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SUMMARY 
 
The United Nations Emergency Relief Coordinator Valerie Amos has allocated up to US$55 million to 
eight crises through the underfunded emergencies window of the Central Emergency Response Fund. 
Following a detailed analysis of funding coverage and vulnerability indices, as well as consultations at 
headquarters and the field level, the ERC selected the following countries to benefit from underfunded 
allocations:  Afghanistan (up to $10 million), Cameroon (up to $2 million), Colombia (up to $3 million), 
Democratic Republic of the Congo (up to $12 million), Ethiopia (up to $10 million), Madagascar (up to $2 
million), Sri Lanka (up to $2 million), and Sudan (up to $14 million).  
 
 
DETAILS 
 
1. Background 
 
The Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) was established by General Assembly Resolution 
60/124 of 15 December 2005 and is managed by the Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs 
and Emergency Relief Coordinator (ERC). The general mandate of the CERF is to:  1) promote early 
action and response to reduce loss of life; 2) enhance response to time-critical humanitarian 
requirements; and 3) strengthen core elements of humanitarian response in underfunded crises.  
 
To meet these objectives, the CERF has two grant windows:  Rapid Response and Underfunded 
Emergencies. Within an annual fundraising target of $450 million, two-thirds of the Fund is earmarked for 
rapid response grants. The remaining one-third is set aside for underfunded emergencies and allocated in 
two rounds per year (first round from January to March and second round from July to September). In 
order to maximize the impact of the underfunded window, grants are allocated to a limited number of 
countries per round.1 
 
The purpose of this document is to provide a summary of the process and decisions that led to the 
country selection and apportionment for the 2012 Second Underfunded Round. 
 
2. Key Participants 
 
The ERC manages the CERF on behalf of the United Nations Secretary-General. The ERC decides 
which countries will receive allocations and how much to provide to each country.  
 
The CERF Secretariat, within the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), leads the 
underfunded process, compiling and analysing information, consulting with stakeholders and presenting 
recommendations to the ERC.2 
 

                                                 
1 Full details can be found in “UN OCHA Guidelines:  CERF Underfunded Emergencies Window:  Procedures and Criteria” available 
on the CERF website (www.unocha.org/cerf). 
2 CERF Secretariat contacts are included in Annex 1 
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The CERF Underfunded Working Group (UFWG) is composed of CERF focal points in the United Nations 
funds, programmes and specialized agencies and in the International Organization of Migration that are 
eligible for CERF funding. The UFWG provides guidance and comments during the CERF underfunded 
process, including recommending countries for allocations.3  
 
Various OCHA entities are consulted during the underfunded process, including the Coordination and 
Response Division, the Consolidated Appeals Process Section and Financial Tracking Service (FTS), the 
Funding Coordination Section, the Human Security Unit, and several regional and country offices. While 
non-governmental organizations are not directly involved in the country selection and apportionment 
process, they are key partners in the prioritization and implementation phases in the field. 
 
3. Planning Figures 
 
In May 2012, the CERF Secretariat began the 2012 Second Underfunded Round by establishing planning 
figures based on the guidance that one-third of the CERF available for 2012 should be reserved for 
underfunded emergencies. Given the very successful fundraising in 2011 and the transfer of $46 million 
from the loan window to the grant window, the target was set at about $160 million for the Underfunded 
Window in 2012. As the ERC decided to frontload $104 million to 13 countries during the first round, the 
ERC agreed to set aside approximately $50-55 million for the 2012 second round. 
 
The number of countries was determined based on a historical analysis, including the average amount 
provided per country in prior underfunded rounds. Between six and eight countries were to be selected for 
underfunded allocations in order to maximize impact.  
 
The CERF Secretariat drafted a Guidance Note outlining the planning figures and timeline for the process 
which was endorsed by relevant OCHA entities, the UFWG and the ERC.  
 
4. Steps for Initial Short-Listing of Countries 
 
Countries with a Consolidated Appeal (CAP) or comparable humanitarian action plan are automatically 
analysed in terms of humanitarian requirements and funding received while countries without an appeal 
document must be recommended by the UFWG for consideration.  
 
The below briefly outlines the initial short-listing of countries in the 2012 Second Round: 
 
Countries with an appeal:   
 
Countries with a CAP in 2012 were selected for analysis based below-average funding levels of the 2012 
CAP or similar appeal (below 36%) as of 31 May 2012. In situations when the largest sector (the 
dominant factor) and NGO requirements were excluded from the data, countries with an average funding 
level below 31% were equally added to the short list. In all, 12 of the 18 CAP countries met the criteria 
and were analysed further. These included Afghanistan, CAR, Cote d'Ivoire, DRC, Haiti, Liberia, Niger, 
Philippines, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, and Zimbabwe. 
 
Countries without an appeal: 
 
The UFWG recommended eight countries for analysis. These were Cameroon, Colombia, DPRK, 
Ethiopia, Madagascar, Myanmar, Tanzania, and Uganda 
 
Exclusions:  
 

                                                 
3 A list of actively participating UFWG members is included in Annex 1 
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To better diversify the countries benefitting from the CERF underfunded emergencies window, countries 
that received allocations in the First Round were not considered for the Second Round except in 
extraordinary circumstances.  These countries were: Central African Republic, Chad, Cote d’Ivoire, 
Djibouti, DPR Korea, Eritrea, Haiti, Nepal, Pakistan, Philippines, Republic of Congo, South Sudan and 
Syria. If these countries were underfunded, they were included analysed to understand if any exceptional 
circumstances applied that would have justified an inclusion.  
 
Total short-listed:  20 countries (12 countries with an appeal and eight countries without an appeal). 
 
5. Analysis 
 
Financial:  The CERF Secretariat reviewed the funding coverage of the short-listed countries. Data on 
appeal countries is retrieved from the FTS. For countries without an appeal, UFWG agencies provided 
figures on 2011 and 2012 humanitarian requirements and funding received. 
 
The overall funding coverage was calculated as well as the coverage excluding the dominant factor. At 
the time of analysis 31 May 2012, the food sector was the best funded sector in the 2012 CAPs at 53%. 
The exclusion of the dominant factor allows for a limited but valuable look at funding coverage of 
complementary activities required for a more strategic humanitarian response.  
 
Vulnerability indices:  The CERF Secretariat complemented the financial analysis with vulnerability data 
from ECHO’s 2011/2012 Global Needs Assessment, the IASC Early Warning / Early Action reports for 
November 2011 – February 2012 and March – August 2012 and OCHA’s 2012 Global Focus Model. 
 
6. Consultations 
 
The CERF Secretariat couples the quantitative analysis with qualitative discussions. For this round, the 
CERF Secretariat consulted with several OCHA entities—including the CAP Section and FTS, Funding 
Coordination Section, Coordination and Response Division, Human Security Unit, Contingency Planning 
and Early Warning Section and regional and countries offices—to gain a comprehensive view of the 
emergencies. In some cases, the CERF Secretariat reached out to UFWG members for clarification or 
additional information.  
 
7. Preliminary Recommendations 
 
On 2 July 2012, the CERF Secretariat received the ERC’s preliminary feedback on its initial 
recommendations on country selection. Taking into consideration the input from the CERF Secretariat 
and UFWG, the ERC selected eight countries for underfunded allocations. 
 
8. Apportionment 
 
Between 29 June and 2 July, the CERF Secretariat consulted with the UFWG and relevant OCHA entities 
to confirm humanitarian requirements and funding levels. Following confirmation of current requirements 
and funding through the Mid-Year Review (MYR) for CAP countries and the UFWG for non-CAP 
countries, the CERF Secretariat carried out the apportionment analysis. The amount allocated to each 
country is calculated based on the relative funding gap in the selected countries. For example, if 
Afghanistan’s shortfall was 14% of the overall shortfall, then it would receive 14% of the funds. 
 
For this round, the CERF Secretariat ran the calculation with a total figure of eight countries and $55 
million in available funds. In order to even out disparities between allocations, the amounts were then 
scaled with a mathematical formula. To this end, the largest allocations were moderately reduced while 
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the smallest allocations were increased.  This also ensures that the smallest allocations are large enough 
to be meaningful and have an impact on the situation. 
 
After the strict calculations, the CERF Secretariat and ERC review the amounts and adjust taking into 
consideration programmatic or strategic considerations, absorption and implementation capacity, access 
constraints and potential rapid response submissions. 
 
9. Decisions 
 
On 5 July 2012, the ERC decided on the final country selection and allocation amounts. Below is a brief 
summary of the decisions. 
 
A. Recommended Countries  
 

CAP countries: 
 

Afghanistan:  The 2012 appeal was poorly funded at only 25%. The country faces a genuine reduction in 
humanitarian funding despite a significantly focused 2012 CAP. The ERC recommended an underfunded 
allocation of up to $10 million for the highest priority projects within the 2012 CAP for Afghanistan. 

 
DRC:  The 2012 appeal was funded below average at 34%, having seen a clear decrease of funding in 
2011. It has not received underfunded allocations since mid-2010. Analysis resulted that an underfunded 
allocation could be used to respond to worrying trends in food security, nutrition and related health 
sectors in geographically accessible areas. The ERC recommended an underfunded allocation of up to 
$12 million for the most-time critical activities within the 2012 CAP for DRC. 
 
Sri Lanka: The 2012 appeal was funded below average at 14% with the majority of projects focusing on 
reintegration and transition needs of returning IDPs. While residual humanitarian needs persist, another 
large-scale underfunded allocation further to two underfunded allocation in 2011 of $10 million was not 
considered appropriate. However, a small, focused allocation was considered justified and the ERC 
recommended an underfunded allocation of up to $2 million for IDPs remaining in camps and with host 
families and their immediate needs upon return.  
 
Sudan: The 2012 appeal remained underfunded at 32%, significantly lower than at the same time in 
2011. An underfunded allocation was considered an opportunity to ensure that needs in Darfur are not 
overlooked and a clear and visible impact is achieved. The ERC recommended an underfunded allocation 
of up to $14 million to support the highest priority life-saving projects particularly in Darfur within the 2012 
CAP. 
 
 

Non-CAP countries:  
 
Cameroon: The UFWG recommended the country for the presence of refugees in country amongst 
others. Non-refugee programmes in-country were either targeted by a CERF rapid response allocation 
earlier in the year or were considered more development-related. The ERC recommended an allocation 
of up to $2 million to respond to refugees’ needs including food and nutrition as well as humanitarian 
needs among refugee-hosting populations.  

 
Colombia: The UFWG recommended the country due to ongoing humanitarian needs and poor funding. 
Additional contributions were considered unlikely particularly due to reduced funding due to the economic 
crisis. The ERC recommended an allocation of up to $3 million to support humanitarian assistance in food 
security, nutrition and nutrition-related health; protection and water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH) for 
IDPs, indigenous populations and Afro-Colombian populations   
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Ethiopia: The UFWG ranked the country highest on the list of recommended non-CAP countries. 
Analysis resulted in the likelihood of increased needs mainly due to worsening food security. The ERC 
decided to confirm her allocation of up to $10 million to the country following receipt of the prioritisation 
strategy with a focus on food pipeline break and humanitarian needs resulting from displacement.   

 
Madagascar: The UFWG recommended an allocation due to the ongoing humanitarian needs of three 
million people which have been worsened by the impact of multiple natural disasters and the limited time 
for recovery between them. The ERC recommended an allocation of up to $2 million to be utilized in 
cyclone-affected areas avoiding financing regular development-oriented programmes.  
 

 
B. Countries Initially Considered But Then Excluded 

 
CAP countries: 

 
CAR: The appeal was borderline funded at 36% and above-average funded when the dominant factor 
was excluded at 31%. In addition, the country received a Rapid Response allocation to respond to food 
insecurity and nutrition in a conflict-affected area in July 2012. As it has received a significant frontloaded 
amount ($6 million) in the First Underfunded Round 2012, the country was not recommended for an 
allocation this round.  

 
Cote d’Ivoire: The appeal was funded below average at 25% but above average excluding the dominant 
factor. As it has received a significant frontloaded amount ($8 million) in the First Underfunded Round 
2012, the country was not recommended for an allocation this round. 

 
Haiti: While the appeal seemed genuinely underfunded, the MYR further focused on humanitarian needs 
and was reduced substantially. The appeal has received a significant frontloaded amount ($8 million) for 
the priority humanitarian activities in the camps in the First Underfunded Round 2012. It was therefore not 
recommended for an allocation this round. 

 
Liberia: The Liberia appeal was funded slightly below average at 33%. Refugee planning figures were 
revised downwards in early 2012 and were expected to decrease further to 20,000 by year-end with 
ongoing returns to Cote d’Ivoire. Humanitarian needs were expected to decrease and a CAP is not likely 
for 2013. An underfunded allocation was not recommended this round. 
 
Niger: While the appeal was borderline funded with 34%, it is above average funded excluding the 
dominant factor food. CERF provided already nearly $22 million Rapid Response funds recorded in 2012 
to the main humanitarian needs in food security, nutrition and for refugees. No other signifcant 
underfunded humanitarian needs have been identified that would justify an underfunded allocation at this 
stage. An underfunded allocation was not recommended this round 

 
Philippines: While the well-prioritised appeal was below average funded, it received a significant 
frontloaded amount ($4 million) in the First Underfunded Round 2012. CERF funded nearly 10% of CAP 
requirements and the MYR was expected to further decrease. An allocation this round was not 
recommended. 

 
Somalia: Somalia was funded below average at 30%, however it was above average funded excluding 
the dominant factor at over 31%. In 2011, Somalia was the top recipient of CERF funds with $53 million 
($38 million in rapid response funds and $15 million in underfunded funds). Further donor funding was 
expected to be received. An underfunded allocation at this stage was not recommended.  
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Zimbabwe: The appeal was funded below average at 28%; however transition and recovery funding 
mechanisms come slowly into place. The ERC will review the appeal again for an underfunded allocation 
in 2013 if it remains underfunded. An underfunded allocation at this stage was not recommended.  

 
Non-CAP countries: 
 

DPRK: While the UFWG recommended the country for inclusion, DPRK received a substantial 
frontloaded amount ($11 million) in the first round of 2012 further to $15 million CERF funds provided in 
2011. It was above average funded compared to other non-CAP countries. An underfunded allocation at 
this stage was not recommended. 

 
Myanmar: The UFWG recommended the country though comparably it was above-average funded. In 
April 2012, it received over $6.5 million Rapid Response funds for Kachin. Should the situation require, 
the country team could request a Rapid Response allocation for the current situation in Rakhine State. 
The humanitarian and funding situation will continue to be observed but an underfunded allocation at this 
stage was not recommended.  

 
Tanzania: The UFWG ranked the country relatively low  Other than the ongoing refugee programme for 
Congolese and Burundian refugees, the country is faced with development-related needs. In July 2012, 
the cessation clause will be applied to Burundian refugees. Due to low support from the UFWG and minor 
humanitarian needs outside the refugee context, the country was not recommended for an underfunded 
allocation.  

 
Uganda: The UFWG recommended the country as a medium priority. In July 2012, Uganda received a 
Rapid Response grant for the recent refugee influx of $7 million. Apart from this situation, Uganda is in 
transition phase and a recipient of nearly $4 million from the UN Trust Fund for Human Security for early 
recovery in northern Uganda. The humanitarian situation has not deteriorated since the last selection 
process and an underfunded allocation at this stage was not recommended. 

 
10. Submissions 
 
Between 10 and 13 July 2012, the ERC contacted the Resident and/or Humanitarian Coordinator 
(RC/HC) in each of the eight selected countries notifying them of the proposed allocation and requesting 
their confirmation to lead the inter-agency submission process. Following this confirmation, the CERF 
Secretariat engaged with the RC/HC and OCHA country offices, when applicable, to provide guidance on 
the prioritization and submission process. 
 
RC/HCs are required to share the prioritization strategy for this underfunded allocation with the ERC by 1 
August 2012. The final deadlines for underfunded project submissions are 22 August 2012 for countries 
with a CAP or comparable humanitarian action plan and 29 August 2012 for non-CAP countries. The 
CERF Secretariat will review submissions immediately upon receipt and RC/HCs and Humanitarian 
Country Teams are encouraged to submit the packages at the earliest convenience. The 2012 Second 
Underfunded Round will close on 30 September 2012 after which no new or revised proposals will be 
accepted.  
 
CERF Secretariat, 9 August 2012 
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Annex 1:  Contacts for Underfunded Process 
 
CERF Secretariat Programme Unit 
 

• Mr. Jean-Marie Garelli, Head of Programme Unit 
• Ms. Özgül Özcan, Underfunded Emergencies Focal Point 
• Mr. Samir Mahmoud, Programme Officer 

 
 
Participating CERF Underfunded Working Group Members 
 

• FAO:    Ms. Sylvie Wabbes-Candotti and Mr. Patrick Jacqueson 
• IOM:    Ms. Amy Muedin 
• UNDP:   Mr. Sam Doe  
• UNFPA:   Mr. Nixon Obia Achieng 
• UNHCR:  Ms. Anna Buskens, Ms. Monika Brülhart and Mr. Axel Bisschop 
• UNICEF:   Mr. Francois Ducharme and Mr. George Paltakis 
• WFP :    Ms. Anne Marie Faustino and Ms. Marianne Ward 
• WHO:    Ms. Cristina del Pueyo 

 


