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Executive Summary 

The catastrophe in Haiti has by many experienced emergency workers been described as the 

worst for decades in terms of magnitude, complexity and impact on people in all sectors of 

society. It is the largest operation ever launched by UN OCHA, and it is also the worst 

disaster ever to affect the UN directly. 

Norway has previously contributed to political dialogue, humanitarian assistance and civil 

society as part of an initiative to support peace building in Haiti and between Haiti and the 

Dominican Republic. Though a small donor, Norway was among the five largest donors 

prior to the earthquake. The Haiti portfolio has been managed by three different sections in 

MFA over the years. Direct MFA engagement in Haiti has been reduced during recent years 

and a larger proportion of funds has been transferred to the UN.  

Following the earthquake, 200 million NOK were quickly disbursed to the UN and a handful 

of Norwegian NGOs and at a later stage, 800 million NOK were pledged for a four year 

period. 

About a month after the earthquake had taken place in Haiti, Norad and MFA commissioned 

this review to: document the first phase response of MFA to the earthquake disaster in Haiti 

and to assess the response in light of previous Norwegian experiences with response to large 

natural disasters as documented in reviews and evaluations.   

The review is mainly based on MFA self-assessment, and the target group for the report is 

MFA in general and HUM in particular. Humanitarian partners in Norway were also 

interviewed. The review is focused on the process of decision making in MFA and did not 

include field work or assessment of results of the Norwegian support.  

Some of the key challenges identified in evaluation reports that are common to such disasters 

have been: 

 To ensure a coordinated, coherent and concerted effort when hundreds of actors come to 

help. 

 To ensure that the international assistance supports the national government and is not 

overtaking or paralleling government administration. Special challenges relate to assistance 

to fragile states. 

 To build on local capacities and resources to ensure relevant and sustainable support to 

women, men, youth and children. 

 To ensure a programmatic linkage between relief assistance and longer term cooperation 

 

The four challenges are also key priorities for Norwegian Humanitarian Assistance.  

 

Norway is generally regarded as an important actor in the humanitarian field. The 

“Norwegian Model” is described as one that has flexible funding, short lines of 

communication to political leadership and close contact between MFA and external actors. 

There is a close relationship between the MFA, the UN, the Red Cross and Norwegian 

NGOs. Compared to other countries, the Norwegian system has been characterised as ‘un-

bureaucratic’.  The Norwegian Model is often presented as a special feature of Norwegian 
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humanitarian assistance and Development cooperation. MFA and partners emphasise the 

benefit of informal dialogue, flexibility and targeted response. MFA partnership with 

Norwegian NGOs has also been seen as an important instrument for awareness raising and 

involvement of the Norwegian society in international assistance. The informality and 

flexibility of the Norwegian system is challenged by increasing demand for:  

- concentration and coordination of efforts,  

- transparency in funding decisions,  

- risk assessment with zero-tolerance for corruption,  

- systematic documentation on results and 

- institutional knowledge transfer.  

 

HUM allocated almost 200 million NOK effectively within two weeks of the earthquake. All 

respondents say that HUM allocated funds quickly and confidently with a clear message on 

how they had prioritised.  

The process of deciding on allocations of funds only took a few days. The organisations in 

question were given feedback by phone about the allocation so that they could start the 

work, and both applications and grants letters were written at a later stage. 

Humanitarian experience in MFA, international development in the Humanitarian Field, and 

feedback from evaluations, most notably the recent report by the Auditor General have led 

to the following practice in HUM for funds allocation:  

- concentrate efforts to manage fewer contracts,  

- identify Norwegian comparative advantage in the situation,  

- work through systems / mechanisms that are in place prior to the disaster,  

- work though local structures / systems if possible,  

- contribute cash rather than in-kind, for the purpose of supporting UN coordination, 

but also because Norwegian services and products are comparatively expensive. 

 

These methods and the resulting portfolio are in line with the Norwegian Humanitarian 

Policy and Good Humanitarian Donorship principles. 

There was broad agreement in MFA that the policy for allocation and priority channels were: 

support to the UN and support through a limited number of Norwegian NGOs that had an 

established presence in Haiti. Norwegian thematic priorities were ‘UN coordination’ in 

support of the National Government and protection of vulnerable groups including women 

and children. The prioritisation of these elements was according to the overall Norwegian 

Humanitarian policy and based on experiences from previous disasters.  

During the first weeks after the earthquake, HUM and other Sections in MFA also followed 

up on a number of initiatives that came from other Ministries, from Norwegian NGOs, from 

private sector and from individuals, many of which were ultimately not recommended for 
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implementation. Despite high media attention and some critique, HUM felt that due to the 

close dialogue with political leadership, previous experience with similar catastrophes, good 

teamwork and clear direction in the Humanitarian Policy, it was relatively easy to agree on 

recommendations. Still such ‚public‛ initiatives outside of the regular humanitarian system 

and channels are time-consuming. 

During these first weeks, HUM initiated a number of activities in response to earlier 

recommendations for improved monitoring and documentation. A monitoring agent was 

seconded to Haiti, A Q&A page was published on the MFA web page, debrief meetings were 

held with humanitarian partners and this review was commissioned. All can be further 

improved by preparing guidelines and mandates which can be adapted to different 

scenarios. Issues to be included in such guidelines and mandates are discussed in the report. 

HUM mode of operation has changed over the years, as has the international humanitarian 

response capacity. Preparedness has improved through a number of frame agreements and 

fast response mechanisms and the early experience in Haiti showed that these mechanisms 

worked well. Other initiatives that were not part of such established mechanisms faced 

greater challenges and in-depth assessment of these (especially the pilot on mobile kitchens 

and the cooperation with Cuba on health) would be necessary for learning purposes. For the 

Norwegian Search and Rescue team it is necessary to put in place a frame agreement 

between MFA and Norsar for improved preparedness.  

What has been pointed out in previous evaluations and emphasised in this review is that 

HUM can improve on how knowledge is shared more systematically and also kept for future 

reference, whether for external evaluators or new staff in the Ministry. More specifically it is 

recommended that new initiatives for monitoring as seen in the case of Haiti are documented 

in a more systematic manner. Mandate for monitoring agents should include a focus on key 

priorities of the Humanitarian Policy with special emphasis on the four challenges cited 

above; coordination of aid, support of government own efforts, strengthening of local 

ownership/capacities and linking relief operations with longer term planning. 

In this review it is observed that there were several structural challenges to effective 

coordination and early planning of Norwegian longer term engagement in Haiti. Without an 

embassy in Haiti, MFA sent a number of missions to Haiti during the first two months. 

Rotational representation has a number of weaknesses and it is assessed that a more stable 

presence in Haiti at an earlier stage could have addressed all the four issues raised above in a 

more consistent manner. Similarly, there was no clear focal point in MFA since Haiti has not 

been a main cooperating partner for Norway. MFA had been working on a strategy for 

Norwegian engagement in Haiti, and this work could have been given a better institutional 

anchor (a Haiti desk?) from the start in order to adjust the strategy to a new reality and to 

communicate with partners. Many of the partners to MFA in Haiti engage in humanitarian 

as well as development aid and could benefit from a more strategic direction from MFA at 

an early stage. 
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IFRC  International Federation of the Red Cross Red Crescent Movement 
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MFA  Norwegian Ministry of foreign Affairs 

MINUSTAH UN Stabilization Mission in Haiti 
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NOK  Norwegian Kroner (1 NOK ≈ 6-7 USD) 

Norad  Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation 

Noref   Norwegian Peacebuilding Centre 

Norsar  Norwegian Search and Rescue 

NPA  Norwegian Peoples’ Aid 

UNDAC United Nations Disaster Assessment and Coordination Team 

UN OCHA United Nations Office for Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 
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Introduction 
This review was commissioned by Norad and the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

(MFA), Section for Humanitarian Affairs (HUM) about a month after the earthquake had 

taken place in Haiti. In the Humanitarian Strategy from 2008 and the Report No. 40 (2008-

2009) to the Storting (white paper) on Norway’s Humanitarian Policy it is stated that the 

‚Government wishes stronger focus on the achievement of goals, quality assurance and efficiency [..] 

through the systematic use of evaluations and reviews. […] More knowledge, research, learning and 

evaluation are required, and we are strengthening our efforts in these fields. (p11). 

The main purpose of this review is for the MFA to learn from and further develop the 

humanitarian assistance based on the concrete and operational experiences with the support 

to Haiti.  

The aim of the review is two-fold:  

1. To document the first phase response of MFA to the earthquake disaster in Haiti.  

2. To assess the response in light of previous Norwegian experiences with response to 

large natural disasters as documented in reviews and evaluations.   

 

The review should include lessons learned and recommendations for Norwegian 

Humanitarian assistance in general. Terms of Reference for the review is in Annex A. 

The review is mainly based on MFA self-assessment, and the main target group for the 

report is MFA in general and HUM in particular. Though external to MFA, the Scanteam 

consultant worked closely with HUM to document and assess the process that had taken 

place in MFA during the first month.1 Interviews were carried out with MFA staff and 

relevant stakeholders that had been involved in the humanitarian assistance during the first 

phase. Documentation from the archive and internal emails was reviewed. The report will be 

presented to Norwegian stakeholders in the Humanitarian field for discussion and feedback.  

The review is focused on the process of decision making in MFA and did not include field 

work or assessment of results of the Norwegian support.  

In the report, experiences from other natural disasters are presented first and the most recent 

policy frameworks are presented towards the end of the first chapter. In chapter 2 a 

description of the international response in Haiti provides background information for the 

description of the Norwegian response to the Haiti disaster in chapter 3. Findings are 

summarised and conclusions are drawn in chapter 4.  

                                                      

 
1
 Scanteam Consultant, Liv Moberg, previously participated in the Norad-commissioned evaluation of Norway’s 

support to Peacebuilding in Haiti 1998-2008.  
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1 Norwegian Humanitarian Assistance: reviews and policies  
Norway has given humanitarian assistance to the following large-scale natural disasters 

during the last six years; The Tsunami and the Earthquake in Bam, Iran in 2004, the 

Hurricane Katrina in New Orleans and the earthquake in Pakistan in 2005.  

Coordination mechanisms, preparedness systems, methodology for quality assurance and 

modes of operation have evolved both internationally and nationally with the experiences 

from these large-scale operations. Some of the key challenges identified in evaluation reports 

that are common to such disasters have been: 

 To ensure a coordinated, coherent and concerted effort when hundreds of actors come to 

help 

 To ensure that the international assistance supports the national government and is not 

overtaking or paralleling government administration. Special challenges relate to assistance 

to fragile states. 

 To build on local capacities and resources to ensure relevant and sustainable support to 

women, men, youth and children. 

 To ensure a programmatic linkage between relief assistance and longer term cooperation 

 

The four challenges are also key priorities for Norwegian Humanitarian Assistance.  

 

1.1 Tsunami Evaluation  

In January 2005 the Norwegian Government appointed a Commission to evaluate the 

authorities’ dealing with the tsunami disaster in South Asia2. It has been estimated that a 

total of 220 000 people lost their lives and 1,5 million were made homeless as a consequence 

of the tsunami. The 170 page report deals mainly with the emergency response to Norwegian 

citizens affected by the tsunami. Humanitarian assistance to the countries in South Asia is 

assessed in a five-page chapter. The assessment is very positive.  

Upon news of the disaster, HUM immediately gathered information from UN OCHA (UN 

Office for Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs), Norwegian Red Cross (NRX) and the 

Norwegian Church Aid (NCA) by phone and internet. Many of the Norwegian NGOs had a 

presence in the affected countries and would have more precise information than the 

authorities centrally. Norwegian Peoples Aid (NPA) had 650 mine clearance staffs in the 

North of Sri Lanka, who were immediately engaged in humanitarian assistance when the 

tsunami had struck. During the morning hours of the 26 december, NPA had received 

authorisation from HUM by phone to redirect existing allocations to the emergency 

response. DSB, the Directorate for Civil Protection and Emergency Planning, had received a 

request from UN OCHA to provide communication logistics, and HUM authorised 10 mill 

NOK for the purpose by phone. Similarly, other Norwegian NGOs received verbally 

authorisation from HUM and from the Embassy in Colombo and could start work 

                                                      

 
2
 Reinås-utvalget. 2005.  Rapport fra Evalueringsutvalget for flodbølgekatastrofen i Sør-Asia. 
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immediately. UN OCHA had the pre-approved opportunity to withdraw 100 000 USD from 

the Norwegian allocation to the Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF). 

The Norwegian Red Cross requested two Hercules planes for transport of equipment, and 

the Ministry of defence approved this 14-day assignment in three hours.  

Norwegian Humanitarian Assistance was allocated in a 50-50 ratio to Norwegian NGOs 

operational in the area and to the UN.   

The humanitarian assistance of 100 mill NOK was disbursed in four days and MFA started 

preparing a request to the Parliament for extra-budgetary funds of 1 billion NOK. By 18 

January this was approved by Parliament and by early February, half had been disbursed. 

Information sharing meetings were held with Norwegian MFA, both by the Minister and by 

the State Secretary. In general, Norwegian organisations were content with the 

Humanitarian response by MFA. The response was quickly operationalised in Sri Lanka, due 

to the Norwegian presence there, while work in Aceh was more challenging. Norway 

contributed un-earmarked funds to the UN.  

HUM had during this first phase continuous and close informal dialogue with the political 

leadership in MFA and daily fact-sheets on the Norwegian response were prepared for the 

politicians to be up-to-date. The attention in the media was limited though, due to the higher 

interest in the effect of the disaster on Norwegian citizens. 

The Commission stated that Norway is regarded as an important actor in the humanitarian 

field. The ‚Norwegian Model‛ is described as one that has big and flexible funding, short 

lines of communication to political leadership and close contact between MFA and external 

actors. Ministry staff had clearly defined areas of responsibility and extensive scope for 

authorisation. There was a close relationship between the MFA, the UN, the Red Cross and 

Norwegian NGOs. Compared to other countries, the Norwegian system was characterised as 

‘un-bureaucratic’.    

The Commission concluded that the Norwegian humanitarian response can be rated among 

the best internationally and that Norwegian NGOs, including the Red Cross, can be 

characterised as ‚the operational arm‛ of MFA. Norwegian NGOs concurred with the 

positive assessment of the authorities’ response and they also praised the efficiency and 

flexibility of the contribution of the Norwegian Defence system to the humanitarian effort. 

 

1.2 Review of Norwegian Earthquake Assistance to Pakistan 2005/20063 

The Norwegian humanitarian response following the earthquake in Pakistan in late 2005 was 

reviewed by CMI in April-May 2006.  

                                                      

 
3
 2006. CMI Review of Norwegian Earthquake Assistance to Pakistan 2005 and 2006. R 2006:18 
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On 8 October 2005, the northern parts of Pakistan, India and Afghanistan were struck by an 

earthquake, measuring 7,6 on the Richter scale. There were 75 331 casualties, about 100 000 

people severely injured and 3,5 million people severely affected and in need of assistance.  

Norway released 15 million NOK on 9 October and another 50 million on the 14th. Funding 

was allocated to Norwegian NGOs with a presence in Pakistan, to DSB (base camps for relief 

workers) and to UN agencies. Funds were also allocated to initiatives taken by the Pakistani 

Diasporas, to the Embassy in Islamabad and to Norad for smaller initiatives. Later, another 

260 million NOK were granted by the Parliament in extra budgetary funds and was 

channelled through the UN. Norway thus contributed about 25% of the total pledges 

through the UN flash appeal. Norway was a lead nation in support of the cluster approach4 

and held a high profile politically as well as financially.  

MFA set as a requirement that NGOs should have a documented presence or networks in 

Pakistan and that they should be active participants in the cluster approach. The Norwegian 

NGOs received approximately 20% of their total funding from MFA. Funding was allocated 

to (channelled through) eight international agencies, 10 Norwegian agencies/NGOs and 1 

local NGO. 

The UN cluster approach had not yet been fully developed, but was tested as a pilot in 

Pakistan. The international response to the cluster approach was slow and it took time for 

the UN to implement the system in the field. The Norwegian decision to support the cluster 

approach by channelling funds through this mechanism allowed the UN and other agencies 

to derive important lessons learned regarding clarification of responsibilities, procedures 

and funding arrangements.  

The Norwegian embassy immediately decided to support a local NGO which again 

contributed to the setting up of a local secretariat for national NGO coordination. This seems 

to have been one of the most strategically, but least recognised decisions made by the 

embassy/MFA, according to the CMI review.  

The main conclusion in the report is that Norwegian support was timely, targeted, effective 

and efficient. It is indicated that the NGOs with established relationships had a rapid and 

targeted response, while the UN had a delayed start on the ground. It is questioned whether 

the decision to channel 72% of the funding through the UN was the best way and it is 

recommended that the effectiveness of the UN response, with UNICEF in particular should 

be given a high priority.  

The report states that assistance given to local NGOs (Sungi) seems to have been the best 

investment in terms of rapid and effective response, pointing out the value of the Embassy 

having built partnerships directly with local organisations. Sungi had built a village based 

disaster response capacity.  

                                                      

 
4
 Sector-coordination of emergency response; health, logistics, shelter etc. 
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Finally it is suggested that it would be worth assessing whether emergency funds could be 

aligned more strategically with longer term assistance with greater opportunities to 

influence policy formulation.    

 

1.3 Humanitarian response to natural disasters – synthesis report 2007 

In 2007, Norad commissioned a synthesis study on evaluations of donor response to natural 

disasters.5 The report’s findings are summarized in five main themes, or challenges, that are 

common to most evaluation reports:  

1. There is more emphasis on linking and integrating relief, recovery and development, 

but despite this, there is still disconnect. 

2. There is a strong focus on the importance of needs assessments as a precondition for 

fair and effective humanitarian assistance, but it is observed that practice does not 

follow suit.  

3. It is a common experience that humanitarian assistance undermines, rather than 

strengthens local capacity despite increased emphasis on local involvement and long 

term vulnerability reduction. 

4. The need for improved coordination is continuing. 

5. Despite increased awareness of the need to reduce vulnerabilities and improve 

emergency preparedness, there are relatively few examples of good practice. 

It is stated in the report that the challenge for Norway is not only to contribute to a better 

humanitarian response through financing and coordination, but to actively contribute to 

strategies that emphasise long term vulnerability reduction and local response capacity. 

Channels for funding should be selected bearing the above challenges in mind.  

 

1.4 The Auditor General’s evaluation of Norwegian Humanitarian Assistance6 

In 2008, the Auditor General (AG) conducted an evaluation of the efficiency and 

effectiveness of Norwegian Humanitarian Assistance. The key question was whether 

assistance is fast, effective and of good quality. The evaluation report deals with the 

following issues:  

Grant allocations and funds disbursement: Norway is a major humanitarian actor and generally 

considered to be a flexible and predictable donor. In acute crisis, MFA is normally able to 

respond fast and disburse funds quickly. More challenges were seen in protracted crises. 

One-year agreements are seen to reduce the necessary predictability for partners to plan for 

                                                      

 
5
 Stokke, Kristian. 2007. Humanitær innsats ved naturkatastrofer: En syntese av evalueringsfunn 

6
 Riksrevisjonen. 2008-2009. Riksrevisjonens undersøkelse av effektiviteten i norsk humanitær bistand. 

Dokument nr. 3:2. 



 

 

 

 

13 

longer term response and follow-up. There is a need for more long-term planning, even in 

humanitarian assistance, and short-term planning will ultimately affect overall results of the 

operations. 

Coordination of Humanitarian Assistance: It is established that coordination is in general a 

challenge in emergency operations and that Norway’s response is to support international 

efforts, such as the CERF and UN OCHA. AG is concerned that Norway does not seem to 

have enough capacity at the embassies and missions to assess the effectiveness of these 

coordination mechanisms. The question is also raised whether MFA gives enough priority to 

monitoring of the support.  

Involvement of local actors: It is stated in the AG report that it is the overall responsibility of 

MFA to ensure that partners that receive funding base their support on local capacities to the 

extent possible. This is to ensure ownership and sustainability of operations. Since this is 

considered to be a weak area in international assistance in general it is also a risk to 

effectiveness of Norwegian support. It is also pointed out that such considerations are not 

very visible in Norwegian humanitarian assistance. 

Linking emergency assistance to longer term development: This is an area in need of 

strengthening, reported by AG. Humanitarian partners of MFA are not seen to report 

sufficiently on longer term effect of their interventions. In addition, the fact that emergency 

and development budgets are handled by different sections in MFA, is seen to contribute to a 

lack of consistency and coherence in planning and follow-up. MFA responds that the 

flexibility in the use of humanitarian funds to a certain extent may provide for bridging the 

two.  

Monitoring and Evaluation: Though the embassies and missions abroad do not have the formal 

responsibility for humanitarian funds, they are seen to monitor Norwegian support. Their 

dialogue with NGOs is good, but they feel they do not have enough capacity for adequate 

follow-up. Beyond Embassy follow-up, it is questioned whether MFA monitoring of 

Norwegian funding is acceptable. MFA points out that it is not possible to monitor all 

projects and that the international system for response to emergencies is based on the 

realisation that emergencies often happen in areas where there are no embassies/missions. 

MFA partners receiving funds were found to mainly report on activities and finance. The AG 

evaluation point out that there is little learning achieved about what works and what doesn’t 

from the agencies’ reports.  It is seen as a challenge to ensure more systematic results 

reporting and institutional knowledge sharing. 

 

While the Auditor General conducted the evaluation in 2008, MFA was at the same time in 

the process of writing the Humanitarian Policy. Many of the findings in the AG report were 

in accordance with MFA own views and are reflected in the Policy (see below).  
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1.5 Norway’s Humanitarian Policy7 

Report No. 40 (2008-2009) to the Storting. Norway’s Humanitarian Policy is aligned with a 

number of international standards and principles for humanitarian aid.  

In 2000 donors agreed on a Code of Conduct for Disaster Relief and the Sphere Standards for 

humanitarian assistance. In 2003, 17 donor countries, United Nations agencies, NGOs and 

the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement agreed on a set of 23 principles and 

good practice of humanitarian donorship.8 By 2010 a total of 36 donor bodies have signed the 

principles.  

Humanitarian aid, peace-building and human rights are main pillars of the Government’s 

foreign policy and development policy. In Report No. 40 it is stated that it is a goal of the 

Government to be a leading actor in the field of humanitarian assistance. The principal focus 

is to ensure a rapid, flexible and effective response in acute and protracted crises. This 

reaffirms the ‚Norwegian model‛, based on a close cooperation between the Norwegian 

authorities and the non-governmental humanitarian organisations (NGOs), but with a clear 

division of roles. A large proportion of humanitarian funds are channelled through the 

NGOs. The Government states that the expertise and comparative advantages of NGOs are 

crucial to the further development of the Norwegian model. 

The Policy outlines Norway’s humanitarian priorities in eight areas, through 73 specified 

action points / guiding principles. Those most relevant to this review are summarised below.  

 Together with partners, Norway wishes to change the operating parameters for 

humanitarian efforts with far greater investments being made in prevention, climate 

change adaptation and humanitarian emergency preparedness than is currently 

(2009) the case.  

 Norway is concerned with the Western donor countries hegemony in the 

humanitarian system and will endeavour to strengthen cooperation with non-

western donors and the dialogue with countries affected by humanitarian crises.  

 Norway is further concerned with strengthening the effectiveness and capacity of the 

UN humanitarian response, especially through support to UN OCHA and the CERF.  

 A greater focus is also needed on national preparedness and response capacity in 

countries that often experience humanitarian disasters.   

 Norway also sees a challenge in ensuring clearer division of roles between 

humanitarian organisation, other civil society actors and the military in increasingly 

complex situation.  

                                                      

 
7
 Report No. 40 (2008-2009) to the Storting. Norway’s Humanitarian Policy. Main elements of the policy that 

are of particular relevance to the review are summarised here.  

8
 http://www.goodhumanitariandonorship.org/ 
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 The International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) is one of the main channels for 

Norwegian humanitarian assistance and Norway will continue to support the unique 

position of ICRC as defender of humanitarian principles.  

 It is a special priority of Norway that assistance is needs-based and with a gender 

perspective integrated in assessment and planning. The policy includes ten action 

points to ensure this; one of them being that Norway should contribute to an increase 

in innovative efforts aimed at meeting children and young people’s special needs and 

rights in humanitarian crisis situations including natural disasters.  

 The Government emphasises the need for better coordination and more coherent 

assistance that is based on local participation. It is especially important in the case of 

protracted crises that humanitarian initiatives are adapted to local conditions and contribute 

to local participation, organisation and sustainability. It is in such situation that the risk is 

greatest of aid leading to the abdication of responsibility by the national authorities, to aid 

dependency and corruption, and to indirectly cementing power structures. (p 39)  

 Norway will strive to be a predictable and flexible donor through the following 

means: i) increase non-earmarked funding through international emergency funds 

and appeals, ii) maintain reserves to respond swiftly to unexpected crises, and iii) 

enter into multi-year frame agreements with selected partners.  
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2 Haiti: The international response  
The catastrophe in Haiti has by many experienced emergency workers been described as the 

worst for decades in terms of magnitude, complexity and impact on people in all sectors of 

society. It is the largest operation ever launched by UN OCHA, and it is also the worst 

disaster ever to affect the UN directly. Government and UN staff lost family, friends and 

colleagues. Infrastructure such as Government and UN buildings, hospitals, hotels, the port, 

roads, bridges, telecommunication and power grid and water distribution collapsed. There 

were two heavy aftershocks on 20 and 25 January. Reporting on casualties continued to grow 

steadily during the weeks after 12 January, and the latest reports say that more than 200 000 

people died. More than 300 000 were injured. About one million people moved out of Port au 

Prince to the rural areas and 1,5 million were estimated to be homeless. Eighty per cent of the 

Haiti 9 million population lived below the poverty threshold prior to the earthquake, and the 

environmental challenges are enormous. Forests have been cut down and Haiti is in the 

middle of a hurricane belt and suffers windstorms, flooding and landslides.   

Following the earthquake, people did not dare live inside, even in buildings that were still 

apparently intact, for fear of new earthquakes. Though a building may not have collapsed, it 

is uninhabitable since the structure may have been damaged. People were therefore 

occupying open areas in the city without water and sanitation facilities. Buildings that had 

collapsed would block the streets, also obstructing the relief work. By 26 January, WFP 

reports that 90% of WFP employees are homeless. The state Prison collapsed and about 4500 

prisoners escaped, among them gang leaders that have over the last decades engaged in 

abductions, looting and drug smuggling. UN stabilization Mission (MINUSTAH) has with 

some success improved the security situation in Haiti since 2004, but during the first phase 

after the earthquake, there were sporadic reports of violence and looting. MINUSTAH, the 

organisation itself heavily affected by the catastrophe, did not manage to change direction 

from its original mandate and provide support to the incoming relief effort.9 Though the 

security situation may seem unproblematic by individuals in Port au Prince, WFP emphasise 

the need for protection of humanitarian convoys and food distribution systems, and the need 

to protect and ensure that women and children receive food. ‚UNICEF has never seen a 

Child Protection Emergency of this scale.‛10    

The international response was enormous and there was little capacity in Haiti to receive it 

during the first phase. Planes were circling the airport waiting to land, sometimes ten at a 

time. In the Dominican Republic tonnes and tonnes of cargo was piling up waiting for 

transport opportunities by road.  

From 14 to 22 January more than 50 USAR (Urban Search and Rescue) teams from 30 nations 

including more than 1800 rescue workers and 160 search dogs and highly sophisticated 

equipment was coordinated by UN OCHA / UNDAC. During this period they saved 132 

people that had been trapped in collapsed buildings.  

                                                      

 
9
 UNDAC Mission Report Haiti Earthquake, January 2010 

10
 Hilde Frafjord Johnson, Deputy Chief, UNICEF briefing 28 January 
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The International Federation of the Red Cross Red Crescent Movement (IRFC) coordinated 

the response of a total of 22 Emergency Response Units (ERU) with over 300 delegates from 

National Societies from all over the world.   

The UN General Assembly met on the afternoon of the 13 January, where Secretary General 

Ban Ki-moon and top UN chiefs informed about the situation in Haiti together with UN 

Special Envoy to Haiti, Bill Clinton. The Norwegian Counsellor to the Permanent Mission of 

Norway to the United Nations participated and reported to HUM in MFA. The report 

confirmed that the UN would take on the main coordinating function and that the CERF was 

ensuring rapid response. The UN had about 3000 staff in- or close to Port au Prince.  

By 21 January the UN Humanitarian Coordinator John Holmes gave an update on the 

situation. 34% of the Flash Appeal had by now been financed. There was at this stage 150 

planes landing daily in Port au Prince, led by the US, but with an active role by the UN to 

prioritise. There were no landing slots available for the next two weeks. The President in the 

Dominican Republic had established a humanitarian corridor to Haiti. Specific needs that 

were emphasised at this stage were early recovery efforts through cash for work and 

education. 

 



 

 

 

 

18 

3 Haiti: The Norwegian Response  

3.1 Norwegian - Haitian relationship 

Haiti has never been a ‘main cooperation partner’ (hovedsamarbeidsland) in Norwegian 

Development Assistance and there is no Embassy located in Haiti. Still, Norway has 

contributed with about 250 million NOK to political dialogue, humanitarian assistance and 

civil society since 1998 as part of an initiative to contribute to peace building in Haiti and 

between Haiti and the Dominican Republic11. Norwegian involvement was a direct 

consequence of a US suggestion that Norway might contribute, based on experiences with 

facilitating political dialogue in the Middle East, Colombia and in Guatemala. Norwegian 

funding has mainly been channelled through Norwegian Church Aid12 and, during the last 

2-3 years, a larger portion has been channelled through the UN. Norway has been the fifth 

largest donor to Haiti, after United States, Canada, France and Spain, though Norwegian 

funding has been low compared to the three large donors (US, Canada, France). Norwegian 

funding has been between one and two percent of total aid to Haiti.  

In an evaluation of the Norwegian engagement in Haiti13, the support to political dialogue 

was largely declared a success, but it was also stated that the operational and funding 

framework for the support did not ensure sustainability of Norwegian/Haitian initiatives, 

despite relevance and national ownership of activities. It was, however, acknowledged that it 

is the neutral role of Norway and the ‚Norwegian model‛ which is based on recipient 

responsibility, flexible funding and close involvement of a Norwegian NGO that has built a 

network of trust and local knowledge that gave Norway a comparative advantage for 

dialogue facilitation in the Haitian context at the time. Lessons learned were that a 

programmatic approach with more attention to monitoring for sustainability of results, 

possibly with the involvement of Norad’s expertise might have rendered the Norwegian 

involvement better anchored in Haiti. It was found that results reporting had generally been 

poor, but had gradually improved in recent years. The evaluation was carried out at a time 

when it was too early to assess the results of most of the UN funded projects 

It was recommended that MFA consolidate a more strategic effort for long-term support to 

Haiti, where continuity and local ownership is ensured. Other recommendations concerned 

improved risk assessment, planning and results monitoring with more systematic 

knowledge transfer. It was also recommended that Norway continue its support to the 

improvement of the bilateral relationship between Haiti and the Dominican Republic, 

building on past experiences, but more strategically tailored to an updated conflict analysis.    

                                                      

 
11

 2009. Norad. Evaluation of Norwegian Support to Peace building in Haiti 1998-2008. Evaluation Report 

5/2009 

12
 As much as 75% of the funds were channeled through NCA at the most.  

13
 2009. Norad. Evaluation of Norwegian Support to Peace building in Haiti 1998-2008. Evaluation Report 

5/2009 
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Prior to the earthquake, Norway was in the process of establishing a revised strategy for 

Haiti. MFA mission to Haiti in October 2009 was facilitated by Noref (Norwegian Peace 

building Centre) and a ‘friends of Haiti’ information sharing group in Norway was also 

managed by Noref. At that time, the responsibility for Haiti support was rooted in the 

Section for Latin America, with support from the HUM and from the Section for Peace and 

Reconciliation where Haiti responsibility had formerly been located.  

 

3.2 The Norwegian response after 12 January 

Overview 

In the morning after the earthquake, the main responsibility for administration of the 

Norwegian response was given to a Senior Advisor in HUM with extensive knowledge of 

Haiti and Norwegian previous engagement. She had previously managed the Haiti portfolio 

in MFA HUM between 1998 and 2005 and thus has a wide network in Haiti and with 

Norwegian actors engaged in Haiti. At least five other staffs in the section were closely 

involved in the work and dialogue with external partners during the first two weeks, on 

specific initiatives. Internally in HUM there were no controversies over recommendations 

made. The team maintains that clear political priorities made in the Humanitarian Policy and 

the experience staff in HUM had from the Tsunami and the earthquake in Pakistan all in all 

contributed to confidence in the decisions made. Other sections in MFA confirm that HUM 

communicated their recommendations and decisions clearly and seemed to deliver fast and 

effectively. 

The Minister of Environment and International Development, Erik Solheim, participated 

actively in dialogue with HUM and partners during the first days and then assigned 

responsibility for coordination to State Secretary Ingrid Fiskaa. She had been scheduled to 

travel with the Minister to Sudan on 18 January, but cancelled this trip to follow-up on the 

Haiti response.  

About 16 different entities in MFA were somehow involved in the Norwegian response to 

the Haiti disaster, including nine sections from four different departments, and secretariats 

from the Minister of Environment and International Development and the Minister of 

Foreign Affairs14. 

A number of internal and external information sharing meetings were held during the first 

two weeks. In the Ministry there were daily meetings during the second week, headed by the 

State Secretary. Up to 25 people participated in these meetings to share information. 

                                                      

 

14 Section for Global Security Issues and CIS Countries, Latin America Section, UN Section, Section for Human 

Rights and Democracy, Section for Humanitarian Affairs, Multilateral Bank and Finance Section, Section for 

Peace and Reconciliation, Section for Security and Emergency Preparedness, Section for Consular Affairs and 

Immigration 
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Coordination meetings were subsequently conducted with those involved more directly in 

Norwegian Haiti policy.  

At the same time, Noref organised meetings for Norwegian actors that work in Haiti from 

research organisations (Fafo and Prio) and from NGOs to share information and discuss 

relevant issues. An MFA representative would also participate in these meetings. The Noref 

representative has formerly worked as MFA representative in Haiti. The former UN 

Coordinator in Haiti was in Norway and consulted by MFA before he took up position as 

advisor to the Haitian Prime Minister following the earthquake. 

The main channels for information during this early phase for HUM were the Norwegian 

Embassies in Washington, Caracas, Havana and Paris, the UN Permanent Missions in New 

York and Geneva and the OCHA web page www.reliefweb.int. After the first week, reports 

came in from partners in the field and after the second week, from the MFA monitoring and 

information officer who had been deployed by HUM on short notice for three weeks to 

represent MFA in Haiti. There was also a Norwegian UNDAC (UN Disaster Assessment and 

Coordination Team) member who participated in the UNDAC mission to Haiti from 13 

January.   

During the first two weeks, 200 million NOK (40 + 60 +100) was allocated. The first 100 

million NOK came from the HUM budgets under the Minister of Environment and 

International Development, while the subsequent 100 million NOK was allocated from the 

Humanitarian reserve budget under the Minister of Foreign Affairs. At the time of the 

Tsunami and the earthquake in Pakistan, MFA had to solicit for extra-budgetary funds from 

the Storting. The reserve budget has been established in recent years to give MFA flexibility 

to react fast to a crisis. 

There was broad agreement in MFA that the policy for allocation and priority channels were: 

support to the UN and support through a limited number of Norwegian NGOs that had an 

established presence in Haiti. Norwegian thematic priorities were ‘UN coordination’ in 

support of the National Government and protection of vulnerable groups including women 

and children. The prioritisation of these elements was according to the overall Norwegian 

Humanitarian policy and based on experiences from previous disasters.  

HUM also had to consider a number of ad hoc initiatives that were not part of the ‚normal 

humanitarian set-up‛. Examples were: i) an initiative from the Ministry of Health to deploy 

Norwegian health workers. ii) a request from WFP, communicated through Norwegian 

Refugee Council, to contribute with a mobile kitchen, where the Ministry of Defence would 

provide the equipment and iii) a question from the US State Department for Norwegian 

ships to accommodate emergency personnel. These examples are described in more detail in 

annex B.   

 

Process chronology 

The Haiti earthquake took place on Tuesday 12 January at 4.53 pm in Haiti, 22.53 pm 

Norwegian time. The first indications of availability for deployment from United Nations 

Disaster Assessment and Coordination Team (UNDAC) members were registered on the 

http://www.reliefweb.int/
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virtual OSOCC (On-Site Coordination Operations Centre) in Geneva at 23.40, i.e. less than an 

hour after the earthquake struck.  

 Wednesday 13 January: Norsar (Norwegian Search and Rescue Team) contacted the officer 

on duty in MFA right after midnight on Wednesday, following the UNDAC M1 alert that 

had been sent at 23.33 on 12 January to all UNDAC members, including MFA. He asked if 

MFA would deploy Norsar for search and rescue. The UNDAC focal point in HUM was 

contacted by the MFA officer on duty at 5.30. He was asked if MFA wanted to give go-ahead 

to Norsar to deploy a 40-people team with dogs and equipment to Haiti. Advice was sought 

from the Emergency Response Officer at the Permanent Mission of Norway in Geneva 

(UNDAC member, later deployed to Haiti for MFA), and her advice was that USAR teams 

were needed in Haiti. HUM decided that Norway should not prioritise to deploy a USAR 

team and the main reason for this given to Norsar was the long distance and thus the time it 

would take for the team to reach Haiti.   

MFA routines for alert and response did not function properly during the early morning of 

13 January. The officer on duty in MFA (‘saksbehandlervakten’) has about 30 instructions for 

different types of alerts and is not specifically trained for humanitarian alerts. In this case he 

did not receive the M1 coded message from UNDAC, only the call from Norsar. If he had 

received M1 he would have called the HUM UNDAC focal point immediately. The M1 

message arrived at the IKT-service desk15 during the night, which has 24 hour surveillance, 

but by mistake, was not passed on to the officer on duty.  

The system of emergency alert had been assessed prior to the disaster, and a new system 

planned, but not yet implemented. The new system will be managed by The Directorate for 

Civil Protection and Emergency Planning (DSB). This will include a 24-7 phone service and 

communication with UNDAC in case of international disasters. The framework agreement 

does not describe how MFA will be alerted in case of disasters in the future, only that 

‚proper routines for alert raising will be established‛16.  

Most of those interviewed have heard about the decision not to deploy Norsar, and the 

views and perceptions differ. To a certain extent this is due to difference in knowledge about 

the history of Norsar and its relationship with MFA, but also different opinions on how 

Norway best can contribute to humanitarian disasters.  

The considerations made by MFA in the early morning were more complex than just a question 

of geography. Experience with disasters of this scale shows that there are numerous other 

countries that send USAR teams, some as their only response and not as part of a 

humanitarian budget. For Norway, a prioritisation of search and rescue would be at the cost 

of other humanitarian support. There were a number of countries close by that would be 

sending USAR teams immediately. Search and Rescue teams and Field Hospitals are tangible 

and visible contributions that look good in the media and prove ‚fast and decisive action‛. 
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 IT service hub in the Ministry 

16
 2009. Forslag til avtale mellom DSB og Utenriksdepartementet vedrørende støtte til drift av prosjekter innen 

humanitært internasjonalt arbeid.  
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Some countries specialise in this type of humanitarian support. This is, however, not 

necessarily where Norway’s comparative advantage lies. USAR deployment, especially with 

Norwegian experts, is expensive. MFA knew that Norsar does not have an air transport 

frame agreement, but they did not know whether it would still have been possible to deploy 

quickly. When Norsar has formerly been sent by MFA, a military Hercules has been acquired 

for the operation. This is expensive and there was uncertainty about whether a Hercules 

could travel as far as Haiti. Air transport was not discussed on Wednesday morning. HUM 

maintains that even with fast deployment, and even if Norsar may have a comparative 

advantage as a UN certified USAR team, the bigger perspective is that Norway, in this 

particular case was not considered to have a comparative advantage and fill a gap others 

would not fill. This view was later confirmed by OCHA informally, saying that even if the 

USAR teams could save people from the collapsed buildings (132 people saved by 50 USAR 

teams), there might not be enough medical support to save their lives. Apart from Iceland, 

the other Nordic donors did not deploy USAR teams to Haiti.  

MFA and Norsar met later in the week to discuss the reasons for non-deployment and MFA 

policy on engaging Norsar. A detailed description is given in annex B.  

During the morning hours, a number of organisations contacted MFA to offer their support. 

The Norwegian Red Cross, Innovasjon Norge (coordinator for the NOREPS system) and 

Norwegian Church Aid (NCA) were among the first to call MFA. They were all invited to a 

meeting with Minister Solheim, that same morning. Mr Solheim immediately gave the 

message that Norway’s main priority would be to support the UN to coordinate the 

response.  

The Norwegian Red Cross decided in the morning hours to deploy a field hospital and 

contacted HUM.  There have been some instances earlier where such field hospitals have not 

been put into operation, due to contextual factors on the ground. HUM was hesitant, for the 

same reasons cited for Norsar and discussed the risk factors in depth with NRX. There was 

no doubt about the need in Haiti, but media attention and political interest also had an 

influence on the decision made in MFA to support deployment of a field hospital. As it 

turned out, the Norwegian/Canadian Red Cross field hospital was functional as one of the 

first. DSB (Directorate for Civil Protection and Emergency Planning) was also given go-

ahead to contribute to the Nordic support camp for UN personnel during the morning hours. 

The DSB support camp system has proven successful earlier and was also found to be very 

relevant to needs in Haiti. The Norwegian Church Aid has worked in Haiti for two decades 

and could immediately respond through Haitian partners. They emphasise the importance 

of being able to communicate directly with HUM who had extensive knowledge of the work 

they do in Haiti. 

Thursday 14 January: MFA announced publicly that 40 million NOK would be allocated for 

the following intiatives:  

 Norwegian Red Cross: field hospital, deployed from Oslo 

 NCA: psychosocial and protection work, water, sanitation and emergency shelter through 

existing partners in Haiti.  

 DSB support to the Nordic base camp for UN personnel.  

 Norwegian Refugee Council Standby personnel (NORCAP) to be seconded to the UN 
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 Ten million NOK that is to be used by the UN CERF  

Funding for NRC and CERF represent preparedness funds that were already in place, while 

the three first initiatives represent ‚fresh money‛.  

Minister Solheim met with the Norwegian Red Cross team that was going to Haiti with the 

field hospital on Thursday.  

Through the NRC/NORCAP frame agreement, 35 experts had, by the 14th, been identified 

and proposed to the UN agencies. They were immediately deployable and sent according to 

the agencies capacity to receive them. Norwegian Child Protection Officers were 

immediately deployed to support UNICEF and IOM in the camps. The Norwegian experts 

on long term contracts with the UN agencies provide NRC and MFA with information on the 

use of resources and challenges in agency implementation and coordination. The seconded 

personnel have also proven vital to the functioning of the clusters. An example is the 

Camp/Shelter cluster where the capacity of IOM would not have been sufficient without 

NORCAP deployment to central positions. The contingency forms the backbone of the 

Camp-response months after the earthquake.  

Friday 15 – Saturday 16 January: During Friday, another 60 million NOK were allocated by 

MFA/HUM. At this stage most of the funding was distributed to the UN organisations, but 

also the Norwegian Doctors without Borders received funding. They had contacted MFA 

with more information about their presence in Haiti and activities after the first allocation 

made on the previous day. UN allocations were given to OCHA and WFP for coordination, 

logistics and immediate relief work and to UNICEF, UNFPA for protection work.  

In addition, cooperation with Cuba on medical support had been established through the 

work of the Embassy in Havana and in Washington. Norway has previously been engaged 

in cooperation with Cuba on emergency preparedness systems.   

The first report from OSSOC in Port au Prince and DSB was received by MFA where it was 

stated that “There is however no more need for additional USAR teams or field hospitals. “The 

airport, which currently serves as the main point of entry, is open but operations are heavily 

constrained due to the lack of handling capacity, fuel, transport, coordination and communications. 

Five of the twelve clusters had at this stage been activated (WASH, Food, Health, Logistics, 

Shelter/NFI) 

On Saturday 16 January MFA issued a Press Release that Norwegian assistance had been 

increased to 100 million NOK with a description of the priorities made. It was pointed out 

that there is a need for long term planning even at an early stage.  The first OCHA flash 

appeal was released on the 15th with a revised version on the 16th.  

Monday 18 January: Following a number of requests from the public and from the media, 

including private persons asking how they could contribute, a Q&A overview was published 

on the Norwegian Government web site. This was an initiative taken by HUM to reach the 

public with information about some of the issues that had been controversial in the media, 

where MFA decisions were being questioned. The Questions and Answers related to issues 

of why Norwegian USAR team was not sent, why Norwegian doctors were not sent, how 

people could contribute etc. Another initiative HUM took to take the pressure of staff 

working with the many incoming requests was to ask Norad’s Department for civil society to 
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take over some of the NGO support and private initiatives that were communicated to 

MFA17. HUM also contacted Norad for support to mandate the present review. 

Minister Solheim called another meeting with MFA staff and HUM took the initiative to 

form a ‘Haiti-group’ in MFA with relevant sections.  

Tuesday 19 – Sunday 24 January:  

HUM worked on the allocation of another 100 million NOK. Approval had to await the 

return of the Minister of Foreign Affairs from the Middle East, since the money was to be 

taken from the reserve budget in the Ministry. The reserve budget that had been established 

for flexibility of disbursement to catastrophes was reduced to 170 million NOK (for the rest 

of 2010) by the allocation to Haiti.  

State Secretary Fiskaa met with the organisations that are involved in Haiti on 20 January. 

The meeting was arranged by Noref and about 15 organisations participated to present their 

plans and activities. At the meeting, the State Secretary described the MFA profile to Haiti 

and emphasised that the limited number of organisations receiving funding was due to the 

need for concentration of Norwegian efforts. She acknowledged that a number of other 

organisations are also present- and doing good work in Haiti. MFA assumed that the 

International NGOs with branch offices in Norway would receive substantial funding 

globally.  

State Secretary Larsen had a meeting with the U.S. State Department on Thursday 21st. She 

raised especially the challenge of sexual violence. In the note from the meeting back to MFA 

it was recommended that Norway follows up on this. The US was also informed about the 

Norwegian-Cuban relationship. It is further pointed out in the note that Norway had 

competence and background in several of the areas that the US presented as central to the 

reconstruction work.   

The allocation of the second 100 million NOK was approved on Saturday 23 January and a 

press release issued. A fundraising concert was held on Sunday 24th in the Opera with the 

participation of Minister Solheim. Tickets were sold out. Those who received funding in the 

first rounds got more funding. New organisations that received funding are:  

- UNDP for cash for work programmes in Port au Prince 

- UNHCR and UNHCHR for protection and human rights 

- Redd Barna (Save the Children Norway), also for protection and children‘s rights.  

 

A total of 121,5 million NOK out of the 200 million NOK is support to the UN.  

During this period, HUM followed the International response closely through the embassies 

and delegations to assess how Norway should participate in donor coordination initiatives. 

The first was a conference in Montreal on 25 January. For a few days it was not clear what 

the profile of the first big donor coordination meeting would be, whether Norway should 
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participate and at what level. In preparation for potential Norwegian participation, MFA 

prepared the first note on Norwegian engagement in Haiti beyond the first acute emergency 

phase. As it turned out, Norway did not participate in this meeting, but started planning for 

the next donor coordination meeting in the Dominican Republic on 17 March and in 

Washington on 31 March.   

Planning for longer term Norwegian engagement thus started early on and with the 

involvement of a number of different sections, the four most central being: i) Section for 

Humanitarian Affairs, ii) Multilateral Bank and Finance Section and iii) Section for Peace and 

Reconciliation in the Department for UN, Peace and Humanitarian Affairs; and iv) the Latin 

America Section in the Department for Regional Affairs and Development. 

It was also decided that Minister Solheim should travel to Haiti with the Secretaries General 

of Norwegian Church Aid and Norwegian Red Cross once the first acute emergency phase 

had come to an end.  

The Norwegian model – sharing information and working with partners 

MFA took care to engage external partners in dialogue several times during the early phase. 

They also explained the background for the decision to support so few of the Norwegian 

organisations in a meeting with partners.  

Support for Noref is a relatively new initiative that seeks to link research and operational 

assistance. Noref Partners appreciate this initiative as a platform to exchange ideas and see 

new perspectives. HUM also initiated the Q&A on the Government website as information to 

the public and Minister Solheim responded to queries online through the newspaper VG.  

There were some gaps in the information shared however. The Note on Norwegian 

engagement for reconstruction in Haiti that was written on the 28 January is exempt from the 

public and therefore not accessible to partners. This was also previously the case, in 2007, 

when the last MFA strategy note for Haiti was prepared in MFA. It was not shared with the 

main partner at that time, NCA18.  Communication with Norsar over the last ten years has 

not resulted in an agreed frame agreement, and on the morning after the earthquake, HUM 

did not consult Norsar before deciding not to deploy. Even if the decision may have been 

right, it was quite justified for Norsar, based on previous cooperation with MFA, to expect 

deployment and be surprised by the decision. Guidelines for future deployment are needed. 

Documents that have been stored in the archive include mostly incoming reports on the 

situation in Haiti, Applications for funding with decision notes and grant letters. There are 

also internal notes/memos that have been sent to political leadership from the Sections.  

There is little information documented on decision making processes, such as minutes of 

meetings, neither internal, nor with external partners.  HUM has had a number of meetings 

to follow up and learn from the various elements of the Haiti response. Examples are: 

                                                      

 
18

 2009. Norad. Evaluation of Norwegian Support to Peacebuilding in Haiti 1998-2008. Evaluation Report 

5/2009 



 

 

 

 

26 

- Meeting with Norsar to discuss why Norsar was not deployed and agree on steps for 

the future. 

- Meeting with NRC to get information about NRC’s experiences in the field, both 

concerning secondments, but also to discuss what happened with the mobile kitchens 

NRC provided for WFP.  

- Meeting between Caritas and State Secretary Fiskaa to discuss why Caritas did not 

receive any grants from the Haiti allocation, and what possible consequences this 

may have for future role of Caritas.  

- Information sharing meetings between the sections. 

- Meeting between Rolf Bakken and MFA (Bakken had been deployed by UNDAC 

during the first two weeks in Haiti and was second in command in the UNDAC 

operation during this period).  

- Debrief of Astrid Endresen, who had been MFA representative in Haiti from late 

January to mid-February. 

 

These meetings were held with key MFA personnel in an informal manner and MFA was 

given candid feedback and recommendations from the field. Though some of the messages 

have been captured in mission reports, the ensuing internal lessons learned discussions have 

not been recorded for institutional memory and knowledge transfer. 

There is duplication of information from different sources, such as reports from WFP, 

UNICEF, ICRC and OCHA in the archive. MFA own information gathering from embassies, 

missions and MFA representatives travelling to Haiti is also to a certain extent duplicating 

existing information.  

In response to recommendations in evaluation reports (eg. Auditor General’s Evaluation of 

Norwegian Humanitarian Assistance (2008)) that monitoring and documentation of lessons 

learned should be improved, HUM took three main initiatives; i) the secondment of an MFA 

representative to Haiti for three weeks to monitor the situation and the Norwegian support; 

ii) the Q&A web page where questions from the public were responded to; and iii) this 

review.   

 

Summary 

During the first weeks after the earthquake, HUM and other Sections in MFA followed up on 

a number of initiatives that came from other Ministries, from Norwegian NGOs, from 

private sector and from individuals. These are described in more detail in annex B. Many of 

these initiatives were picked up by the media. A large number of them were presented with 

the statement that ‚it is important that we do something – not just talk about it.‛ The 

headline for the decision not to deploy Norsar was ‚Norway could have done more‛. All of 

these initiatives take a lot of time to handle. Still, HUM states that dealing with these issues 

have been relatively unproblematic, though resource-demanding. The reasons for this is 

mainly the strong guidelines provided by Good Humanitarian Donorship, the Humanitarian 

Policy and the fact that the Political leadership was involved from the start, kept the dialogue 

going and were willing to ‚defend‛ the justifications for decisions publicly. HUM also states 



 

 

 

 

27 

that cooperation with the media is unproblematic and highlights the important role of the 

media in drawing attention to the crisis and creating an engagement in the public. 

During the first weeks after the earthquake, the team in HUM delivered the following types 

of ‘services’:  

- contact with embassies and the UN to assess needs  

- disbursement of funds (with all the administration that entails) 

- response to political management 

- participation in long term strategy work with the other sections 

- response to the media 

- response to requests and initiatives from partners 

 

The process of deciding on allocations of funds only took a few days. The organisations in 

question were given feedback by phone about the allocation so that they could start the 

work, and both applications and grants letters were written at a later stage. They are all in 

the archive. In addition, HUM took a number of initiatives to ensure improved 

documentation and learning in MFA.  

 

3.3 Linking Emergency Response to early recovery and reconstruction 

This section describes the background to decision making in MFA beyond the first acute 

emergency response.    

Decision making in MFA 

The fact that Norway does not have a permanent mission in Haiti and no comprehensive 

country strategy with MFA in-house permanent anchoring made the response to the disaster 

unique, even from an MFA perspective. While humanitarian response is clearly placed in 

HUM with well-defined policies and instruments for response, planning for early recovery 

and reconstruction does not have a similar policy framework or institutional anchor. 

Development Cooperation is normally managed by country desks and Embassies. The Haiti 

portfolio has been managed by three different sections over the years. Direct MFA 

engagement in Haiti has been reduced during recent years and a larger proportion of funds 

have been transferred to the UN.  

Following the initial coordinating role of the State Secretary, the Head of Department for 

UN, Peace and Humanitarian Affairs took over the role of coordinating the Norwegian 

response to Haiti. The Departments and sections most closely involved in Norwegian Haiti 

engagement are: 

 Department for UN, Peace and Humanitarian Affairs: 

 Section for Humanitarian Affairs 
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 Multilateral Bank and Finance Section19 

 Section for Peace and Reconciliation 

Department for Regional Affairs and Development: 

 Latin America Section 

 

Early discussions were on the role of Norway as a donor to Haiti, what Norway should do, 

but equally important – what not to do. These discussions were broad based including all 

sections and individuals somehow involved with Haiti, and they also reached out to NGOs 

and research institutions outside MFA for consultation. MFA thus actively consulted 

relevant ‚Haiti‛ experts in-country early on.  

There was close dialogue between MFA political leadership and staff during the first phase, 

and the advantage of this for the decision making process is emphasised by all. Though some 

question the concrete outcomes of early coordination (information sharing) meetings with so 

many actors, others emphasise that important dilemmas and perspectives surfaced early on 

and therefore quickly provided a common basis for planning Norwegian longer term 

engagement in Haiti. The first 200 million NOK was allocated for immediate emergency 

response within a week of the earthquake, and the agreement to contribute another 

(maximum of) 200 million within the 2010 budget for follow-up support was also decided 

within a few weeks of the earthquake. The second tranche for recovery and reconstruction 

was to be re-allocated from the budgets of Peace and Reconciliation and from the Latin 

America Section. The sections were asked by political leadership to document how the 

second 200 million NOK funding would affect other planned operations.  

The following principles and challenges were considered early on: 

 A key principle for Norway is to support the Government of Haiti to take charge of the 

humanitarian and long term response. The challenge here is firstly that the democratically 

elected government in Haiti is quite young following years of dictatorship and political 

polarisation. Elections were due to be held in May this year. Legitimacy of the 

Government is a contentious issue in Haiti, and there are about 50 parties registered for 

the election. The second challenge is that the government capacity was severely affected 

by the catastrophe and therefore unable to take on a leadership role early on. The large 

donors and the UN were challenged to balance between the need for a swift and efficient 

response and the need not to overrun the Haitian government.  

 Another key principle of Norwegian assistance is the support to the UN and to UN 

coordination of the humanitarian response. Norway provided non-earmarked funds to 

UN organisations that work within Norwegian priority sectors. This is in line with Good 

Humanitarian Donorship principles. The challenge here is that this kind of support is 

difficult to monitor. Norway is not concerned with attribution in the case of support to the 

UN per se, but it is still a challenge to assess whether the priorities of the Norwegian 
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 The Bank Section is involved in the discussion of multi donor trust funds for Haiti. This issue has not been 

discussed in this review, for reasons of scope.  
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Humanitarian Policy are addressed effectively by the UN agencies that receive Norwegian 

funding.  

 A third principle guiding Norwegian early response was use of the ‚Norwegian Model‛ 

response where Norway make use of its role as an ‚independent and flexible‛ donor to 

respond to specific under-funded needs, look for niches and innovative approaches and 

cooperate closely with Norwegian NGOs that have a network in Haiti and good local 

knowledge. 

 

The foundation for Norwegian engagement was laid early on with rapid analysis of the 

context in Haiti, the challenges, and possible Norwegian comparative advantage. Without a 

permanent presence in Haiti, MFA arranged for rotation of staff to go on short term 

assessment and monitoring missions.  

The first MFA representative travelled to Haiti on 28 January for three weeks. At this time, 

the emergency response was still acute, and HUM considered carefully whether the MFA 

need for monitoring could justify sending a person ‚taking up a bed‛ in Haiti. The 

justification was that the representative should also actively participate in coordination work 

in Haiti. She is a delegate to the permanent mission in Geneva, but also an UNDAC member 

and has taken the UN security course. On her own initiative, her contract for the mission was 

arranged through the DSB system, though not on UNDAC contract20. She sent reports almost 

daily on the general humanitarian situation, the functioning of the cluster system and on the 

work of UN and international actors in general. MFA shared her reports with other Nordic 

donors. 

The Ambassador to Mexico travelled to Haiti together with the Head of the Latin America 

Section in Oslo, while the MFA representative was still there (16-20 February). A mission 

report was sent to Minister Solheim with advice on strategic decisions. In a follow up 

meeting it was recommended that a ‘focal point’ for Haiti is established in the Ministry, for 

all stakeholders to know who they should contact. The suggestion was that the advisor 

responsible for Haiti in the Latin America section should take on the role of ‘focal point’. 

A representative from the embassy in Caracas travelled to Haiti for about two weeks (end 

February). Her reports back to the Ministry concerned the political situation, the role of the 

international community and the planning for early recovery and longer term development.  

An advisor from the Section for Peace and Reconciliation in Oslo then travelled to Haiti for 

about a week.  

MFA then commissioned a special envoy to Haiti who took up office around mid-March, 

two months after the earthquake. The position is temporary with intention of finding a more 

long-term solution to Norwegian representation in Haiti. The newly appointed special envoy 

comes from the permanent staff of the HUM. The special envoy will contribute in the process 

of recovery planning. He travelled to the Dominican Republic and Haiti together with the 
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 UNDAC have the preparedness system in place to deploy members. Deployment through DSB means they had 

to agree on issues of insurance, salary, security etc before she could travel.  
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advisor from the Section for Latin America and the Counsellor to the Permanent Mission of 

Norway to the UN (New York) from 18-22 March. 

Some overarching directions were identified for Norwegian further engagement, after the 

first emergency phase. In addition to Norwegian support through the multilateral system, 

areas that were identified of special interest / competence for Norway are:  

- Building on previous engagement within political dialogue, governance and conflict 

resolution 

- Prevention and improved preparedness for natural disasters such as environment / 

forestry 

- Protection of women, children and youth should be mainstreamed in all Norwegian 

engagement.  

- increase cooperation with regional actors to strengthen the reconstruction efforts (such 

as the Dominican Republic, Cuba and Brazil) 

 

National ownership, UN coordination and Norwegian influence 

The decision to channel such a high proportion of the funding to the UN is a political 

decision in line with the Norwegian Humanitarian Policy and relevant white papers. As a 

small donor without a stable presence in Haiti, this was possibly the only and most efficient 

way Norway could contribute to the objectives of national priority setting and UN 

coordination. The fragile state of Haiti had been made even more vulnerable by the effect the 

earthquake had on the Government and the UN system, giving already strong regional 

actors and INGOs an even stronger influence.   

The challenge for Norway would then be to monitor that Norwegian support does address 

Norwegian priority objectives such as ensuring local ownership and building on local 

capacities.   

Norway rely on incoming situation reports from the UN and the other organisations 

receiving Norwegian support. In general these reports describe:  

- activities undertaken by the agencies,  

- challenges faced on the ground (logistical, coordination, infrastructure), and  

- unmet needs.  

 

MFA receives little information about21:  

- national / local priority setting,  

- efforts to support the authorities,  

- the respective organisations‘ capacities to respond adequately,  
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 OCHA is undertaking a real-time evaluation, so MFA will receive such assessments at a meta level in the 

aftermath of the operation.   



 

 

 

 

31 

- actual adherence to ‘do-no-harm principles’ and ‘sphere standards’ in the relief 

assistance and  

- risk analysis, such as conflict sensitivity and corruption risk in the implementation.   

 

MFA early on realised the described challenges related to monitoring of the non-earmarked 

funds to a number of UN agencies and started scoping for opportunities to deploy the MFA 

representative as described in the previous section. MFA then faced the same challenges as 

the UN and NGOs with regards to available human resources22. They do not generally have 

in-house flexible standby staff that: 

- is able to travel on short notice,  

- is able to stay long enough to ensure continuity of the work 

- is willing to sleep on gravel and take a personal security risk, 

- is able to manoeuvre in the chaos of a relief operation, 

- is able to recognise and deal with emotional stress in an emergency context  

- is competent in systematic emergency needs assessment  

- is competent in early recovery and planning for sustainable development and 

- is competent in monitoring to assess whether activities are relevant to needs, build on 

local resources and conflict sensitive. 

- has MFA background that gives legitimacy as a donor representative and access to 

decision makers in the government, with other donors and in the UN. 

 

Furthermore, MFA does not have a system in place for psychosocial debrief of staff that 

travel to humanitarian crisis areas like Haiti. 

MFA did manage to identify personnel that fulfilled a number of the conditions in the list. 

All respondents (in MFA) agree that the solutions found were good, given the unique 

aspects of the situation in Haiti (i.e. full crises impact in the capital, no permanent 

Norwegian Mission, no established ‘focal point or Haiti-desk’ at the MFA and no existing in-

house preparedness capacity for such a mission). At least eight people have travelled to Haiti 

on scoping- and monitoring missions, including the newly appointed special envoy to Haiti. 

Six of these have stayed a week or less. MFA in Oslo received information from those who 

travelled that is deemed relevant to needs, and point out that they had different agendas for 

the trips.   

There are, however, obvious weaknesses of such an ad-hoc arrangement for Norwegian 

representation. Though these have not been assessed in depth, some are suggested here: 

- It takes time to establish contacts and get acquainted with the context to be able to seek 

information efficiently. It is assumed that the number of different people leads to 

duplication in terms of collecting information 
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 Reports from the first phase response in Haiti have pointed to the challenge of UN and NGOs not having 

deployed enough staff with adequate field-experience to tackle an emergency of this complexity and magnitude 
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- The rotation of people on mission invariably leads to fragmentation of the information 

that is presented to the MFA as a basis for decision making. This may be a strength in 

terms of offering different perspectives, but coherence and consistency in analysis will 

be weaker.  

- There is a transaction cost pushed onto the partners in Haiti who have to brief all 

newcomers on the situation (Eg. Viva Rio has at least received six Norwegian missions- 

When a mission arrives, ongoing work is put on hold) 

- The lack of consistency in Norwegian representation contributes to the fragmentation in 

the overall international representation in Haiti – and as such has negative bearing on 

Government ability to effectively negotiate with the international community.  

- The logistics in Haiti is truly a nightmare, especially traffic movement, and for all new 

missions, planning and arrangements take extra time 

 

NGO respondents point out that experience from Haiti has shown that such rotational 

representation places an undue burden on local partners and that the information gathered 

will be biased and incomplete due to the limited time/scope of each mission. Respondents 

also point out that it is not only the partners and organizations, but also the population 

living in the camps who is being visited by the official representations by MFA. This creates 

high expectations by the people affected by the earthquake. 

Faced with the same challenges of representation, Sweden chose to deploy a team of two 

people early on, while Dfid employed a consultant for a longer engagement in Haiti.   

The decision to appoint a special envoy to Haiti was the MFA response to the challenges of 

rotational representation. This solution also responds to some of the challenges in-house 

where planning is carried out across sections in a line structure. All respondents agree that 

cooperation across sections have been good despite the inherent challenges in the structure.   
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4 Summary Assessment and Looking Ahead 

Funds allocation and priorities 

HUM allocated almost 200 million NOK effectively within two weeks of the earthquake in 

Haiti. All respondents say that HUM allocated funds quickly and confidently with a clear 

message on how they had prioritised. There are no controversies over the allocations made 

within MFA. HUM personnel have long humanitarian donor experience and with the early 

involvement of Ministers and State Secretaries, the recommendations were politically 

endorsed.  

Most of the funding was distributed through well-tested and efficient mechanisms to 

support UN coordination and relief efforts. The protection profile of the Norwegian support 

has been clearly communicated, both politically at high level and through all channels of 

communication between Norway and international partners. The Norwegian partners which 

received funding have a clear protection and gender approach in their mandate. HUM 

decided not to fund a number of NGO initiatives that may have been as rooted and 

beneficial in Haiti as the ones they did fund, but of which HUM had less prior knowledge.  

A timely question was asked by one of the large NGOs in Norway, which did not receive 

MFA funding, of what the consequences may be for Norwegian humanitarian NGOs of 

perceived changes in HUM funding priorities such as concentration of scope and reduction 

in number of grant recipients.  

‚The Norwegian Model‛ is often presented as a special feature of Norwegian humanitarian 

assistance and Development cooperation. Informal dialogue, flexibility and targeted 

response are strengths highlighted by MFA and partners. Partnership with Norwegian 

NGOs has also been seen as an important instrument for awareness raising and involvement 

of the Norwegian society in international assistance. These values are challenged by 

increasing demand for concentration and coordination of efforts, transparency in funding 

decisions, risk assessment with zero-tolerance for corruption, systematic documentation on 

results and institutional knowledge transfer.  

This review has shown that while MFA and HUM in particular quickly could decide to 

channel funds through a number of existing ‚push a button‛ preparedness mechanisms, 

most of their attention was devoted to assessing and responding to initiatives that had more 

visibility and a higher profile in Norwegian media, but did not necessarily fit ‚good 

humanitarian donorship principles‛ (questions about sending Norwegian ships, Norwegian 

policemen, Norwegian health workers to Haiti and bringing Haitian wounded children to 

Norway etc.)  

 

Fast-response “push a button” mechanisms vs ad hoc initiatives 

HUM mode of operation has changed over the years, as have the international humanitarian 

response capacity. Preparedness has improved through a number of fast response 

mechanisms such as the CERF, UNDAC and the cluster approach and in Norway; the 

humanitarian reserve budget, DSB base camp, NORCAP and NOREPS systems set up to 
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support UN operations. MFA is also outsourcing the national UNDAC alert system, which 

did not function well for the Haiti earthquake, to DSB. These framework agreements and 

fast-response mechanisms seem to be well monitored, both internationally and by MFA for 

continuous improvement. There have been evaluations conducted on the cluster approach, 

on the Noreps system and currently there is an international real-time evaluation 

commissioned by OCHA in Haiti to assess the emergency response.  

MFA has signed a UN directive to maintain a USAR team and has also trained and equipped 

Norsar for international operations like the one in Haiti. The review has shown that there is a 

need for a clear framework agreement with operational guidelines for how and when Norsar 

may be deployed internationally with MFA support.  

 

Deployment of mobile kitchens through a pilot tripartite cooperation between WFP, NRC 

and the Ministry of Defence also showed how vulnerable such operations are if they are not 

part of a preparedness mechanism, but launched as an ad hoc response.  

 

MFA, through the embassies in Washington and Havana seized the opportunity on the first 

day after the earthquake to elaborate on an existing relationship with Cuba on emergency 

preparedness to establish collaboration on health support to Haiti. This was clearly an 

example of ‚the Norwegian Model‛ at work and a follow up on the Humanitarian Policy 

directive to expand cooperation with non-western partners and building on local capacities. 

It is also a good example of how such an innovative and ‘unbureaucratic’ solution may pose 

challenges to HUM,   as funding is not channelled through an established and quality 

assured mechanism. Yet it is the responsibility of HUM to ensure monitoring of results and 

securing funds against corruption.  

 

Norwegian influence on aid implementation and results/outcomes 

In a disaster of this scale, where Norway contributes large funds and most funds are 

channelled non-earmarked through international mechanisms, MFA regards Norwegian 

representation on the ground as important. Representation is needed for independent 

information gathering, for monitoring purposes, and for Norway to be an actor with 

influence on how the international aid is delivered. In Haiti, Norway was, prior to the 

earthquake, one of the five most important donors with a record of credibility and integrity 

as a Government counterpart. Norway is also well-known internationally as a ‚friend of the 

UN‛, where political support may at times be as important as monetary support.  

MFA in Oslo has limited opportunities to influence such key priorities as government 

alignment and building support around local capacities. In the case of Haiti, HUM quickly 

identified a person that could act as the MFA ‚ear to the ground‛. Rotational representation 

was then chosen to follow-up and MFA representatives from two different Embassies. 

Furthermore three sections in MFA visited Haiti within two months of the earthquake, each 

for two weeks or less. While this may have been the only solution feasible in the 

circumstances, lessons learned should be drawn to establish a more coherent approach to 

Norwegian representation in similar situations. The NORCAP mechanism for secondment of 
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Norwegian experts to UN organisations could be used more deliberately by MFA for 

monitoring purposes. 

MFA does not in general have relevant human resource preparedness (flexibility) to quickly 

deploy such representation, i.e. with both the technical humanitarian know-how and the 

political/diplomatic background. Even if there is an embassy in-country, this embassy may 

need strengthening with the right competence. It is probably not feasible for MFA to 

establish an ‚in-house roster of standby diplomats with humanitarian assessment, recovery 

planning and country competence‛. But: MFA can use the experience from Haiti to discuss 

what possible options are, how they can be managed and, if not all priorities can be met, 

which ones are the most crucial for MFA donor representation in the field.  

 

Linking relief with early recovery and long term development 

MFA announced the importance of preparing for early recovery in parallel with the acute 

relief operation in the first press releases. It was seen as strength for this planning process 

that all relevant sections were involved and met daily to share information. There were 

concerns however, that there was not a clear focal point with the mandate to prepare a 

strategy for Norwegian support beyond the first emergency phase which could be shared 

with partners.  

The ideal scenario for efficient planning and communication with partners in Norway and in 

Haiti would thus have been to have stable MFA representation in Haiti with a counterpart 

(‘Haiti desk’) in Oslo responsible for the Haiti portfolio to collaborate closely with HUM and 

ensure proper linkage in the Norwegian overall short- and long term response.  

 

Documentation and Quality Assurance 

In order to verify whether Norwegian humanitarian and early recovery support is effective, 

well coordinated, aligned to Government priorities and build on local capacities, there is a 

need for continuous monitoring. MFA has addressed this through a number of initiatives; i) 

assessment missions to Haiti, including the first monitoring officer who stayed for three 

weeks, ii) debrief meetings with partners in Oslo, informal dialogue by phone and email, and 

iii) this review.   

Documentation of such monitoring may be strengthened. HUM approves grants in the first 

acute phase even before applications have been received, and final reports are only received 

at the end of the one-year grant period, and it is therefore necessary to establish a more 

systematic approach to continuous monitoring. 

Reports, whether email reports or progress reports, that are stored in the archive from the 

first phase focus more on context analysis, needs and activities undertaken by agencies (this 

was also pointed out in the AG report) and less on operational challenges with lessons 

learned that may guide the Norwegian strategy and future programming. Some important 

examples have been identified to illustrate this.  
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The Norwegian Red Cross delivered a formal progress report of high quality as soon as the 

emergency field hospital was up and running. In just a few pages they give a good picture of 

operations, cooperation and collaboration with stakeholders in Haiti. The report would add 

more value, however, with more analysis on operational challenges and how they have been 

overcome. Focus in the report is on achievements, not on what may be improved.  

Similarly, the project that was considered high-risk from the onset, but adopted nonetheless 

as a pilot, was the cooperation between WFP, NRC and the Defence Department to deliver 

mobile kitchens. A number of challenges were encountered, and stakeholders tell different 

stories about how they were solved. Though debrief meetings were held with MFA, there is 

no documentation in the archive to learn from, and hence little transparency (during this first 

phase). NRC may internally build on lessons learned, but this is not communicated for the 

benefit of humanitarian assistance at large. WFP and NRC have conducted evaluation 

meetings. An evaluation of the project will be conducted and shared with MFA. It is 

important that such an evaluation describe the challenges that were faced during the first 

month from the perspective of the different actors involved.  

On the other hand, the NRC/NORCAP mission report on secondments to the UN gave very 

valuable information on what the various UN agencies experience as operational challenges. 

To improve the documentation in the archive for more systematic knowledge transfer and 

real-time monitoring the following would be necessary:  

MFA/HUM could demand that partners deliver (simple) progress reports that focus on 

operational challenges, i.e. real-time self evaluation. Reports should specifically describe how 

the grant recipient works in the field to address the Norwegian key priorities of local 

ownership, Government alignment, UN coordination, building on local capacities and 

linking emergency aid to long term priorities. Such reports could in fact be recorded as 

debrief meeting minutes which HUM already conduct with a number of partners as part of 

the regular monitoring. 

Since MFA/HUM cannot demand similar progress reporting from the UN, the mandate for a 

monitoring officer, like the one deployed in Haiti, could be more specific in terms of 

reporting requirements. While OCHA, UNICEF and WFP (among others) all provide context 

analysis and needs assessment, a Norwegian monitoring officer should report on how 

Norwegian partners work towards key priorities of the Norwegian Humanitarian Policy. 

This would allow HUM to exert more influence during implementation to affect results and 

outcomes of the support.  
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Annex A: Terms of Reference 

Oppdragsbeskrivelse for følgestudie av Norges humanitære innsats etter jordskjelvet på 

Haiti i januar 2010.  

Bakgrunn: Den humanitære strategien og St. melding 40 om norsk humanitær politikk legger 

vekt på erfaringsinnhenting og læring. Erfaring har vist at store katastrofer er spesielt 

utfordrende og krevende for så vel det internasjonale humanitære systemet som for Norge 

som humanitær aktør. En rekke evalueringer og gjennomganger har pekt på flere 

forbedringsområder. Utenriksdepartementet ønsker derfor å bruke erfaringene fra 

jordskjelvkatastrofen i Haiti i sitt arbeid med humanitære spørsmål. For å få en mest mulig 

operativ og konkret gjennomgang ønskes en gjennomgang raskt etter den første innsatsen 

startet og mens arbeidet med nødhjelpsinnsatsen fortsatt pågår.  

Formål: Bidra til kartlegging, erfaringsoppsummering og læring fra UDs humanitære 

bistand til Haiti etter jordskjelvet med utgangspunkt i Norges humanitære strategi og St. 

melding 40 Norsk humanitær politikk samt St. melding 9 Norsk politikk for forebygging av 

humanitære katastrofer. Gjennomgangen skal bidra med generelle vurderinger og 

anbefalinger som kan være relevante for UDs arbeid med kommende katastrofer.  

Omfang:  

- Gi en oversikt over UDs arbeid med humanitær bistand til Haiti i den første fasen ved å 

kartlegge beslutningsprosesser og bakgrunn for beslutninger 

- Gi en vurdering av UDs humanitære innsats på Haiti i den første fasen i lys av erfaringer 

fra andre store naturkatastrofer de siste årene der Norge har vært en betydelig bidragsyter 

- Gi innspill til og trekke ut erfaringer fra eventuelle gjennomganger/ evalueringer av 

humanitær innsats initiert av FN-organisasjoner eller andre aktører om Haiti-innsatsen, men 

også andre relevante naturkatastrofer  

- Komme med anbefalinger til arbeidet med norsk humanitær bistand generelt   

Arbeidsmetode: Studien skal gjennomføres som en kombinasjon av deltagende observasjon, 

intervjuer og dokumentanalyse. 

Konsulentoppdraget settes i verk raskt for at konsulenten skal kunne følge og intervjue 

relevante personer i UD mens arbeidet med humanitær bistand til Haiti pågår.  

Innledende intervjuer med sentrale personer i UD bør fortrinnsvis gjøres så snart oppdraget 

iverksettes. De bør ikke foretas lenge etter at jordskjelvet inntraff og UDs arbeid med dette 

tok til. Konsulenten skal følge arbeidet med humanitær bistand i departementet. 

Konsulenten skal også intervjue relevante aktører i frivillige organisasjoner og andre. 

For å kunne få et helhetlig bilde av arbeidet med jordskjelvkatastrofen kan konsulenten 

observere og/eller delta i UDs øvrige arbeid i forhold til Haiti, i den grad det anses som 

hensiktsmessig i forhold til den humanitære innsatsen.  

Det forutsettes at konsulentens rapport gjennomgås med UD før den offentliggjøres.  
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Annex B: Components of the Norwegian Response:  

A selection of initiatives is presented to describe the workload and the decisions made in 

MFA during the first weeks after the earthquake. The first ‘case’ is presented in some detail 

because it received more attention than the others and there have been some 

misunderstandings surrounding the decision made.  

Deployment of Search and Rescue team? 

The very first decision made, and the one that has proven most controversial was not to 

deploy a Norwegian search and rescue team (Norsar) to Haiti on 13 January. Norsar 

questioned this decision early on and the decision was also questioned in the media. The 

case serves to illustrate important elements and dilemmas of the MFA Humanitarian 

response system and is therefore described in some detail below.   

Norsar (Norwegian Search and Rescue Team) is a cooperation between ‚Norske 

Redningshunder‛(Norwegian Rescue Dogs), ‚Oslo brann og redningsetat‛ (Oslo fire 

brigade) and Norsk luftambulanse (Norwegian helicopter rescue service). The team has 

specialised competence and equipment to search for and rescue victims in disaster areas 

where buildings have collapsed. Norsar was the eighth team to achieve IEC23 certificate from 

the UN / INSARAG24. The team is today one of 17 teams with such certification 

internationally. Norsar does not have a framework agreement with the Norwegian MFA, but 

has been deployed twice to international disasters previously; to Iran/Bam in 2003 and to 

Turkey in 1999. In 2004, Norsar proposed such an agreement, but MFA did not respond 

favourably at the time. Norsar has some eighty rescue workers standby to travel within 12 

hours on request by MFA. During the early morning hours following the earthquake, 40 

people, constituting a full medium-size team, had indicated availability to travel in the 

morning for a ten-day period. The Norsar team is fully equipped to be self-sufficient in the 

field. Norway has, under UN resolution 57/150 committed to having a USAR team, and has 

financed build-up, maintenance and training for the Norsar team and equipment.   

Norsar keeps logbook for events that might lead to mobilisation. Following the earthquake, 

the first log is for 23.15 on the 12 of January when GDACS (Global Disaster Alert and 

Coordination System) reported the earthquake with 7,2 on Richter scale, depth 33 km and 

assumed affected population of 5,6 million. The UN liaison officer for Norsar, who is also a 

Norwegian UNDAC member travelling to Haiti on 13 January, recommended surveying the 

situation and making contact with MFA.  

From Norsar log: 

- 00.20, Norsar contacts the officer on duty in MFA, asking to mobilise for deployment and is asked to wait 
while further enquiries are made with the embassy in Caracas.  

- 00.42: the UN liaison officer reports to Norsar that ICE-SAR is mobilising and that UNDAC has sent out alert.  
- 05.05: the liaison officer reports that Iceland has decided to deploy and recommends Norwegian mobilisation.  
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- 05.50: go-ahead for mobilisation is advised on the phone from MFA, but Norsar sends an email for written 
confirmation

25
 and the OCHA situation report.  In the meantime, the team is alerted by sms for identification 

of those who are able to travel. During the night, Norsar has received a large number of messages from 
national and international USAR members exchanging information.  

- 06.15: the ICE-SAR team asks for Norwegian MFA contact information and is given the number to 
‘saksbehandlervakta’.  

- 06.45: MFA contacts Norsar and says that they have not yet established contact with HUM. Norsar is asked 
to wait to mobilise.  
 

08.59: HUM contacts Norsar to say that MFA has decided not to deploy search and rescue 

team to Haiti, due to the long distance. Norsar officer in charge sends email to members that 

there will not be a deployment. Throughout the day he receives a large number of messages 

from the national and international network, as well as phone calls from around ten different 

newspapers/radio channels, asking whether Norsar will be deployed. He conveys the 

decision from MFA and says that he is surprised by it. At around two o’clock he contacts 

MFA to request that they re-consider the decision. Norsar asks for a follow-up meeting to 

discuss the reasons for the decision and to look at possible lessons learned.  

MFA routines for alert and response did not function during the early morning of 13 January. 

The officer on duty is not specifically trained for humanitarian alerts, but has about 30 

instructions for different types of alerts. In this case he did not receive the M1 coded message 

from UNDAC. If he had received M1 he would have called the HUM UNDAC focal point 

immediately. The M1 message arrived at the IKT-service desk during the night, which has 24 

hour surveillance, but by mistake, was not passed on to the officer on duty.  

The system of emergency alert raising had been assessed prior to the disaster, and a new 

system planned, but not yet implemented. The new system will be managed by The 

Directorate for Civil Protection and Emergency Planning (DSB). This will include a 24-7 

phone service and communication with UNDAC in case of international disasters. The 

framework agreement does not describe how MFA will be alerted in case of disasters in the 

future, only that ‚proper routines for alert raising will be established‛26.  

Most of those interviewed have heard about the decision not to deploy Norsar, and the 

views and perceptions differ. To a certain extent this is due to difference in knowledge about 

the history of Norsar and its relationship with MFA, but also different opinions on how 

Norway best can contribute to humanitarian disasters .  

The considerations made by MFA in the early morning were more complex than just a question 

of geography. Experience with disasters of this scale shows that there are numerous other 

countries that send USAR teams, some as their only response and not as part of a 

humanitarian budget. For Norway, a prioritisation of search and rescue would be at the cost 

of other humanitarian support. There were a number of countries close by that would be 

sending USAR teams immediately. Search and Rescue teams and Field Hospitals are tangible 
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and visible contributions that look good in the media and prove ‚fast and decisive action‛. 

Some countries specialise in this type of humanitarian support. This is, however, not 

necessarily where Norway’s comparative advantage lies. USAR deployment, especially with 

Norwegian experts, is expensive. MFA knew that Norsar does not have an air transport 

frame agreement, but they did not know whether it would still have been possible to deploy 

quickly. When Norsar has formerly been sent by MFA, a military Hercules has been acquired 

for the operation. This is expensive and there was uncertainty about whether a Hercules 

could travel as far as Haiti. Air transport was not discussed. HUM maintains that even with 

fast deployment, and even if Norsar may have a comparative advantage as a UN certified 

USAR team, the bigger perspective is that Norway, in this particular case were not 

considered to have a comparative advantage and fill a gap others would not fill. This view 

was later confirmed by OCHA informally, saying that even if the USAR teams could save 

people from the collapsed buildings, there might not be enough medical support to save 

their lives. Apart from Iceland, the other Nordic donors did not deploy USAR teams to Haiti.  

Norwegian Ships to Haiti? 

On Jan 18, MFA HUM received a question from the US State Department through the 

Ambassador to Washington concerning possible use of Norwegian ships in the humanitarian 

response. MFA responded immediately asking for details of the request and then followed 

up with an email on the 26. MFA contacted the Ship-owners Association who showed 

interest in the request. It was envisaged that the ship could be used for accommodating 

emergency workers, but the request from the State Department was not very specific. 

Minister Solheim announced on TV that MFA was discussing the possibility with the Ship-

owners Association. It was not clear who should pay for the ship, whether the Association 

would make the contribution, whether they would see it as a paid assignment, whether State 

Department expected to pay or whether MFA should take the bill. Neither was the exact 

needs communicated by State Department. By the 27 Jan. MFA received the message that 

Pentagon had provided two ships for accommodation for emergency workers and that the 

WFP logistics cluster had not identified a need for more ships. At least three people in MFA 

were involved in the process.  

Norwegian Health Workers to Haiti? 

The Ministry of Health initiated mobilisation of Norwegian Health workers to respond to the 

crises in Haiti late on Wednesday the 13 January. By the 20th St Olavs Hospital in Trondheim 

had received confirmation from 60 staff that they were willing to travel to Haiti within 24 

hours. The possible deployment of health workers was announced in the media.  Through 

discussions between MoH and MFA it was decided that there was no system in place which 

could effectively handle deployment of Norwegian health workers. Some of the health 

workers travelled to Haiti through standby-teams such as the Red Cross Delegate system 

and the NRC NORCAP system.  

Norwegian Police to Haiti? 

The Ministry of Defence had mentioned the possibility of Norwegian police support to Haiti 

in the media and the MFA Section for Global Security Issues and CIS Countries contacted the 

MFA representative in Haiti for advice. She contacted the Police Commissioner in 
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MINUSTAH and the main message back to Norway was that there was not an urgent need 

and that an absolute requirement would be that police advisors are fluent in French.  

Norwegian Red Cross Field Hospital 

MFA gave the Norwegian Red Cross green light to deploy on the morning of 13 January and 

on the 17 January, patients were admitted. The Norwegian Red Cross Rapid Deployment 

Emergency Hospital (RDEH) was the first international Red Cross Response Unit on the 

ground. MFA received interim report on the 17 February with information about 

deliverables on the ground. The Norwegian Red Cross reports that the response has been 

coordinated with the Minister of Health IFRC, with Canada Red Cross and with Haiti Red 

Cross and with the Médecins du Monde and the Médecins sans Frontiere. The RDEH 

functioned as an independent support for the Haiti’s University and Educational Hospital. 

The report does not mention the cluster system. Neither does it describe challenges or risks 

to the operation. The report describes the Red Cross works with local volunteers, with 

Community Health Units and NorCross plans to hand over the RDEH hardware to the 

national health authorities. They also report on the longer term plans to ‚build back better‛ 

following the Red Cross Red Crescent Movement on Feb 9-10.  

From the Norwegian UN Delegation in Geneva it is reported from an IFRC Haiti meeting on 

25 January. IFRC emphasises the role of the Haitian Government in the relief coordination, 

listing a number of intiatives taken. The importance of securing national ownership for 

reconstruction is underlined. UN coordination is also emphasised as well as the IFRC 

internal coordination and the cooperation with about 30 national societies in Haiti.  

Norwegian Support to WFP Mobile Kitchens 

WFP sent a request to standby partners for mobile, manned kitchens to be mobilised for 

preparing food in Port au Prince. The planned project was to provide a network of collective 

kitchens. WFP was distributing dry-rations, such as rice, but many of the home-less in the 

city no longer had the opportunity to cook food. NRC contacted the Ministry of Defence and 

an agreement was reached that MoD would provide four mobile kitchens, each serving 

about 200 people, and release some staff that would be employed by NRC under the 

NORCAP standby force (as civilians). On 20 January, the Defence Department announced 

that they would give four mobile kitchens to Haiti, following a request from MFA, to be 

managed by NRC. The plan was to train local Salvation Army staff to run the kitchens and 

hand over the kitchens to the Salvation Army upon completion of the project. Minister 

Solheim also announced the Norwegian contribution of mobile kitchens in the media. NRC 

announced that meals would be provided for 40 000 people daily in Haiti. The first team was 

to be deployed Saturday 23 January and immediately set up operation together with WFP 

and the Salvation Army in Port au Prince. 27  

NRC/NORCAP had been the only stand-by partner able to respond to the WFP request, and 

the mobile kitchens could not be part of a wider operation as originally envisaged. In Port au 
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Prince, security considerations led to delays in the operation. NRC states that they turned 

out to be a great challenge to solve, though there is little analysis of operational choices 

made28. A Dominican NGO trying to engage in similar efforts lost two of its international 

workers in looting/stampede and WFP were experiencing frequent looting of 

transportations. The capacity of the kitchens would be to deliver about 20 000 meals a day 

while the number of people that were met with dry food basket hand-outs were about 2 

million. The kitchens were operational in a school and outside a church in the area of Canapé 

Vert on the 25. and 28. February, i.e. more than a month behind schedule.  

The WFP-NRC mobile kitchen support was considered a high-risk pilot from the start, since 

systems and mechanisms for deployment were not in place. Reports from the field, by the 

MFA monitoring agent and from NRC staff differ somewhat, and it has not been possible to 

identify ‚lessons learned‛ from reports to MFA. There would be a need for a thorough 

independent assessment of the project implementation and roles and responsibilities of actors 

involved in Haiti if the pilot is to contribute to learning for similar support in future 

operations.    

Cuban – Norwegian Cooperation 

The health care system in Haiti is to a large extent built up by Cuba, and driven by Cuban 

health workers.  There were reportedly 344 health workers from Cuba stationed in Haiti 

giving free medical assistance at the time of the earthquake. Young Haitians in their last year 

of medical training could return to Haiti to participate in the relief effort. Cuba has trained 

544 doctors from Haiti, and another 543 are currently getting trained. The embassy in 

Washington and the embassy in Havana took the initiative for Norwegian-Cuban 

cooperation already on the 13 January, and the Cuban Ministry of Foreign Affairs expressed 

interest. The initiative was quickly politically endorsed in Norway, but it took some time to 

find out how the cooperation should be administered. HUM pointed out that this is a pilot 

and that there are higher risks than normal, including risk of corruption, since the mode of 

operation is new. HUM stated that there is a need for close monitoring of the agreement to 

reduce risk and ask for Embassy follow-up. The agreement is that Cuba will procure medical 

equipment and medicines locally.  

The agreement was signed on the 23 January and the embassy in Havana reported that 

negotiations had been extraordinarily efficient and that the Cuban Deputy Minister hopes 

the agreement with Norway, which is a first of its kind will lead to similar agreements with 

other countries.  

NORCAP: Secondment to the UN 

In 2009, MFA established a framework agreement with the Norwegian Refugee Council 

(NRC) for an emergency preparedness roster, NORCAP. The NRC roster for secondment of 

personnel to UN emergency operations was established in 1991 and has received yearly 

allocations from MFA. The initiative to formalise NORCAP in a framework agreement is a 
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response to the Report of the Auditor General where the need to reduce the number of 

allocations and improve systematic monitoring of results was stated. The new agreement 

improves the efficiency, predictability and flexibility in administration of the roster and will 

allow both MFA and NRC to work more strategically with emergency preparedness. 

This was confirmed with the onset of the Haiti catastrophe. The framework agreement 

allows MFA to ‚activate the mechanism‛. NRC was immediately asked to re-direct 5 million 

NOK in the existing agreement to Haiti. NRC seconded 22 people to nine UN agencies 

during the first phase and the feedback to MFA from the UN is very good. One of the 

strengths of the roster arrangement is that specialists can be hand-picked based on needs in 

the organisation and the minimum engagement is three months. One of the challenges for 

the UN in Haiti, was that with the earthquake affecting the staff so badly, the agencies had to 

send staff from headquarters. Early reports said that a challenge was to identify staff that 

was ‘operational’ enough for the hardship in Haiti and, they would only stay for a short 

period of time.  

An important added value for Norway is the close and operational working relationship 

NRC engages in with the UN. Two NRC staff travelled to Haiti to follow-up with the 

secondees and the UN partners. Their mission report pinpoints the key challenges for each 

and every UN agency in the field, allowing a truly needs-based and targeted response.  

WFP – base-camp for UN personnel  

‚Norwegian Support Team‛ is another preparedness mechanism that MFA has established. 

This in cooperation with the Directorate for Civil Protection and Emergency Planning. The 

‚help the helpers‛ concept concist of 75 trained personnel, two complete tent camps 

including kitchen, toilets and offices. The concept has been in use a number of times and was 

evaluated in 2008. WFP approached the Nordic International Humanitarian Partnership with 

a request for assistance. MFA decided on the 13 January to support the joint Nordic Base 

Camp.  

MFA and DSB has a frame agreement and support to two Norwegian UNDAC members 

travelling to Haiti was also financed through this existing agreement.    

The WFP Logistics Cluster Sitrep of 19 January reports that most of the equipment for the 

200-person capacity IHP base camp arrived in PauP on 18 January with staff to set it up. The 

site for the camp is in MINUSTAH’s Camp Charlie. 

The Nordic support camp has received very good feedback. It provides the UN relief 

workers with a place to rest, meet and report in a harsh context.   

Core funding to the UN and Norwegian NGOs 

The decision to support the UN with core funding is relatively uncontroversial in Norway. 

Cash core contribution gives the UN flexibility to start the relief operation immediately 

without bureaucratic procedures. The following organisations received Norwegian funding, 

based on three key priorities: CERF, OCHA and WFP (UN coordination and immediate relief 

efforts at the onset of a disaster) and UNICEF, UNFPA and UNHCR (protection of women 

and children and human rights) 
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NCA has worked with local partners in Haiti for two decades and in the Dominican Republic 

for even longer and the main part of this funding is for the cooperation with the Brazilian 

NGO Viva Rio, which has received about 10 million NOK per year over the last years. Viva 

Rio works in the red zone district of Bel Air. In addition to relief support to the population in 

Bel Air, the projects include psycho social support activities and activities targeting gender 

based violence. NCA’s work in Haiti and their response to the earthquake built on prior 

support to NCA both through partner organizations on the ground and in regards to MFA’s 

support to NCA’s Emergency Preparedness system in Oslo, including rapid deployment of  

members from the emergency preparedness group and emergency equipment/NOREPS 

supplies. NCA works through Viva Rio in terms of the emergency response but also through 

MISSEH, MOFECS and LWF Haiti. Financial support to Viva Rio and LWF Haiti comes from 

MFA whereas support to NCA’s other partners comes from collected funds and funds 

received from the Action by Churches Together Alliance (ACT Alliance).  

 

Doctors without borders and Save the Children were also present with local partners on the 

ground and able to start work immediately, also in line with the Norwegian profile.  
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Susan Eckey MFA, Head of Section for Humanitarian Affairs 
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Torgeir Fyhri MFA, Section for Humanitarian Affairs 

Paul Ø. Bjørdal  MFA, Section for Humanitarian Affairs 

Hege Araldsen  MFA, Head of Department for Latin America 

Kjersti Rødsmoen MFA, Department for Latin America 

Nanna Thue MFA, Department for Latin America 

Dag Nylander   MFA, Section for Peace and Reconciliation 

Geir O. Pedersen MFA, Head of Department for UN, Peace and Humanitarian Affairs 

Ingrid Fiskaa MFA, State Secretary, Minister of Environment and International Dvpmt 

Stig Traavik MFA, Secretariat of the Minister of Environment and International Dvpmt 

Per Ivar Lied MFA, Human and Financial Resources Department 

Astri Endresen Permanent Mission of Norway in Geneva. Deployed to Haiti.  

Invild Skeie, Norwegian Church Aid 

Lauren Naville Gisnås Norwegian Church Aid 

Ove Syslak, Norsar 

Benedicte Gjæver Norwegian Refugee Council 

Nina Hjellegjerde Norwegian Refugee Council 

Jørn C. Øwre,   Norwegian Refugee Council 

Tone Faret, Noref 

Rolf Bakken UNDAC 

Arnulv Torbjørnsen Norwegian Red Cross 

Geir K. Lindahl  Caritas Norway 
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