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OCHA’s Management Response Plan (MRP) to Evaluation of the Common Humanitarian Fund 
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Prepared by: Georgios Petropoulos, Funding Coordination Section (FCS)   
Cleared by:   Andrea De Domenico, Chief, FCS,  30 April 2016 
Tracked by:   Jock Paul, FCS    
 

OVERALL COMMENTS:      The response to the recommendations from the synthesis evaluation (global MRP) was 

prepared by the Funding Coordination Section, in consultation with relevant branches and sections, and reviewed and 
approved by the Director of Corporate Programs.  This draft global MRP was then circulated to the Pooled Fund Working 
Group (PFWG) for comments and consideration.  Following the discussion and input from the PFWG, the global MRP 
was reviewed by FCS, and then submitted to OCHA’s Executive Management Committee for review and endorsement in 
April 2016. It is important to highlight that the Global Country Based Pooled Fund (CBPF) Guidelines were launched in 
February 2015 after some of the field missions related to this evaluation had taken place. The CBPF guidelines 
addressed many of the recommendations, and so feature prominently in the response. 

 

 

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION  1
1
:  Strengthen OCHA’s positioning on humanitarian financing and consider 

establishing one department on humanitarian financing encompassing wider humanitarian financing issues, 
CBPFs and CERF 

CLASSIFICATION:      CRITICAL 

Management Response:  Partially accepted 

OCHA has significantly strengthened its positioning in the area of humanitarian financing, with investments at both 
headquarters and in the field, and as reflected through its leadership role in the High Level Panel on Humanitarian 
Financing and the World Humanitarian Summit. The release of the new Global CBPF Guidelines in February 2015 
continues to have a significant transformative impact for CBPFs and should be seen as a key element able to strengthen 
OCHA’s role in humanitarian financing.  The guidelines have brought significant changes to the operational modalities of 
the funds, their governance and technical SOPs, as well as legal arrangements with NGOs, donors, United Nations 
agencies and IOM.  

Changes impacting OCHA’s structure at headquarters would require a specific exercise looking deeply into the 
implications of such changes, and thus fall outside the scope of the evaluation. OCHA takes note of the recommendation 
and will use the opportunity offered by the functional review, planned for 2016, to further explore opportunities to 
strengthen its corporate commitment to humanitarian financing components managed by OCHA. In addition it would be 
advisable to wait for the outcomes of the World Humanitarian Summit and the High Level Panel on Humanitarian 
Financing for a more comprehensive view of the desirable changes in the landscape of humanitarian financing. 

Pending the outcome of these processes, OCHA considers that there are not sufficient elements in the evaluation, in 
terms of evidence and arguments, able to justify acting on the second part of the recommendation. 

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

Functional Review conducted  

 

Results of Functional Review  and World Humanitarian Summit 
outcomes will inform OCHA’s response 

Q4 2016 

 

Q4 2016 

SPEGS/USG’s office 

 

USG/EMC 

 

                                                 
1
 Please consult OCHA’s website on Evaluation for sample MRPs. If you need assistance in filling out the MRP, please  

 
contact Ms. Tijana Bojanic, the evaluation manager for the CHF Evaluation. 
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EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION 2:  Create a strategy for communication with global stakeholders. The strategy 
should follow and build on explicit resource mobilization coordination across OCHA departments as well as 
improved CHF annual reporting. 

CLASSIFICATION:      CRITICAL 

Management Response:  Accepted 
The HC is responsible for setting - and reviewing thereafter - the fundraising target for the fund with support from the 
OCHA Country Office and advice from the Advisory Board. (Operational Handbook for CBPF, para 76).  A ‘resource 
mobilization strategy will be developed by the Country Office to provide systematic support to the HC in leveraging, 
maintaining and securing sufficient and predictable contributions to the fund.’ (Operational Handbook for CBPF, para 83.) 
 
The OCHA Partnerships and Resource Mobilization Branch (PRMB) ensures resource mobilization coordination across 
OCHA. The OCHA Donor Relations Section (DRS) or the Multi Donor Trust Fund Office (MPTF) [for Afghanistan, CAR, 
DRC, Somalia, South Sudan and Sudan] handles global-level negotiations with the donors intending to contribute to 
CBPFs. The OCHA Funding Coordination Section (FCS) supports and liaises regularly with DRS/MPTF and donors, 
providing technical and operational feedback as required.  
 
Annual Reporting for CBPFs has been standardized in the Operational Handbook for CBPF. Annual reports of all CBPFs 
are made public and available to all stakeholders. They summarize (i) how the CBPF has performed in relation to its 
strategic objectives (including links with HRP, strengthening of HC, promoting partnership with NGOs and strengthening 
of coordination system); (ii) describe how funding has been allocated in relation to key humanitarian events, timeliness 
and transparency, and gender considerations; (iii) synthesize achievements by sector/cluster; (iv) highlight risk 
management initiatives including monitoring and reporting; (v) present challenges and (vi) main priorities for next year 
(Operational Handbook for CBPF, para 184).  
 
OCHA is working to ensure that annual reports are made available early in the year for each fund following the reporting 
period, so as to assist strategic resource mobilization, communication efforts and funding decisions of donors. OCHA is 
working towards a global CBPF annual report, consolidating information using fund-level Performance Framework 
indicators (see ER3 Management Response), which are articulated around the four principles that underpin CBPFs - 
timeliness, inclusiveness, flexibility, efficiency – and their general management. This will allow stakeholders to compare 
fund performance versus fund objectives. The global report will complement country-specific annual reports allowing for 
their further streamlining and simplification.  It is expected that a draft model of the global report should be ready for 
discussion at the PFWG meeting of June 2016 or later in the year. 
 
In line with the Secretary-General’s call to increase the amount of funding channeled through CBPFs to 15 per cent of 
HRP requirements by 2018, FCS is working with OCHA’s Partnerships and Resource Mobilization Branch (PRMB) to 
develop a global resource mobilization strategy for CBPFs. The strategy will be integrated with OCHA’s corporate RM 
strategy to ensure messaging is aligned and RM efforts are coordinated. 

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

1.CBPF 2015 Annual Reports made available by June 2016 

2.CBPF model Global Report 2015 drafted for consideration 

3. Develop key communication points and advocacy messaging on 
CBPF (ie. what are its selling points, marketing strategy, its 
relationship with HRPs etc.) 

4. Develop a communication strategy on CBPFs towards global 
stakeholders (i.e. current donors, potential donors, NGO and UN 
partners, HCs, HCTs, HRP planning partners.) 

5. Develop a Resource Mobilization strategy on CBPFs as a whole 
and assign roles and responsibilities across OCHA departments  

Q2 2016 

Q4 2016 

Q3 2016 

 

 

Q4 2016 

 

Q4 2016 

 

OCHA HFUs, FCS 

OCHA FCS 

OCHA HFUs, FCS,  CSB, (with 

support from PRMB) 

 

OCHA FCS, CSB (with support 

from PRMB) 

OCHA PRMB (with support from  

FCS and CSB) 

 
 

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION 3:  Design, implement and track benchmarks for the timeliness of CHF 
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processes (project selection, funds disbursement and project implementation) – including to subcontracted 
partners- and identify opportunities for increasing their speed. 
a) Improving Timeliness of Project Selection and Allocation 
b) Improving Timeliness of disbursement from CHF account to UN Agencies, MA and to NGOs and where 
applicable UN agencies to NGOs 
c) Consider using stand-by capacity to improve responsiveness and/or extending ongoing projects as a 
means to expand coverage of new and unmet needs. 

CLASSIFICATION:      CRITICAL 

Management Response:  Accepted 

With the introduction of the new Global Guidelines, OCHA aims at progressively addressing some of the delays 
experienced in the previous system. The standardization of processes and unified system will ultimately result in 
improved efficiency and adequate timeliness. To this end the Operational Handbook (a component of the Global 
Guidelines) provides a clear procedure for every aspect of the allocation process, including subsidiary components such 
as project selection, review, contract clearance and disbursements.  The Grant Management System (GMS) will 
strengthen OCHA’s ability to monitor the timeliness of the entire allocation process from end to end.  HCs, OCHA and 
governance structures will have the possibility, once the GMS is fully operational, to have a real-time update on the 
timeliness of the management of the fund from allocation to disbursement and audits.   

While the Operational Handbook  describes allocation processes and steps (both Standard and Reserve), there are no 
globally standardized timelines. These vary greatly across funds and can depend very much on HC decisions to achieve 
the strategic objectives of the Fund and curtailing aspects of the allocation process if and when required to react in a 
timely and/or rapid way.  OCHA is working on a Performance Framework, which will be rolled out by Q4 2016, that will 
deliver a common definition of performance and a generic set of indicators and benchmarks (including in regards to 
speed and timeliness), which will allow HCs and OCHA to more objectively and transparently assess the success of each 
fund in achieving global and country-specific objectives. From standard and reserve allocation timelines, to indicators 
around their performance versus global objectives, CBPFs will be measured in an equal fashion with indicators built to 
measure their performance and quality against the four global CBPF principles (inclusiveness, flexibility, timeliness, 
efficiency) and general management.  The indicators and data sets will be largely based on common donor indicators and 
OCHA indicators which to date have been identified and used for CBPF performance, as well as standardized, 
measurable process indicators, for example disbursement and audit information.  These indicators will allow OCHA to 
systematically track performance, identify system bottlenecks and best practices. This will also allow addressing 
problems and taking advantage of opportunities for continuous improvement in terms of timeliness and quality of services 
to partners.  Furthermore, the Grant Management System, through its Business Intelligence component (website), will 
give stakeholders - from Fund Managers to all governance actors and even the general public - access to common data 
used to measure performance with a simple visit to the global website. 

For sub-recommendation A:  The approach to project selection has been harmonized in line with previous evaluation 
recommendations introducing the concept of scorecards. The scorecards are based on standard category of assessment 
under which projects are graded against specific criteria. Criteria are agreed with the clusters at the country level.  The 
outcome of the assessment is presented to the HC who, in consultation with the fund advisory board, decides the list of 
projects for funding. The process and the criteria used for the assessment are communicated to stakeholders. While this 
process ensures inclusion and transparency, it remains labor intensive. Its standardization and the use of the GMS 
should make it more efficient and rapid. 

For sub-recommendation B: Once the decision is made by the HC, disbursements to UN Agencies and the MA are rapid 
and efficient. Timely disbursements from the MA to NGOs, however, remain challenging. OCHA will work with the MA 
entities to ensure the systematic achievement of the minimum standard (10 days from signature). OCHA is also 
committed to explore ways to further reduce this timeframe. 

OCHA cannot directly control timely disbursement of resources from UN Agencies to implementing partners but it has 
been promoting efficient and rapid disbursement practices from UN Agencies to NGOs partners and will continue 
advocating with HCs and UN Agencies to this end. 

Is also fundamental to acknowledge the different purposes of the allocations modalities (standard and reserve) and use 
them adequately. The reserve process, differently from the standard allocation, aims at a more rapid methodology for 
disbursements, but truncated review procedures, surrendering some control of impact and technical quality for rapidity of 
aid delivery.  Balancing accountability, timeliness, quality and inclusiveness will vary from allocation to allocation, but the 
HC, with the Advisory Board’s strategic advice, should be able to decide on the best type of allocation for each need as it 
arises.   

For sub-recommendation C: The use of stand-by capacity will be further explored. CBPF partners cleared through 
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capacity assessment could have expedited access to funding in case of emergencies. This requires the introduction of 
specific protocols and procedures that will be part of the progressive enhancement of CBPFs.  

Extension of ongoing projects is already an existing option under the CBPF guidelines.  However, currently cost 
extensions are not allowed, and therefore the ability of this to cover unmet needs is limited. This also requires the 
introduction of specific procedures and OCHA will look progressively into it. 

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

1. GMS effectively tracks disbursement timelines 
2. Disbursements meet CBPF Operational Handbook prescribed 

timeline (10 days from signature of the contract). 
3. OCHA staff and stakeholders are trained in the GMS and are 

fully versed on its use 
4. MPTF staff is fully versed on and using/informing OCHA 

CBPF GMS regarding disbursements. 
5. Advocacy with HC to ensure rapid UN agencies  NGOs 

disbursements 
6. New protocols and procedures for stand-by capacity and cost 

extension are explored 
7. Performance Framework finalized and rolled out 

Q2 2016 

Q4 2016 

Q4 2016 

 

Q2 2016 

 

Q4 2016 

Q4 2016 

Q4 2016 

OCHA (FCS, HFUs)  

OCHA (FCS, HFUs)  

FCS, HFUs 

 

UNDP MPTF 

 

FCS, HFUs 

FCS 

FCS 

     

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION 4:  The purpose of CHFs needs to be more clearly defined. Given inherent 
constraints the value of CHFs in their country contexts as early response funding mechanisms should also be 
re-examined. New CBPF guidelines appear to focus less on rapidity but this needs to be further clarified at 
global and country levels. 

CLASSIFICATION:      CRITICAL 

Management Response:  Accepted 
 
This recommendation has been implemented. 
 
The new Global CBPF Guidelines (the CBPF Policy Instruction and the Operational Handbook for CBPF) and 
progressively every CBPF Operational Manual or Terms of Reference that will be adopted to align with the global 
guidelines, explicitly state the reason for a fund’s establishment and continuity.  Presently, and sourcing from the policy 
instruction principles, CBPFs have three expected outcomes/objectives: 
a) Improve effectiveness of the humanitarian response by directing funding towards priority humanitarian needs. Priority 
needs are identified through an inclusive and participatory process, which includes national actors (e.g. NGOs). 
b) Strengthen the leadership of the HC, while leveraging his/her humanitarian coordination role. 
c) Mobilize resources and support coordination in support of the humanitarian planning framework (HRP/HPC). (OCHA 
Policy Instruction on CBPFs, 4.2.4) 
 
According to the Policy Instruction on CBPFs, timeliness is one of the four main principles that underpin their functioning: 
‘Timeliness: CBPFs allocate funds and save lives as humanitarian needs emerge or escalate.’ (OCHA Policy Instruction 
on CBPFs, 4.2.3)  However, timeliness is not necessarily synonymous of rapidity. 
 
Rapidity in the context of allocating funds to a rapid-onset emergency is captured within the modality of the Reserve 
Allocation, which includes expedited mechanisms for allocating funds within 30 days (normal) of a project proposal being 
received, or even shorter, always depending on the HC’s wish to ensure humanitarian needs are met in a timely fashion.  
As the process and allocation steps are clearly defined in the Guidelines and specific CBPF Operational Manuals, 
truncating each allocation as per the HC’s requirements becomes a concrete possibility. 
 
A Standard Allocation relies on timely response, in the context of a Humanitarian Response Plan, allocating with a more 
robust review process resulting in longer timelines between project proposal and disbursement than the Reserve, but with 
more emphasis on the strategic character of the allocation of resources.  Standard Allocations also allow for larger 
envelopes and disbursement amounts as they are less subject to having enhanced risk avoidance measures placed 
when truncating the review process. 

 
While there should be a balance between the two, the choice of using one over the other rests with the HC, after 
consultation with the Advisory Board. 
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Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

CBPF guidelines (CBPF Policy Instruction and Operational 
Handbook for CBPF) are adopted and CBPF Operational Manual 
or Terms of Reference clearly spell out the purpose of the fund.  

 

Implemented 
on Feb 2015 

FCS  

 

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION 5:  Prioritize human resources. Prevent extended vacancies in critical 
management / key support positions and ensure thorough handover occurs during staff transitions. This will 
require more responsive, reliable and timely human resource planning. Consider an incentivized fast track 
training programme to ensure that sufficient staff is being developed within the organization to strengthen 
existing roster and deal with the additional responsibilities globally. 

CLASSIFICATION:      CRITICAL 

Management Response:  Accepted 

OCHA has established a fund manager roster (at P3 and P4 level) with the aim of having a pool of readily available 
candidates to be deployable with the right skills to manage a CBPF when required. The intention of the roster is to have a 
pool of pre-screened candidates available at short notice, to facilitate rapid deployment in the aftermath of a disaster or 
the intensification of a conflict situation, which requires the setup of a new fund or additional staffing capacity to enlarge 
an existing fund. FCS is also working with OCHA’s Surge Capacity Section (SCS), Emergency Services Branch (ESB) to 
screen Humanitarian Affairs Officers for fund management competencies to be included in the Emergency Response 
Roster (ERR). OCHA will also work to further expand the Associate Surge Pool, for short to medium term assignments (3 
to 6 months up to 364 days). 

Furthermore, FCS has initiated discussions with SCS on identifying fund management competencies within OCHA’s 
current standby partnerships arrangements.  FCS will also work with SCS to identify high-performing national staff 
working on CBPFs to prepare them for international surge deployments.  Plans include participation in surge trainings, 
pairing of junior officers with senior officers for deployments to emergencies.   These measures are intended to expand 
the number of deployable staff for the management of CBPFs. 

 
With stronger donor support to CBPFs, alongside the increase in activities required by the new risk based approach in 
terms of due diligence, monitoring, measuring performance, etc, a larger number of fund managers with the right blend of 
skills are required.  OCHA remains committed to further strengthen its capacity for rapid deployment of staff. In addition 
to specific training on surge, OCHA will continue to develop, refine and deliver training specifically targeting fund 
management requirements. The ability to support training, pairing and other measures to increase capacity for surge and 
rapid deployment will depend on available funding. 

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

1. Enhanced, standardized training, through the CBPF Training 
Framework 

2.  Inclusion of fund management in the HAO ASP window.     

3.  Target key standby partners interested in developing  a pool of 
qualified fund managers for deployment to new and escalating 
emergencies   

4. Strategic use of HQ surge to address field vacancies, including 
through short-term assignments to support / mentor new staff, 
including national officers to successfully undertake international 
assignments.    

Q4 2016 

 

Q2 2016  

 

2016+ 

 

2016 

 

FCS 

 

ESB, CRD, FCS 

 

ESB, CRD, FCS 

 

ESB, CRD, FCS 

 

 

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION 6:  Identify and remove barriers to NNGO funding within CHF country-level 
processes so as to increase NNGO funding where practical and where capacity exists. This must be carefully 
balanced with maintaining merit and effectiveness as primary guiding priorities. The proportion of NNGO 
funding tends to decrease when CHF funding has been more limited. Realistic funding targets for NNGO 
funding could be set for each CBPF and tracked over time. 
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CLASSIFICATION:      CRITICAL 

Management Response:  Accepted 

OCHA agrees with the recommendation and has successfully increased the proportion of funding that CBPFs provide to 
NGOs and national NGOs over the last 3 years. In line with the Policy Instruction endorsed by the USG in 2015, CBPFs 
should provide timely, coordinated and principled assistance to save lives, alleviate suffering and maintain human dignity. 
Hence OCHA would not recommend setting targets of how much of an allocation goes to any specific type of partner.  

Funding from CBPFs should address the most urgent needs and agreed upon priorities ensuring project quality.  
Earmarking of funds for a specific type of implementing partner would defy the principles upon which CBPFs are built and 
would not always support the best-placed organizations to deliver assistance to people in need. It is also worth 
considering that CBPFs are already providing considerable support to national NGOs (17% NNGOs, 43% INGOs and 
40% UN). 

OCHA is seeking to promote CBPF funding for frontline responders directly through exploration of recommendations 
stemming from studies it has commissioned in 2014 and 2015. These have been shared with stakeholders at global level, 
including the Pooled Fund Working Group (PFWG) and the CBPF NGO Dialogue Platform, which have initially welcomed 
the initiatives subject to further review and conceptualization.  

For selecting and working with NGO partners, CBPFs operate and disburse funding using a risk based approach. 
Barriers to working with NNGOs exist solely based on assessed eligibility and risk levels of each potential partner.  
Maintenance of risk level and eligibility are informed using a Performance Index which increases or decreases NGO 
partner risk levels using performance against project delivery, reporting timeliness, audit performance and monitoring. 
Ultimately, the ability of an NGO (international or national) to partner with a CBPF is based on its assessed performance 
and capacity at the country level and not on globally uniform modalities for contracting and disbursements. 

 

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

1. Performance Index introduced 

2. With the NGO dialogue platform, OCHA will initiate the 
discussion on capacity assessments models  
 

 

Q4 2016 
Q2 2016 
 

FCS, HFU, Advisory Board 
FCS 

 

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION 7:  Apply reporting requirements consistently to all CBPF partners. Failure to 
submit adequate or timely reports should influence a partner's future funding eligibility. 

CLASSIFICATION:      CRITICAL 
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Management Response:  Accepted 

This recommendation is accepted and has been implemented with the introduction of the Global CBPF Guidelines.  
OCHA will ensure systematic reporting from all partners in line with the provision of the Guidelines. 

Reporting requirements for NGO partners are established in line with the operational modalities and take into 
consideration elements of risk.  The operational modalities are a key component of the Accountability Framework of each 
CBPF. They are proposed by the Humanitarian Financing Unit (HFU) in line with the global guidelines and adopted by the 
HC in consultation with the Advisory Board.  Project reporting is done using the Grant Management System which also 
captures the timeliness of reporting.  Failure to report on time consistently will have a negative effect on a partner’s 
assessed risk, and this will be captured through the Performance Index also progressively introduced through the Grant 
Management System (see Recommendation 6). The performance of the partner in this area has an impact on the risk 
level and will eventually render the partner ineligible for more funding, if performance continues to deteriorate. 

With the roll out of the guidelines and performance index as noted above, there is a consistent and harmonized approach 
that ensures that reporting performance will have an effect on all partners’ (including United Nations organizations) risk 
ratings and future eligibility.  

 
 

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

1. Operational Guidelines in use 
2. GMS in use for project reporting, allowing transparent record of 
timing of submission of reports. 
3. Performance Index launched and in use 
 

Q2 2016 
Q3 2016 
 
Q4 2016 
 
 

HFU, FCS 
HFU, FCS 
 
HFU, FCS 

 

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION 8:  Ensure flexible CHF Funding Units. Review the structure and level of 
staffing for the CHF Technical Secretariats on an annual basis in order to ensure adequate financial and 
human resources for cost-effective execution of the Fund. 

CLASSIFICATION:      CRITICAL 

Management Response:  Accepted 

OCHA agrees that the size of the CBPF HFU should be commensurate and appropriate to the workload and the 
complexity of the management of the Fund. Increased predictability of funding is a crucial element to support OCHA’s 
effort in adequately planning the size of the management unit. OCHA will explore more flexible arrangements for HFUs 
within the boundaries of the rules and regulations of the United Nations. In doing so OCHA will consult donors and 
stakeholders. 

The OCHA Head of Office with the support of CRD and FCS ensures that HFUs have adequate HR and staffing budgets 
to respond to their requirements.  In places where UNDP delivers a component of the CBPFs, the UNDP Country Office 
also follows consolidated guidance in line with the CBPF handbook (UNDP Managing Agent Guidelines) for staffing 
capacity.   

Through the CBPF Handbook OCHA made an initial effort to provide guidance on the minimum HR capacity required for 
the adequate management of a fund.  

OCHA is conducting a review of current staffing arrangement across all CBPF countries to determine appropriate sizes 
and adequate costs. Following this exercise a common approach to funding HFUs will be proposed. The agreed 
approach will be used to support the adherence to OCHA minimum staffing standards.  

 
 

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 
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1. CBPF Unit Staffing Analysis is conducted  

2. CBPF HFU staffing is in compliance with OCHA minimum 
standards in 80% of funds 

3. Standard approach to HFU funding developed, in consultation 
with donors, and introduced in all countries. 

 

Q1 2016 

Q4 2016 

 

Q4 2016 

CRD, FCS 

CRD, FCS 

 

CRD, FCS 

 

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION 9:  Stronger strategic discussion should take place at the HCT level on the 
coordination, complementarity and use of different funding sources – pooled funds and bilateral – and their 
respective roles. Overall, the coordination and complementarity between CHF, CERF and Peace 
Building Funds (PBF) also needs to be further supported, longer term projects referred to development 
funding mechanisms with clear positioning of each fund based on its comparative advantages. MPTF as 
administrator of the Funds, with a role in their design, could support this process. 

CLASSIFICATION:      CRITICAL 

Management Response:  Accepted 
 
In line with the OCHA Operational Handbook for CBPF, the Humanitarian Coordinator (HC), in his/her capacity as head 
of the CBPF and chair of the HCT, is responsible (Operational Handbook for CBPF, para 37/ix) for ensuring 
complementary use of CBPF funding with other funding sources, including the Central Emergency Response Fund 
(CERF).   
 
HFUs also help the HC and ensure complementarity as they frequently process CERF applications. This allows the HC, 
the Humanitarian Country Team (HCT) and the HFU to ensure complementarity of the operations supported by CBPFs 
and CERF. As noted in the evaluation, in Somalia this is working very well and, “there is close and consistent 
synchronization between the CERF and the CHF”.  

 
HCs keep HCT informed about CBPF strategies and allocations. The HCs through the HFUs and with the support of 
clusters promote the complementary use of the CBPF with funding from other sources (Operational Handbook for CBPF, 
para. 58/ix).  Annex 21 of the Operational Handbook provides a guidance note on the complementarity of CBPFs with 
CERF. 
 
The global Guidelines systematically introduced the allocation strategy paper to initiate standard allocations. Those 
documents take into account and in some cases provide a clear overview and analysis of funding sources other than the 
CBPF to better inform the decision process.  

OCHA will continue advocating for improved coordination among funding streams through the HC and HCT. Where 
possible OCHA actively ensures the necessary linkages with various funding instruments at the country level. As an 
example of coordination, in CAR, new funding mechanisms are being set-up to take the lead in stabilization and recovery 
activities, notably the Bekou fund, the Peacebuilding Fund and the MPTF fund. OCHA has been advocating for improving 
linkages between these funding instruments. OCHA, as the custodian of the CHF in CAR, has also been invited to 
participate in the National Coordination Forum on Aid in the country. The HFU has initiated activities to support 
information sharing among humanitarian donors in CAR (CHF Evaluation 2015, CHF Final Management Response Plan). 
 

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

1. Guidance and tools for the complementary use of CBPFs with 

other funding sources, including CERF is provided.  
2. Advocate for RC/HC Compacts to contain language promoting 
complementary use of CBPF and other funding sources. 

Implemented 

 

Q3 2016 

 

FCS, HFUs 

 

FCS, CRD 
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EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION 10: On eligibility of partners, simplify the HACT to make it more suitable for 
humanitarian action, ensure that entities receiving funding indirectly through UN agencies and NGOs are 
included in a common CBPF accountability framework and, drawing on the HACT and existing donor models, 
establish a pre-qualification procedure for international NGOs at the global level to decrease the burden at 
the country level. 

CLASSIFICATION:      IMPORTANT 

Management Response:  Partially accepted 

OCHA has introduced three possible methodologies for capacity assessment in the CBPF guidelines to equip the system 
with the necessary flexibility to adapt the exercise to the specific contexts and to accommodate the need for further 
discussions on the topic with all stakeholders. One of the methodologies outlined in the handbook is in fact an already 
simplified version of the HACT. Several criteria and parameters of the HACT have been retained and adapted to the 
humanitarian context. 

Along with the flexibility that the three methodologies provide to adapt to contextual realities, the current system 
acknowledges the possibility of using other tools (including the HACT) in order to identify the best process to determine 
implementing partner (IP) eligibility and lessen duplication. 
 
The CBPF accountability framework is tailored to the specific operational context in which OCHA screens and assesses 
IPs. The assessment determines the risk rating and once a project is funded, this identifies the resulting control 
mechanisms applied to the partner such as the frequency of reporting requirements and monitoring activities. 

The IP is then fully accountable for implementing the project in line with the grant agreement.  If an IP decides to work 
with a sub-implementing partner, the IP is responsible for all aspects of the management of that partner, including the 
assessment, management and oversight of that sub-implementing partner.  There are many different ways that IPs that 
receive funds from CBPFs will work with their own partner depending on what is appropriate (they can implement the 
project together with some joint activities, trainings, etc., or can subcontract specific activities), and the IP is best placed 
to determine this. It is not appropriate for OCHA to require that IPs use the CBPF accountability framework to manage 
their partners, and so this part of the recommendation is not accepted.    

OCHA has initiated and will continue to pursue dialogue with recipient agencies and NGOs seeking a broader solution to 
the challenge posed by the existence of multiple capacity assessments for partners. This work considers the possibility of 
a global level prequalification for INGOs. It also notes the complexities that need to be considered in terms of how 
assessments ratings and performance in one country can affect NGO operations in another.  OCHA will continue the 
work initiated last year, in the framework of the Humanitarian Financing Task Team, through the ICVA/OCHA 
commissioned study on Partner Capacity Assessments (PCA).  

The study confirmed the existence of a large variety of tools aimed at assessing partners’ capacity (among donors, UN 
Agencies, NGOs and funds). Generally speaking these assessments have become complex and demanding and they 
risk placing national NGOs at a disadvantage. The study, however, underlined the limited appetite to harmonize PCAs. 
The study underlined that PCA and due diligence procedures should be made more accessible by fund providers and 
agencies (including the development of simple infographics, process overviews and FAQs that should be regularly posted 
on their website).  

While the study was only scratching the surface of a very complex topic, it clearly suggested the need to increase efforts 
to identify a set of “good enough” requirements that could become the starting point of a commonly agreed upon 
methodology applicable in humanitarian context to assess partners’ capacity.  

This effort could inform policy discussions as how to organise partner assessments guided by a minimum set of 
requirements, making them "fit for purpose" for emergency contexts where rapid and timely allocations to frontline 
responders cannot wait for complex and time consuming PCA. 
 

Key Action(s) 
Time 

Frame 
Responsible Unit(s) 

1. Facilitate the discussion on Partner Capacity Assessments with 
UN Agencies and NGOs. 
 
2. Propose an applicable methodology  

Q4  2016 

 

Q2 2017 

 

FCS 

 

FCS 
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EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION 11:  Include major non-contributing humanitarian donors in CBPF advisory 
boards – at least with observer status. 

CLASSIFICATION:      IMPORTANT 

Management Response:  Accepted 

OCHA supports the inclusion of non-contributing donors in CBPF Advisory Boards, and this is recommended in the 
Operational Handbook for CBPF, and reflected in every country’s Advisory Board Terms of Reference.  OCHA 
appreciates initiatives aiming at complementing advisory board meetings. In particular OCHA facilitates in country donor 
meetings to discuss humanitarian topics larger than CBPF and including donor humanitarian strategies and support to 
appeals.   

In order to ensure larger opportunity to engage with the fund, contributing and non-contributing donor representatives’ 
rotate. The practice in the field also suggested that, when donor coordination mechanisms are in place, donor 
representatives attending the AB reflects the views of the larger donor community. 

OCHA also promotes large representations of contributing and non-contributing donors in the Pooled Fund Working 
Group.  
 

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

1. Monitor and promote appropriate implementation of the CBFP 
guidelines. 

 

Q2 2016 FCS 

 

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION  12:  As in the case of some CBPFs that use the reserve allocation as the 
main funding modality, CHFs, given country contexts and in particular when there is less funding available, 
should consider larger emergency reserves that provide for lighter and more flexible allocation processes. 
This is in line with findings from previous evaluations (e.g. 2007 CHF evaluation) and CBPF guidelines that 
encourage flexibility as a guiding principle. 

CLASSIFICATION:      IMPORTANT 

Management Response:  Accepted 
OCHA agrees with this recommendation. The new guidelines ensure that the Humanitarian Coordinator (HC) has the full 
discretion and flexibility to allocate funds through the Reserve of the CBPF. More specifically “No specific percentage is 
recommended, and the general principle should be that any funding that is not programmed through standard allocations 
could be allocated through the reserve in case of need. The decision to accept project proposals from the reserve rests 
with the HC.” (Operational Handbook for CBPF, para 109)  
The HCs retain full flexibility to allocate resources through the Standard and or the Reserve Allocation deciding which 
modality is the most appropriate to address the targeted priority needs in consideration of other contextual elements. 

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

1. Promote and monitor full understanding of the appropriate use 
of standard and reserve allocation. 

 

2016 FCS 
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EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION 13:  Where OCHA is the MA, increase discretionary financial authority to in-
country HCs. This increase should coincide with streamlined (i.e. reduced) consultation with HQ FCS units 
for project approval. 

CLASSIFICATION:      IMPORTANT 

Management Response:  Rejected 

OCHA acknowledges the challenge the recommendation intends to address but it is not in the position to accept the 
recommendation as such. The CBPF guidelines provide the HC ample authority to select the projects to be funded and 
the speed of the process to be used. 

The recommendation to increase discretionary funding cannot be accepted because it is incompatible with UN financial 
rules and regulations. The HCs cannot exert financial authority over CBPF funds; the HC approves projects from the 
programmatic point of view and endorse the prioritization of a project along and its coherence with the allocation strategy.  

The delegation of financial authority remains with the Executive Officer of OCHA and operates at the individual level. 
OCHA has implemented steps to expedite the processing of project disbursements. A Finance Officer, who serves as 
Head of FCS Finance Unit, has received the sub-delegation of authority from the OCHA Executive Officer. OCHA is 
committed and will monitor the performance of the delivery of this function in light of the standard commitment of 
delivering disbursements within ten days from the signature of the contract with partners.  

While in 2015 some payments have been disbursed in 48 hours, the overall timeliness of project approval is the result of 
the combination of multiple processes handled both in the field and at headquarters. It is important to note that timeliness 
of project approval should match the specific context and needs. The process of Standard Allocations for example should 
be developed and planned in line with the context of chronic emergencies with recurrent cycles of funding, normally 
requiring larger and timely disbursements.  These, owing to the expected cycles of HRP-related prioritization funding, 
should not necessarily be rapid, but should be strategically coherent.  The process of the Reserve Allocation on the other 
hand should put more emphasis on the element of rapidity.  

A standard timing to complete the review process of strategic and technical relevance of selected projects has been 
identified in the CBPF guidelines. The Grant Management System will allow the HC and OCHA to closely monitor the 
timeliness of these processes. 

 

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

   

 

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION 14:  Expand pre-communication of funding guidelines to partners (and 
potential partners). 

CLASSIFICATION:      IMPORTANT 

Management Response:  Accepted 

OCHA has worked, and continues to work at the global and country level to disseminate the Global CBPF Guidelines 
(comprised of the CBPF Policy Instruction and the Operational Handbook for CBPF). 

At the country level: OCHA and the clusters cooperate to share pre-approved criteria on which projects will be reviewed 
to provide the potential partners good time to prepare projects and clear understanding of the allocation criteria. These 
are shared through Allocation Strategies, both for Reserve and Standard Allocations.  These documents have a standard 
format (annexed to the Operational Handbook for CBPF) and OCHA advised HCs to largely disseminate them to 
partners.  Allocation strategies disseminated through clusters, Advisory Board, HCT and other groups and posted on 
OCHA humanitarian websites.  

In 2015 OCHA has also developed targeted training for NGO, cluster, UN and other stakeholders on the use of the Grant 
Management System. Trainings and ‘clinics’ on project cycle management, budgeting and monitoring are also delivered 
in the field.  In 2016 FCS will expand this work with the delivery of a comprehensive training framework for CBPFs, based 
upon the guidelines and tailored to country specific needs.   Specific training modules have been designed for different 
stakeholders, including NGOs and Advisory Boards, among others.  
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Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

1. Monitor and promote appropriate implementation of the CBFP 
guidelines. 
  
2. Allocation strategies, which include criteria and funding 
guidelines for project selection are disseminated  
 
3. Training is conducted for CBPF partners on use of GMS, 
budgeting, monitoring and project cycle management 
 
4. CBPF training framework is rolled out   

2016 
 
 
Q4 2015 
Q1 2016 
 
Q2 2016 
 
 
Q4 2015 - Q4 
2016 

FCS  

 

HFUs 

 

FCS, HFUs 

 

 

FCS, HFUs 

   

 

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION  15:  Fortify the M&R of CHF projects with the following inputs: 
a) sufficient staffing 
b) clear performance and results indicators 
c) systematic reporting 
d) frequent field visits (including annual visits by technical experts to assess achievements by cluster / 
thematic range of projects) 
e) active involvement of local stakeholders at the community level 
f) performance informing future funding decisions 

CLASSIFICATION:      IMPORTANT 

Management Response:  Accepted 

In line with OCHA’s commitment to predictable and risk-based monitoring and reporting, this recommendation is largely 
accepted 

The new CBPF guidelines provide clear guidance on the requirement for CBPFs to create, apply and review 
Accountability Frameworks.  These frameworks should include clear methodologies of monitoring, depending always on 
the safety, security, funding and access constraints of the context. 

A, B, C,F sub-recommendations are accepted.  

For sub-recommendation A:  The staffing of units and will be tailored to the types of monitoring that a fund conducts (as 
per management response to recommendation 8 where functions determine the appropriate staff). 

For sub-recommendation B:  this is captured in the CBPF Guidelines and will be tracked through the GMS. 

For sub-recommendation C: this is captured in the CBPF Guidelines and will be tracked through the GMS. 

For sub-recommendation D: CBPFs use the risk-based approach to create monitoring plans which takes into account 
seasonal, security and geographic requirements and country-specific arrangements, in order to monitor projects.  The 
frequency of these activities is based on partner risk levels, which drives monitoring and spot-check requirements.  

For sub-recommendation E: ‘active involvement’ of local stakeholders and communities is strongly encouraged and 
supported by OCHA, including in project monitoring. The level of involvement of local stakeholders and community will 
depend on contextual elements and the Implementing Partner’s commitment to it. OCHA will continue advocating for it. 

 For sub-recommendation F: in line with CBPF guidelines, to be implemented progressively; also see Management 
Responses to Recommendation 6 and 7. 

 

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

1. GMS developed and in use to capture indicators and reporting 
required 
2. The Performance Index is launched and used to inform future 
funding decisions 
3. Operational Manual at country level includes specific 

Q4 2016 
 
Q4 2016 
 
Q1 2016 

FCS, HFUs 
 
FCS, HFUs 
 
FCS, HFUs 
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recommendations/considerations on M&R  

 

 

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION  16:  Create venues (e.g. online Community of Practice) and opportunities for 
CBPF staff members to test ideas, share tools and examine results across CBPFs. 

CLASSIFICATION:      IMPORTANT 

Management Response:  Accepted 

OCHA strongly supports sharing information across CBPFs and supports a wide variety of venues to ensure this occurs, 
including though a dedicated Community of Practice. 

In addition, FCS acts as a multiplier for promoting CBPFs knowledge sharing. FCS shares experiences across funds and 
ensures necessary coordination among CBPFs where similar processes have already been implemented.  Field visits 
and trainings are done with a cross-dissemination of work from CBPF to CBPF.  For example in 2014, OCHA staff from 
Afghanistan CHF visited Somalia to understand lessons learned from cross-border remote monitoring. FCS has also 
reunited a group of fund managers in Headquarters in 2015 to share experiences and cross pollinate operational 
knowledge across major funds.  

Additionally annual meetings are held to bring together Humanitarian Financing Unit teams to share experiences, tools 
and test ideas. In the past years tools and ideas have been piloted in specific funds and then field-tested elsewhere.  
Starting from 2016 OCHA is planning thematic (finance, monitoring, etc.) workshops, for more in-depth technical 
discussion and knowledge sharing across funds.  Exchange of staff and a training framework will also provide 
opportunities for best practice exchange. 
 

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

1. Group of fund managers gathered in headquarters 
2. Pooled Fund Manager Workshop is conducted  
3. Community of Practice is established and used as required  
4. Thematic Workshop for fund managers are held 

 

Q2 2015 
Q4 2015 
Q3 2016 
Q2, Q4 2016 

FCS 
FCS 
FCS 
FCS 

 

 

 

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION 17:  Encourage multi-year funding in line with welcome moves towards multi-
year SRPs. Authorize CHFs to contract with partners for periods longer than a year where multi-year funding 
exists. 

CLASSIFICATION:      OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

Management Response:  Partially accepted 

In line with their close link to HRPs, CBPFs currently follow one-year funding cycles in line with the duration of most 
HRPs.  Multi-year HRPs do exist as well, and depending on how of these multi-year HRPs are developed OCHA will 
consider extending CBPF funding cycles.  

CBPFs already strongly encourage donors to commit to more than one year of funding for a CBPF, but only a limited 
number of multi-year funding commitments have materialized. 

Some funds have introduced multi-year projects. In DRC, where the protracted nature of the emergencies suggested 
longer duration approach, some projects were selected for multi-year funding. Given the nature of donors commitments, 
where payment are done on yearly basis, the allocation of fund also was done for a year-long period, but implementing 
partner were not required to resubmit proposals for the approval on the second year of project implementation.  

At this time, while OCHA recognizes the added value of a multi-year planning cycle for programming, the emergency 
nature of CBPF-funded projects, and calendar-year planning of most HRPs continue to require a 12-month programming 
and reporting cycle. OCHA will examine the experiences of this to date and compile more information on its efficacy as 
there is not enough analysis on the opportunities and challenges that such arrangements pose. 
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Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

1. Conduct analysis of current multi-year funding experiences 

 

Q4 2016 

 

FCS 

 

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION 18:  Integrate resilience approaches into urgent life-saving project support 
rather than financing stand-alone resilience projects. 

CLASSIFICATION:    OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT   

Management Response:  Partially accepted 

OCHA welcomes the mainstreaming of resilience approaches in humanitarian activities. The evaluation highlighted that 
CBPFs support resilience when this contributes to saving lives and livelihoods and does not decrease direct humanitarian 
funding.  This seems pointing out the need to further clarify what could be the appropriate role of CBPF in terms of 
resilience to manage the risk of diluting the focus and the impact of the funds.  

The allocation process of CBPFs defined in the guidelines mainstreams and integrates cross-cutting issues included in 
the HRP in a given country context.  To date, funds have taken into account gender, environment, and resilience 
components within the boundaries of what HCs decided to prioritize through the Allocation papers for each allocation. 

In the DRC for example the projects with resilience approaches were given a higher score and had more chances to be 
funded, in line with the prioritization endorsed by the HC in consultation with the Advisory Board. 
 

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

1. Disseminate existing guidance on mainstreaming 
resilience 

Q2 2016 CRD, FCS 

 

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION 19:  Develop guidance for resilience approaches that emphasize design and 
targeting options as well as implementation challenges. 

CLASSIFICATION:      OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

Management Response:  Partially accepted 

While CBPFs strongly support resilience’s role in providing sustainability it is not exclusively the role of OCHA to develop 
guidance for project management, imposing specific design, targeting, or guidance on implementation of projects. This 
type of initiative should be promoted through the clusters in coordination with stakeholders. 

The CBPFs should adhere to the strategies and the prioritized needs identified in the context of the HRP’s cluster 
response sections.  Linkage of CBPF-supported projects to recovery and/or resilience programming should be done 
through the appropriate coordination fora at the country level, under the leadership of the HC, supported by the HCT and 
in consultation with the advisory board. Cluster leads, technical experts and advisors are available and are the 
appropriate resource for developing such guidance. OCHA could contribute advocating for this type of efforts and 
disseminate any normative effort those efforts could produce. 
 

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

OCHA to disseminate guidance on resilience approaches. 

 

Q1 2016 FCS and HFUs 

 

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION 20:  PART 

CLASSIFICATION:      OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 
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Management Response:  Partially accepted 

Please see Management Response to Recommendation 17. 

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

 

 

 

 

 

EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION 21:  Eliminate conflict of interest (real or perceived) in situations where 
sector/cluster leads apply for CHF funding. Possible approaches for achieving this include: 
a) withdraw voting rights from sector/cluster leads on decisions that directly affect them 
b) design a grievance procedure that quickly resolves disputes and maintains productive relationships within 
a cluster 

CLASSIFICATION:      OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

Management Response:  Accepted 

Implemented 

Due to the inclusive and collaborative approach of CBPFs, it is common that individuals involved in the CBPF process 
belong to applicant organizations. This has the potential to generate conflicts of interest. This happens at different levels 
of the process: when defining priorities for an allocation, when setting cluster criteria, when vetting projects through 
strategic and technical review. It is likely and expected that some stakeholders will have some real or perceived conflict of 
interest. 

In the processes and the governance of the CBPF this is mitigated in a number of ways: 

First, the requirement for a strong OCHA and cluster coordinator presence in strategic and technical review committees. 
The cluster coordinator and the HFU representative in the review committee temper and monitor potential conflict 
between competing projects. OCHA has introduced standard and transparent tools to ensure and document review 
processes. Cluster participation is clarified in CBPF Operational Manuals, many of which are under review and revision. 

Second, cluster representatives are not always the same individuals who design projects.   

Third, in all CBPFs, grievance and complaint mechanisms are in place.  All CBPFs are required to establish a formal 
complaint mechanism to receive feedback from stakeholders who believe they have been treated incorrectly or unfairly 
during any of the Fund’s processes. OCHA will compile, review, address and – if necessary - raise any issues to the HC. 
The HC, in consultation with the Advisory Board when necessary, will take necessary action. (Operational Handbook for 
CBPF, para 255). 

Fourth, in some countries, voting or even participation is limited at the time of reviewing their own agency project. The 
practice is that the representative is usually asked to leave the process, at least for the sake of others to freely give 
feedback on the project.  
 

Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) 

1. Establish clear SOPs for cluster participation during SRC and 

TRC reviews of allocations. 
2. Establish and socialize clear complaint and grievance 
mechanisms 

Q3 2016 
 
Q3 2015 

 

HFUs 
 
HFUs 

 
 


