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I. Summary of humanitarian funding3 to the CEA 
region to date in 2007 
 

Overall humanitarian funding to the CEA region 
According to statistics from the Financial Tracking Service 
over US$ 3 billion has been contributed for humanitarian 
interventions in the Central and East Africa region. Of this 
amount, US $ 2.1 billion has been contributed through the 
Consolidated Appeals Process (CAP) mechanism.  89% 
of the contributions reported have been provided from 10 
donors (see page 2).   
 

CAP funding for the CEA region  
The map and table below summarise contributions to 
emergency response through the consolidated appeals 
mechanism.   
The percentage of requirements met across the CAPs is 
fairly consistent with a range of between 46% and 70%.  
These levels will be expected to increase before the end 
of 2007 as existing pledges are confirmed.  

 

Table I: Percentage requirements met across 2007 
CAPs in the CEA region 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

   Requirements  Received % met 

Chad 260,774,800 182,911,646 70 

Burundi 140,401,208 93,209,920 66 

Sudan 1,287,618,452 788,124,928 61 

Uganda 319,763,997 193,476,376 61 

CAR 89,026,686 49,504,537 56 

Somalia 306,021,799 171,620,442 56 

GLR 91,695,354 46,189,485 50 

DRC 686,591,107 315,796,813 46 

ROC 686,591,107 315,796,813 46 

Total 3,868,484,510 2,156,630,960 56 
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Humanitarian Funding Update 
OCHA Regional Office for Central and East Africa 

United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 

The Regional Humanitarian Funding Update provides a quarterly overview of funding levels and trends in the 14 
countries of the Central and East Africa region (CEA1) based on data reported to the Financial Tracking System 
(FTS2). The CEA region faces the greatest level of humanitarian need anywhere in the world. Out of the 15 Consoli-
dated Appeals for humanitarian assistance worldwide 9 were issued in response to emergencies in the CEA region.   
 

The third issue of the Quarterly Humanitarian Funding Update looks at humanitarian funding levels in the region; at 
updates from the Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF); and at developments with the Good Humanitarian 
Donorship Initiative (GHDI).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 Burundi, Central African Republic, Chad, Democratic Republic of 
Congo, Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Republic of Congo, 
Rwanda, Somalia, Sudan, Tanzania and Uganda 
 
2 The FTS is a global, real-time database which records all re-
ported international humanitarian aid. FTS is managed by the UN 
Office for Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA). All FTS 
data are provided by donors or recipient organizations. Unre-
ported contributions are not reflected in the FTS. More information 
about the data is available at: http://ocha.unog.ch/fts/exception-
docs/AboutFTS/data.doc 
 
3NOTE: "Funding" means Contributions + Commitments + Carry-
over. Pledge means a non-binding announcement 
of an intended contribution or allocation by the donor. 
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Floods Flash Appeals for Sudan and Uganda 
During the course of the third quarter flash appeals 
were launched for critical response to populations af-
fected by flooding in Uganda and Sudan. 
 In Sudan, the country team launched a flash appeal 
on the 28th August, following flooding in the east and 
west of the country which displaced an estimated 
55,000 and affected 550,000 5. The appeal outlined 
activities in six sectors and requests a total of US$ 34 
million. To date6 US$ 14.4 million or 42% of the 
amount has been committed and a further 549,000 
has been pledged.   

The flash appeal for Uganda was launched on 21st of 
September requesting US$ 41.5 million to assist some 
50,000 affected households (300,000 people) commu-
nities in north-eastern and eastern Uganda.  
To date6, 34% of the funds requested had been re-
ceived. In the most affected areas up to 65% of fami-
lies have lost 90% of the crops and second season 
planting was delayed.   
 

2007 Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) 
allocations to the CEA region.   
Since January 2007, the CERF has committed more 
than US$ 180 million to rapid response grants in 39 
countries and US$ 125 million to under-funded emer-
gencies in 22 countries7. Of the allocations made to 
date in 2007, 53% have been made to emergencies in 
the CEA region.   
 

Table II: Donors contributing to humanitarian response in 
the CEA region 

 

 

4   Table III: CERF Pledges and Contributions for 2007 as of 16 October 2007 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

A community cut off by the floods in northeastern, Uganda. 
September 2007 
© Vincent Mayanja/IRIN 

 

 5  OCHA Regional Office-Central and East Africa, Regional  
   Humanitarian Update, September 
 
6  29th October 
 
7  As of 15th October  
 

Donor US$ contributed 
United States of America 1,119,621,732 

European Commission Humanitarian Aid 
Office 300,117,402 

United Kingdom 209,744,281 
Pooled funding

 

United Kingdom 109,673,050 

Netherlands 56,793,785 

Sweden 31,932,143 
Norway 17,271,308 
Spain 13,867,586 
Ireland 13,307,801 
Carry-over (donors 
not specified) 8,762,523 

Canada 3,079,555 
Belgium 770,000 

204,473,192 

Central Emergency Response Fund 4 140,806,918 

Netherlands 135,630,123 
Norway 92,967,059 
Sweden 85,445,909 
Canada 77,251,269 
Germany 61,884,447 
Total 2,505,060,359 

Name Unpaid 
Pledges (US$) 

Paid Contributions 
(US$) 

United King-
dom   83,726,040.00 

Norway   55,066,049.29 

Netherlands   53,400,000.00 

Sweden 8,769,002.19 43,230,997.81 

Ireland   26,273,974.00 

Spain   20,692,484.00 

Denmark   8,742,383.64 

Switzerland   8,194,982.25 

Australia 7,908,000.00   

Finland   6,726,000.00 

Germany   6,597,500.00 

Luxembourg   5,610,800.00 

Belgium   2,988,913.90 

France   1,312,100.00 

Italy   1,290,100.00 

India   1,000,000.00 

New Zealand   762,700.00 

Iceland   558,618.16 

China   500,000.00 

Austria   401,430.00 

Other 684,682.62 2,067,821.27 
Sub-total 18,046,367.43 331,210,715.59 

Total 349,257,083.02   
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Table IV: Total CERF funding to the CEA region in 2007 
by country to date  

 

Under-funded allocations to the CEA 
In August, the Central Emergency Response Fund, pro-
vided US$ 40 million for life saving programmes in 16 
countries in the second of two annual rounds of alloca-
tions to under-funded emergencies. A total of US$ 22.4 
million (or 56% of the global amount) was allocated to 
humanitarian response in 13 countries within the region. 
Whilst originally, US$ 30 million was to be allocated glob-
ally under the second allocation from the under-funded 
window in 2007, this amount was increased to US$40 
million due to the availability of additional contributions. 
The increase brings 
total allocations in 
2007 through the un-
der-funded window to 
US$ 125 million.   
Funding was allo-
cated on the basis of 
FTS data and recom-
mendations from UN 
agencies.  In accor-
dance with the re-
quest of a number of 
agencies, the emer-
gency relief coordina-
tor has decided to 
provide funds to under-funded sectors in better funded 
appeals where a lack of funds for essential activities has 
prevented comprehensive provision of life-saving activi-
ties. This has been the case in Chad and Zimbabwe. In 
Kenya allocations have been directed to refugee pro-
grammes to increase coverage of health and nutrition, 
water and sanitation and protection assistance. 

 

Allocations to the CEA region by sector  
Sectoral allocations of funds for 2007 have remained con-
sistent overall with health, food, water and sanitation, agri-
culture and coordination receiving the greatest percent-

age of resources. The chart below illustrates the sec-
toral distribution of CERF funds in 2007 through both 
the rapid response and under funded emergencies 
windows. 
 

Total CERF allocation to the CEA region by sector 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

II. Updates from Central Emergency Re-
sponse Fund (CERF) 
 

CERF Interim Independent Review 
In September the results of an independent interim 
review of the grant window of the CERF - which was 
carried out between March and July 2007 - were re-
leased in a comprehensive report.  The purpose of the 
review was to evaluate how the CERF is contributing 
towards effectively promoting a more timely, predict-
able, equitable, effective and accountable humanitar-
ian response.  The review was based on case studies 
of six recipient countries – Kenya, Somalia, Ethiopia, 
Sri Lanka, Ivory Coast and DRC. These countries 
were among those which had received the largest 
amounts of CERF funding and also comprised a range 
of humanitarian response contexts.  

The information gathered from the review will provide 
a baseline for the two year CERF evaluation as man-
dated by GA resolution 60/124. Preparations for this 
upcoming independent and external evaluation are 
underway and the evaluation is due to begin in De-
cember 2007.   It will be presented to the General As-
sembly in 2008. 

Overall the review concluded that within the first year 
of operation, the CERF had made significant progress 
but highlighted that there are a number of issues 
which need to be clarified.  These include ensuring a 
common understanding of the scope of the CERF, 
providing more effective management of the CERF, 
strengthening working relationships with UN agencies 
and the NGO community at both global and field lev-
els; and providing effective and transparent informa-
tion on CERF as a mechanism and on its perform-
ance.  

Country Allocation 
($ m) 

% of total 
allocation 

CAR 2.3 5.8 

Chad 1 2.5 

DRC 11 2.8 

RoC 1.1 2.8 
Eritrea 1 2.5 
Ethiopia 3 7.5 

Kenya 3 7.5 

Total 22.4 56 

Table V: Under-funded window 
2nd round allocations to the CEA 
Region  

Country Funds Disbursed 
USD 

Percentage of 
Total 

DRC 84,287,752 15.69% 

Sudan  54,774,041 10.20% 
Kenya  31,883,477 5.94% 
Somalia  28,648,503 5.33% 
Ethiopia  19,893,074 3.70% 

Chad  17,680,957 3.29% 

Burundi  12,569,847 2.34% 

CAR 12,472,086 2.32% 

Eritrea  8,886,214 1.65% 
Uganda  7,000,000 1.30% 
Congo  3,981,672 0.74% 
Djibouti  3,480,925 0.65% 

Tanzania 1,200,061 0.22% 

Total 286,758,609 53% 
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At the global level the evaluation found that the CERF had 
made an impact on humanitarian action as a result of the 
funding secured and disbursed.  The donors interviewed 
had reported unanimously that the regard the CERF as a 
valuable mechanisms for humanitarian funding are keen 
to invest in it.  However, future investments will depend to 
a certain extent on the outcome of the two year review in 
2008.  

Donors also indicated that they found the CERF a con-
venient funding channel, particularly for those donors that 
have limited in-country capacity.  UN agencies also re-
ported satisfaction with the CERF as a fast, reliable and 
effective mechanism.   From the NGO perspective, a 
number of those interviewed expressed some concern 
over their lack of direct access to CERF funds and also 
over the lack of systematic information on the forward dis-
bursement to NGOs. 

At field level the report noted that it is too early to assess 
the true impact of CERF funded projects, the review was 
able to identify some potential impacts.  During the first 
year CERF funds had been used to fund a variety of ac-
tivities, some of which are likely to have had more direct 
effect on beneficiaries than others, such as those aimed 
at system strengthening or reconstruction/rehabilitation.   
The report outlines 15 recommendations for future actions 
in relation to appropriateness, organizational structures, 
policies and procedures, accountability, and in relation to 
the General Assembly-mandated review to be undertaken 
in 2008. The full report is available on the CERF website 
(http://cerf.un.org) 
 

Life saving criteria 
In August the CERF secretariat issued guidelines on the 
life-saving criteria and sectoral activities.  The aim of the 
guidelines is to clarify definitions and determine criteria for 
the grant window of the CERF.  The guidelines cover gen-
eral and sectoral criteria for both the rapid response and 
under-funded windows of the Fund in order to improve 
compliance within applications and to facilitate timely ap-
proval and disbursements.   
The general definitions include Natural Disasters, Com-
plex Emergencies, Life-saving and/or core emergency 
humanitarian programmes, and time-critical response. 
Life-saving and or core emergency humanitarian pro-
grammes are defined as “those actions that within a short 
time span remedy, mitigate and avert direct loss of life, 
physical harm or threats to a population or major portion 
thereof.  Also permissible are common humanitarian ser-
vices that are necessary to enable life-saving activities”.  
The guidelines refers to time critical response as 
“necessary, rapid and time-limited actions required to im-
mediately avert or minimize additional loss of lives and 
damage to social and economic assets.  It relates to the 
opportunities for rapid injection of resources to save lives 
either in complex emergencies or after sudden disasters”.  
In addition definitions the guidelines outline the four key 
criteria for CERF funding.  These are: 

• Immediate emergency response as a result of a rapid 

onset disaster or emergency, a sudden 
(unexpected) deterioration of an existing emer-
gency or an under-funded emergency within a 
country receiving allocation from the Emergency 
Relief Coordinator  (ERC). 

• Based on recent needs assessment (for both rapid 
response and under funded windows) 

• Ensure that minimum safety conditions are in place 
for delivery of humanitarian assistance 

• CERF should only serve to start-up response after 
verification of other funding opportunities (i.e. bilat-
eral contributions, ERF, agency reserves, pooled 
funding, etc) and to contribute towards existing pri-
orities in under-funded emergencies. 

The guidelines also define principles that should – in 
addition to basic humanitarian principles – be taken 
into account.  These include vulnerability of specific 
groups, environmental impact, complementarity, part-
nerships and empowerment of affected populations, 
and support for the principles of Good Humanitarian 
Donorship (GHD). 
In reference to specific sectoral activities and their eligi-
bility for CERF funding, the guidelines provide a practi-
cal table outlining criteria within the IASC recognized 
sectors.  The table comprises an overall description of 
criteria in each sector as well as a list of activities that 
meet the criteria and any conditions agreed for those 
activities.  This framework is expected to help inform 
country teams in developing funding requests.  How-
ever other activities not reflected in the list may also be 
considered for CERF funding based on the specific 
context. The guidance can be found at the following 
link: http://cerf.un.org 
 

2nd Regional training on the use of the CERF 
A second regional training on the use of the CERF will 
take place in Nairobi on 20th and 21st November 2007 
for staff from UN agencies and NGOs from the region.  
The training will be facilitated by staff from the CERF 
secretariat and will cover issues related to criteria, pri-
oritization, application procedures, and administrative 
issues and reporting.  The workshop also aims to pro-
vide a forum for discussion and lessons learned ex-
change.  
 

 

III. Updates from the Good Humanitarian  
Donorship Initiative 
Outcomes of the annual meeting  
The annual meeting of the GHDI took place in Geneva 
on the 19th July and was attended by 24 governments. 
The meeting was convened to review progress over the 
past year; to agree draft guidance notes including on 
an expanded set of indicators; and to agree on a direc-
tion for the future of the initiative.  
During the course of 2006, the GHD initiative became 
the normative standard for official humanitarian assis-
tance in 24 countries.  This number may expand to 35 
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by the end of the year if the EU consensus on humanitar-
ian action progresses as planned.   One of the key chal-
lenges continues to be how to deliver on the norms and 
principles degreed.  Whilst individual governments have 
made considerable efforts, collectively progress is needed 
on inter-government communication and coordination. 
The GHDI will issue its annual report on 1st September 
2007. 
The annual meeting also discussed initiatives and guid-
ance related to needs-based resource allocation; 
strengthening of the evidence base (see below); strength-
ening donor coordination at country level; and donor prac-
tice in relation to Disaster Risk Reduction (see below).   
The third key agenda item for the meeting was the discus-
sion over the revised indicators for measuring progress 
against GHD principles.  The original set of indicators was 
developed in 2005 and in 2006 it was agreed that some of 
the indicators required some adjustment. Subsequently it 
was also decided that the number of indicators should be 
increased to allow for a more comprehensive set of meas-
ures. The new indicators were presented by the United 
States of America, who have led the indicators sub-group 
within the GHDI. During the annual meeting, it was 
agreed that the new indicators should be adopted 
(www.goodhumanitariandonorship.org). 

The meeting also agreed that the United States and Swe-
den would take over from outgoing chairs Denmark and 
the United Kingdom in 2008. 
 

Strengthening needs-based allocation 

In March 2007, Irish Aid, DFID and CIDA organized a two 
day workshop in Brussels which was co-hosted by ECHO 
to discuss on build on a discussion paper commissioned 
by Ireland in 2006 entitled ‘Practical approaches to needs-
based allocation of humanitarian aid’. The meeting 
brought together donors, academics and representatives 
of operational agencies to look at the shared problem of 
better allocating according to need. The recommenda-
tions from the workshop are summarized in a paper which 
was revised and issued in July 2007 - Strengthening 
needs-based allocation: next steps for GHD donors. The 
three priority recommendations for future action are: 

• Develop a framework to analyse humanitarian crises 
based on available evidence and according to guiding 
principles 

• Work collaboratively in the areas of CAP analysis, at 
field level, and through training 

• Work jointly to help strengthen the evidence base 
 

Good Humanitarian Donorship and Disaster Risk Re-
duction (DRR) 
As mentioned above, DRR is a key area under discussion 
by the GHDI.  In March, Norway convened a meeting in 
Geneva to discuss the issue of DDR which later resulted 
in the development of a concept paper, issued in July 
2007 (www.goodhumanitariandonorship.org). Additional 
dialogue also took place during the Global Platform meet-
ing of International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (ISDR 

in June.  The concept paper emphasises the likelihood 
of continued growth in humanitarian crises and the 
need for GHD to focus on reducing disaster risk and 
increasing the impact of the Hyogo Framework for 
Action 2005-2015 (HFA).  The paper notes that grow-
ing political interest around the issue of climate 
change and environmental degradation offer opportu-
nities for engagement around the issue of DRR.  
In determining possible next steps, the concept paper 
proposes that existing guidance notes on DRR be 
shared between GHD members and that new guide-
lines be developed where gaps exist.  The second key 
proposal is to establish a strategy on how to achieve a 
greater degree of accountability in relation to DRR for 
future work.  The strategy should provide greater clar-
ity on expected outputs, linking this with the develop-
ment of indicators, benchmarks and time frames 
within the HFA.  
A policy forum on practical approaches to main-
streaming DRR is expected to be held in Oslo in No-
vember 2007, in conjunction with UNDP and ProVen-
tion, Denmark, Finland, Sweden and Norway. The 
purpose will be to share practical experience between 
development organizations on how they practically 
have addressed the challenge of integrating DRR into 
development.  
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OCHA House Gigiri Crescent 
Off UN Avenue 
P.O. Box 30218-00100 
Nairobi, Kenya 

For further information, please contact: 

Phone: +254-20-7622166 
Fax: +254-20-7622632/7622895 
E-mail: roceainfo@un.org 
Web site: http://ochaonline.un.org/rocea 

UNITED NATIONS OFFICE FOR THE COORDINATION OF 
HUMANITARIAN AFFAIRS (OCHA) 
REGIONAL OFFICER FOR CENTRAL AND EAST AFRICA 

Disclaimer: The information in this document are consolidated from 
public reports  and the FTS and are subject to availability of current 
data reported by donors and recipient organisations.  These data do 
not claim to be exhaustive or fully verified.  
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