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SUMMARY 
 
The United Nations Emergency Relief Coordinator Valerie Amos has allocated approximately US$104 
million to 13 crises through the underfunded emergencies window of the Central Emergency Response 
Fund. Following a detailed analysis of funding coverage and vulnerability indices, as well as consultations 
at headquarters and the field level, the ERC selected the following countries to benefit from underfunded 
allocations:  Central African Republic (up to $4 million), Chad (up to $8 million), Côte d’Ivoire (up to $8 
million), Djibouti (up to $4 million), Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (up to $11 million), Eritrea (up 
to $4 million), Haiti (up to $8 million), Nepal (up to $5 million), Pakistan (up to $15 million), Philippines (up 
to $4 million), Republic of Congo (up to $4 million), South Sudan (up to $20 million), and Syria (up to $7 
million). 
 
 
DETAILS 
 
1. Background 
 
The Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) was established by General Assembly Resolution 
60/124 of 15 December 2005 and is managed by the Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs 
and Emergency Relief Coordinator (ERC). The general mandate of the CERF is to:  1) promote early 
action and response to reduce loss of life; 2) enhance response to time-critical humanitarian 
requirements; and 3) strengthen core elements of humanitarian response in underfunded crises.  
 
To meet these objectives, the CERF has two grant windows:  Rapid Response and Underfunded. Within 
an annual fundraising target of $450 million, two-thirds of the Fund is earmarked for rapid response 
grants. The remaining one-third is set aside for underfunded emergencies and allocated in two rounds per 
year (first round from January to March and Second Round from July to September). In order to maximize 
the impact of the underfunded window, grants are allocated to a limited number of countries per round.1 
 
The purpose of this document is to provide a summary of the process and decisions that lead to the 
country selection and apportionment for the 2012 First Underfunded Round. 
 
2. Key Participants 
 
The ERC manages the CERF on behalf of the United Nations Secretary-General. The ERC decides 
which countries will receive allocations and how much to provide to each country.  
 
The CERF Secretariat, within the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), leads the 
underfunded process, compiling and analysing information, consulting with stakeholders and presenting 
recommendations to the ERC.2 
 
The CERF Underfunded Working Group (UFWG) is composed of CERF focal points in the United Nations 
funds, programmes and specialized agencies and in the International Organization of Migration that are 

                                                 
1 Full details can be found in “UN OCHA Guidelines:  CERF Underfunded Emergencies Window:  Procedures and Criteria” available 
on the CERF website (cerf.un.org). 
2 CERF Secretariat contacts are included in Annex 1 
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eligible for CERF funding. The UFWG provide guidance and comments during the CERF underfunded 
process, including recommending countries for allocations.3  
 
Various OCHA entities are consulted during the underfunded process, including the Coordination and 
Response Division, the Consolidated Appeals Process Section and Financial Tracking Service, the 
Funding Coordination Section, the Human Security Unit, and several regional and country offices. While 
non-governmental organizations are not directly involved in the country selection and apportionment 
process, they are key partners in the prioritization and implementation phases in the field. 
 
3. Planning Figures 
 
In November 2011, the CERF Secretariat began the 2012 First Underfunded Round by establishing 
planning figures based on the guidance that one-third of the CERF available for 2012 should be reserved 
for underfunded emergencies. At the December 2011 CERF High Level Conference, donors pledged 
nearly $375 million to the CERF allowing approximately $125 million to be set aside for the underfunded 
window with an expectation that additional pledges would allow the final amount to increase later the 
year. In an effort to frontload allocations to countries in the first quarter of 2012, the ERC agreed to set 
aside approximately $100-110 million for the first underfunded round. 
 
The number of countries was determined based on a historical analysis, including the average amount 
provided per country in prior underfunded rounds. Between 12 and 15 countries would be selected for 
underfunded allocations in order to maximize impact.  
 
The CERF Secretariat drafted a Guidance Note outlining the planning figures and timeline for the process 
and then circulated the note to the ERC, UFWG and relevant OCHA entities for endorsement.  
 
4. Steps for Initial Short-Listing of Countries 
 
Countries with a Consolidated Appeal (CAP) or comparable humanitarian action plan are automatically 
analysed in terms of humanitarian requirements and funding received while countries without an appeal 
document must be recommended by the UFWG for consideration.  
 
The below briefly outlines the initial short-listing of countries: 
 
Countries with an appeal:   

• Countries with a CAP or comparable humanitarian action plan in 2012 were short-listed on the 
basis of below average funding levels (59%4) of their 2011 appeals as of 25 November 2011. 
These included:  Afghanistan, Central African Republic, Chad, Côte d’Ivoire, Djibouti, Haiti, 
Liberia, Niger, occupied Palestinian territories, Philippines (Mindanao Humanitarian Action Plan), 
South Sudan, Sri Lanka, and Zimbabwe. 

• Kenya was added to the short-list given the CAP’s 49% below average funding coverage when 
excluding the dominant sector (food assistance).  

• In all, 14 of the 18 CAP countries were recommended for further analysis. 
 
Countries without an appeal: 

• The UFWG recommended 12 countries for analysis:  Burundi, Colombia, Democratic People’s 
Republic of Korea, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Madagascar, Mauritania, Myanmar, Nepal, Pakistan, 
Republic of Congo, and Syria. 

 

                                                 
3 A list of actively participating UFWG members is included in Annex 1 
4 Given the extreme variations in funding levels amongst countries in 2011, the CERF Secretariat excluded the outliers (highest and 
lowest funding coverage, for example Somalia and Cote d’Ivoire EHAP) when calculating the average funding levels for CAP and 
non-CAP countries. 



 
3 

Total short-listed:  26 countries (14 countries with an appeal and 12 countries without an appeal) 
 
5. Analysis 
 
Financial:  The CERF Secretariat reviewed the funding coverage of the short-listed countries. Data on 
appeal countries is retrieved from the Financial Tracking Service (FTS). For countries without an appeal, 
UFWG agencies provided figures on 2011 humanitarian requirements and funding received, as well as 
2012 projected requirements. 
 
The overall funding coverage was calculated as well as the coverage excluding the dominant sector. In 
the 2011 CAPs, the food sector was the largest sector accounting for 30% of total requirements and 38% 
of all funds committed. It was also the best funded sector at 75%. The exclusion of the dominant sector 
allows for a limited but valuable look at funding coverage of complementary activities required for a more 
strategic and meaningful humanitarian response. In some cases, the exclusion of the dominant sector 
can decrease funding coverage dramatically and make a “well-funded” appeal appear poorly funded. 
 
Vulnerability indices:  The CERF Secretariat complemented the financial analysis with vulnerability data 
from ECHO’s 2011/2012 Global Needs Assessment, the IASC Early Warning / Early Action reports for 
July-October 2011 and November 2011-February 2012, and OCHA’s 2012 Global Focus Model. 
 
6. Consultations 
 
The CERF Secretariat couples the quantitative analysis with qualitative discussions. For this round, the 
CERF Secretariat consulted with several OCHA entities—including the CAP Section and FTS, Funding 
Coordination Section, Coordination and Response Division, Human Security Unit, Contingency Planning 
and Early Warning Section and regional and countries offices—to gain a comprehensive view of the 
emergencies. In some cases, the CERF Secretariat reached out to UFWG members for clarification or 
additional information.  
 
7. Preliminary Recommendations 
 
On 15 December 2011, the CERF Secretariat met with the ERC to formulate preliminary 
recommendations on country selection. Taking into consideration the input from the CERF Secretariat 
and UFWG, the ERC selected 13 countries for inclusion. 
 
8. Apportionment 
 
Between 15 and 19 December 2011, the CERF Secretariat consulted with the UFWG and relevant OCHA 
entities to confirm humanitarian requirements and funding levels. Following a confirmation of current 
requirements and funding for the overall humanitarian operation or in some cases for a particular 
caseload prioritized by the ERC, the CERF Secretariat carried out the apportionment analysis. The 
amount allocated to each country is calculated based on the relative funding gap in the selected 
countries. For example, if Haiti’s shortfall represents 8% of the total shortfall of the selected countries, 
then Haiti would receive approximately 8% of the available funds. 
 
For this round, the CERF Secretariat ran the calculation with a total figure of 13 countries and $110 
million in available funds.5 
In order to even out disparities between allocations, the amounts were then scaled with a mathematical 
formula. To this end, the largest allocations are moderately reduced while the smallest allocations are 

                                                 
5 While the apportionment calculation was based on a figure of $110 million, the final amount allocated was reduced to $104 
following a change in the funding situation in Chad.  (See explanation under Chad below.) 
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increased.  This also ensures that the smallest allocations are large enough to be meaningful and have 
an impact on the situation. 
 
After the strict calculations, the CERF Secretariat and ERC review the amounts and adjust taking into 
consideration programmatic or strategic considerations, absorption and implementation capacity, access 
constraints and potential rapid response submissions. 
 
9. Decisions 
 
On 19 December 2011, the ERC decided on the final country selection and allocation amounts. The 
below is a brief summary of the decisions. 
 
A. Recommended Countries  
 

• Central African Republic:  The 2011 CAP remained underfunded with only 45% coverage. Low 
visibility of the emergency perpetuates perennial fundraising problems. The ERC recommended 
an underfunded allocation of $6 million for highest  priority projects within the 2012 CAP for 
the Central African Republic.  

 

• Chad:  The 2011 CAP was borderline funded at 57%; however non-food requirements were only 
42% covered. With a broad range of emergency needs in country from drought in the Sahel region 
to Darfuri refugees in the east, donor funding did not easily cover all needs. The ERC 
recommended an underfunded allocation for highest p riority needs in the 2012 CAP for 
Chad.  In December 2011, the ERC agreed to an allocation of $14 million; however as previously 
announced to the RC/HC, the amount was reduced in January 2012 following the approval of a 
rapid response allocation of $6 million to the emergency drought response in the Sahel region. The 
CERF continues to monitor the food security situation in the Sahel region and could consider 
additional funding if conditions continue to deteriorate. 

 

• Côte d’Ivoire:  The 2011 Côte d’Ivoire + 4 Emergency Humanitarian Action Plan was significantly 
underfunded at only 38%, the lowest among all CAPs. The ERC recommended an underfunded 
allocation of $8 million targeting the highest prio rity projects in the 2012 CAP for Côte 
d’Ivoire.  

 

• Djibouti:  The 2011 drought appeal was clearly underfunded at 57% despite increased attention on 
the Horn of Africa. The ERC recommended an underfunded allocation of $4  million for high 
priority needs identified in the 2012 CAP for Djibo uti.  

 

• Democratic People’s Republic of Korea:  The UFWG ranked DPRK high on its list of 
recommended countries due to poor funding and increasing humanitarian needs in country. The 
ERC recommended an underfunded allocation of $11 mi llion for time-critical, life-saving 
activities in DPRK.   

 

• Eritrea:  The UFWG recommended Eritrea due to ongoing humanitarian needs and limited donor 
attention. Despite increased attention on the Horn of African in 2011, agencies noted little financial 
support for much-needed drought response in Eritrea. The ERC recommended an underfunded 
allocation of $4 million for Eritrea.  
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• Haiti:  The Haiti 2011 CAP was funded below average at 53%. Despite significant progress, about 
500,000 of the most vulnerable persons remain displaced in camps since the 2010 earthquake. The 
ERC recommended an underfunded allocation of $8 mil lion focusing on priority 
underfunded needs in the camps as outlined in the 2 012 CAP for Haiti.   

 

• Nepal:  The UFWG recommended Nepal due to limited funding for ongoing humanitarian needs 
and worsening food security. Agencies noted that humanitarian funding appears less accessible 
while development funding has not yet stepped in. The ERC recommended an underfunded 
allocation of $5 million for life-saving humanitari an activities in Nepal.   

 

• Pakistan:  Despite significant CERF allocations in 2011, the UFWG recommended Pakistan due to 
limited funding and donor attention for humanitarian needs in conflict-affected areas where 
thousands of people remain displaced. The ERC recommended an underfunded allocation of 
$15 million to support ongoing life-saving activiti es in conflict areas of Pakistan.  

 

• Philippines:  The 2011 Mindanao Humanitarian Action Plan remained poorly funded at 54% with 
nearly 50% of all funding received coming from the CERF. The emergency continues to be low 
profile hindering resource mobilization efforts. The ERC recommended an underfunded 
allocation of $4 million to support critical life-s aving projects within the 2012 Philippines 
Humanitarian Action Plan.  

 

• Republic of Congo:  The UFWG ranked the Republic of Congo high on its list of countries due to 
poor funding of vital humanitarian programs assisting refugees and host communities. The ERC 
recommended an underfunded allocation of $4 million  for refugees and host communities 
along the border with the Democratic Republic of th e Congo. 

 

• South Sudan:  The 2011 appeal only received 54% funding resulting in significant gaps in 
assistance to returnees, IDPs and other vulnerable communities in the new country. The ERC 
recommended an underfunded allocation of $20 millio n to the most urgent humanitarian 
needs as outlined in the 2012 CAP for South Sudan.  

 
• Syria:  The UFWG recommended an allocation to ensure continuing assistance to vulnerable 

refugees in Syria. While agencies received some funding in response to the current crisis in 
country, including two CERF rapid response allocations in 2011, support for refugee assistance 
programs has been steadily decreasing. The ERC recommended an underfunded allocation of 
$7 million for life-saving refugee assistance in Sy ria.  

 

B. Countries Initially Considered But Then Excluded  
 

CAP countries: 

 

• Afghanistan:  The 2011 CAP was funded overall at 58% (slightly below average) and funding 
coverage increased to 68% when food and NGOs are excluded from the analysis. Given the 
borderline coverage and the positive forecasts for 2012, an underfunded allocation was not 
recommended at this time.  

 

• Liberia:  The 2011 Liberia Emergency Humanitarian Action Plan was funded overall at 58% 
(slightly below average). The 2012 CAP is expected to decrease in comparison to 2011 needs and 
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benefit from consistent and reliable donors. An underfunded allocation was not recommended 
this round for Liberia. 

 

• Kenya:  The overall 2011 appeal was funded above average at 70% but non-food requirements 
were borderline average funded at 48%. Given the funding surge to the drought and refugee 
response operations in the second half of 2011 and the potential for carry-over funding into 
2012, an underfunded allocation was not recommended  for Kenya. 

 

• Niger:  The 2011 Niger CAP was funded below average at 45%. However, the Humanitarian 
Country Team received $6 million in the 2011 Second Underfunded Round with an implementation 
period through June 2012. Additionally, the CERF allocated $6 million in rapid response grants in 
November to respond early to worsening food security in the country. Given the recent CERF 
allocations, an underfunded allocation for Niger wa s not recommended.  The CERF continues 
to monitor the food security situation in the Sahel region and could consider additional funding, if 
appropriate. 

 

• Occupied Palestinian territories (oPt):  The 2011 CAP was funded overall just below average at 
55% and funding coverage increases to 51% (borderline average) when food requirements are 
excluded from the analysis. While borderline average, UN agencies in oPt benefit from consistent 
donor support and beneficiaries have stronger coping mechanisms in comparison with other CAP 
countries. An underfunded allocation was not recommended for o Pt. 

 

• Sri Lanka:  The humanitarian and urgent early recovery requirements within the 2011 Sri Lanka 
Joint Plan of Assistance were 45% covered despite consecutive CERF underfunded allocations in 
2011. Given the ongoing implementation of CERF-supported projects through June 2012 and 
the country moving towards transition, a third cons ecutive underfunded allocation was not 
recommended for Sri Lanka. 

 

• Zimbabwe:  Based on information provided by country-based colleagues, the “humanitarian” 
requirements of the 2011 CAP were moderately funded at 56% and decreased to 42% for non-food 
activities. CERF provided more than $15 million to humanitarian programs in Zimbabwe in 2011, 
including consecutive underfunded allocations and two rapid response allocations. Given the 
ongoing implementation of CERF underfunded projects  through June 2012, a third 
consecutive underfunded allocation was not recommen ded for Zimbabwe.  

 

Non-CAP countries: 

 

• Burundi:  The UFWG recommended Burundi as medium priority noting limited assistance to 
chronically vulnerable communities. Vulnerability indices and funding levels did not clearly identify 
underfunded humanitarian programs that would adhere to the CERF’s life-saving criteria. An 
underfunded allocation was not recommended for Buru ndi. 

 

• Colombia:  The UFWG recommended an allocation for Colombia due to limited funding for 
humanitarian programs targeting conflict-affected communities. In 2011, the CERF provided two 
underfunded allocations to Colombia totalling nearly $6 million. Given the ongoing 
implementation of CERF underfunded projects through  June 2012, a third successive 
underfunded allocation was not recommended for Colo mbia. 

 



 
7 

• Ethiopia:  The UFWG recommended Ethiopia as medium priority noting chronic humanitarian 
needs. However, according to FTS, the July-December 2011 Humanitarian Requirements 
Document is 93% funded with some agencies already reporting early contributions for 2012. Given 
the significant funding received in 2011, an underf unded allocation for Ethiopia was not 
recommended. 

 

• Mauritania:  The UFWG recommended an allocation for Mauritania due to increasing food 
insecurity. In December 2011, the RC/HC submitted a rapid response request for $4 million to 
jumpstart response to the deteriorating food security situation. Given the recent rapid response 
allocation, an underfunded allocation for Mauritani a was not recommended.  The CERF 
continues to monitor the food security situation in the Sahel region and could consider additional 
rapid response funding, if conditions continue to deteriorate. 

 

• Madagascar:  The UFWG recommended Madagascar as medium priority due to poor donor 
attention. Recent reports noted improving rains and crop forecasts for 2012. Additionally, the CERF 
provided $2.5 million in rapid response funds in December to mitigate a locust infestation. Given 
the positive forecast for food security, an underfu nded allocation for Madagascar was not 
recommended at this time. 

 

• Myanmar:  The UFWG recommended an allocation for Myanmar due to limited funding to low 
profile humanitarian needs. In 2011, the CERF provided two underfunded allocations totalling $5 
million of which $2 million is still implementable through June 2012. A third consecutive 
underfunded allocation was not recommended for Myan mar. 

 

10. Submissions 
 

On 21 December 2011, the ERC contacted the Resident and/or Humanitarian Coordinator (RC/HC) in 
each of the final 13 countries notifying them of the proposed allocation and requesting their confirmation 
to lead the inter-agency submission process. Following this confirmation, the CERF Secretariat engaged 
with the RC/HC and OCHA country offices, when applicable, to provide guidance on the prioritization and 
submission process. 

 

RC/HCs are required to share the prioritization strategy for this underfunded allocation with the ERC by 
25 January. The final deadlines for underfunded submissions are 17 February 2012 for countries with a 
CAP or comparable humanitarian action plan and 24 February 2012 for countries without an appeal. The 
CERF Secretariat will review submissions immediately upon receipt and RC/HCs and Humanitarian 
Country Teams are encouraged to submit the packages at the earliest convenience. The 2012 First 
Underfunded Round will close on 31 March 2012 after which time no new or revised proposals will be 
accepted.  

 

CERF Secretariat, 19 January 2012 
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Annex 1:  Contacts for Underfunded Process 

 

CERF Secretariat Programme Unit 

 

• Mr. Jean-Marie Garelli, Head of Programme Unit 

• Ms. Shelley Cheatham, Programme Officer, Underfunded Emergencies 

• Ms. Ozgul Ozcan, Associate Programme Officer, Underfunded Emergencies 

 

 

Participating CERF Underfunded Working Group Member s 

 

• FAO:  Ms. Sylvie Wabbes-Candotti and Mr. Patrick Jacqueson 

• IOM:  Ms. Amy Muedin 

• UNDP:  Mr. Laro Gonzalez 

• UNFPA:  Mr. Nixon Obia Achieng 

• UNICEF:  Ms. Marie France Bourgeois 

• UNHCR:  Mr. Joel Andersson and Mr. Sajal Gupta 

• WFP :  Ms. Anne Marie Faustino and Ms. Marianne Ward 

• WHO:  Ms. Cristina del Pueyo 

 


