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Summary 

1. The Central Emergency Revolving Fund (CERF) was established by the Secretary-

General in accordance with UN General Assembly Resolution 46/182 of December 1991. It is a 

revolving fund with a target level of $50m, funded by voluntary donor contributions and used to 

make advances to operational organisations and entities of the UN. Spending authority rests with 

the Emergency Relief Coordinator. The CERF has to date received $49.5m in contributions and 

accrued $16.6m interest; it has disbursed $337m in loans. It is characterised by rapid 

disbursement and light administration, so that funds are usually received within a 4-5 days of 

application. 

2. We recommend the expansion of the CERF into a grant-making ‘E-CERF’ of $500m 

providing funds to UN agencies through two to three windows, probably in addition to the 

existing loan facility of $50m: 

a. Rapid response (40-50% of fund ) 

b. Equity (30-40%) 

c. Standby capacity (10-20% if E-CERF fully funded ) 

3. This would overcome the current reluctance of agencies to apply for loans from the 

CERF without assured donor funding. It would allow donors to contribute to a fund which 

could address some of the problems in the system of humanitarian financing with respect to how 

quickly funds are disbursed, particularly for rapid onset emergencies; how funds are allocated 

leaving some emergencies neglected or forgotten; and possibly how agencies prepare themselves 

to respond to future crises. 

4. For the purposes of speed, decision-making would rest with the ERC supported by an 

expanded unit , possibly within the CAP team. Criteria for the use of the fund would be agreed 

and set by an advisory board of donors and agencies but day-to-day authority would rest solely 

with the ERC. Application and allocation procedures would be detailed in a set of guidelines. 

Reporting and accountability lines would be agreed between OCHA and agencies receiving funds 

according to a standard template. 

5. An annual or biannual replenishment conference would receive donor contributions, 

review E-CERF functioning and provide supervision and guidance. At this stage we do not have 

a clear picture of donor intentions nor of how a revised fund would alter the way donors allocate 

funds. 
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6. The size of the fund proposed is estimated to be that required to achieve its functions, 

but further analysis would be valuable to determine the requirements for particular windows. We 

are ambivalent over the inclusion of the standby capacity window since while crucial it is a very 

broad category and might be better funded through other means. 

7. A UN General Assembly resolution will be required to revise the CERF. This could be 

tabled for the 2005 session, particularly if a political strategy is coordinated between interested 

donors, taking in important waypoints including the ECOSOC humanitarian segment in July and 

the Millennium Review Summit in September. 

8. Donors and agencies will need to discuss and refine the terms of the revised CERF, 

particularly in the context of maintaining rapid response while ensuring appropriate governance 

and accountability mechanisms. 

9. Sustained financial and political support will be required to take the fund through its early 

phase, particularly given the implications for the political dynamics within the UN humanitarian 

family of OCHA controlling funds. Ultimately the fund might expand beyond its proposed size, 

but progress would need to be reviewed on an annual basis. 
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List of  key recommendations 

1. The CERF should be expanded into a grant-making ‘E-CERF’ of $500m with 

appropriate mechanisms for replenishment, allocation, reporting and accountability. 

2. The E-CERF should fund UN agencies for three windows of activity: rapid response, 

equity and standby capacity. The latter should function only above a certain fund size. 

3. Donors should support the revision of the CERF in the ECOSOC humanitarian segment 

and the Millennium Review Summit. 

4. Donors should work with OCHA and agencies to draft and table a resolution at the UN 

General Assembly in Autumn 2005. 

5. Donors should consider the m erits of a virtual fund channel and whether the loan capital 

could be converted into grants.  

6. OCHA should explore the possibility of private donor contributions to the E -CERF. 

7. The IASC should debate its role in the E -CERF. 

8. Operational UN agencies should consider how best to provide rapid support to NGOs 

using E-CERF funding, where they are best placed to respond. 

9. OCHA should make proposals for the staffing of the E-CERF and its location within the 

organisation. 

10. OCHA should develop draft guidelines for the E-CERF for discussion with donors and 

agencies, including on the process for agreeing the list of countries eligible for equity funding. 

11. After the E-CERF’s first two years, an independent review should be undertaken to 

assess progress and make recommendations regarding the scope and functioning of the fund . 
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Introduction 
1. This report summarises the findings and recommendations of a study undertaken for the 

Governments of Ireland (Development Cooperation Ireland) and the UK (Department for 

International Development). 

2. Terms of reference for the study are at Annex 1. To summarise, the study aimed to 

contribute to the ongoing process of reform of the international humanitarian system. A series of 

international meetings, notably in Stockholm in 2003 where 15 donors endorsed the Principles 

and Practice of Good Humanitarian Donorship, have led to a number of related strands of 

practical work to flesh out recommendations in the areas of funding, resource allocation, needs 

assessment and coordination. This is also reflected in the UN Secretary-General’s 2005 reforming 

report, ‘In larger freedom’. 

3. One such strand is how to improve the speed and equity of humanitarian response by 

improving funding mechanisms. At the moment, funds often arrive too late, in insufficient 

quantities and allocated across emergencies on the basis of priorities other than need. A number 

of donors at a meeting in London in March 2005 proposed that one way to address these 

problems would be to change the existing revolving loan mechanism managed by OCHA, the 

Central Emergency Revolving Fund (CERF), into a larger fund that disbursed grants. This study 

aims to explore the technical detail of how such an expanded CERF might be set up and 

operated, and to make proposals regarding its structure and the steps to achieve this, while 

identifying issues and challenges that would need to be addressed by donors and agencies. 

4. The study was based on review of documents and around 20 face-to-face and telephone 

interviews undertaken during April-May 2005. These involved representatives of different 

sections of OCHA in New York and Geneva as well as selected discussions with UN and Red 

Cross agencies, and donor representatives, to all of whom the authors are grateful for their 

generosity in time and sharing useful documentation (see Annex  2 for list of interviewees). In line 

with the TORs, the study focused on technical rather than political issues, and emphasised 

discussions with OCHA rather than a comprehensive set of interviews with user agencies and/or 

donors. The study team liaised with the ongoing Humanitarian Response Review commissioned 

by the Emergency Relief Coordinator, and the DFID-funded study on mechanisms for pooled 

funding in Sudan.  

5. A preliminary update on the study was published on 18 May 2005 and discussed with 

donors and UN agencies at the UK-hosted meeting on humanitarian reform in Geneva on 20 
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May 2005. Many of this study’s findings chime with OCHA’s proposals for reform of 

humanitarian financing as presented to the OCHA Donor Support Group on 26-27 May 2005. 

6. This report is structured in three sections after this Introduction. It begins by describing 

the CERF as it stands in order to explain the basis for any revisions, and because it is apparent 

that its inner workings are not widely understood. The second section makes proposals for the 

revised fund in the areas of scope, governance, financing, administration and accountability. The 

third section sketches out a possible roadmap for expanding the CERF, before the conclusion 

alludes to some of the political challenges that lie ahead. 

7. The authors take full responsibility for the contents of the report, which does not 

necessarily reflect the views of Development Cooperation Ireland or the UK’s Department for 

International Development. They would welcome any comments to barnabywk@bigfoot.com.  
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A: How the CERF currently operates 

8. This section aims to provide a brief overview of how the CERF works at the moment. 

Much of this draws on a draft section of OCHA’s Annual Report which includes a feature on the 

CERF. 

Origins and funding 

9. The CERF was established by the Secretary-General in accordance with UN General 

Assembly Resolution 46/182 of December 1991, at the same time as the establishment of the 

Department of Humanitarian Affairs (DHA – OCHA’s predecessor).1 It is a revolving fund  with 

a target level of $50m, funded by voluntary contributions from a broad base of 38 donors, 

including a number of ‘non-traditional donors’ (see Table 1). It is to be used to make advances to 

operational organisations and entities of the UN, including IOM. Spending authority rests with 

the Emergency Relief Coordinator. The CERF has to date received almost $49.5m in 

contributions and accrued $16.6m interest. The interest is used to top up the fund on the rare 

occasions that loans are no t repaid, and in line with GA resolution 48/57, has been used on a 

reimbursable basis to enhance rapid response coordination in the field. 

Table 1: List of donor contributions to CERF as at 31 December 2004 

Donors Contribution/$000s  
 Algeria                                            130  
 Australia                                            744  
 Austria                                            500  
 Belgium                                            327  
 Canada                                         2,195  
 Colombia                                              10  
 Denmark                                         2,000  
 Finland                                         1,534  
 France                                         5,480  
 Germany                                         5,000  
 Greece                                               9   
 Holy See                                              70  
 Iceland                                              10  
 Ireland                                            100  
 Italy                                         4,284  
 Japan                                         5,000  
 Korea, Democratic People's Republic of                                              50  
 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya                                               5   
 Liechtenstein                                               7   
 Luxembourg                                            100  

                                                 
1 See annex 3, paras 21-26 or http://www.un.org/documents/ga/res/46/a46r182.htm 
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 Malaysia                                              20  
 Mauritius                                              10  
 Monaco                                            140  
 Morocco                                              11  
 Namibia                                               1   
 Netherlands                                         3,083  
 New Zealand                                            137  
 Norway                                         1,850  
 Philippines                                              20  
 Russian Federation                                            250  
 San Marino                                              10  
 Spain                                            760  
 Sweden                                         2,409  
 Switzerland                                         2,000  
 Turkey                                              25  
 United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland                                         5,000  
 United States of America                                         6,200  
 Other                                               1   

       Total                                        49,482  
Source: OCHA  

Procedures 

10. The CERF currently operates rapidly, with relatively light administrative procedures. 

Utilization of the CERF is governed by procedures in the Secretary-General’s Bulletin of 22 July 

1992 (ST/SGB/251) (see Annex 4). This is a four page document that illustrates how ‘light’ the 

process of application and approval is, allowing rapid disbursement. Figure 1 summarises the 

process. 

Figure 1: Summary of CERF process 

 

11. The procedure is as follows: Agencies submit a request for advance to the ERC, 

enclosing project documentation and generally evidence that a firm donor pledge or other means 

of repayment exists. The relevant OCHA desk officer reviews requests, the majority of which are 

 
CERF 
$50m 

Donors  Loan to 
UN entity 

Repayment in 6 months 

ERC decision 
Funds transferred 
in 1-7 days  
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agreed, and the ERC exchanges letters with the Agency setting out the terms of the loan 

according to a standard format. Disbursement is usually within 4-5 days through an internal UN 

‘voucher’, and loans are normally repaid within 6 months. In exceptional circumstances the ERC 

can approve a loan without paperwork, as long as letters are exchanged  within 30 days. All stages 

of the process take place in OCHA New York. 

Usage 

12. In the CERF’s 13 years, a total of $337.4m has been advanced, of which $308.1m has 

been reimbursed.2 18 UN agencies have accessed the fund 201 times. FAO has borrowed the 

most times (101), while UNICEF has borrowed the most money ($117m). CERF usage generally 

corresponds to the magnitude of emergency – around $30m for each of Rwanda, Afghanistan 

and Sudan/Chad, $19m for Iraq and $11m for Kosovo. Applications for the Indian Ocean 

tsunami were notable by their absence – reflecting the generous supply of public and donor 

funding. 

13. The CERF complements existing agency reserve mechanisms including UNICEF’s 

Emergency Programme Fund and UNHCR’s Emergency Fund. These mechanisms are often 

insufficient for larger emergencies, or where a number of emergencies in quick succession have 

depleted them before they can be replenished. These internal mechanisms are currently more 

flexible than the CERF in that loans from agency mechanisms under some circumstances may be 

‘written off’ , i.e. converted into grants . 

14. Figure 2 shows graphically the different profiles of CERF usage.  

                                                 
2 Figures as at 16 May 2005 
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Figure 2: Graphs of CERF usage 1992-2005 

 

These graphs show the different uses to which the CERF is put. FAO applies frequently for 

relatively small loans, generally for seed procurement to ensure planting can occur at the right 

time. This is linked to its lack of internal emergency reserve (the authors understand FAO may be 

setting such a facility up). Other agencies such as UNHCR use it only for the largest emergencies 

where its own reserve resources are depleted. 

Strengths and weaknesses 

15. At the moment the CERF is essentially a cashflow mechanism for programmes where 

agencies are assured of receiving funds. Since UN agencies are not permitted to commence 

programmes without holding actual funds it allows start-up while administrative arrangements are 

made with donors.  However this means agencies avoid accessing the CERF unless they are 

assured of funds with which to repay the loan, so that the CERF at present does not contribute 

to equity in humanitarian response. The size of the fund and its loan nature have meant the 

CERF has been limited in its ability to address a wider range of issues than liquidity. A major 

strength of the current CERF has been its capacity for fast response to requests. It is crucial not 

to lose this fast response in a revised/expanded fund. 
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B: Proposals for a revised CERF mechanism 

16. Our assessment is that a revised CERF mechanism could make an important contribution 

to improving humanitarian response. The following principles emerged from the study as 

important for any revised fund: 

a. The need to preserve the CERF’s capacity for quick response 

b. The need for consultation with major stakeholders and accountability within the 

UN system 

c. The need to balance the scope of the fund with its size in order for it to have an 

impact 

17. This section sets out our proposals for the revised CERF, and highlights areas where 

further detail will need to be developed by OCHA in consultation with donors and agencies. We 

support OCHA’s proposed name of the E-CERF (Expand ed CERF) and will refer to the fund as 

such, with the added suggestion that the ‘R’ in CERF stand for ‘response’ or ‘reserve’ rather than 

‘revolving’. This name differentiates the fund from the CERF but maintains the positive ‘brand’ 

associated with it. Our proposed mechanism for the E -CERF is summarised in Figure 3.  

Figure 3: Proposed mechanism for the E-CERF 

 

18. To summarise the detail of the following sections: the CERF would be expanded to 

include a grant-making facility with a target size of $500m, probably in addition to the existing 

loan facility of $50m. The E-CERF would continue to be accessible to operational agencies and 

entities of the UN for three windows of activity: rapid startup, equity and standby capacity. An 

annual or biannual replenishment conference would receive donor contributions, review E-

CERF functioning and provide supervision and guidance. 
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19. Decision-making would rest with the ERC supported by an expanded unit, possibly 

within the CAP team. Criteria for the use of the fund would be agreed and set by an advisory 

board of donors and agencies but day-to-day authority would rest solely with the ERC. Reporting 

and accountability lines would be agreed between OCHA and agencies receiving funds according 

to a standard template. 

Scope of the E-CERF 

Windows 

20. The Expanded CERF (E-CERF) will have 3 ‘windows’ reflecting different funding types: 

a. Quick response to fast-impact emergencies 

b. Equity –  addressing (though it will not be able fully to resolve) the problem of 

“forgotten crises” 

c. Creating/improving standby capacity for emergency response 

21. The first window – rapid response – aims to provide agencies with access to funds within 

days of a new crisis, or unanticipated changes to an ongoing crisis. This will overcome a number 

of problems. Firstly, once a Consolidated Appeal is launched  (generally for a conflict-

related/complex emergency), any unanticipated or fast-moving changes to the context are 

currently difficult to capture within the Appeal. This is because it reflects the outcome of a 

consultative strategic planning process at country level led by the Humanitarian Coordinator; any 

revision involves a similarly strategic process. An example is the deterioration of the humanitarian 

situation in eastern DRC in 2003. 

22. For rapid  onset crises, particularly natural disasters, OCHA can now launch a Flash 

Appeal within 72 hours –  a significant improvement on previous timings. Nevertheless, the delay 

in donor response, or in converting donor pledges into cash, can still delay urgent humanitarian 

response to both rapidly changing complex emergencies and rapid onset natural disasters. 

23. The equity window addresses the widely perceived problem of neglected or forgotten 

emergencies. These ‘donor orphans’, such as Central African Republic, co nsistently receive low 

levels of funding against the Consolidated Appeal. We should show some caution as the Appeal 

is not the only means by which agencies plan and fundraise. There is also at least anecdotal 

evidence that some Appeals reflect a ‘kitchen sink’ approach where agencies submit every project 

they have ever thought of, with a generous budget, on the assumption that donors will only fund 
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a certain proportion anyway, so that more projects and larger budgets will maximise that agency’s 

funding.  

24. This is undoubtedly an unfair characterisation of many agencies, which participate fully in 

the CHAP and submit well-budgeted proposals for a portfolio of projects which they have the 

capacity to implement. Putting aside these caveats, the response to the Appeal is probably still the 

best way of gauging how well funded a particular crisis is, and hence a proxy for how well met 

needs are.3 

25. A table of the current funding status of the 2004 Appeals (see Table 2, and Annex 5 for 

further detail) shows some of the issues that will need to be considered in drawing up a list –  it 

could be the top ten, or those below a certain percentage a certain period after the Appeal is 

launched, for example. A more sophisticated analysis could also be undertaken which looks at 

other indicators. One reference point is ECHO’s Forgotten Crisis Assessment methodology 

(FCA), which provides a sophisticated approach based on levels of funding, media coverage, 

objective measures of the humanitarian situation such as displaced populations and mortality 

rates, and desk officer scoring.4 

Table 2: 2004 Consolidated and Flash Appeals – percentage funded 

Appeal % funded at 6/6/05 
Angola 95% 
Bangladesh 31% 
Bolivia 42% 
Burundi 45% 
Central African Republic 38% 
Chad 88% 
Chechnya 74% 
Cote d’Ivoire 32% 
Democratic Republic of Congo 73% 
DPR of Korea 73% 
Eritrea 60% 
Great Lakes Region 97% 
Grenada 14% 
Guinea 65% 
Haiti  46% 
Haiti Floods 37% 
Indonesia 31% 
Islamic Republic of Iran 56% 
Kenya 57% 
Liberia 58% 
Madagascar 47% 
Occupied Palestini an territory 57% 
Philippines 13% 
Sierra Leone 62% 
Somalia 62% 
Sudan 76% 
Tajikistan 49% 
Tanzania 83% 

                                                 
3 Although there are exceptions, e.g. Cote d’Ivoire was well funded bilaterally but the CAP was very poorly funded 
4 See http://europa.eu.int/comm/echo/information/strategy/index_en.htm 
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Uganda 79% 
West Africa sub-regional 59% 
Zimbabwe 11% 
From OCHA Financial Tracking System www.reliefweb.int/fts 
Highlighted lines are under 50% funded 
 
26. This window would therefore allow agencies to receive funding for such Appeals where 

donors are less interested , or where an Appeal has not been launched. This may be because they 

have a lower media profile (e.g. northern Uganda), involve fewer beneficiaries (e.g. Madagascar 

floods), or have been continuing for many years (e.g. DRC ) – or more often than not a 

combination of these factors. The challenge is in defining what qualifies for this window: we 

sketch out our proposals below for the ERC to present a list of qualifying countries on an annual 

basis. 

27. The final window – standby capacity –  needs further consideration and clarity over its 

scope. It reflects the widely held view that being better prepared for emergencies is a crucial part 

of better response when they do occur. However this standby/preparedness/contingency 

capacity, as it is variously called, can manifest itself in many ways, risking a very broad and ill-

defined fund. The following are examples of applications that might be made to this window: 

a. Training staff in humanitarian response to increase capacity, particularly in under-

resourced areas such as protection 

b. Stockpiling humanitarian supplies such as shelter material for rapid deployment 

when needed , especially for rapid onset/large scale natural disasters such as 

hurricanes, tsunamis 

c. Maintaining a standing emergency response capacity of personnel and logistics 

d. Prepositioning humanitarian supplies in the field where an emergency, such as a 

refugee outflow is foreseen but has not yet occurred (and may not, e.g. Iraq) 

e. Contingency planning  for possible emergencies or generic types of emergency 

f. Building national capacity to respond to emergencies 

28. These are all important activities, which donors have collectively not funded to the extent 

that agencies would wish. If these were to be better funded, it would be reasonable to expect 

humanitarian response to improve. However it is our view that such a window might be to the 

detriment of actual response as envisaged by the other two windows, particularly given the 

breadth of activities it might be called upon to fund . 

29. Our recommendation is therefore that this capacity ought to be funded – and we expect 

the HRR to propose ways in which this could occur –  but the CERF may not be the best vehicle, 
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particularly if its funding level falls short of the amount needed to address its primary fast-

response and equity objectives. We accept that this could perpetuate the underfunding of such 

standby or preparedness activity, but perhaps the solution is to address this head on through 

other funding rather than stretching the CERF beyond what it could reasonably be expected to 

achieve. 

30. It may be appropriate, especially in the early stages, to make earmarkings for the different 

windows. The following are proposed for consideration: 

a. 40-50% the fund for fast impact emergencies 

b. 30-40% for equity 

c. 10-20% for standby (if the E-CERF was fully funded ) 

31. The earmarkings could if necessary be amended in-year by the ERC on advice of the 

IASC. Further discussion is required on the role of the IASC. 

Grants and loans 

32. The E-CERF would provide grants, but it remains to be decided whether a loan window 

would remain open. Keeping the loan window open would complicate Fund administration, but 

unwinding the existing loan arrangements could take some time. 

33. Under the GA resolution which established the CERF, if the loan mechanism  was shut 

down, each original donor would be reimbursed their original stake plus a pro rata share of any 

interest accrued (currently $16m). Given the number of donors this might not be worth the time 

involved, particularly if there remain circumstances under which some agencies would prefer to 

receive a loan. 

34. However it is unclear why agencies would continue to use the loan mechanism if grants 

were available, unless some rationing mechanism applied to grants. If the loan mechanism 

became little used, it would be anomalous for the E-CERF to continue to hold loans from 

donors. Reducing the size of the Fund through repayments would be undesirable, but 

consideration could be given to seeking donors’ agreement to converting their loans to the Fund 

into grants. 

Eligibility 

35. We propose that eligibility for the E-CERF remains as for the CERF – i.e. entities of the 

UN including IOM. This is primarily on practical grounds, that rapid response via the CERF is in 

part as the systems are ‘in-house’, so that systems are relatively compatible and cash transfers 
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speedy. This also in theory provides the same level of accountability to donors as is entrusted 

through MOUs to UN agencies, where the assumption is for minimal reporting. 

36. There would clearly be advantages in making NGOs and the Red Cross movement 

eligible for funding from the E-CERF, since they face the same challenges of underfunding and 

slow funding as UN agencies. However the diversity of resource mobilisation, reporting and 

contracting mechanisms would create a significant additional administrative burden even 

compared with setting up the E-CERF focused just on the UN. The UN may wish to consider in 

more detail how funding non-UN agencies could be achieved, perhaps by setting up its own 

funds for NGOs, as has occurred in some crises, or streamlining existing subcontracting 

arrangements. 

37. We propose that OCHA normally be ineligible for E-CERF funding, except with IASC 

agreement. This would avoid any accusations of conflict of interest between the ERC’s role in 

allocating resources and in fundraising for OCHA’s operations. However Humanitarian 

Coordinator access to the E-CERF might become desirable in future, where they are given the 

role and develop the necessary capacity for handling funds at the country level. Such access 

would need to be within the terms of a country level CHAP and with the agreement of the UN 

country team. DFID and other donors are currently planning to pilot country- level pooled 

funding in Sudan and the Democratic Republic of Congo in 2006; if successful, firmer links could 

be made with the E-CERF. 

Financing 

38. We support the proposal in OCHA’s ODSG paper of 26-27 May that the minimum size 

for the fund to be viable would be $500m per year. Such a figure might provide something like 

$250m in rapid response grants, $200m in equity grants and $50m in standby grants. Overall it 

might represent 10-15% of official humanitarian assistance annually, a small but not insignificant 

proportion. 

39. We offer below some initial analysis of how this size of fund might be beneficial. More 

detailed analysis is needed on how the scope and size of the fund need to balance, as well as 

considering the transaction cost of administering such a fund. It also needs to explore how much 

donors are prepared to contribute through such a fund. 

40. We would hope the E-CERF would be an opportunity to encourage the greater levels of 

donor funding which are general ly regarded as necessary to meet the GHD commitment of 

adequate funding of humanitarian response. Our working assumption is that at least initially 
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some but probably a minority of all donor contributions to the E-CERF would be additional 

contributions. If there were little new money, we might expect contributions to ‘well’ funded 

crises to fall as donors shift funding to the E-CERF, and  through the E-CERF equity fund the 

gap would close further between well funded and poorly funded crises. There might be concerns 

that the equity window would lead to perverse incentives in donor allocation, leading to even less 

bilateral funding for lower profile emergencies on the assumption that the E-CERF would cover 

the shortfall. It is hard to predict precisely how the E-CERF would alter donor allocation 

strategies and the ongoing review of the E-CERF would need to monitor this. 

41. As an indicative figure, the 2004 CAP was underfunded by $1.2bn out of $3.4bn 

requested (36%). The 2003 shortfall was a similar amount (not propo rtion), against a larger 

request of $5.2bn. If there were no new money, this would not change, but it would be 

reasonable to expect that funds would reach beneficiaries more quickly, and that their allocation 

would be more equitable . 

42. The 12 least funded Appeals of 2004, as at 6 June 2005, totalled $463m underfunded. The 

E-CERF equity window as proposed might fund half of this. More detailed analysis would be 

required to explore how forgotten crises evolve over the course of a year , and at what point they 

are no longer ‘forgotten’ . 

43. An initial rough estimate is that interested donors might be prepared to contribute in the 

region of $300-500m. Further canvassing and advocacy would be required to assess this and 

encourage further interest. We envisage the replenishment process to involve an annual pledging 

conference, which would be combined with the annual review of the CERF and discussions over 

any changes to its functioning. It would be crucial to work towards multi-annual commitments 

from donors to ensure the long term continuity of the fund and predictability in what agencies 

could expect from it. It might also take some time (1-2 years) to build a critical mass of donations 

once the credibility of the fund had been established, to take the fund beyond just ‘early 

adopters’. 

44. One way to broaden donor participation might be to operate a ‘virtual fund’ channel 

within the CERF. In this scenario, donors would deposit promissory notes with OCHA which 

could be drawn down according to E-CERF allocation mechanisms, the difference being that 

donors would then disburse funds directly to the agency to which the ERC had allocated funds. 

This could overcome some donor concerns about the UN holding  significant levels of cash. 

45. Further discussion is required with other donors to see whether this channel would be 

worth instituting, or if other constraints would prevent them contributing. It would be important 
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to avoid creating an over-complicated additional administrative mechanism, particularly if few 

donors were likely to make use of it, or would institute conditions or additional requirements 

such as extra reporting. 

46. It would also be beneficial to explore how the E-CERF could encourage private 

donations from foundations, for example. 

Governance and accountability 

47. The arrangements proposed are based on two considerations: 

a. The need to preserve the CERF’s capacity for quick response 

b. The need for consultation with major stakeholders –  donors, UN Agencies and 

NGOs – and accountability within the UN System 

48. The key principle incorporated in the proposed arrangements to meet these two 

requirements is that approval of individual applications would be the responsibility of the ERC 

and OCHA, while stakeholders would discuss and agree in advance the arrangements for 

operating the Fund, and receive and discuss reports on the Fund operations after the event. 

49. This section of the report considers: 

a. the application and approval process and guidelines for the operation of the Fund  

b. Mechanisms for consultation with stakeholders on Fund principles and processes 

and retrospective review of Fund operations 

Application and approval 

50. This section covers: 

a. Allocation rules 

b. Form and Contents of Applications 

c. Approval Processes  

Allocation 

51. While the CERF’s operating procedures will be essentially the same for all 3 windows, 

different justifications will be required for access to the different windows, as described below.  

52. The Fund would aim for turnaround of fast response emergency applications in 0-2 days, 

and equity and standby applications within 2 weeks.  
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53. The Fund would retain at all times a reserve for unforeseen emergencies. It should 

allocate not more than 40% of its resources for the year in the first quarter, 60% by mid -year, 

80% by the end of Q3, and 100% by the year end. Over-commitment of the Fund overall would 

not be permitted. Equally, it would not be an objective to spend the Fund fully every year unless 

appropriate calls were made on it. 

54. It may be appropriate for the ERC to establish access limits for specific fast-impact crises 

or long-running emergencies. This could enable a certain level of delegation of approval authority 

within OCHA, as practised by various humanitarian funding organisations – see approval 

procedures in paragraph 63. 

Applications and Justification 

55. Applications to the Fund should cover: 

a. Summary Data Sheet 

b. Logframe 

c. Justification 

d. Management and Implementation arrangements 

e. Risks (including to humanitarian personnel) and risk management 

f. Budget and financial arrangements 

g. Reporting arrangements 

56. For fast response applications the justification would cover humanitarian need, and the 

urgency and scale of response required. They would relate to sudden onset emergencies or 

rapidly changing situations and would normally be linked to a Flash Appeal or a Consolidated 

Appeal where the ERC judged the situation to be changing rapidly . 

57. For equity applications, as proposed in para 26 a list of eligible countries might be 

established before each year’s operation. Applications would normally be linked to a CAP – see 

paras 23-26 above – and would need to demonstrate that they were addressing a seriously under-

funded emergency. N.B. quick onset requests for “forgotten” countries should be addressed to 

the fast response window, not the equity window. 

58. For standby requests it would be necessary to demonstrate the critical nature of the 

capacity building action proposed by reference to reviews of the international response to a 

recent emergency or emergencies, and how the proposed investment would remedy identified 

deficiencies.  
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59. Implementation arrangements should set out plans for reaching affected people/groups, 

including the delivery mechanism and other agencies to be engaged. Quality assurance 

mechanisms would be required within OCHA to vet proposals and ensure they were needs-

based. 

60. An initial set of outline draft guidelines for the operation of the Fund is at Annex 6. 

Approval 

61. Applications would be considered by OCHA and approved by the ERC, based on the 

agreed Guidelines for the operation of the Fund. As noted above applications for fast response 

allocations would normally be made within 1-4 days. More time could be allowed for Equity and 

Standby allocations, but the Fund should at all times seek to maintain a fast response capability 

and seek to bring all applications to decision within two weeks maximum. 

62. The procedure and justification for providing loans and grants would essentially be the 

same, except that for loans the justification would need to cover repayment prospects. Loans 

have normally been used to enable early mobilisation for emergencies that are expected to be 

well-funded, and are reimbursed when donor funds become available.  

63. Given the establishment of a dedicated E-CERF section within OCHA (see para 74 

below), the ERC could consider delegating authority for small project approvals – e.g. up to $1 

million, to the Head of the E-CERF management, subject to internal UN rules and regulations. 

Larger projects would be approved by the ERC. OCHA would need to establish a mechanism for 

review and quality control by the relevant desk officer as in the current CERF. 

Consultation and accountability mechanisms 

64. The general concept of the proposed arrangements is to give the ERC responsibility for 

activity approvals, but to provide for full consultation with major stakeholders on the principles 

and processes of Fund allocation upstream, and for reporting and accountability on Fund use 

after the event. The constituencies to be engaged in consultations on the CERF will be UN 

Governance bodies (ECOSOC/GA), UN Agencies, Funds and Programmes, E-CERF Donors 

and NGOs.  

65. It is proposed that the forum for consideration of CERF arrangements by UN Agencies 

and NGOs should be the IASC. This Committee would discuss and debate the E-CERF’s 

guidelines before the beginning of the year, and consider E-CERF issues arising during the year 
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as necessary at the request of the ERC or a member. This is an area where further review and 

discussion is required.  

66. It is proposed that donors should meet annually for pledging to the E-CERF. These 

meetings should also be the forum for consultation on E-CERF Guidelines and Procedures, and 

of reporting on operations. A typical donor meeting would review the latest available ERC’s 

annual report on E-CERF operations (see para 71), together with a summary update on 

operations in the current year to date and an account of any changes proposed in the 

arrangements and Guidelines. 

67. Finally, the E-CERF’s annual report would be presented to ECOSOC and scheduled for 

discussion at the Humanitarian segment of ECOSOC’s July session. ECOSOC would then 

forward the report with its own covering report to the General Assembly.  

68. A possible annual outline schedule is at Annex 7. 

69. After its first two years of functioning, we recommend an independent review be 

undertaken to assess progress and make recommendations regarding the scope and functioning 

of the fund. 

Reporting 

70. As noted above, Agencies would present summary reports of activities carried out under 

the E-CERF to OCHA, and make available their annual or other regular reports to their 

governing bodies. Full accountability for E-CERF allocations would be via the receiving agency’s 

own accounting and reporting system, internal and external auditing procedures. Assuming 

allocations were confined to UN Funds, Programmes and Agencies it should not be necessary for 

E-CERF as a purely financial mechanism to duplicate these arrangements.  

71. Based on Agencies’ summary project reports and their standard annual reporting, the 

ERC would prepare an annual report on E-CERF operations. The report would start with a 

narrative section outlining the main activities of the Fund for the year, discussing the Fund’s 

effectiveness in relation to its purposes, such as speed and response to forgotten emergencies, 

and raising issues arising from the year’s operations for discussion. Annexes would list allocations 

by country, financial size and purpose, and give summary details on status and implementation.  

72. It may be politically beneficial for the fund to attribute contributions pro rata, so that a 

donor who contributed 5% of the E-CERF would be attributed 5% of all donations on a 

country-by-country basis. For example if the E-CERF gave $10m for the Darfur crisis, a donor 
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with a 5% ‘share’ in the E-CERF would be attributed $500,000 for the Darfur crisis. It would be 

important to avoid double-counting . 

Administration 

73. The CERF currently charges donors no management overhead cost. We recommend this 

continues with the expansion of the CERF as far as possible within UN rules, in order to 

maintain donor confidence that funds are assisting beneficiaries as much as possible while 

covering essential administrative costs. This would assume that the cost of administering the fund 

was fully covered by other means: if not, then an administration charge might need to be levied. 

74. The ERC would need a dedicated section within OCHA to receive, record, screen and 

prioritise applications and present them to the ERC for approval. One possibility would be to 

locate this section within the OCHA CAP unit and for donors to fund it as a separate ‘project’ 

within OCHA. This would have the advantage that the process of CAP appeal preparation and 

E-CERF allocation could be well aligned. However as the CAP section is currently based in 

Geneva, it would potentially complicate administration, which is currently solely New York 

based. Detailed job descriptions for members of the E-CERF Section would be needed, but in 

broad terms a section of perhaps 5 people (depending on the size of the Fund) would probably 

be needed to handle the work load of the E -CERF. 
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C: Roadmap for revising the CERF 

75. This section outlines the proposed roadmap for revision of the CERF. Since the CERF 

was set up by a resolution of the UN General Assembly (UNGA), any substantive modification 

will require a new resolution. Two previous modifications of the CERF were agreed by GA 

resolution in 1993 and 2001. 5 Any increase in the level of the fund , as proposed in this report, 

will be of particular interest to UN member states. 

76. The UN Secretary-General’s report ‘In larger freedom’, and the Millennium Review 

Summit in September 2005, reflect an atmosphere of reform that might be conducive to 

addressing some of the problems in humanitarian financing. 

77. A political strategy will be required by donors sponsoring any resolution to foster the 

support of relevant member states, including the G77. This strategy should encompass engaging 

with reports and resolutions for the ECOSOC humanitarian segment in July and the Millennium 

Summit meeting in September. These are not essential to a GA resolution but would help lay the 

groundwork. 

78. Key dates are as follows: 

a. ECOSOC humanitarian segment, 13-18 July 2005: 

– Secretary-General’s Report to be published shortly 

– Discussions currently underway on outcome 

b. Millennium Review Summit, 14-16 September 2005 

– Draft outcome document was published 3 June 2005, mentioning the 
CERF 

– Key phase of negotiations likely to be mid -July to mid-August 

c. UN General Assembly, September-December 2005 

– Timetable for Plenary of 60 th General Assembly will be published September 

2005, but dates are likely to be similar to 2004 

– The draft text of any resolution is likely to be worked on by the sponsoring 

country in September/October after the Millennium Review Summit. 

                                                 
5 Resolution 48/57 of 14 December 1993 authorised the use of the interest earned by the CERF to enhance rapid 
response coordination. Resolution 56/107 of 14 December 2001 authorised the expansion of the CERF to cover i) 
natural disasters – which had not been explicitly mentioned before ii) new requirements in protracted emergencies 
and iii) emergency staff safety arrangements for UN humanitarian personnel. 
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Informal consultations would take place in November for submission of the 

resolution for the formal GA debate in mid-December 

79. This means the priority for donors is to work with OCHA and the relevant UN agencies 

in drafting a resolution for the General Assembly. The wording of a GA resolution is likely to 

remain relatively general: it might request the Secretary-General to make the necessary 

arrangements for the revision of the existing CERF to provide grants in order to improve the 

working of the humanitarian system , for example. The detailed discussions on how the E-CERF 

would operate could be started in parallel through the circulation of a draft set of guidelines by 

OCHA. 

80. In considering the way the E-CERF would be designed, and particularly in how a GA 

resolution would need to be crafted, an early position would need to be taken on whether the 

existing loan facility would be shut down – necessitating repayment to the original donors or 

negotiation over converting their loans into grants. 
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D: Conclusions 

81. This study report has presented the outline of how the E-CERF might operate. 

Considerable detail remains to be fleshed out, but our intention is that the information and 

analysis presented here facilitates further discussion and planning among donors and the 

humanitarian agencies. 

82. The analysis presented here is primarily a technical one. However there are clearly many 

political dimensions to be addressed that were not the main focus of our terms of reference 

relating to the changing dynamics between OCHA and other agencies. 

83. Important progress needs to be made in parallel on increasing the capacity of the ERC’s 

staff at headquarters and teams in the field in order to make the best assessments of need in 

collaboration with operational agencies. This would then inform effective decision making on 

allocation of E-CERF funds. In channelling more resources through OCHA, greater pressure is 

likely to be felt by its staff, and rightly, significant scrutiny of its activities and decisions. For the 

E-CERF to succeed in its objective of supporting faster, more equitable and better prepared 

response, OCHA will need to rise to the challenge. Donors will need to provide financial and 

political support to facilitate this. 

84. Looking ahead to possible future scenarios, an optimist might envisage a successful fund 

attracting further donor contributions so that the E-CERF’s share of the (hopefully enlarged) 

humanitarian pot expands beyond 10% to perhaps 25% or even higher. In order to reach this 

point some donors will need to take a leap of faith that the fund can be made to work in its 

infancy and support it through any early teething problems. It is also important to consider the 

E-CERF as a single instrument to complement others which will be proposed and implemented 

as part of ongoing reform of the humanitarian system. 

85. The report makes a number of recommendations. Donors and agencies, particularly 

OCHA, will need to consider these recommendations and take forward the steps outlined in the 

roadmap according to a relatively brisk timetable. 
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E: Annexes 

Annex 1: Terms of reference for the study 

Study on revised CERF mechanism 
Background 
 
Significant proportions of international humanitarian funding are contributed for high profile 
crises such as the Asian tsunami, while less well publicised crises such as northern Uganda remain 
underfunded. This means that some humanitarian needs remain unmet and vulnerable people do 
not receive the assistance they require, leading to so-called ‘forgotten’ crises or ‘donor orphans’. 
Donors and agencies agree that a more coherent, coordinated and equitable response is needed 
to ensure that funding is better matched to needs. 
 
The Good Humanitarian Donorship initiative launched in Stockholm in 2003 endorsed a number 
of principles and good practices to improve the international response to humanitarian crises. 6 A 
number of donors have made progress towards the GHD aim to  ‘strive to ensure flexible and 
timely funding on the basis of the collective obligation of striving to meet humanitarian needs, 
and allocate humanitarian funding in proportion to needs and on the basis of needs assessments’. 
 
However it is acknowledged that existing funding models, whereby donors make individual 
decisions, are limited in their ability to promote a coherent, coordinated and equitable response. 
As part of the GHD process to improve donor response in humanitarian crises, a resource paper 
was commissioned for the Ottawa review meeting held in October 2004.7 This reviewed the 
possible funding models in existence and discussed their advantages and disadvantages in terms 
of improving coherence and the global equitability of funding. 
 
A donor technical meeting hosted by the UK and Ireland in London in March 2004 discussed 
these ‘flexible funding’ models in greater detail, both at global and country level. Some donors 
agreed to pursue the viability of making contributions to a pooled humanitarian fund at global 
level. It was agreed that enhancement of an existing mechanism – the UN Central Emergency 
Revolving Fund (CERF) – rather than a new fund should be considered (see Annex on the 
CERF).  
 
Some donors felt that the CERF might be made quicker, larg er and more effective by:   

– disbursing grants rather than loans against donor pledges, so that the fund is more likely 
to be used for undersubscribed than oversubscribed crises 

– removing the $50 million cap, and by donors agreeing to commit to contributing 
increased funds 

– w idening the scope of the fund, possibly by introducing three different ‘windows’: i.e.  
preparedness/contingency planning, forgotten emergencies, rapid disbursement. This is 
likely to be recommended by the OCHA review of humanitarian capac ity.  

 
The group agreed that further detailed work was needed to establish the detailed requirements of 
such a fund, the pros and cons of different options, and what steps would be needed to enhance 
the CERF. The CERF was revised previously in 2001 to include natural disasters, staff safety and 
protracted emergencies. The UN Secretary-General, in his report to the General Assembly of 21 

                                                 
6 www.reliefweb.int/ghd 
7 www.globalhumanitarianassistance.org/gha3ff.htm 
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March 2005, suggested that the UN ‘should examine whether the existing Central Emergency 
Revolving Fund should be upgraded  or a new funding mechanism should be established’, in 
order to improve the speed of response and to address large unmet needs in neglected 
emergencies.8 
 
Objectives of the consultancy 
 
The overall objective of the consultancy is to examine the functioning of the CERF and make 
recommendations for its enhancement through increasing its size, effectiveness, focus and 
operation. 
 
The aim of the report is to make recommendations in the following five areas: 
 
Scope/function: 
Different ‘windows’ of the fund 
 
Governance: 
Donor role 
UN governance 
IASC/ECHA 
Allocation of funds – options for criteria and process for decision making 
Involvement of NGOs and the Red Cross movement 
Link to country level/HC  
 
Administration: 
Arrangements for managing the funds and responsibilities of recipient agencies 
Application procedure 
Capacity of the managing agency (presumably OCHA) and how would it be acquired  
 
Financial: 
The minimum size for the fund to be viable 
Whether the fund should be paid in or callable via promissory notes 
Commitments required from donors –  amounts, multi-year 
 
Reporting: 
Reporting arrangements for the donors 
Monitoring and evaluation requirements 
 
Process to revise the CERF: 
The optimal procedure for changing the CERF, such as whether General Assembly approval 
would be needed and the steps to achieve this 
 
The report is primarily a technical analysis of the CERF, but it should also touch on political 
considerations in terms of how such a fund might impact on relationships between different 
agencies in the humanitarian system. 
 
Process & timing 
 

                                                 
8 ‘In larger freedom: towards development, security and human rights for all’, Report of the Secretary General to the 
59th Session of the General Assembly 
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The study team is expected to review key documents regarding the CERF and other possible 
options, and undertake detailed discussions with OCHA and if possible relevant ‘user’ agencies. 
The study team should liaise closely with the IASC review of response capacity, led by Costanza 
Adinolfi. 
 
A total of 25 days’ work is envisaged, as follows: 
 
Briefing from DFID/DCI, initial reading, document collection: 3 days 
Arranging visits to OCHA Geneva & NY: 1 day 
New York visit: 4 days (OCHA, UKMIS & Irish mission, UNICEF) 
Geneva visit (OCHA): 1 day 
Analysing documents: 4 days 
Follow-up telephone interviews/email contact with agencies: 1 day 
Drafting report & presentation: 7 days 
Incorporating feedback: 1 day 
Presentation to donors: 1 day 
Administration: 1 day 
 
A second consultant will provide up to five days’ support in planning and reviewing the report. 
 
If available, a draft or preliminary findings will be discussed at the May 20 meeting organised by 
DFID regarding reform of the humanitarian system. The final report will be discussed at the 
GHD meeting in the margins of the ECOSOC humanitarian segment on July 12.  
 
Outputs 
The consultancy would detail its findings in a report and presentation, as follows: 
 
A: A 20 page report (plus annexes, 2 page summary and list of recommendations) detailing: 
 

1. Background: how the CERF works currently, successes and shortcomings 
2. Recommendations for the fund, including: 

– Financial 
– Governance 
– Administration 
– Reporting 

3. Roadmap for altering the CERF 
4. Other issues: political considerations 

 
B: A presentation to interested donors on key findings 
 
Personnel 
 
The consultants should have the following profile: 

– Familiarity with humanitarian funding mechanisms 
– Knowledge of the Good Humanitarian Donorship initiative and its various debates 
– Familiarity with different actors within the humanitarian system including donor 

agencies, the UN, Red Cross movement and NGOs 
– Proven research and writing ability 

 
Development Cooperation Ireland 
Revised 27 April 2005 
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Annex 2: List of interviewees 

 

OCHA : 

Ed Tsui, Director, OCHA New York 

Mark Bowden, Policy Development & Studies Branch, New York 

Kristina Koch, PDSB, New York 

Christina Bennett, PDSB, New York 

Amjad Abbashar, OCHA New York 

Marilu Murphy, Executive Office, New York 

Carole Murphy, Executive Office, New York 

Maria Theresa Angulo, Executive Office, New York 

Magda Ninaber, Donor relations, Geneva 

Toby Lanzer, CAP section, Geneva 

 

Anne Willem Bijleveld, External relations, UNHCR 

Gerry Dyer, EMOPS, UNICEF 

Daniel Toole, EMOPS, UNICEF 

Marianne Muller, External Relations, Health Action in Crises, WHO 

 

Jean-Daniel Tauxe, ICRC , Geneva 

 

Robin Lake, UK Mission to UN, New York 

Joana Betson, Irish Mission to UN, New York 

 

Costanza Adinolfi, Humanitarian Response Review  

Tasneem Mowjee, Development Initiatives 

 

A number of informal consultations were also carried out with other agencies and donors on the 
margins of related meetings. 
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Annex 3: UN General Assembly resolution 46/182 
A/RES/46/182 
                                             78th plenary meeting 
                                             19 December 1991 
  
  
            Strengthening of the coordination of humanitarian 
                emergency assistance of the United Nations 
  
  The General Assembly, 
  
  Recalling its resolution 2816 (XXVI) of 14 December 1971 and its subsequent 
resolutions and decisions on humanitarian assistance, including its resolution 
45/100 of 14 December 1990, 
  
  Recalling also its resolution 44/236 of 22 December 1989, the annex to which 
contains the International Framework of Action for the International Decade 
for Natural Disaster Reduction, 
  
  Deeply concerned about the suffering of the victims of disasters and 
emergency situations, the loss in human lives, the flow of refugees, the mass 
displacement of people and the material destruction, 
  
  Mindful of the need to strengthen further and make more effective the 
collective efforts of the international community, in particular the United 
Nations system, in providing humanitarian assistance, 
  
  Taking note with satisfaction of the report of the Secretary-General on the 
review of the capacity, experience and coordination arrangements in the United 
Nations system for humanitarian assistance, 
  
  1.  Adopts the text contained in the annex to the present resolution for the 
strengthening of the coordination of emergency humanitarian assistance of the 
United Nations system; 
  
  2.  Requests the Secretary-General to report to the General Assembly at its 
forty-seventh session on the implementation of the present resolution. 
  
  
                              ANNEX 
  
                     I.  GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
  
  1.  Humanitarian assistance is of cardinal importance for the victims of 
natural disasters and other emergencies. 
  
  2.  Humanitarian assistance must be provided in accordance with the 
principles of humanity, neutrality and impartiality. 
  
  3.  The sovereignty, territorial integrity and national unity of States must 
be fully respected in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations.  In 
this context, humanitarian assistance should be provided with the consent of 
the affected country and in principle on the basis of an appeal by the 
affected country. 
  
  4.  Each State has the responsibility first and foremost to take care of the 
victims of natural disasters and other emergencies occurring on its territory. 
Hence, the affected State has the primary role in the initiation, 
organization, coordination, and implementation of humanitarian assistance 
within its territory. 
  
  5.  The magnitude and duration of many emergencies may be beyond the 
response capacity of many affected countries.  International cooperation to 
address emergency situations and to strengthen the response capacity of 
affected countries is thus of great importance.  Such cooperation should be 
provided in accordance with international law and national laws. 
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Intergovernmental and non- governmental organizations working impartially and 
with strictly humanitarian motives should continue to make a significant 
contribution in supplementing national efforts. 
  
  6.  States whose populations are in need of humanitarian assistance are 
called upon to facilitate the work of these organizations in implementing 
humanitarian assistance, in particular the supply of food, medicines, shelter 
and health care, for which access to victims is essential. 
  
  7.  States in proximity to emergencies are urged to participate closely with 
the affected countries in international efforts, with a view to facilitating, 
to the extent possible, the transit of humanitarian assistance. 
  
  8.  Special attention should be given to disaster prevention and 
preparedness by the Governments concerned, as well as by the international 
community. 
  
  9.  There is a clear relationship between emergency, rehabilitation and 
development. In order to ensure a smooth transition from relief to 
rehabilitation and development, emergency assistance should be provided in 
ways that will be supportive of recovery and long-term development.  Thus, 
emergency measures should be seen as a step towards long-term development. 
  
  10.  Economic growth and sustainable development are essential for 
prevention of and preparedness against natural disasters and other 
emergencies.  Many emergencies reflect the underlying crisis in development 
facing developing countries.  Humanitarian assistance should therefore be 
accompanied by a renewal of commitment to economic growth and sustainable 
development of developing countries.  In this context, adequate resources must 
be made available to address their development problems. 
  
  11.  Contributions for humanitarian assistance should be provided in a way 
which is not to the detriment of resources made available for international 
cooperation for development. 
  
  12.  The United Nations has a central and unique role to play in providing 
leadership and coordinating the efforts of the international community to 
support the affected countries.  The United Nations should ensure the prompt 
and smooth delivery of relief assistance in full respect of the 
above-mentioned principles, bearing in mind also relevant General Assembly 
resolutions, including resolutions 2816 (XXVI) of 14 December 1971 and 45/100 
of 14 December 1990.  The United Nations system needs to be adapted and 
strengthened to meet present and future challenges in an effective and 
coherent manner.  It should be provided with resources commensurate with 
future requirements.  The inadequacy of such resources has been one of the 
major constraints in the effective response of the United Nations to 
emergencies. 
  
                         II.  PREVENTION 
  
  13.  The international community should adequately assist developing 
countries in strengthening their capacity in disaster prevention and 
mitigation, both at the national and regional levels, for example, in 
establishing and enhancing integrated programmes in this regard. 
  
  14.  In order to reduce the impact of disasters there should be increased 
awareness of the need for establishing disaster mitigation strategies, 
particularly in disaster-prone countries.  There should be greater exchange 
and dissemination of existing and new technical information related to the 
assessment, prediction and mitigation of disasters.  As called for in the 
International Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction, efforts should be 
intensified to develop measures for prevention and mitigation of natural 
disasters and similar emergencies through programmes of technical assistance 
and modalities for favourable access to, and transfer of, relevant technology. 
  
  15.  The disaster management training programme recently initiated by the 
Office of the United Nations Disaster Relief Coordinator and the United 
Nations Development Programme should be strengthened and broadened. 
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  16.  Organizations of the United Nations system involved in the funding and 
the provision of assistance relevant to the prevention of emergencies should 
be provided with sufficient and readily available resources. 
  
  17.  The international community is urged to provide the necessary support 
and resources to programmes and activities undertaken to further the goals and 
objectives of the Decade. 
  
                       III.  PREPAREDNESS 
  
  18.  International relief assistance should supplement national efforts to 
improve the capacities of developing countries to mitigate the effects of 
natural disasters expeditiously and effectively and to cope efficiently with 
all emergencies.  The United Nations should enhance its efforts to assist 
developing countries to strengthen their capacity to respond to disasters, at 
the national and regional levels, as appropriate. 
  
  Early warning 
  
  19.  On the basis of existing mandates and drawing upon monitoring 
arrangements available within the system, the United Nations should intensify 
efforts, building upon the existing capacities of relevant organizations and 
entities of the United Nations, for the systematic pooling, analysis and 
dissemination of early-warning information on natural disasters and other 
emergencies.  In this context, the United Nations should consider making use 
as appropriate of the early-warning capacities of Governments and 
intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations. 
  
  20.  Early-warning information should be made available in an unrestricted 
and timely manner to all interested Governments and concerned authorities, in 
particular of affected or disaster-prone countries.  The capacity of disaster- 
prone countries to receive, use and disseminate this information should be 
strengthened.  In this connection, the international community is urged to 
assist these countries upon request with the establishment and enhancement of 
national early-warning systems. 
  
                     IV.  STAND-BY CAPACITY 
  
  (a)    Contingency funding arrangements 
  
  21.  Organizations and entities of the United Nations system should continue 
to respond to requests for emergency assistance within their respective 
mandates.  Reserve and other contingency funding arrangements of these 
organizations and entities should be examined by their respective governing 
bodies to strengthen further their operational capacities for rapid and 
coordinated response to emergencies. 
  
  22.  In addition, there is a need for a complementary central funding 
mechanism to ensure the provision of adequate resources for use in the initial 
phase of emergencies that require a system-wide response. 
  
  23.  To that end, the Secretary-General should establish under his authority 
a central emergency revolving fund as a cash-flow mechanism to ensure the 
rapid and coordinated response of the organizations of the system. 
  
  24.  This fund should be put into operation with an amount of 50 million 
United States dollars.  The fund should be financed by voluntary 
contributions.  Consultations among potential donors should be held to this 
end.  To achieve this target, the Secretary-General should launch an appeal to 
potential donors and convene a meeting of those donors in the first quarter of 
1992 to secure contributions to the fund on an assured, broad-based and 
additional basis. 
  
  25.  Resources should be advanced to the operational organizations of the 
system on the understanding that they would reimburse the fund in the first 
instance from the voluntary contributions received in response to consolidated 
appeals.  
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  26.  The operation of the fund should be reviewed after two years. 
  
  (b)    Additional measures for rapid response 
  
  27.  The United Nations should, building upon the existing capacities of 
relevant organizations, establish a central register of all specialized 
personnel and teams of technical specialists, as well as relief supplies, 
equipment and services available within the United Nations system and from 
Governments and intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations, that can 
be called upon at short notice by the United Nations. 
  
  28.  The United Nations should continue to make appropriate arrangements 
with interested Governments and intergovernmental and non-governmental 
organizations to enable it to have more expeditious access, when necessary, to 
their emergency relief capacities, including food reserves, emergency 
stockpiles and personnel, as well as logistic support.  In the context of the 
annual report to the General Assembly mentioned in paragraph 35 (i) below, the 
Secretary-General is requested to report on progress in this regard. 
  
  29.  Special emergency rules and procedures should be developed by the 
United Nations to enable all organizations to disburse quickly emergency 
funds, and to procure emergency supplies and equipment, as well as to recruit 
emergency staff. 
  
  30.  Disaster-prone countries should develop special emergency procedures to 
expedite the rapid procurement and deployment of equipment and relief 
supplies. 
  
                    V.  CONSOLIDATED APPEALS 
  
  31.  For emergencies requiring a coordinated response, the Secretary-General 
should ensure that an initial consolidated appeal covering all concerned 
organizations of the system, prepared in consultation with the affected State, 
is issued within the shortest possible time and in any event not longer than 
one week.  In the case of prolonged emergencies, this initial appeal should be 
updated and elaborated within four weeks, as more information becomes 
available. 
  
  32.  Potential donors should adopt necessary measures to increase and 
expedite their contributions, including setting aside, on a stand-by basis, 
financial and other resources that can be disbursed quickly to the United 
Nations system in response to the consolidated appeals of the 
Secretary-General. 
  
          VI.  COORDINATION, COOPERATION AND LEADERSHIP 
  
  (a)    Leadership of the Secretary-General 
  
  33.  The leadership role of the Secretary-General is critical and must be 
strengthened to ensure better preparation for, as well as rapid and coherent 
response to, natural disasters and other emergencies.  This should be achieved 
through coordinated support for prevention and preparedness measures and the 
optimal utilization of, inter alia, an inter-agency standing committee, 
consolidated appeals, a central emergency revolving fund and a register of 
stand- by capacities. 
  
  34.  To this end, and on the understanding that the requisite resources 
envisaged in paragraph 24 above would be provided, a high-level official 
(emergency relief coordinator) would be designated by the Secretary-General to 
work closely with and with direct access to him, in cooperation with the 
relevant organizations and entities of the system dealing with humanitarian 
assistance and in full respect of their mandates, without prejudice to any 
decisions to be taken by the General Assembly on the overall restructuring of 
the Secretariat of the United Nations.  This high-level official should 
combine the functions at present carried out in the coordination of United 
Nations response by representatives of the Secretary-General for major and 
complex emergencies, as well as by the United Nations Disaster Relief 
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Coordinator. 
  
  35.  Under the aegis of the General Assembly and working under the direction 
of the Secretary-General, the high-level official would have the following 
responsibilities: 
  
  (a)  Processing requests from affected Member States for emergency 
assistance requiring a coordinated response; 
  
  (b)  Maintaining an overview of all emergencies through, inter alia, the 
systematic pooling and analysis of early-warning information as envisaged in 
paragraph 19 above, with a view to coordinating and facilitating the 
humanitarian assistance of the United Nations system to those emergencies that 
require a coordinated response; 
  
  (c)  Organizing, in consultation with the Government of the affected 
country, a joint inter-agency needs-assessment mission and preparing a 
consolidated appeal to be issued by the Secretary-General, to be followed by 
periodic situation reports including information on all sources of external 
assistance; 
  
  (d)  Actively facilitating, including through negotiation if needed, the 
access by the operational organizations to emergency areas for the rapid 
provision of emergency assistance by obtaining the consent of all parties 
concerned, through modalities such as the establishment of temporary relief 
corridors where needed, days and zones of tranquility and other forms; 
  
  (e)  Managing, in consultation with the operational organizations concerned, 
the central emergency revolving fund and assisting in the mobilization of 
resources; 
  
  (f)  Serving as a central focal point with Governments and intergovernmental 
and non-governmental organizations concerning United Nations emergency relief 
operations and, when appropriate and necessary, mobilizing their emergency 
relief capacities, including through consultations in his capacity as Chairman 
of the Inter-Agency Standing Committee; 
  
  (g)  Providing consolidated information, including early warning on 
emergencies, to all interested Governments and concerned authorities, 
particularly affected and disaster-prone countries, drawing on the capacities 
of the organizations of the system and other available sources; 
  
  (h)  Actively promoting, in close collaboration with concerned 
organizations, the smooth transition from relief to rehabilitation and 
reconstruction as relief operations under his aegis are phased out; 
  
  (i)  Preparing an annual report for the Secretary-General on the 
coordination of humanitarian emergency assistance, including information on 
the central emergency revolving fund, to be submitted to the General Assembly 
through the Economic and Social Council. 
  
  36.  The high-level official should be supported by a secretariat based on 
a strengthened Office of the United Nations Disaster Relief Coordinator and 
the consolidation of existing offices that deal with complex emergencies. 
This secretariat could be supplemented by staff seconded from concerned 
organizations of the system.  The high-level official should work closely with 
organizations and entities of the United Nations system, as well as the 
International Committee of the Red Cross, the League of Red Cross and Red 
Crescent Societies, the International Organization for Migration and relevant 
non-governmental organizations.  At the country level, the high-level official 
would maintain close contact with and provide leadership to the resident 
coordinators on matters relating to humanitarian assistance. 
  
  37.  The Secretary-General should ensure that arrangements between the high- 
level official and all relevant organizations are set in place, establishing 
responsibilities for prompt and coordinated action in the event of emergency. 
  
  (b)    Inter-Agency Standing Committee 



 

 36 

  
  38.  An Inter-Agency Standing Committee serviced by a strengthened Office of 
the United Nations Disaster Relief Coordinator should be established under the 
chairmanship of the high-level official with the participation of all 
operational organizations and with a standing invitation to the International 
Committee of the Red Cross, the League of Red Cross and Red Crescent 
Societies, and the International Organization for Migration.  Relevant 
non-governmental organizations can be invited to participate on an ad hoc 
basis.  The Committee should meet as soon as possible in response to 
emergencies. 
  
  (c)    Country-level coordination 
  
  39.  Within the overall framework described above and in support of the 
efforts of the affected countries, the resident coordinator should normally 
coordinate the humanitarian assistance of the United Nations system at the 
country level.  He/She should facilitate the preparedness of the United 
Nations system and assist in a speedy transition from relief to development. 
He/She should promote the use of all locally or regionally available relief 
capacities.  The resident coordinator should chair an emergency operations 
group of field representatives and experts from the system. 
  
  VII.  CONTINUUM FROM RELIEF TO REHABILITATION AND DEVELOPMENT 
  
  40.  Emergency assistance must be provided in ways that will be supportive 
of recovery and long-term development.  Development assistance organizations 
of the United Nations system should be involved at an early stage and should 
collaborate closely with those responsible for emergency relief and recovery, 
within their existing mandates. 
  
  41.  International cooperation and support for rehabilitation and 
reconstruction should continue with sustained intensity after the initial 
relief stage.  The rehabilitation phase should be used as an opportunity to 
restructure and improve facilities and services destroyed by emergencies in 
order to enable them to withstand the impact of future emergencies. 
  
  42.  International cooperation should be accelerated for the development of 
developing countries, thereby contributing to reducing the occurrence and 
impact of future disasters and emergencies. 
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Annex 4: Operational guidelines 
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Annex 5: Consolidated and Flash Appeals 2004 (US$) 
 

2004 
Original 
Appeal 

Revised 
Appeal 

Funding 
received % funded 

Unmet 
requirements 

Angola 262,587,702 136,020,262 128,958,038 95% 7,062,224 
Bangladesh 210,077,952 209,905,410 64,846,945 31% 145,058,465 
Bolivia 1,809,217 1,809,217 763,358 42% 1,045,859 
Burundi 71,545,567 119,002,325 53,936,011 45% 65,066,314 
Central African 
Republic 16,818,752 7,629,331 2,901,210 38% 4,728,121 
Chad 30,059,635 165,478,646 146,223,835 88% 19,254,811 
Chechnya 61,923,703 61,418,627 45,297,972 74% 16,120,655 
Cote d'Ivoire 59,812,624 64,197,916 20,544,506 32% 43,653,410 
DRC 187,094,868 162,602,463 118,295,561 73% 44,306,902 
DPRK 221,224,079 208,798,739 151,508,180 73% 57,290,559 
Eritrea 147,239,028 125,542,804 75,199,670 60% 50,343,134 
Great Lakes 121,295,549 85,461,521 82,738,381 97% 2,723,140 
Grenada 27,640,760 27,640,760 3,957,505 14% 23,683,255 
Guinea 38,448,575 36,044,512 23,399,397 65% 12,645,115 
Haiti 35,074,862 35,797,594 16,605,065 46% 19,192,529 
Haiti Floods  31,983,516 37,363,304 13,783,349 37% 23,579,955 
Indonesia 43,211,385 40,448,236 12,412,902 31% 28,035,334 
Islamic Republic of 
Iran 31,316,907 32,668,877 18,426,703 56% 14,242,174 
Kenya 96,936,756 83,249,327 47,342,639 57% 35,906,688 
Liberia 137,091,482 138,015,246 79,774,329 58% 58,240,917 
Madagascar 8,984,679 15,724,318 7,350,576 47% 8,373,742 
occupied Palestinian 
territory 305,133,153 300,479,250 171,795,572 57% 128,683,678 
Philippines 6,395,635 6,395,635 832,602 13% 5,563,033 
Sierra Leone 61,939,200 60,939,200 38,018,095 62% 22,921,105 
Somalia 110,616,825 120,026,299 74,450,191 62% 45,576,108 
Sudan 241,575,568 726,641,111 553,007,270 76% 173,633,841 
Tajikistan 53,669,456 39,161,698 19,212,424 49% 19,949,274 
Tanzania 38,766,187 38,766,187 32,009,909 83% 6,756,278 
Uganda 127,901,055 142,880,013 113,471,045 79% 29,408,968 
West Africa 120,760,309 97,321,303 57,527,765 59% 39,793,538 
Zimbabwe 95,349,452 90,045,002 10,118,057 11% 79,926,945 
Grand total 3,004,284,438 3,417,475,133 2,184,709,062 64% 1,232,766,071 
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Annex 6: Draft outline of guidelines 

A DRAFT OUTLINE OF GUIDELINES FOR THE OPERATION 
OF THE EXPANDED CENTRAL EMERGENCY RESERVE 
FUND (E-CERF) 
 
Background 
 
The Emergency Relief Coordinator and OCHA 
The Consolidated Appeal Process and Flash Appeals 
 
[Optional: this section would briefly set out the role and functions of the ERC and OCHA, and describes the 
CAP and Flash Appeals processes as background to the Guidelines] 
 
CERF Principles 
 
Overall aim 
 
Sets out the broad aim of the expanded CERF - eg to alleviate the humanitarian impact of natural and man-
made disasters by providing timely financial support to eligible humanitarian agencies 
 
Objectives  
 
Linked to the 3 windows 
To provide fast-response grant {and loan] finance to mitigate the humanitarian impact of for 
rapid onset disasters and emergencies 
To contribute to the goal of greater equity in international humanitarian response 
To help creating essential capacity for emergency response in the international system 
 
Operating Framework 

 
• The E-CERF's place within the International humanitarian system 
• The link with CAPs and Flash Appeals 
• Eligibility: Initially the UN Funds and Programmes, Specialised Agencies.   
• Possibility of adding access for Humanitarian coordinators, selected NGOs, the Red 

Cross family of organisations  
• Links with other bilateral and multilateral donors 
• The 2/3 windows and broad criteria for allocations: humanitarian need and equity in 

humanitarian response. 
• Target response times:  1-4 days for first window, 2 weeks for other window(s) 
• [Grants and Loans – relative uses:   
Ø Loans for short-term liquidity for rapid onset disasters where there is firm assurance 

of funding being available in the medium term 
Ø Grants for quick onset and long -running humanitarian emergencies where full 

funding of needs is not foreseen, and to remedy critical capacity constraints in the 
international disaster response system.] 
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CERF Procedures 
 
1 Prior Procedures 

 
§ The IASC  
Process of consultation with UN Agencies and NGOs on CERF policies and procedures 
§ The Annual Donor meet ing 
Its role for consultation, fund-raising and accountability 
§ Role of the ERC 
CERF management, approvals, reporting and accountability 
§ Defining an emergency: quick onset and long-running emergencies 
The CAP and Flash Appeals.  Prior approval for extremely urgent quick response.  Establishing and 
updating a list of neglected emergencies. 
§ Pre-allocation of the Fund 
Indicative proportions for the 2/3 windows 
§ Staging: allocation through the year 
Maintaining a reserve for new emergencies 
§ Eligible Agencies: Framework agreements with participating agencies.   
Annex: Standard Framework Agreement 

 
2 Applications  
Contents of applications 

 
§ Summary Data Sheet/LOGFRAME 
Eg name of agency, country(ies) of operation, key objectives, cost 
§ Justification 
§ Management and Implementation arrangements 
§ Risks (including to humanitarian personnel) and risk management 
§ Budget and financial arrangements 
§ Reporting arrangements 

 
Annexes 
Model Logframe 
Budget format 
Reporting format 

 
3 Approval 
 
Submissions by E -CERF unit 
Criteria for prioritisation and approval - by window  
Delegation to head of unit 
Approval by ERC  
Special accelerated procedure (in advance of Flash Appeals) 
Contact details for participating agencies 
 
 
4  Reporting and accountability 
 
ERC's Annual Report 

• Summary project reports from agencies 
• Access to and use of Agencies standard annual reporting 
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Audit arrangements - Internal and external 
• Recourse to audit systems of participating agencies 

Evaluation 
• Sample evaluations of CERF-funded humanitarian activities 
• Joint evaluations with participating agencies where appropriate 

Annual reporting cycle 
• IASC meetings 
• The Donor Conference 
• ECOSOC and the GA 

 
Annex: Format of ERC's Annual Report 
Narrative Section: 

• Use of the Fund through the year 
• Impact and effectiveness in relation to objectives 
• Issues arising/questions for discussion 
• Recommendations 

Statistical annex 
• List of projects by country and participating agency with summary information on 

implementation 
• Financial summaries 
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Annex 7: Outline schedule of deliberations 

 

Year 1 (2005): 

June:  IASC meeting on guidelines 

July:  Donors consultation meeting.   

July:  ECOSOC humanitarian segment discusses proposed arrangements  

October:  CERF expansion agreed by GA 

November:  Donors consultation and pledging meeting   

 

Year 2:  

January:  E-CERF operations begin 

June: ERC Update to IASC review meeting 

July:  ERC Update to ECOSOC humanitarian segment 

September/October: Donors consultation and pledging meeting.  Update on E-CERF operations 

to date.  

 

Year 3: 

April/May: ERC report on operatio ns in Year 2 completed  

June: IASC review meeting 

July: ECOSOC considers ERC report on year 2 and refers to GA 

September: Donors consultation and pledging meeting considers ERC report on year 1 

operations and update on current year to date, any issues on principles and guidelines.  

October: GA 

 


