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Evaluation of the ERRF Component of the Haiti Emergency Response (ERF) Fund  
Inception Report, Lezlie C. Moriniere, 28-Feb-11 

 
1. BACKGROUND 
In order to address disaster response and recovery and reconciliation needs in Haiti, two multi-donor 
funds were put in place in 2007 with support from Noraid and SIDA: the Recovery and Reconciliation 
Fund (RRF, set up to support newly acquired community stability and to assist the democratic process) 
and the Emergency Relief Response Fund (ERRF, created to enable partners to respond quickly and in a 
coordinated manner to address unforeseen needs arising from disasters linked to natural hazards). 
Together they form the 3R Mechanism (Relief, Recovery and Reconciliation) in Haiti. These funds are 
commonly referred to elsewhere as the ‘Emergency Response Fund (ERF)’—a humanitarian pooled 
funding mechanism managed by OCHA since 1997 across 16 countries.  
 
In 2008, UNOCHA submitted a proposal to Sweden to fund the Emergency Relief Response Fund 
component of the 3Rs mechanism (Revised version submitted 24 June 2008). The original budget was for 
US$2 million to cover ERRF activities from Sep. 2008 to end Nov. 2009 (a period of 15 months). A final 
agreement was signed between Sweden and OCHA (6 Aug 2008) providing 12million SEK for 22 months 
(Sep. 2008 through 30 Jun 2010) (6mill SEK 1Oct08, 6mill SEK 1Oct09 and 12million SEK 4 Dec 
20081).  These documents form the foundation and baseline for the evaluation. 
 
The ERRF in Haiti focuses on emergency response and enables the international community to better 
support local authorities by providing rapid and flexible funding to implement projects that meet 
unforeseen needs—the key words being local, rapid, flexible and unforeseen. As per the approved and 
final proposal document (24 June 2008), the two main outcomes of the ERRF in Haiti are the following: 

 Reduced human suffering through quick and effective response to sudden emergency/natural 
disasters by meeting short-term humanitarian needs, such as food, shelter, water and sanitation 
and health care services; and 

 Improved coordinated response to an emergency through strategic financing. 
Additional objectives of the ERRF are to: 

o Strengthen coordination mechanisms among partners and minimize duplication and overlaps, through enhanced 
consultation at different levels and involvement of relevant clusters;  

o Support joint national, international and local initiatives in providing surge capacity for delivering visible and 
high impact projects that garner public confidence in the State, reducing vulnerability and risk; 

o Strengthen links with long-term development programs by supporting coping strategies preventing further erosion 
of livelihood assets through community-driven initiatives that solidify links with longer-term mechanisms / 
programs; and finally, to 

o Promote innovation. 
 
To date, all donors combined, the Haiti ERRF has funded response efforts of the following disaster events 
(all numbers are estimates):  
 No. 

Funded 
Projects 

No.  
Implementing 

Partners 

Total  
Funds  

Received 
Tropical Storms Fay, Gustav, Hanna & Ike 
(Sep.2008-Dec.2009) 

16 12 $4.1million 

Earthquake (12 Jan 2010 to present) 62 42 $71.5 million 
Cholera (Oct 2010 to present) ~10 ~10 $4.5 million 

TOTAL ~86 ~40 ~80 million 

                                                
1 The total Swedish contribution for the effort under evaluation totalled approximately US$3.7million.  Adding to 
this the SIDA contribution post-earthquake in 2010 (US$817, 560), Sweden has contributed nearly US$4.5 million. 
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2. EVALUATION PURPOSE, OBJECTIVES, SCOPE AND FOCUS  
The purpose of the evaluation is to take stock of the ERRF since its 2008 activation in Haiti and to 
provide feedback on its relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and connectedness to stakeholders, with the 
aim of highlighting ERRF operational strengths and areas for improvement while also noting anecdotal 
evidence on results that may be directly attributed to the ERRF. The evaluation is a part of the 
requirement set under the ERRF donor agreement conditions. 
 
The evaluation will explore how the ERRF is contributing towards a more timely, predictable, effective 
and accountable humanitarian response. It will assess both the management processes and operational 
aspects of the fund. The objectives of the evaluation are to: 

1) Assess to what extent the ERRF was able to meet its primary objective of supporting 
humanitarian organizations and local authorities in responding to natural disasters by providing 
rapid and flexible funding to partners to implement projects to meet unforeseen needs, as well as 
additional objectives of strengthening coordination mechanisms (including the role of HC and of 
the clusters), supporting joint initiatives, and strengthening links with the long term development 
processes; 

2) Identify strengths and weaknesses in operational processes (i.e. governance, project selection,  
decision making process for fund allocations); 

3) Review standard ALNAP criteria including: the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, 
connectedness and cross-cutting issues (such as gender and vulnerable groups); 

4) Identify (a) any improvements that would help strengthen the functioning of the ERRF, and (b) 
areas working particularly well which might be systematized and applied in other ERRF contexts. 

 
TERMS OF REFERENCE: Two clarifications in the Terms of Reference have been made, following 
discussion with OCHA/HQ (Sanjana Quazi, Tijana Bojanic and Caroline Peguet). 
 Timing: the period covered by the evaluation is fixed for September 2008 to present, and fully 

includes evolution before, during and since the January 2010 Earthquake.  It should be noted that 
when comparing its management under Tropical Storms 2008/9 and the sheer volume of 
destruction and humanitarian aid related to the 2010 Earthquake, the ERRF Mechanism is/was 
inevitably different.  

 Scope: the current focus is only on the ERRF and does not include the Recovery and 
Reconciliation Fund (RRF) component of the 3Rs Mechanism. 

 
 

3. EVALUATION STAKEHOLDERS, ROLES & RESPONSABILITIES 
The stakeholders of the Haiti ERRF—and therefore of the Haiti ERRF Evaluation—include the 
following: 

 Project Beneficiaries (to be assessed to the extent possible2) 
 Haitian Government: Ministry of Planning & External Coordination (MPCE), 

Departmental/Local 
 Implementing Partners: NGOs and UN bodies 
 ERRF/Haiti: Review Board 
 Donors/ Advisory Board:  SIDA, Norad 
 Cluster Coordinators / Haiti 
 OCHA/Haiti: RC/HC, ERRF Manager and Support Officer 
 OCHA/Geneva 

                                                
2  It is noted that aiming to reach and assess beneficiaries is ambitious and will only be done to the extent possible. It may be 
impossible to find any with a memory of 2008 funding efforts. It is also difficult to tease out the impact of one funded project 
from another one implemented simultaneously, even for the recent earthquake response.  
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 OCHA HQ: Funding Coordination  Section (FCS) and Evaluation & Guidance Section (EGS). 
The evaluation team should understand the expectations of each of these levels and strive to produce 
results that respond to their priorities and concerns. This can be partially achieved during interviews 
with key informants. 
 
The roles and responsibilities of the present evaluation team are as follows:  

 The Evaluation team consists of the author of this Inception Report.  She is responsible for 
orchestrating the evaluation, communicating with stakeholders and producing all 
products/reports. 

 The Evaluation Manager for this evaluation is Tijana Bojanic from OCHA/HQ’s Evaluation & 
Guidance Section (EGS);  EGS will provide evaluation technical guidance and assistance to the 
evaluation team. 

 The Evaluation Reference Group (ERG) consists of SIDA Representative, OCHA/EGS, 
OCHA/FCS, Haiti Country Office. The ERG will guide the evaluation through its cycle and 
review and comment on ToR, Inception Report, Draft Report and recommendations, and lessons 
identified. 

 OCHA/HQ FCS via Sanjana Quazi will provide substantive and administrative/coordination 
support. 

 OCHA/Haiti (ERRF Mgr. Bernard LeFlaive) will be responsible for facilitating access to 
stakeholders, information and expertise, coordinating field research, meetings, 
logistics/transportation and in-country validation workshop (if interest is sufficient to merit this 
effort).  

Specific names of potential persons to contact appear in Annex A. 
 
 
4. METHODOLOGY 
This evaluation strives to triangulate quantitative and qualitative/anecdotal information at multiple levels. 
It will employ the following approaches, listed in order of proposed use through time, starting 24 Jan 
2011. 

 In-depth discussions with initial and former Haiti/ERRF Manager, C. Peguet, completed 
 Desk Review, on-going 
 Stakeholder Mapping Exercise, draft completed; to be revised with ERRF/Haiti Manager 
 E-Survey, to be launched 7 Feb 2011  
 Focus Group and Interviews with Key Informants  
 Case Study/Field Visits 

Each of the key evaluation questions that were listed in the Terms of Reference for the present evaluation 
are tallied in Appendix B with a tabular explanation of which methodological approach will most readily 
contribute answers.  This evaluation framework underscores the importance of multiple methods / 
approaches and tools.  
 
 
 
4.1 In-depth discussions 
Discussions were organized for three (3) full days with the initial and former Haiti/ERRF Manager: 
Caroline Peguet and Evaluation Reference Group (24-27 Jan 2011 in NY).  Caroline Peguet holds the 
only institutional memory of the Haiti ERRF in OCHA since its 2008 inception and it is was strategic and 
useful to make her available for a full 3-day period. Beyond a broad and general understanding of the 
history of the Haiti/ERRF, products resulting from the period together are the transfer of necessary 
documents and files for the Desk Review (see below) as well as a draft Stakeholder Mapping/analysis (to 
be reconfirmed in Haiti).  
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4.2 Desk Review 
The main component of the Desk Review is an examination of all Haiti/ERRF documents and project 
databases. Once compiled, these will be studied so as to gain clear understanding of priorities, evolution, 
and full coverage of funded projects/beneficiary targets (cluster and geographic spread of the impact of 
the ERRF). 
 
All previous evaluations of pooled funding mechanisms, especially those of the UN humanitarian system 
will form a baseline foundation for the present evaluation. In addition, supplementary materials to be 
reviewed to gain perspective include the following: ALNAP (RTE Guide, Quality Pro Forma), etc. 
 
A list of documents received by / compiled for the Evaluation Team to date appears in Annex C. 
 
4.3 Stakeholder Mapping 
During in-depth discussions with the initial Haiti ERRF Manager, Caroline Peguet, an initial stakeholder 
mapping exercise was drafted. This will later be updated / confirmed / validated in Haiti with current 
ERRF Management.  Please note that the schema is only a starting point for debate and will change with 
increased understanding. 
 
The diagram (Appendix D) puts ERRF at the center, and aims to demonstrate relationships between the 
stakeholders. Size of shape / entity denotes influence on the ERRF.  Distance from ERRF explains 
typical/daily interaction during the roll-out of the ERRF for a given emergency.  Transparency  of the 
shape denotes a filter mechanism or fluidity (symbolic  nature).    
 
Stakeholders are tallied above (Section 3), named in Annex A/Contacts and mapped in Appendix D.  
 
4.4 E-Survey 
An E-Survey has been prepared and will be administered to all Haiti/ERRF stakeholders since its 
inception in 2008. A link to an on-line survey will be sent in a cover letter from SIDA to all stakeholders. 
It is understood that many project managers from ERRF 2008/9 will be unavailable or inaccessible.  
However, it is likely that the agency that managed the funding has some level of institutional memory of 
the ERRF and the benefits and challenges associated with it, even if the direct manager of the ERRF 
funded project is long gone. Implementing partners funded subsequently (e.g., for the 2010 Earthquake) 
may be more likely to have formed or retained opinions about the ERRF. Heads of Agencies and cluster 
coordinators associated with projects funded by Haiti/ERRF will be encouraged to forward the E-survey 
invite/link to all staff been exposed to this pooled funding mechanism.   
 
Those targeted for this E-Survey are as follows: 

 every entity having received funds from the Haiti/ERRF (app. 70 projects/45 entities); 
 all donors to the OCHA ERRF/Haiti; 
 all other stakeholders (delineated above).  

A sample of this universe is not necessary as the link can be sent to limitless addresses without any 
additional effort. Moreover, the greater the number of addressees the higher the potential number of 
responses. 
 
The E-Survey will be set up in surveygizmo.com (free service for under 250 respondents/month). The E-
survey will be very short and concise, taking no longer than 15min for any respondent on-line. Staff n 
Haiti should be available to follow up with all in-country E-Survey invitation recipients by telephone, 
encouraging them to take time to register their impressions about this funding mechanism before an 
agreed date.   
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See Appendix E for a draft of initial questions considered prior to having completed a thorough Desk 
Review. 
 
 
4.5  Focus Group and Interviews with Key Informants 
A focus group will be organized with all Cluster Coordinators in Haiti. It should not exceed 45 minutes 
and it will gather perceptions and opinions from a wide set of important stakeholders who form one of the 
main targets and mechanisms for the roll-out of the ERRF. 
 
Semi-structured interviews will then be held with numerous key informants selected from the stakeholder 
analysis. These may include many levels such as HQ and Haiti, beneficiaries (most probably 2010 and 
more recent), UN Agencies, I/NGOs and Donor entities, members of the ERRF Review board and the 
Humanitarian Coordinator/Resident Coordinator. 
 
A draft topical outline for this approach is attached in Appendix F. 
 
4.6 Case Study / field visits 
The evaluation will sample and review a select group of ERRF-funded projects to assess results that may 
be attributed to ERRF funding. This information will be anecdotal in nature and not representative of 
other ERRF-funded projects or the ERRF/Haiti as a whole. For these visits, an appropriate ‘sampling’ 
method for selecting individual ERRF-funded projects to review, as well as the design of a preliminary 
survey to help assess their relevance and effectiveness are hereby proposed. 
 
The only feasible ‘sampling’ of site visits during a two-week visit to Haiti for the present evaluation is 
inevitably non-representative. It is hoped that the E-Survey will offer greater chances of capturing the 
opinions of a wider, more representative, range of stakeholder opinions. The proposed ‘sampling’ 
technique is often referred to as “diversity selection”. Site visits should be organized to visit 
approximately five (53) projects that, together, demonstrate widely diverging criteria, as diverse a set of 
projects as possible. As an example, the five visits should capture the following aspects differently, 
allowing an exploration of the range of impacts and challenges that ERRF may have had: 

 cluster targeted; 
 implementing partner (UN, NGO and INGO); 
 geography of Haiti (spread); 
 scale of funding (large, small); 
 success (one determined by ERRF manager to represent a successful project, another particular 

challenging to manage or design); 
 alignment with local government/community (strong or none).  

It is essential that the site visits not represent mainly the best, most ideal or most easily accessible cases 
thereby producing nearly similar and biased results. 

                                                
3 This number of field site visits (5) was proposed by Caroline Peguet as a feasible starting point for planning purposes.  



 6

 

8. TIMEFRAME 
The table below details the tasks for the present evaluation as well as the revised number of days 
tentatively assigned to each task.  

 
Task 

Number of days 
allocated to task 

Dates during 
which work 
undertaken 

Initial meetings with Evaluation Manager and Reference 
Group 3 day 24 January 

2010 – 8 
February 2011 Desk Review 6 days 

Preparation of and revisions to inception report 3 days 
E-survey design, posting, evaluation 3 days  
Field visit to Haiti: Data collection, meetings with Reference 
Group, site visits to project case studies, analysis and 
formulation of initial findings and recommendations, 
validation workshop 

15 days 9 February – 25 
February 2011 

Production of draft report 8 days 9-21 March 
2011 

Revisions to draft report and submission of final report 6 days 21 – 28 March 
2011 

 Total Days: 44 Deadline:  
end 1st 

Quarter 2011 
 
 
The field mission is tentatively scheduled as follows: 

Date Day Activity
9-Feb-11 Wednesday Depart from Tucson

10-Feb-11 Thursday
Arrive in Haiti; OCHA Office: Briefing with OCHA Office, ERF Mgr., 
Meetings with Key Informants, Courtesy Call with Gov/ Officials

11-Feb-11 Friday Meetings with Key Informants
12-Feb-11 Saturday Meetings with Key Informants
13-Feb-11 Sunday Prep/Docu Review
14-Feb-11 Monday 14h30: Focus Group/Cluster Coordinators, 16h Security Briefing
15-Feb-11 Tuesday Site Visit 1: Leogane/Petit-Goave
16-Feb-11 Wednesday 9:30 RC/HC, Trip 2: Port au Prince
17-Feb-11 Thursday Trip 3: Gonaive
18-Feb-11 Friday Trip 3: Gonaive, return
19-Feb-11 Saturday Trip 4: Port au Prince 
20-Feb-11 Sunday Prep/Docu Review
21-Feb-11 Monday Debriefings: Cluster Coordinators
22-Feb-11 Tuesday Debriefings: OCHA/HC-RC…
23-Feb-11 Wednesday Depart Haiti  
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9.  PROPOSED TABLE OF CONTENTS FOR FINAL REPORT 
A draft outline for the evaluation document is featured below. 
 
1. Introduction 
 1.1 Background 

1.2 Goals and Objectives 
 1.3 Evaluation Team and Schedule  
 
2. Methodology 
 2.1 Approaches and Tools Used 
 2.2 Sampling of field sites 
 2.3 Strengths and challenges 
 
3. ERRF Haiti 
 3.1 History and Timeline 
 3.2 Human Resources 

3.3 Comparison with other ERRFs 
3.4 Comparison with other Donors in Haiti 

 3.5 Comparison with other Funding Mechanisms  
 
4. Results 
 3.1 Results: Meeting Objectives 
 3.2 Operational Strengths and Weaknesses 

3.3 Results per 5 criteria (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, connectedness, cross-cutting) 
3.4 Case Studies (1 page per Site Visit) 
3.5 Unanticipated results  

 
5. Conclusions 
 4.1 Lessons learned: Successes to replicate   
 4.2 Lessons learned: Improvements needed 
 
Annexes and Support Documents:  
Acronyms 
Timeline 
Persons Contacted 
Documents Reviewed 
Tools Used 
ToR for the Evaluation
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LIST OF ANNEXES to Haiti ERR Evaluation Inception Report 
 Annex A: Contacts 
 Annex B:  Methods Used to Answer Key Questions 
 Annex C: List of Documents / Databases 
 Annex D: Stakeholder Mapping 
 Annex E: DRAFT E-Survey 
 Annex F: DRAFT Interview Questions 

 
Annex A: CONTACTS  (list is constantly evolving) 
 
Government: 

 Jean Max Bellerive (PM) Haitian Ministry of Planning & External Coordination (MPCE) 
 Yves Robert Jean, Directeur General MPCE 
 Ministry of Planning and External Cooperation, DG 
 Others via Cluster Lead Agencies… 

 
Donors:  

 Maria Thorin, SIDA  
 Tone Faret, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Norad (tone.faret@hotmail.com) 
 Elizabeth Slattum, Oslo, Norad, Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs  
 Other: ECHO, OFDA 

 
United Nations Agencies and IOM: 
 Jean-Christophe Adrian, UNHABITAT, adrian@onuhabitat.org 
 Vincent Houver, IOM (vhouver@iom.int) 
 FAO, UNDP, WFP 

 
NGOs : 

 Marianna Franco and Pauline Clement, ACTED, marianna.franco@acted.org 
 INGO : IMC, Viva-Rio, ACF, Action-Aide, AMURT, HODR, PAH, Handicap 
 NNGOs : Floresta, Perspectives, Prodeva 

 
OCHA/Haiti:  

 RC/HC (RR and DSRSG):  
o Mar10 to present : Nigel Fischer 
o Dec09-mar10 : Kim Bolduc (kim.bolduc@undp.org) 
o 2007-Dec09: Joel Boutroue (joelboutroue@yahoo.com) 

 Bernard Leflaive, ERRF Manager 
 Laetitia Rougeron, ERRF Support Officer 
 Caroline Peguet, former Haiti ERRF Manager 2007-10 

 
OCHA HQ:  

 Tijana Bojanic, Evaluation & Guidance Section (EGS) 
 Sanjana Quazi, Funding Coordination Section (FCS) 
 Severine Rey, Desk Haiti (2007-2008) 
 Heidi Kuttab, Desk Haiti (2008-2010) 
 Charles Bernimolin, Desk Haiti (2010-present) 
 Philippe Lazzarini, Dir. CRD (Coordination and Response Division) 
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Annex B: KEY QUESTIONS for the EVALUATION 
The questions posed in the ToR will be assessed in the following way by each of the methodological 
approaches described under the Methodology Section of the Inception Report.  
 

 
 
 

EVALUATION 
CRITERIA 

 
 
 

QUESTIONS 

METHODOLOGY:  
Approaches most 

likely to help 
answer the question 

CODES:  
DR=Desk Review (on-going) 

ES=E-Survey 
KI= Interviews with Key 

Informants 
CS=Case Study/Field Visits 

RELEVANCE 1. How relevant is the ERRF to the humanitarian needs in Haiti? Is 
the ERRF associated with more timely and effective funding to 
address the critical gaps?  Is this the appropriate mechanism? 

2. Are the funded activities in line with local needs and priorities? 
Do they meet the criteria for project selection? 

1. KI/ES 
 
 

2. ES/KI, DR 
EFFECTIVENESS 1. To what extent does the portfolio of projects funded by the 

ERRF attain their stated objective(s)?   
2. To what extent do the individual project activities produce the 

expected results? How do we know? 
3. Are sufficient quality control mechanisms in place for: 1) 

planning and design, 2) approval of projects, 3) fund 
disbursement, and 4) monitoring, reporting and review?  

4. Are both headquarters and country level stakeholders receiving 
all necessary and relevant information? 

5. What key indicators are used to for measuring the success of the 
ERRF and how can data collection processes be strengthened? 
Has OCHA established adequate monitoring and reporting 
mechanisms for measuring progress?  

6. Did the ERRF contribute to strengthening the coordination 
mechanisms and the role of the Humanitarian Coordinator in 
Haiti?  If yes, how?  If no, what were the inhibiting factors? 

1. CS 
 

2. CS 
3. ES/KI, DR 

 
 

4. KI  
 

5. DR, ES 
 
 

6. KI, ES 
 

EFFICIENCY 1. To what extent does the ERRF function efficiently? Could the 
efficiency be improved, and, if so, how?  

2. How much funding was passed on to NGOs? How long did it 
take to forward the disbursements? When were NGO 
programmes actually implemented? Are there any differences in 
disbursement to NGOs and UN Agencies? 

3. How long does it take for the UN Agencies to disburse to 
Implementing Partners? 

1. ES, KI 
 
2.     DR 
 

CONNECTEDNESS 1. What is the current relationship between the ERRF and other 
humanitarian financing mechanisms, including but not limited 
to: agency internal resources, bilateral contributions, other funds, 
global funds ? How much of the Flash Appeal did the ERRF 
address? 

2. What effect has the presence of ERRF have on the overall levels 
of humanitarian funding available for a crisis? What is the 
optimal size for the fund in Haiti? 

3. To what extent has the ERRF contributed to local capacity 
building and made linkages to recovery and longer term 
development programmes? 

1. DR, KI 
 
 

2. KI, ES 
 
 

3. KI, ES 

CROSS CUTTING 1. To what extent did the portfolio of projects funded by the ERRF 
take gender equality into consideration? Was gender equality a 
consideration in the selection of individual projects? 

2. To what extent did the portfolio of projects funded by the ERRF 
take into consideration vulnerable and marginalized groups? 

1. DR, KI, CS 
 
 

2. DR, KI, CS 
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Annex C: Key Reference Documents and Materials Reviewed for this Evaluation 
 

ERRF/Haiti Proposal, Agreements and Reports to Donors 
 UNOCHA Proposal to Sweden: Emergency Relief Response Fund (ERRF) Component of the 

3Rs mechanism (dated May 2008) 
o Revised version of Proposal submitted to SIDA (24 June 2008). 
o Original Budget for $2 million (ERRF Activities: Sep08-End Nov. 2009, 18months).  
o Revised version submitted to SIDA July 10 2008 (budget on July 15, 2008) 
o Various  SIDA Emails and Correspondence on the proposal and revisions  

 SIDA (Signed 6 Aug 2008), Agreement between Sweden and OCHA on Support to Emergency 
Relief Response Fund of the 3R Mechanism in Haiti, Sep. 2008 – 30 Jun 2010 (6millSEK 1Oct08 
and 6millSEK, 1Oct09) 

o Amendment, letter, 4 Dec 2008 proposing additional 12million SEK 
 UNOCHA/Appreciation Letters to Donors, Examples Benin and France 
 Annual Reports to SIDA (due 30 Sep 2009 and 30 Sep 2010) 

o UNOCHA/ERRF Description and Report Sep 2008-Dec 2009: details 16 projects funded 
as a response to the series of tropical storms (Fay, Gustav, Hanna, Ike) in 2008/9 
 SIDA: Comments on Draft Report, 4/12/2010 and various emails 

o UNOCHA/ERRF Report:  12 January 2010 – September 2010 
 
ERRF/Haiti: Mechanism and Support Materials   

 Tracking sheets (XLS) and Databases of ERRF/Haiti 
 3R Mechanism/ERRF Management Guidelines, 2007 (with RRF) 

o Revised Guidelines Version 18 Jan 2010 
o Guide de Procédures, ERRF (français, 3p) 

 ERRF Decision Making Process: Flow Chart 
 ERRF Manager Terms of Reference, Generic Form 
 ERRF Review Board Terms of Reference, Final Version 
 ERRF Templates (French and English): Project Proposal Format, Initial and Final Reports, 

Budget, Applicant Profiles 
 ERRF M&E Forms: Terms of Reference, Reporting sheet and one example: World Concern 

  
Pooled Funding Mechanisms and Humanitarian Financing 

 Barber, M., A. Bhattacharjee, R. M. Lossio and L. Sida, Jul 2008. Central Emergency Response 
Fund (CERRF): Two year Evaluation. 

 Channel Research 2010-11. For OCHA: Goyder, H. Team Leader Evaluation of the Common 
Humanitarian Fund (CHF) and Annex Reports: 

o Synthesis Report, Jan 2011. 
o 2010, First Draft: Summary of Findings. 
o CAR Country Report. 
o DRC Country Report. 
o Sudan Country Report. 

 Dalton, M., K. von Hippel, R. Kent, R. Maurer, 2003. Study Four: Changes in Humanitarian 
Financing: Implications for the United Nations.  

 Development Initiatives (DI): T. Mowjee and J. Randel, Jan 2007. Review of OCHA Emergency 
Response Funds (ERRFs). 

 GPPI: A. Binder, C. Meier and J. Steets, 2010. Humanitarian Assistance: Truly Universal? A 
mapping study of non-Western donors. 
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 HPN/Hum. Exchange Magazine, Issue 42: Developing NGO-led approaches to pooled funding: 
experience from Zimbabwe. 

 Stoddard, A. , D. Salomons and K. Haver 2006.  Common Funds for Humanitarian Action in 
Sudan and the Democratic Republic of Congo 

 UNOCHA, Apr 2006. Summary of Findings from Review of ERRF Mechanism, Angola.   
 UNOCHA Basic Facts about Country-Based Humanitarian Pooled Funds (ERRF and CHF) 
 UNOCHA Haiti-ERRF Brief 
 UNOCHA/CERRF Haiti Tracking (to compare dates and rapidity with ERRF) 
 UNOCHA/Ethiopia, Humanitarian Financing Workshop Report, Addis, Jan 2007 
 Willitts-King et al, Dec. 2007, External Evaluation of Common/Pooled Humanitarian Funds in 

DRC and Sudan. 
 

Haiti Specific Reports / Evaluations 
 A. Binder and F. Grunewald, 2010. IASC Cluster Approach Evaluation: Haiti Case Study. 
 URD/GPPI, Aug. 2010. Interagency RTE: 3 Months after the Earthquake Haiti. 
 ALNAP/DAC/UNEG, Jul 2010. Haiti Earthquake Response: Context Analysis. 
 DARA/HRI, 2010, Crisis Response/Haiti. 
 IASC (July 2010): Response to the Humanitarian Crisis in Haiti following the 12 Jan 2010 

Earthquake: Achievements, Challenges and Lessons To Be Learned. 
 

General Evaluation Standards 
 IA RTE Support Group, Jul 2010.  IA RTE Procedures & Methodologies, Final version. 
 ALNAP, 2005. Quality Proforma (v. 02/03/05) 
 United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG), April 2005. Norms for Evaluation in the UN System. 
 United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG), April 2005. Standards for Evaluation in the UN 

System. 
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Annex D: Stakeholder Mapping 
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Annex E: DRAFT E-Survey 
You have been contacted because of your (or your agency’s) link to Haiti’s Emergency Response Fund (ERRF, managed by OCHA). Whether 
you are a fund recipient (implementing partner), a donor or another type of partner/advisor/manager related to the ERRF we, as external 
evaluators of the Haiti ERRF (spanning 2008-present), would like to learn and benefit from your experience.  
 
Kindly take 10-15 minutes of your time to share your opinions—good or bad—about the Haiti ERRF mechanism. A widespread set of opinions, 
although not necessarily representative, will help make the process stronger and more impactful for future renditions of the mechanism 
worldwide.  Your answers will not be attributable back to you or your agency—you may remain entirely anonymous if you so desire.  
 
If you have not formed an opinion about the Haiti/ERRF, kindly send this e-invite to someone in your agency that may. Even if s/he is no longer 
working in Haiti or with your agency, their opinions are important to us. 
 
1. Please provide your name and the name of your agency, if willing. 
2. How would you describe your link to the Haiti ERRF? Check all that apply 

Answers: recipient/implementing partner; donor; manager; cluster coordinator; advisor; other 
3. When did you form your opinions about the ERRF? Check all that apply 

Answers:   2007-09, Since Earthquake (Jan10), More recently 
4. For what event/disaster did you interact with the Haiti ERRF? Check all that apply 

Answers: Tropical Storms (Fay, Gustav, Hanna, Ike, other); 2010 Earthquake, 2010/11 Cholera; 
other (explain) 
 

5. On a scale of 1 (best) to 10 (worst), what is your overall impression of the Haiti ERRF? 
 Answers: 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10 
6. In your opinion, what is the greatest strength/benefit of the Haiti ERRF? Free form text  
7. In your opinion, what is the greatest weakness/gap of the Haiti ERRF? Free form text 
 
8. What effect has the presence of the Haiti ERRF had on the overall levels of humanitarian 
funding in Haiti? What is the optimal size for an ERD fund in Haiti? Open text response 
 
9. Have you noticed any evolution, positive or negative, of the Haiti ERRF through time (2008 to 
present)?  Yes (Explain), No 
 
10. Please rank the achievements / successes of ERRF for the following objectives or aspects?  
 For each: 1(best) to 10 (least/worst) 
 a. Provision of rapid funding 
 b. Provision of flexible funding  
 c. Support to local authorities (including capacity building) 
  d. Meeting unforeseen needs 
 e. Strengthening humanitarian coordination mechanisms 
 f. Support to joint local, national, international initiatives 

g. Support to innovation and pilot efforts 
 h. Quality of link with recovery and long-term development initiatives 
 i. Support to under-covered / forgotten emergencies 
 j. Support to gender and vulnerable, marginalized target groups 

k. General management of the ERRF and efficiency  
l. Relevance to priority humanitarian needs in Haiti 
m. Accountability, transparency and quality control of funded projects 
n. Balance between NGOs and UN entities, as recipients 
o. Connectedness to other financial mechanisms (agency, bilateral, global, Flash Appeal, etc.) 

 
10. Please explain any extreme scores you noted above (e.g., 1-2 or 9-10) and record any other 
comments you may have about the Haiti/ERRF.  Feel free to request an interview with the evaluation 
team in Haiti (mid February), should you so desire.  Thank you for your time and attention. Free form text 
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Topical Outline to guide Key Informant Interviews and Site Visits    Date:.................... 
 
1. Name, Agency and Location........................................................................................................................ 
 
2. Describe your first exposure to the Haiti ERRF?........................................................................................ 
 
3. Projects (number, scope, general details):................................................................................................... 
.......................................................................................................................................................................... 
.......................................................................................................................................................................... 
.......................................................................................................................................................................... 
 
4. Monitoring of these projects by ERRF........................................................................................................ 
 
5. Overall Impression of Haiti/ERRF............................................................................................................. 

Greatest strength/benefit  
Most important weakness/gap  

 
6. Have you noticed an evolution of the Haiti ERRF through time (2008 to present)?  
.......................................................................................................................................................................... 
 
5. Any specific comments regarding...? 
o Provision of RAPID funding 
o FLEXIBILITY  
o General MGMT and EFFICIENCY 
o M&E/Accountability, transparency and quality control of funded projects 
o Strengthening humanitarian COORDINATION mechanisms 
o RELEVANCE to priority humanitarian needs in Haiti 
o BALANCE between NGOs and UN entities, as recipients 
o Connectedness to OTHER FINANCIAL mechanisms 
o Support to INNOVATION and PILOT efforts 
o Support to GOV / local AUTHORITIES (i.e., capacity building) 
o Meeting UNFORESEEN needs 
o Support to UNDERCOVERED / FORGOTTEN emergencies 
o Support to JOINT local, national, international initiatives 
o Support to VULNERABILITY gender and marginalized target groups 
o Quality of link: LRRD initiatives 
 


