended that an initial contribution from the Fund to a medium-scale disaster should be in the range of 10-20% of requirements.  Using this recommendation as a guide, the ERC – as manager of the Fund – has provided suggested funding envelopes based on the context and humanitarian needs, to the extent possible.  In general, initial envelopes of 10% of requirements have been provided following an initial assessment of needs and a review of the context and type/scale of disaster.  Approval of funding is dependent on the quality of the grant request submissions, as well as any up-to-date information on needs and funding levels


Depending on efforts to introduce a common needs assessment framework, a tool for the categorization of crises may be developed which would determine the range for the initial pooled fund or donor contributions, according to the severity and scale of the disaster 



		

		OCHA should seek to use an existing CAP in lieu of flash appeal, where possible.  In many cases, existing CAPs can be used to accommodate the additional requirements of a new emergency in lieu of a flash appeal.

		Done (Nepal Floods Humanitarian Response Plan [also done for 2009 Gaza Flash Appeal])





ANNEX III:
ACRONYMS AND ABREVIATIONS


ACE
Assessment and Classification of Emergencies


BCPR
(UNDP) Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery


CADRI
Capacity for Disaster Reduction Initiative


CAP
Consolidated Appeal or Consolidated Appeal Process 


CAP SWG
CAP Sub-Working Group


CERF
Central Emergency Response Fund


CRD
Coordination and Response Division (of OCHA)

CWGER
Cluster Working Group on Early Recovery


DPPT
Disaster Preparedness Planning Training


DREF
Disaster Relief Emergency Fund 


DRM
Disaster Risk Management


ECHO
European Commission Humanitarian Aid Office


EPS
Emergency Preparedness Section (OCHA)

ER
early recovery


ESB
Emergency Services Branch (OCHA)

EWCPS
Early Warning and Contingency Planning Section (OCHA)

FAO 
Food and Agriculture Organization


FAOP
Flash Appeal Overhaul Paper


FCSS
Field Coordination Support Section


FTS
Financial Tracking Service


GA
General Assembly

GBV
gender-based violence

HC
Humanitarian Coordinator

HRSU
Humanitarian Reform Support Unit (OCHA)

IASC
Inter-Agency Standing Committee


IFRC
International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies


IOM
International Organization for Migration


IPC
Integrated Food Security Phase Classification


IRA
Initial Rapid Assessment

ISDR
International Strategy for Disaster Reduction

MoU
memorandum of understanding


NDRA
National Disaster Response Advisor


OCHA
Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs


OSOCC
On-Site Operations Coordination Centre

PHRP
Pakistan Humanitarian Response Plan

RC
Resident Coordinator


RO
Regional Office


ROAP
Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific (OCHA)

ROLAC
Regional Office for Latin America and Caribbean (OCHA)

RTE
real-time evaluation


SDLS
Staff Development and Learning Section (OCHA)

SWG
Sub-Working Group 


UNDAC
United Nations Disaster Assessment and Coordination 

UNDAF
United Nations Development Assistance Framework 

UNDP
United Nations Development Programme


WG
Working Group


Consolidated Appeal Process (CAP)


The CAP is a tool for aid organisations to jointly plan, coordinate, implement and monitor their response to disasters and emergencies, and to appeal for funds together instead of competitively. 


It is the forum for developing a strategic approach to humanitarian action, focusing on close cooperation between host governments, donors, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement, International Organization for Migration (IOM), and United Nations agencies. As such, it presents a snapshot of the situation and response plans, and is an inclusive and coordinated programme cycle of:


· Strategic planning leading to a Common Humanitarian Action Plan (CHAP);


· Resource mobilisation leading to a Consolidated Appeal or a Flash Appeal;


· Coordinated programme implementation;


· Joint monitoring and evaluation;


· Revision, if necessary;


· Reporting on results.


The CHAP is the core of the CAP – a strategic plan for humanitarian response in a given country or region, including the following elements:


· A common analysis of the context in which humanitarian action takes place;


· An assessment of needs;


· Best, worst, and most likely scenarios;


· A clear statement of longer-term objectives and goals;


· Prioritised response plans, including a detailed mapping of projects to cover all needs;


· A framework for monitoring the strategy and revising it if necessary.


The CHAP is the core of a Consolidated Appeal or, when crises break out or natural disasters strike, a Flash Appeal. Under the leadership of the Humanitarian Coordinator, and in consultation with host Governments and donors, the CHAP is developed at the field level by the Humanitarian Country Team. This team includes IASC members and standing invitees (UN agencies, the International Organization for Migration, the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement, and NGOs that belong to ICVA, Interaction, or SCHR), but non-IASC members, such as national NGOs, can also be included.


The Humanitarian Coordinator is responsible for the annual preparation of the consolidated appeal document. The document is launched globally near the end of each year to enhance advocacy and resource mobilisation. An update, known as the Mid-Year Review, is presented to donors the following July.


Donors generally fund appealing agencies directly in response to project proposals listed in appeals. The Financial Tracking Service (FTS), managed by the United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), is a database of appeal funding needs and worldwide donor contributions, and can be found on www.reliefweb.int/fts.


In sum, the CAP is how aid agencies join forces to provide people in need the best available protection and assistance, on time.


		OFFICE FOR THE COORDINATION OF HUMANITARIAN AFFAIRS



		(OCHA)






		United Nations

		Palais des Nations



		New York, NY 10017

		1211 Geneva 10



		USA

		Switzerland









































































� Considering that the CERF looks at the Fund’s contribution to flash appeals before and two weeks after launch, its contribution is significantly greater both in terms of timeliness and percentage of funds committed to the initial phase of an emergency.  See table on CERF funding as percentage of original requirements (page 17).  


� This analysis is somewhat complicated when one factors in the Southern Africa Emergency Floods Response and Preparedness Plan: this appeal was for four countries – Malawi, Mozambique, Zambia and Zimbabwe – only one of which (Zimbabwe) had an OCHA presence.  


� Measuring the date of disaster from the date of the first international report thereof.


� Assessment and Classification of Emergencies: Review of Evidence Base for CAPs and Flash Appeals: Report of Findings, OCHA, December 2008.


� The whole review and the matrix of findings can be found at OCHA Online.


� The remaining two appeals are the PHRP (see note on page 2) and the Honduras Flash Appeal.  Although the Honduras Flash Appeal revision is included in this count, it would be technically incorrect to term it a revision as virtually nothing in it was actually revised.  Following a review in January – March 2009, the UNCT determined that the strategy and response plans elaborated in the initial Flash Appeal were still relevant, and thus in the opinion of the UNCT did not need to be altered.  Beyond a new executive summary and some contextual updates, minimal changes were made to the text.


� The appeals which were not revised all had their specific contexts.  For example, Southern Africa’s revision was, in many ways, a victim of its regional character, with not all country teams willing or able to revise on schedule.  As of the end of March 2009, the situation in Yemen, which is currently at security Phase III, is not propitious for humanitarian operations and certainly not for revising an appeal that can barely be implemented.  


� FTS by mandate records only international humanitarian funding; hence funding within the affected country, public or private, does not figure in these statistics, though it is often greater than international funding.


� As stated in the paper on “Including Early Requirements in Flash Appeals: A Phased Approach”, adopted by the inter-agency CWGER and endorsed by the IASC CAP SWG (see reference further down in the text).  


� Until alternative sources of funding for early recovery activities are established and developed, denying the opportunity to appeal for early recovery activities which might need a swift start but also a longer timeframe (over six months) might impede an effective emergency and rehabilitation response programme that can truly meet the needs of those most affected by a crisis.  Therefore the urgent need remains for the humanitarian community (the CWGER and OCHA in particular) to further work with donors on the issue of funding gaps for early recovery activities in the emergency context.  In addition, when flash appeals are revised after additional information and needs assessments become available, there should be a mechanism for proposing early recovery projects with an implementation timeframe longer than the flash appeal’s six-month planning horizon in order to meet clearly identified needs.


� Getting more NGOs into flash appeals in countries where there is resistance or difficulty to their presence might be solved by ‘pre-qualifying’ or registering them, or discussing their participation before a disaster strikes, as part of advance cluster creation in contingency planning.


� This was in fact a practice in CAPs in the early part of the decade, but which has fallen into disuse.  


� Adopted by the IASC CAP SWG in October 2006: the old Flash Appeal Guidelines may still be viewed at � HYPERLINK "http://ochaonline.un.org/humanitarianappeal/DocView.asp?DocID=1397" ��http://ochaonline.un.org/humanitarianappeal/DocView.asp?DocID=1397�.  


� Or of its declaration, in the case of slow-onset disasters.


� This would respond to a longstanding demand by donors for better prioritization of actions proposed in flash appeals.  


� Based on a draft policy on regulating early recovery in flash appeals, prepared by UNDP and IOM for the CAP SWG in 2007.


� Faster issuance of flash appeals will go a long way to solving this problem.


� Some relevant work has already started within OCHA, on making use of proxy indicators to gather disaggregated baseline impact data across an affected area within 2-3 weeks of a disaster, to establish an inventory of all affected communities; identification of most-affected communities; calculation of relief needs; baseline for coordination and monitoring.  See “Using proxy indicators to assess impact and needs in sudden-onset disasters: initial concept paper,” Craig Williams, OCHA ROAP, Bangkok, December 2007.  
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