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Evaluation of the Pakistan Emergency Response Fund 
Andy Featherstone, November 2011 

 
  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
1. Introduction            
 
The Pakistan Emergency Response Fund (ERF) was endorsed by the Humanitarian Country Team 
(HCT) in March 2010 and was activated 5-months later in August 2010. In its first year the ERF raised 
$36.6 million and funded 124 humanitarian projects with the aim of reaching 3.8 million people. 110 
projects addressed the needs of flood-affected communities while 14 projects met needs arising out 
of conflict. The funds have been channelled to 87 different implementing partners with 56% 
allocated to national non-governmental organisations (NNGOs), 39% to international non-
governmental organisations (INGOs) and 5% to United Nations (UN) agencies. 
 
2. Scope of the Evaluation & Methodology        
 
The purpose of the evaluation is to take stock of the first year of operation of the ERF and to provide 
feedback on its speed, relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and connectedness to stakeholders, with 
the aim of highlighting ERF operational strengths and areas for improvement while also highlighting 
evidence on results that may be directly attributed to the ERF. 
 
The evaluation used a mixed methods approach to seek to evaluate the management processes and 
operational aspects of the ERF to determine the extent to which it met these objectives. 
Quantitative data (including from financial reports, meeting records and statistical data) was 
triangulated with qualitative data from participatory discussions with key informants involved in the 
provision of funds (donors), their management and implementation (Advisory Board, Review Board, 
cluster representatives and recipient organisations), and intended beneficiaries. An online survey 
and use of case studies complemented the approach. 
 
While the evaluation benefitted from the diligent support of the ERF Secretariat the breadth of the 
ToR meant that in 19-days the evaluator could only scratch the surface on the considerable funding 
portfolio of the ERF. Access, security and timing constraints meant that case studies were restricted 
to floods recovery programmes which is a potential bias and power relations between donors and 
recipient organisations, and recipient organisations and intended beneficiaries may have also led to 
bias although the mix of qualitative methods used allowed for triangulation of findings. 
 
3. Timeliness            
 
The ERF Secretariat worked tirelessly to facilitate the funding process but while disbursements were 
quicker than ERFs in other countries the time taken for projects to be approved and funds to be 
disbursed was relatively lengthy, taking on average 63-days.  
 
While many communities found the assistance timely, there were some examples of time-critical 
projects which were compromised as a result of delays in the ERF review process.  
 
 Given the length of time it takes to finalise partner agreements and make disbursements from the ERF, 

there is a strong case for designing a fast-track funding process which has its own set of guidelines which 
can be applied at the discretion of the Resident Coordinator/Humanitarian Coordinator (RC/HC) and the 
Advisory Board in order to respond to rapid onset crises or take advantage of access opening up to 
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conflict-affected populations. The ambition should be to facilitate programme start-up within a week of 
identifying the needs. 

 There are numerous instances where delays in the project approval process meant that project inputs 
were not provided in a timely manner which significantly compromised the impact of the work on 
beneficiaries. It is recommended that the ERF proposal has an additional section included in the template 
for time-sensitive projects where a deadline for decision-making can be noted. This would help prioritise 
the decision-making process and would go some way to ensuring that administrative delays do not 
compromise project outputs. 

 
4. Efficiency            
 
The comprehensive approach taken to tracking the different steps in the ERF approval process 
pinpointed 3 areas of significant delay, responsibility for which was shared between the cluster 
review process, the Administrative Office (AO) in Geneva and partner efforts to revise their 
submissions.  
 
From a cost efficiency perspective, programme support costs were considered relatively modest and 
the support of the clusters played an important role in driving costs down and increasing the quality 
of proposals.  
 
 Treating humanitarian partners differently undermines one of the fundamental pillars of humanitarian 

reform, that of partnership. Given that issues of programme support costs, funding tranches and reporting 
requirements have now been globally standardised it is recommended that these changes are 
incorporated into the revised guidelines for the Pakistan ERF. 

 Given the lack of clarity about the use of Programme Support Costs (PSC) and the perception that the ERF 
Secretariat is under-resourced, OCHA should fully and transparently account for their use of these funds. 
Ultimately a system of funding the ERF Secretariat (including an expanded monitoring capability) directly 
from PSC would strengthen accountability and provide greater latitude for the ERF Secretariat to be more 
responsive to changes in the humanitarian situation and the size of the fund. 

 
5. Relevance            
 
The ability of the Advisory Board to prioritise the use of the ERF has been hampered by a lack of 
management information on humanitarian needs in conflict-affected areas and by the absence of a 
system to prioritise needs across the country.  
 
Feedback from communities about the relevance of ERF projects was overwhelmingly positive and a 
strong focus on gender ensured that the needs of women were often prioritised. While it negatively 
impacted on timeliness, the participation of the clusters in the review process doubtless 
strengthened the relevance of ERF-funded projects. 
 
 Given that the OCHA office in Peshawar maintains a watching brief over the conflict-affected areas in 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwar (KP) and Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) it is recommended that the 
Humanitarian Country Team (HCT) mandate the Peshawar-based UN Office for the Coordination of 
Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) office to work with the clusters to prepare a ‘light-touch’ document which 
highlights humanitarian priorities in FATA and KP which can be regularly updated.  

 There is an urgent need for the Advisory Board to agree a framework for operationalizing humanitarian 
principles which can be used as a lens to review ERF proposals, particularly in areas affected by conflict. 
There is a corresponding need to include a section on principled humanitarian response in the ERF 
proposal template which will require organisations to provide details about how they will work within the 
framework and which should be assesses by the Review Board as part of the review process. Where lack 
of access precludes the ERF Secretariat from adequately monitoring ERF projects in conflict-affected, the 
use of independent research organisations should be considered. 

 Given the different approaches adopted by the clusters to review ERF projects, the development of a 
guidance note on best practice and the development of a set of minimum standards would ensure a basic 
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level of rigour in the process. In order to strengthen the transparency of the review process, a consistent 
approach should be used to provide feeding back to organisations on the selection or rejection of their 
proposal. 

 A commitment to monitoring the outputs and outcomes of ERF projects on women (with support from UN 
Women and the provincial gender networking platform) accompanied by a dedicated gender monitoring 
tool which tracks the requirements outlined in the Gender Marker would go some way to ensuring that 
commitments made in the proposal submission stage were met during implementation and would provide 
a rich source of knowledge. 

 
6. Connectedness           
 
A fund which can support a diversity of partners across different provinces in a range of sectors is of 
significant value in Pakistan. While its strengths lie in it being woven into the fabric of humanitarian 
coordination, there is the potential for the ERF to learn some important lessons about strengthening 
partnership and monitoring from OFDA’s RAPID fund.  
 
Despite its focus on short-term funding, the results of many ERF projects will last far beyond project 
horizons and recovery projects in particular will provide longer-term support to communities 
affected by the floods.  
 
7. Effectiveness            
 
There is little doubt that the ERF offers a valuable and relevant source of support for those affected 
by crises in Pakistan and with some fine-tuning to improve the timeliness of the funding process and 
to strengthen the strategic leadership of the RC/HCC and Advisory Board its effectiveness could be 
further strengthened. The results credited to the ERF are impressive but a more rigorous system to 
track outputs and monitor progress is required to ensure adequate control and credibility. 
 
 While the Advisory Board is mandated to determine strategic priorities for the ERF, in practice they have 

received insufficient information to do this. The lack of a mechanism to provide regular information on 
strategic country-wide humanitarian priorities constitutes the most significant gap in the role of the 
Advisory Board and should be urgently addressed either through a process of triage during the Inter-
cluster Coordination Meeting, or by the HCT. 

 Taking into account the limited capacity of the clusters to subsume the ERF monitoring role into their 
portfolio of responsibilities, it is recommended that a minimum of one additional post is created in the 
ERF Secretariat as a priority and tasked with designing a monitoring framework for the ERF. The 
framework should include at least one mid-term monitoring visit, the feedback from which should inform 
a 2-way discussion with the Recipient Organisation (RO), in addition to a spot-checking function which can 
be used to conduct ad-hoc project visits at the request of the RC/HC, Advisory Board or Review Board. 
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 Given the breadth of the ERF’s reported achievements it is a shame that a system to track outputs is only 
now in the process of being developed. It is now urgent that this new system which is currently being 
trialled is implemented across all ERF projects 

 There is currently no system to document innovation despite the significant potential that exists for ERF 
funds to be used as seed money to trial new and emerging humanitarian practice. The RC/HC and the 
Advisory Board should decide the extent to which innovation could and should be prioritised in the future 
and seek to strengthen the documentation of results. 

 The failure to conduct timely audits has had a significant negative impact on many NNGOs. By 
decentralising responsibility for the audit process to allow organisations to select a company from a list of 
pre-qualified auditors immediately after project completion would meet the needs for financial 
accountability while allowing the timely completion of the process.  

 The 2-tranche model of financial disbursements adopted by the Pakistan ERF linked to the limited project 
monitoring capacity of the Secretariat and the lack of timely audits has undermined partnerships, 
particularly with NNGOs. The RAPID model of providing funding in 3 disbursements with the second 
disbursement contingent on a successful mid-term monitoring visit would allow the greatest chance of 
successful project outcomes. It would also minimise losses and allow swift follow-up (including forensic 
audit and investigation) in the event of evidence of any misuse of funds. 

 The audit process has highlighted discrepancies between the ERF Guidelines and the Agreement which has 
caused considerable confusion amongst partners. It will be important to address this in future document 
revisions. The ERF Secretariat should ensure that lessons from the KPMG audit are raised with the 
Advisory Board and cascaded down to ERF partners to avoid similar problems in the future 
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Attribution: Map provided courtesy of the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 
Disclaimer: The boundaries and names shown and the designations used on this map do not imply official endorsement or acceptance by the United Nations 
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Evaluation of the Pakistan Emergency Response Fund 
Andy Featherstone, October 2011 

 
 
1. Introduction            

 
1.1 Pakistan Humanitarian Profile 
Pakistan has a complex humanitarian profile; while the floods of 2010 and in 2011 have dominated 
recent humanitarian response and have accounted for the vast majority of ERF allocations, a review 
of humanitarian response in Pakistan in recent years provides a compelling account of the range of 
natural and man-made emergencies that have plagued the state. Towards the bottom of the 
‘medium development’ countries in the 2010 Human Development Index, Pakistan continues to have 
significant development challenges with over 20% of the population living on less than $1.25 a day.1 
The Natural Disaster Response Index suggests that development gains that are made are highly 
susceptible to disaster, with Pakistan placed 4th on the Global Index.2 Pakistan’s vulnerability to 
natural disasters linked to significant political and military events has seen significant humanitarian 
responses each year since 2005. An analysis by the Global Humanitarian Assistance project of 
humanitarian aid to Pakistan between 2005 and2010 provides an indication of the scale of 
humanitarian needs with a total of just under $4 billion over the 6-year period.3  
 
1.2 The Challenge of Responding Rapidly to Need 
While humanitarian need has remained a constant, concerns have consistently been raised about 
the slow pace with which funding has been provided with the 2009 response to the IDP crisis in the 
Swat Valley which precipitated the largest population movement in Pakistan’s history being 
considered a low point. With the clusters struggling to adequately fulfil their coordination function 
at that time4 the decision of some donors to distribute funds through this system proved divisive and 
risked further hobbling efforts to meet the needs of communities affected by the conflict.5 Reflecting 
on the impact of this model of humanitarian financing, Dempsey summarised the problem well; 
 

‘The stated aim of funding in this way was to ensure coordination. Funding UN agencies 
would allow monies to be allocated through the cluster system, maximising coordination 
between agencies. In the absence of an in-country pooled fund, it also cut down on donors’ 
transaction costs. However, with an estimated 80% of delivery capacity residing with NGOs, 
agencies…voiced concern that [this]…would cause funding delays. Unfortunately, that is 
exactly what happened.’ 

 

                                                 
1
 See UNDP Country Profile of Human Development Indicators. Available from 

http://hdrstats.undp.org/en/countries/profiles/PAK.html 
2
 Maplecroft’s Natural Disaster Risk Assessment Map (2010) is available from http://reliefweb.int/node/16565 

3
  The figures are as follows; 2005 - $576.5m, 2006 - $465m, 2007 - $247.7m, 2008 – $178.3m, 2009 – 

$676.9m, 2010 - $1844.8m.  Development Initiatives based on OECD DAC (constant 2008 prices) data for 1995 
- 2008 and UN OCHA Financial Tracking System (FTS) data for 2009 -2010. Summary chart available from 
http://www.globalhumanitarianassistance.org/countryprofile/pakistan 
4
 A concern that was later justified by the RTE of the response. Cosgrave J et al (2010) Inter-Agency Real Time 

Evaluation (IA RTE) of the Humanitarian Response to Pakistan’s 2009 Displacement Crisis, commissioned by the 
Inter-Agency Standing Committee, DARA. Available from 
http://ochanet.unocha.org/p/Documents/IARTE_PK_Displacement_2010_final_report.pdf. See also OCHA 
(2009) Humanitarian Coordination Support Section Mission to Pakistan, 20-29 April. Available from 
http://www.humanitarianreform.org/ 
5
 See Dempsey B (2010) Hard Lessons for Humanitarian Financing from Pakistan, Humanitarian Exchange 

Magazine, Issue 46, March 2010, Humanitarian Practice Network, Overseas Development Institute. Available 
from http://www.odihpn.org/report.asp?id=3107 

http://hdrstats.undp.org/en/countries/profiles/PAK.html
http://reliefweb.int/node/16565
http://www.globalhumanitarianassistance.org/countryprofile/pakistan
http://ochanet.unocha.org/p/Documents/IARTE_PK_Displacement_2010_final_report.pdf
http://www.humanitarianreform.org/
http://www.odihpn.org/report.asp?id=3107
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It is in this context of cyclical humanitarian crises that the Pakistan ERF was established in 2009. 
 

1.3 Background to ERFs 
Since the first ERF was established in Angola in 1997 the funding mechanism has become widely 
used in countries requiring humanitarian assistance and while initially there were significant 
variations between different ERFs, efforts have been made to standardise guidelines which have led 
to a level of consistency. By definition the ERF is an un-earmarked pooled funding mechanism 
managed by UN OCHA on behalf of the HC. ERF funds are predominantly targeted at NGOs although 
in some contexts they also fund UN agencies with the purpose of providing rapid and flexible 
funding to meet unforeseen humanitarian needs. In addition to having an ambition to strengthen 
the timeliness of humanitarian response, ERFs also seek to strengthen coordination, with oversight 
and review of proposals being delegated to clusters and interagency Review Boards which seek to 
reflect the diversity of the humanitarian community and draw on the knowledge and participation of 
the cluster system. 
 
The ERFs provide international donors (and at times the private sector) with an opportunity to invest 
un-earmarked contributions to a specific country. This has been of particular interest to donors 
which lack an in-country presence or those who do not have the capacity to target and monitor their 
contributions. For larger donors the ERF provides a vehicle to fund smaller and/or national NGOs 
which may either struggle to compete for or be ineligible to receive bilateral funding. Donating funds 
to an ERF also reduces the administrative burden associated with bilateral funding agreements and 
can strengthen humanitarian response. 
 
1.4 Towards an Analysis of ERF Funding 
UNOCHA reports show that in 2010 there were 16 ERFs in operation6. Analysis by the Global 
Humanitarian Assistance (GHA)7 project shows an average of 6 donors per ERF8 (although 9 of the 14 
had 5 or fewer donors). The largest ERF followed the Haiti earthquake and had a total of $82m, the 
majority of which came from non-traditional donors.9 Apart from a dip in the 2009 contributions, 
total ERF funds have increased year-on-year from just over £20m in 2006 to almost $160m in 2010, a 
share of just less than 1% of total humanitarian aid. In 2010 the 3 largest contributors to the ERF 
were Saudi Arabia ($50m), India ($20m) and the United Kingdom ($17.2m).10 It is of note that both 
India and Saudi Arabia are non-traditional donors who together provided over half of the total ERF 
funding in 2010. 
 
Applications for ERF funds can be made by NNGOs, INGOs and UN agencies and the International 
Organisation for Migration (IOM). The size of the funding envelope varies significantly with the 
maximum budget being $700,000 (for Ethiopia) but an upper limit of $250,000 is closer to the norm. 
The limit is set by the HC in consultation with the Advisory Board which ensures that it is relevant to 
the context and the size of the ERF. Project implementation times generally don’t exceed 6-months 
and are often no longer than 3-months. Of the $66.7 million spent through ERFs in 2009, just less 
than 50% went to INGOs, 16.1% was spent by NNGOs and just less than 30% went to UN agencies 

                                                 
6
 The 16 ERFs operating in 2010 were for Indonesia, Sudan, Ethiopia, Haiti, Zimbabwe, Palestine/OPT, Iraq, 

Afghanistan, Kenya, Uganda, Colombia, Nepal, Myanmar, Pakistan and Yemen, DRC 
7
 GHA is led by Development Initiatives, an independent organisation and seeks to to track: the response to 

need, the provision of finance, the actors involved, the funding mechanisms used, and the countries and 
projects prioritized. The data used in this paragraph is available in their 2011 ERF Profile available from 
www.globalhumanitarianassistance.org/wp-content/.../ERF-profile-final.pdf  
8
 Note this number is significantly skewed by 33 donors having contributed to the Haiti ERF 

9
 Non-traditional donors are generally considered to be those that are outside of the Organisation for 

Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC) member group. 
10

 Ibid 

http://www.globalhumanitarianassistance.org/wp-content/.../ERF-profile-final.pdf
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and IOM. In 2010 the UN/IOM percentage increased to $52.6% although this figure was considerably 
skewed by the Haiti ERF which was predominantly targeted to UN agencies.11 
 
While the vast majority of ERF funds support humanitarian response, there are countries where they 
have been used for preparedness activities. In Kenya, a floods preparedness project was funded12 
and in several other ERFs reference is made to preparedness activities.13 However, the vast majority 
of funds are used for humanitarian response. 
 
1.5 The context of the Pakistan ERF 
The Pakistan ERF was established in March 2010 to respond to needs of communities displaced by 
conflict although it was launched shortly after the 2010 floods which accounted for the most of its 
disbursements in 2010 (only 9% of the projects were allocated to conflict-related responses).14 
 
In total $36.6m was contributed by 12 donors. Of these, 4 are traditional/OECD donors (Norway, 
New Zealand, Australia and the United Kingdom), 6 are non-traditional/non-OECD donors (India, 
Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Malta, Chile and Botswana). Of the final 2 donations, one is from a public 
source, and the second is a private donation. It is noteworthy that the largest and fourth-largest 
donors were non-traditional (India and Azerbaijan respectively, with the United Kingdom and 
Norway being the second and third-largest contributors). Of the total funds received, 60.6% were 
contributed by non-traditional donors. 
 
Unlike some ERFs (notably Haiti), a decision was taken to prioritise NGOs (who weren’t able to 
access the Central Emergency Response Fund - CERF) over UN agencies and despite the early ERF 
funding portfolio including several large grants to UN agencies, analysis shows that 95% of the funds 
were split between INGOs and NNGOs with the former receiving 56% of the funds and the latter 
39%.15 
 
The characteristics of the ERF are described as follows:16 
 To provide timely, flexible and rapid response supported by country-level prioritisation and 

decision-making; 
 To ensure humanitarian needs are addressed in a collaborative spirit, fostering coordination 

within and between clusters and humanitarian organisations; 
 To allow NGOs to access emergency funds. 
 
The guidelines for the Pakistan ERF outline what has become a fairly standardised approach towards 
management, coordination and oversight of the fund which is in the process of being revised and 
which is detailed in the box below.  
 
 
 

                                                 
11

 Ibid 
12

 See http://ochaonline.un.org/ocha2010ar/country/kenya.html 
13

 For example the 2011 ERF Funding Proposal for Uganda considers the scope of the ERF include addressing 
gaps in response to chronic humanitarian needs and preparedness activities. See 
http://ochanet.unocha.org/p/Documents/Uganda%20ERF%20Funding%20Appea%20for%202011%20_final_.p
df 
14

 See ERF Allocation by Response Type available from 
http://www.pakresponse.info/Funding/EmergencyResponseFund.aspx 
15

 See ERF Allocation by Organisation Type. Available from  
http://www.pakresponse.info/Funding/EmergencyResponseFund.aspx 
16

 Pakistan Emergency Response Fund: Introduction. Available from 
http://www.pakresponse.info/Funding/EmergencyResponseFund.aspx 

http://ochaonline.un.org/ocha2010ar/country/kenya.html
http://ochanet.unocha.org/p/Documents/Uganda%20ERF%20Funding%20Appea%20for%202011%20_final_.pdf
http://ochanet.unocha.org/p/Documents/Uganda%20ERF%20Funding%20Appea%20for%202011%20_final_.pdf
http://www.pakresponse.info/Funding/EmergencyResponseFund.aspx
http://www.pakresponse.info/Funding/EmergencyResponseFund.aspx
http://www.pakresponse.info/Funding/EmergencyResponseFund.aspx
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Box 2: Pakistan ERF flow chart
17

 

 

 
 
The RC/HC manages the ERF which is administered by OCHA Pakistan/Geneva on his behalf with 
support from an inter-organisation Review Board. This team is further supported by the clusters 
which set priorities and identify gaps and screen ERF project proposals against these. The 
participation of the Gender Task Force in the review process compliments the work of the clusters 
through screening proposals against the Gender Marker (now a mandatory part of the application 
process) and in providing technical guidance on the application process to Recipient Organisations 
(RO). An Advisory Board provides general guidance on the overall strategic direction and policy 
issues related to the ERF processes and priorities. 
 
The day-to-day running of the ERF is managed by a Secretariat, housed within OCHA Pakistan which 
comprises 3 staff, an overall manager, a programme officer and an admin and finance officer. These 
staff members are based in the OCHA offices in Islamabad but travel throughout the country as 

                                                 
17

 Pakistan Emergency Response Fund, Revised Guidelines, July 2010 (Note: This document is soon to be 
replaced by a revised set of guidelines) 



 

 

 

5 Evaluation of the Pakistan Emergency Response Fund 

required. OCHA’s Administrative Office (AO) in Geneva plays a financial management and oversight 
role. 
 
In its first year the Pakistan ERF funded 124 projects (from the 448 proposals which were submitted) 
which reached 3.8 million people by August 2011. 98 of the projects have been completed with 26 
still in process.  
 
Highlights from the first year of the Pakistan ERF show some impressive results18; 
 The funds have been channelled to 87 different implementing partners (60 NNGOs, 24 INGOs, 3 

UN agencies); 
 3.8 million beneficiaries have been targeted for humanitarian assistance (3.6 million 

beneficiaries affected by floods and 161,000 beneficiaries affected by conflict); 
 ERF funding has been used by 11 different clusters; 
 30% of the funding was used for shelter and NFI cluster-endorsed programmes, 26% of the fund 

was allocated to WASH projects. 
 
Box 3: ERF-funded projects by sector

19
 

 

 
 

The strategic niche of the ERF in Pakistan 
Given the profile of humanitarian need in Pakistan, where successive large-scale humanitarian crises 
have affected large numbers of people in addition to a more modest, but less visible caseload of 
people displaced by conflict, the ERF has an important niche in the funding landscape. With 95% of 
ERF funds disbursed to INGOs and NNGOs it offers donors without a presence in the country and 
those with a strategic interest in supporting cluster coordination, the means to offer relevant and 
well-targeted assistance through an established network of partners.  
 

                                                 
18

 OCHA (20100) Pakistan Emergency Response Fund: Progress Report August 2010-August 2011 (draft 
document) 
19

 Ibid 
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Through participation on the Advisory Board, led by the RC/HC, the ERF offers an opportunity for 
members to directly influence the in-country humanitarian system and to determine strategic 
humanitarian priorities. While in the context of a well-funded floods response, the ERF played a 
relatively limited role, given the multiplicity of needs in Pakistan, particularly in areas affected by 
conflict, a well-managed and well-funded ERF can provide an important opportunity for the donor 
community and humanitarian organisations to deliver assistance to less visible crises. 
 
 

2. The Scope of the Evaluation & Methodology        
 
2.1 The Scope of the Evaluation 
The purpose of the evaluation is to take stock of the first year of operation of the ERF and to provide 
feedback on its speed, relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and connectedness to stakeholders with 
the aim of highlighting ERF operational strengths and areas for improvement while also highlighting 
evidence on results that may be directly attributed to the ERF (the ToR for the evaluation is 
reproduced in annex 2). 
 
Specific objectives of the evaluation include the following; 
 Assess to what extent the ERF was able to meet its primary objective of supporting humanitarian 

organizations and in responding to natural and complex disasters by providing rapid and flexible 
funding to partners to implement projects to meet unforeseen needs, as well as additional 
objectives of strengthening coordination mechanisms (including the role of HC); 

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

 Review the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, sustainability, and value-added of the 
ERF; 

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

 Examine whether OCHA is appropriately resourced to deliver an effective ERF and to suggest any 
necessary changes.  

 
2.2 Methodology 
In order to achieve its stated function of providing ‘rapid and flexible funding’ there needs to be a 
collective prioritisation of the needs at a country level linked to an efficient and streamlined 
mechanism to screen proposals and allocate ERF funds. The existence of monitoring/reporting 
systems to check on project implementation is necessary in order to determine that ERF funding is 
addressing ‘urgent and unforeseen’ needs. The main outcomes of these processes are a needs-
driven response (based on a prioritisation of funding allocations), increased inclusivity (given the 
focus on organisations not able to access CERF funds) and strengthened leadership and coordination 
(as the use of the funds is under the oversight of the HC and is driven through the cluster approach). 
 
The evaluation used a mixed methods approach to seek to evaluate the management processes and 
operational aspects of the ERF to determine the extent to which it meets these objectives. 
Quantitative data (including from financial reports, meeting records and statistical data) was 
triangulated with qualitative data from participatory discussions with key informants involved in the 
provision of funds (donors), their management and implementation (Advisory Board, Review Board, 
cluster representatives and ROs), and intended beneficiaries (see annex 1 for a list of evaluation 
participants and annex 3 for the evaluation itinerary). An online survey complemented the informant 
interviews and allowed participants to provide anonymous feedback on issues related to the 
effectiveness of the management and operations of the ERF (see annex 5 for the results of the online 
survey). A case study approach was applied to review a small number of ERF-funded projects in 3 
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Provinces (Sindh, Punjab and KP provinces) to assess results which may be attributed to ERF funding 
(although it is recognized that this information will be anecdotal in nature and not representative of 
other ERF-funded projects or the ERF as a whole). The case studies provided some evidence of how 
people have benefited from the funds including a snapshot of the services they are receiving or have 
received. It is important to note that the process of reviewing projects in the field was not intended 
to become an evaluation of the actual projects themselves. To the extent that time and access to 
documentation and stakeholders permitted, a broader comparative analysis of ERF and pooled 
funding mechanisms was undertaken which sought to identify key practices and lessons learnt 
elsewhere which might strengthen the effectiveness of the Pakistan ERF in the future. 
 
The validity of the findings should be judged based on the logical consistency of the arguments, the 
quality of the evidence and the degree to which evidence has been corroborated and cross-checked 
and are articulated in the four principles below;20 
 
 Clarity: Does the research make sense? To what extent has the research strategy address the 

evaluative questions posed? Has the research been systematically worked through, coherent and 
clearly described? 

 Credibility: To what extent do the findings match the evidence and are they convincing? Have 
arguments been marshalled rigorously and are interpretations of the findings plausible and 
justified? Will readers see what the researcher saw even if they disagree? 

 Contributory: To what extent does the research advance knowledge or understanding about 
policy and practice? Is it empowering? Does it offer constructive guidance for future action? 
Does it offer a basis for future research? 

 Communicative Resonance: Are the findings sufficiently vivid or powerful to compel readers? Do 
the findings resonate with the readers’ own experience and understanding? Where evidence has 
been interpreted, has it been tested and agued in dialogue with others, including evaluation 
participants? 

 
2.3 Limitations 
While the evaluation benefitted from the diligent support of the ERF Secretariat the breadth of the 
ToR meant that in 19-days the evaluator could only scratch the surface of the considerable funding 
portfolio of the ERF. Access, security and time constraints meant that case studies were restricted to 
floods recovery programmes which is a potential bias although literature was reviewed and 
interviews were conducted with agency staff that were representative of the broader portfolio of 
ERF-funded projects (and included responses to the conflict). There are power relations between 
donors and recipient organisations, and recipient organisations and intended beneficiaries that will 
have likely impacted upon some of the interviews although the mix of qualitative methods used 
allowed for triangulation of findings. 
 
 
3. Timeliness             
 
3.1 The timeliness of the funding process21 
ERF records show that the average time taken from initial receipt of a proposal to the disbursement 
of the first tranche of 80% of the funds22 took just over 63-days. The fastest time in which the 

                                                 
20

 The approach drew on several sources of literature, notably Finlay, L. (2006) ‘Rigour’, ‘ethical integrity’ or 
‘artistry’? Reflexively reviewing criteria for evaluating qualitative research, British Journal of Occupational 
Therapy 69(7), 319-326 and Spencer L et al (2003) Quality in Qualitative Evaluation: A Framework for Assessing 
Research Evidence, A Quality Framework, Strategy Unit, Cabinet Office 
21

 A detailed discussion of process efficiency including an analysis of specific delays in the proposal review 
process is provided under the efficiency criterion in section 4.1 
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process has been achieved was 20-days in September 2010, soon after the initial floods and the 
slowest was 229-days for a project which eventually commenced in April 2011. In the context of a 
humanitarian fund which speaks of the importance of providing life-saving assistance in the first 72-
hours after an emergency even 20-days is some way off the mark, but it is important to note that the 
responsibility for the delays is shared, with delays as a result of the RO having to revise its proposal 
making a significant, but often hidden contribution to the process.  
 
Box 4: Highlights from an analysis of the funding process

23
 

 

 
Time taken from initial review until release of first tranche of funds 
 Mean number of days – 63.3 
 Fastest process - 20 days, with 80% disbursement on 30 September 2010 
 Slowest process - 229 days, with 80% disbursement on 20 April 2011 
 10 fastest disbursements by cluster - 5 x WASH, 5 x Shelter/NFI 
 Average for 25 fastest disbursements – 30-days 
 
Time taken from initial review until signed Agreement 
 Mean number of days – 45.2 
 Fastest process – 5-days 
 Slowest process – 208-days 
 10 fastest disbursements by cluster – Shelter/NFI x 5, WASH x 4, Health x 1 
 Average for 25 fastest disbursements – 14 days 
 

 
For NNGOs with access to their own funding and for INGOs who can underwrite the initial costs of 
project start-up, the timeliness of the process is significantly improved. Spending can start from the 
time that the Agreement is signed in Geneva which takes on average 45-days from receipt of the 
initial proposal and there are a number of examples where the process was considerably quicker 
than this; the shortest length of time for the process is just 5-days and the average for the 25 
swiftest Agreements is 14-days which provides far greater reason for optimism. 
 
Towards a comparative analysis of the timeliness of ERFs 
In seeking to determine the timeliness of the ERF funding process it is instructive to compare the 
performance of the fund with ERFs in other countries. While it is accepted that ERFs are context 
specific which is one of their strengths, over the last year efforts have been made to standardise 
guidelines which allows for fairly accurate inter-country comparisons. 
 
The 2011 evaluation of the Haiti ERF24 and the 2010 audit of OCHA’s Management of ERFs25 which 
focused on Kenya, Somalia and Ethiopia provide data which lends itself to comparison and hence 
provides an indication of the comparative performance of the Pakistan fund. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                        
22

 Given that the majority of ERF funding went to NNGOs many of which have no unrestricted funds to front-
end project start-up, there was general agreement that the release of funds was the most appropriate step in 
the process for calculating timeliness  
23

 For a more detailed analysis of the different components of the project review process see box 7 
24

 Morinière L (2011) External Evaluation of the Haiti ERRF 2008-2011 
25

 Office of Internal Oversight Service, Internal Audit Division (2010) OCHA’s Management of Emergency 
Response Funds, 11 June 2010. 
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Box 5: Comparative analysis of ERF processes for different countries
26

 

 
Activity Ethiopia 

HRF 
Kenya   

ERF 
Somalia 

ERF 
Haiti      
ERF 

Average Pakistan 
ERF 

Country-level Process             

Review by OCHA Country Office and 
endorsement by the Humanitarian 
Coordinator 

7 na 8 9 7.5 6 

Finalisation of grant agreement 0.5 na 4 na    na 

Preparation by country office of request for 
first disbursement 

0.5 na 0.5 3 1.3 1 

Geneva             

Administrative Approval and review in Geneva 3 2 1 1.5 1.9 2 

TOTAL 11 na 14 13.5   9 

 
For the Pakistan ERF the results are encouraging suggesting that compared to some of their peers, 
the review, allocation and disbursement of the ERF funds is comparatively efficient, taking 2-weeks 
less time than Ethiopia, and 5-weeks less than Somalia and Haiti. 
 
While this result is positive it does suggest that the ERF flow chart shown in the July 2010 Guidelines 
and replicated in box 2 (which is fairly standard across all ERFs) is somewhat misleading inasmuch as 
the actual process of proposal review, processing and disbursement is far longer than it suggests. 
While responsibility for these delays is shared between the proposing organisation and the review 
process, it should be represented more accurately on the chart. While the Pakistan ERF Secretariat 
has sought to address this in the draft revised Pakistan Guidelines which provide a more accurate 
timeline for the review process (including the 10-day lead time required by OCHA in Geneva to 
disburse the funds) the estimated time of 17-24 days is still on the optimistic side. 
 
The length of time it takes to disburse funds also raises questions about the use of the term 
‘emergency’ with some evaluation participants suggesting that a humanitarian response fund may 
be a more accurate title. 
 
3.2 Meeting the needs of crisis-affected communities in a timely manner 
The earliest ERF projects to get underway commenced in the third week of August 2010, 
approximately 3-weeks after the initial flash floods hit KP province. In all, 9 projects were approved 
in August, a further 23 in September and 11 had Agreements signed in October. While the time 
between the signing of the Agreement and the disbursement of the first tranche of funds took on 
average a further 10-days, organisations with access to their own unrestricted income could at least 
in theory start relief interventions from the date of the Agreement although most of the smaller 
organisations had to wait. 
 

‘We had to wait over 2-months for funds – while the programme was still relatively timely, we 
missed the relief phase. The ERF is more a recovery fund than relief.’ Agency representative, 
Sindh Province 

 
While quicker disbursements would have undoubtedly provided more timely assistance, given that 
these were also the first days of the ERF and that the governance structures and prioritisation, 
review and allocation processes were all new, and that the Secretariat had only a single staff 

                                                 
26

 While it’s not possible to make an exact comparison due to differences in how the data has been presented, 
there is sufficient commonality to provide a broad comparison between different ERFs. 
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member, the early achievements of the fund constitute an encouraging start, a view which was 
echoed in the online survey, which also highlighted the importance of dealing with the delays. 
 

‘It’s the first time the ERF has been introduced within OCHA…and there’s been a positive 
evolution…’ online survey respondent. 

 
While there is scope for improving the timeliness of ERF funding, the request by the RC/HC for a 
swift decision in response to the needs of returnees from Jalozai camp revealed the structural 
challenges faced when trying to fast-track funding decisions. While the time taken to process the 
proposal and obtain an Agreement from the AO in Geneva was far less than the average, taking only 
27-days, the process was still a lengthy one. The example also highlights a specific advantage that 
many INGOs have over some NNGOs; had the organisation had to wait for the disbursement of the 
funds before starting it would have added at least another 10-days to the process. 
 
Timeliness in the first year of the fund 
The magnitude of the 2010 floods in Pakistan and the significant gaps that have existed in both the 
relief and early recovery response makes it difficult to generalise about issues of timeliness. When 
reviewing ERF-funded projects in Sindh and Multan it was striking that 14-months after the floods 
some people are still living under canvas and in Sindh, some areas are still waiting for the 2010 flood 
waters to fully drain. That the September 2011 OCHA update shows a residual funding gap of 30% 
against the Pakistan Floods Emergency Response Plan (PFERP) goes to highlight that there is still 
work to do.  
 
Interviews with ERF project participants revealed a delay of about 2-months between initial agency 
assessments and the times that programmes commenced (although on a couple of occasions the 
gap was considerably longer). While in the context of the loss that many people suffered this 
constituted a significant gap, given the delays which many millions of people faced in receiving 
support it’s hardly surprising that the most common response by community members to questions 
of timeliness was one of gratitude for the assistance. From the sample of projects that were visited 
on no occasions had new organisations arrived and provided support while ERF-funded 
organisations were waiting for funds to be disbursed.  
 

‘There was a gap of 2-months between assessment and the project starting but the 
Foundation gave us several updates during this time. No one came to provide us with houses 
so our needs were the same and we are grateful’ village committee, Muzaffargarh district, 
Punjab province 

 
On the issue of timeliness of the humanitarian response, the Inter-Agency Real Time Evaluation 
(RTE) of the Response to the Pakistan Floods was critical reporting that; 
 

‘The overall humanitarian response was characterised by many, including the UN, INGOs, 
Government and donors, to be running behind challenges in most areas, i.e. winter needs 
were not prioritized in a timely manner – especially in Sindh, and recovery plans are being 
drawn in some clusters, while most affected people have returned to their places of origin for 
several months already.’

27
 

 
ERF-funded organisations were not immune to these problems; discussions with organisations 
across all provinces highlighted a number of negative impacts due to the length of time taken to 
negotiate proposals. Two examples of time-critical issues were raised during the Sindh field visit - 
one related to winterisation for which a proposal was submitted in December and was approved in 
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 Polastro R et al (2011) Inter-Agency Real Time Evaluation of the Humanitarian Response to Pakistan’s 2010 
Flood Crisis, DARA 
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March by which time winter was over, and the second related to agricultural inputs for which a 
proposal was submitted in February and the 80% disbursement was made at the end of April.28 
When the project was visited by the evaluator both the partner and community were concerned 
about the impact of the delays; 
 

‘We received the cotton seed too late and soon after we planted it rained heavily and the 
crop was destroyed completely’ project beneficiaries, Mehar district, Sindh province 

 
Despite such problems, in the online survey which accompanied the research, ERF stakeholders and 
ROs tended to be quite positive about their perceptions of the timeliness of the fund with 37% 
considering that timeliness was good (31.5% considered it average). 
 
3.4 Making a case for a fast-track ERF process 
In looking to the future, a key question for the RC/HC and the Advisory Board is whether the status 
quo is satisfactory. The Inter-Agency RTE of the Pakistan floods response adds weight to the 
importance of a rapid funding facility in saying; 
 

‘Many NGOs scrambled to mobilize funding as few donors had funds immediately available 
reportedly due to their heavy engagement in other crises such as Haiti. National NGOs were 
less funded than INGOs and generally reported a feeling of marginalisation from international 
funding. Those organizations that did not have rapid response or revolving funds mechanisms 
in place and those that could not reallocate resources from other on‐going activities were 
faced with difficulties in terms of initiating activities immediately after the onset. For these 
organisations, funding was slow.’

29
 

 
While the standard ERF process which allows for rigorous review of proposals may be appropriate 
for the majority of funding applications, the RC/HC may want to establish a fast-track mechanism for 
rapid onset crises or for urgent decisions. Fundamental to achieving success in this will be a simple, 
fast-track process endorsed by the RC/HC and the Advisory Board which includes a streamlined 
review process to be used on an exceptional basis (see box 6 below). It will be important that the 
mechanism is clear to ensure that there is no ‘mission creep’ and that there is a rigorous procedure 
of documenting decisions to ensure there is transparency in how decisions are made. 
 
A streamlined proposal format with a maximum project period of 3-months could be supported by a 
fast-track review process which includes the following; 
 

 a 2-stage review process involving an initial screening review by the ERF Secretariat 
(maximum 1-day); 

 a review conducted concurrently by the Review Board and relevant cluster coordinator 
(maximum 1-day); 

 agency revision of proposal based on review feedback (maximum 2-days);  
 ERF Secretariat final check and submission to AO Geneva (0.5-days); 
 AO Geneva finalises Agreement (maximum 2-days). 

 
Given that the AO in Geneva is only able to negotiate a fast-track agreement and disbursement 
process with UNOG for large-scale crises, where the timeliness of response is essential the RC/HC 
should consider eliciting proposals from those organisations that can pre-finance programmes 
(either by themselves or by partnering with others) which would significantly reduce processing 

                                                 
28

 The ERF proposal tracking spread sheet shows that the proposal took 73-days to process 
29

 Polastro R et al (2011) Inter-Agency Real Time Evaluation of the Humanitarian Response to Pakistan’s 2010 
Flood Crisis, DARA 
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times.30 In view of the potential control risk that a less rigorous review process may create, it is 
recommended that this mechanism is only made available to organisations who have already 
successfully partnered with the ERF (which could act as pre-qualification). For time-critical 
emergency response, a process such as this could have significant added value and would ensure 
that the ERF lived up to its title. 
 
Box 6: Simplified fast-track proposal review, allocation and disbursement process 
 

 

 
 

 
Key to making a decision on a fast-track mechanism will be a shared vision about the role of the ERF 
– a role which will require the leadership of the RC/HC and full support of the Advisory Board. As it 
stands there is a risk that there is something of a pretence that the ERF can deliver rapid first phase 
response when in reality this is a stretch. The success of the fast-track process will be dependent 
upon having clarity about the process and making sound decisions about the potentially contentious 
issues of pre-qualification and pre-financing. Given the recent humanitarian history in Pakistan a 
mechanism such as this would have the potential to have significant impact. 
 
3.5 Recommendations 
 Given the length of time it takes to finalise partner agreements and make disbursements from 

the ERF, there is a strong case for designing a fast-track funding process which has its own set of 
guidelines which can be applied at the discretion of the RC/HC and Advisory Board in order to 
respond to rapid onset crises or take advantage of access opening up to conflict-affected 
populations. The ambition should be to facilitate programme start-up within a week of 
identifying the needs. 

 There are numerous instances where delays in the project approval process meant that project 
inputs were not provided in a timely manner which significantly compromised the impact of the 
work on beneficiaries. It is recommended that the ERF proposal has an additional section 

                                                 
30

 While the average time for processing an Agreement in Geneva is 5-days, the proposal tracking sheets shows 
that the process has frequently been undertaken in 1-2-days which should be the expectation for the fast-track 
ERF funding mechanism 
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included in the template for time-sensitive projects where a deadline for decision-making can be 
noted. This would help prioritise the decision-making process and would go some way to 
ensuring that administrative delays do not compromise project outputs.  

 
 
4. Efficiency            
 
4.1 Process efficiency 
The Secretariat has maintained a comprehensive spread sheet with a timeline of the review process 
for each project (both those that received funding and those that were rejected). An analysis of this 
document linked to interviews with different stakeholders in the process provides the basis for a 
judgment about the efficiency of the ERF review, allocation and disbursement process. 
 
Box 7: Average timeline for the review process based on 124 projects 

 
Stage Description Avge 

days 
Avge 
per 

stage 

 Stag
e 

Description Avge 
days 

Avge 
per 

stage 

  Proposal received & 
feedback to 
organisation 

       Submitted to HC for approval     

1   2.8 2.8  7   33.3 2.8 

  Submitted to Cluster        Approved/rejected by HC     

2   13.9 11.1  8   35.4 2.1 

  Cleared by cluster        Draft MoU to Geneva     

3   26 12.1  9   40.4 5 

  Final revision by 
organisation 

       Received cleared MoU from 
Geneva 

    

4   27.5 1.5  10   45.1 4.7 

  Submitted to Review 
Board 

       Submit signed MOU & 
Request disbursement 

    

5   27.7 0.2  11   52.6 7.5 

  Feedback received 
from Review Board 

       80% grant disbursed     

6   30.5 2.8  12   63.1 10.5 

 
While the number of days for each step in the process has been averaged across the 124 projects, it 
is important to note that the table hides a complex array of issues that might have contributed to 
delays. In general there was very positive feedback about the coordination role played by the 
Secretariat which despite its limited resources facilitated the process extremely effectively.  
 
Areas of concern and potential areas for process efficiency improvements include the following; 
 
Step 2: Cluster review of proposals (11.1 days) 
The step which took the longest was for the clusters to clear proposals, which is one of the most 
important stages in the process. The role that the clusters play is to ensure that the proposal is 
technically sound, that it meets cluster priorities or fills gaps and that it is locally relevant. Interviews 
with cluster coordinators and staff showed significant diversity in the way that this task was 
conducted. Most clusters had a formalised process which had its own series of steps which often 
included endorsement and review at the Provincial level linked to a technical review by a Strategic 
Advisory Group (SAG) sitting in Islamabad. While these sub-processes are important to ensuring the 
relevance of proposals, and also contributed to strengthening coordination, they also took time and 
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as a broad rule of thumb, the more rigorous the process, the longer it tended to take which raises an 
important question about the relative importance of rigour over timeliness.  
 
Step 3: Final revision of proposal by agency (12.1 days) 
Some of the most significant delays arise from the need for organisations to revise their proposals in 
order to meet technical standards – these occur throughout the process and are woven into delays 
on many of the early steps but the one place where they are tracked is in the third step, that of final 
proposal revision and submission. While a review of email correspondence and the tracking sheet 
suggests that this process often takes less than a day, it can take far longer. The norm is about a 
week with one-fifth of the proposals taking at least 2-weeks. The longest time it has taken for an 
agency to submit a final revised proposal was over 80-days. 
 
Step 9 & 11: Agreement clearing & grant disbursement (10.5 + 5-days) 
The delay which is most difficult to justify (possibly because it is the part of the process that is 
furthest distance from Pakistan) is the time it takes to process the grant Agreements and disburse 
funds in Geneva which accounts for just under a quarter of the total average processing time 
(approximately 2-weeks in the case of Pakistan). The Internal Audit of OCHA’s management of ERFs 
reported much the same problem in its findings: 
 

‘During interviews with country office staff, as well as with ERF grant recipients, it was 
repeatedly noted that the time taken for processing of grant proposals and grant 
disbursements by the OCHA Administrative Office was too long.’

31
 

 

Interviews with a member of the Administrative Office (AO) in Geneva highlighted the changes that 
have occurred over the last 12-months which have seen geographic management of the ERF 
consolidated into a single 5-member team (which will soon increase to 6 members) which has been 
tasked with the job of standardising administrative processes. While there is a facility for dealing 
with high profile humanitarian crises (such as the Horn of Africa food crisis) as corporate priorities 
which allows them to be fast-tracked32, this cannot be sustained on a consistent basis and although 
the team are still seeking to increase operating efficiencies, there is unlikely to be any significant 
change in the stipulated processing time of 10-working days. 
 
4.2 Cost Efficiency 
 
Recipient organisation overhead costs 
One area of significant interest during interviews with ROs was the calculation of overhead costs; the 
guidelines provide a two-tier system which treats NGOs (both international and national) differently 
from UN agencies. The former can charge 7% programme support costs, while the latter can charge 
10%. No explanation is provided to justify the different treatment. From a cost efficiency 
perspective, there should be no reason why UN costs should differ from those of their NGO cousins 
(particularly given that they often receive CERF funding in addition to ERF funds) and hence it is a 
recommendation that overhead costs are standardised for all organisations. A review of guidelines 
for other ERFs adds weight to this recommendation; the ceiling for each of Zimbabwe, South Sudan 
and Yemen is 7% and no exception is made for UN agencies. The Administrative Office in Geneva 
confirmed that the process of standardisation of ERFs globally had addressed this and so it is 
recommended that the changes are reflected in the revised ERF Guidelines for Pakistan. 
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 Office of Internal Oversight Service, Internal Audit Division (2010) OCHA’s Management of Emergency 
Response Funds, 11 June 2010. 
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 The fast track process, which requires authorisation by the Under-Secretary General, basically requests 
UNOG to prioritise business related to the crisis 



 

 

 

15 Evaluation of the Pakistan Emergency Response Fund 

Other inequities in the treatment of recipient organisations should be similarly revised. Specifically, 
allocations should be standardised for all recipient organisations (NGOs are currently paid in 2 
tranches while UN agencies and IOM receive a single tranche of 100% of the funds on signing the 
Agreement) From an efficiency perspective, the 2010 internal audit of OCHA’s management of ERFs 
noted the negative highlighted significant negative impact of this practice with some UN agencies 
taking ‘significantly longer’ to submit final report which ‘meant that OCHA did not have timely access 
to information on implementation and expenditure for those projects.’33 This wasn’t found to be the 
case in Pakistan but the issue should still be addressed. 
 
Beyond issues of efficiency, treating humanitarian partners differently undermines one of the 
fundamental pillars of humanitarian reform, that of partnership. With the Principles of Partnership 
being one of the most difficult aspects of the reform packages to practically operationalize, partial 
treatment of humanitarian partners is particularly unhelpful. 
 
OCHA fund management and overhead costs 
3% programme support costs (PSC) are levied by OCHA on all ERF grant disbursements to cover 
‘indirect costs associated with managing the ERF’ which in its first year would have yielded 
approximately $1.098m. These funds would have made a contribution to the ERF staff costs and 
supported the administration of the ERF. They also contribute to Geneva-based support from the 
AO. Because of internal regulations regarding the use of programme support costs, the 3% cannot 
pay for operational costs and hence some ERF staff (which includes Humanitarian Affairs Officers) 
must be budgeted from elsewhere. This makes the task of calculating costs complex and while there 
is little doubt that the 3-person Secretariat provided excellent value for money, what is more 
problematic is that throughout the year the Secretariat has been consistently under-resourced and 
while it has provided an extraordinary level of service given its meagre resources, with greater 
investment, some of the challenges noted in this report may have been addressed in a more timely 
way (this issue is dealt with in greater detail in section 7.2 on monitoring). 
 
Given the lack of clarity about the use of the PSC and the perception that the ERF Secretariat is 
under-resourced, OCHA should fully and transparently account for their use of these funds. 
Ultimately a system of funding the ERF Secretariat (including an expanded monitoring capability) 
directly from PSC would strengthen accountability and provide greater latitude for the ERF 
Secretariat to be more responsive to changes in the humanitarian situation and the size of the fund. 
 
4.3 Recommendations 
 Treating humanitarian partners differently undermines one of the fundamental pillars of 

humanitarian reform, that of partnership. Given that issues of programme support costs, 
funding tranches and reporting requirements have now been globally standardised it is 
recommended that these changes are incorporated into the revised guidelines for the Pakistan 
ERF. 

 Given the lack of clarity about the use of the PSC and the perception that the ERF Secretariat is 
under-resourced, OCHA should fully and transparently account for their use of these funds. 
Ultimately a system of funding the ERF Secretariat (including an expanded monitoring capability) 
directly from PSC would strengthen accountability and provide greater latitude for the ERF 
Secretariat to be more responsive to changes in the humanitarian situation and the size of the 
fund. 
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5. Relevance            
 
5.1 The challenge of identifying priorities & gaps 
The ERF Guidelines provide a clear explanation of the proposal review process and the roles played 
by the different stakeholders involved in the process. The evaluation found that ROs generally had a 
good understanding of the review process although many weren’t clear about precisely how 
different emergencies were prioritised and how these priorities were applied to proposals during 
review. 
 
Being launched soon after the floods, initial priorities were made on the basis of the Pakistan Floods 
Emergency Response Plan (PFERP) with the clusters playing a key role in updating the context 
analysis and Cluster-level priorities and gaps to this document. While it was envisaged that the 
Pakistan Humanitarian Response Plan (PHRP) would have provided a similar basis for non-floods 
humanitarian needs including those arising from conflict, the withdrawal of the document in 
response to a government request in February 2011 has left a gap in the UNs information 
architecture which the findings of the evaluation suggests may have contributed to the 
comparatively low prioritisation given to conflict-related humanitarian needs despite the 
comparatively larger gap in funding requirements (see box 8 for a comparison of the funding gap 
and page x for a map of IDP movements). 
 
Box 8: Funding Gaps against the PFERP and PHRP, as of September & May 2011 (UNOCHA, 2011) 

 

 
 
Responding to conflict in addition to natural disasters 
Despite only 9% of the ERF being allocated to meeting the needs of those affected by conflict it 
should be borne in mind that the fund was initially established for this purpose although events led 
to a re-prioritisation. During its first year, 14 projects have been undertaken in FATA and KP Province 
that have targeted conflicted affected, all of which were in the shelter/NFI sector, with a focus on 
meeting winterisation needs. Apart from 2 projects targeted at IDPs moving from Jalozai Camp 
which were implemented by Save the Children, all of the projects were undertaken either by NNGOs 
or local NGOs reflecting their greater reach into areas considered insecure. 
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Box 9: ERF projects targeting communities affected by conflict
34

 

 
Organisation Cluster Project Provi

nce 
Location Budget 

Aman Organization Emergency 
Shelter and Non 
Food Items 

Shelter and NFI Support to South Waziristan 
operation Affected in Pakistan 

FATA South 
Waziristan 

         
172,238  

Association for 
Gender Awareness & 
Human 
Empowerment 

Emergency 
Shelter and Non 
Food Items 

Protection of conflict affected returnees from severe 
winter season in 2 villages of Orakzai Agency, FATA 
through provision of winterization kits 

FATA FATA: 
Orakzai 
Agency 

         
249,908  

Association of 
Development 
Awareness & 
Motivation 

Emergency 
Shelter and Non 
Food Items 

Provision of Winterized Kits for the phase three 
returnees of Orakzai Agency.  

FATA FATA: 
Orakzai 
Agency 

         
166,937  

Community Appraisal 
Programme  

Emergency 
Shelter and Non 
Food Items 

Provision of Winterized Kits for the Phase Three 
Returnees of Orakzai Agency. 

FATA FATA: 
Orakzai 
Agency 

         
249,529  

Khushal Awareness & 
Development 
Organization  

Emergency 
Shelter and Non 
Food Items 

Protection of conflict affected returnees from severe 
winter season in 2 villages of Orakzai Agency, FATA 
through provision of winterization kits 

FATA FATA: 
Orakzai 
Agency 

         
249,642  

Peace and 
Development 
Foundation 

Emergency 
Shelter and Non 
Food Items 

Provision of Winterized Kits)  for the recently 
returned Internally Displaced People IDPs  of Orakzai 
Agency  

FATA FATA:Lower 
Orakzai 
Agency  

         
228,899  

Roshni Development 
Organization 

Emergency 
Shelter and Non 
Food Items 

Provision of Winterized Kits for the recently returned 
Internally Displaced People (IDPs)  of Orakzai Agency 

FATA FATA: 
Orakzai 
Agency 

         
230,094  

Sath Development 
Organization 

Emergency 
Shelter and Non 
Food Items 

Shelter and NFI Support to South Waziristan 
operation Affected in Pakistan 

FATA South 
Waziristan 

         
172,238  

Society for Human 
and Institutional 
Development 

Emergency 
Shelter and Non 
Food Items 

Provision of emergency relief assistance to 7000 
extremely vulnerable conflict affected individuals in 
Danish Kol camp Mohamand Agency  

FATA FATA: 
Danish Kol 
Camp, 
Mohmand 
agency 

         
248,702  

Society for Skills, 
Training and 
Development 

Emergency 
Shelter and Non 
Food Items 

NFI distribution  FATA FATA: 
Mohmand 
Agency 

         
231,607  

Tribal Reforms and 
Development 
Organization  

Emergency 
Shelter and Non 
Food Items 

Distribution of Winterization Kits FATA Mohmand 
Agency 

         
248,987  

Village Development 
Program 

Emergency 
Shelter and Non 
Food Items 

Shelter and NFI Support to South Waziristan 
operation Affected in Pakistan 

FATA FATA: 
South 
Waziristan 

         
173,127  

Save the Children Emergency 
Shelter and Non 
Food Items 

Emergency Cash Grant Distribution –Jalozai IDP 
Camp, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

KP Nowshera          
250,000  

Save the Children Emergency 
Shelter and Non 
Food Items 

Emergency Cash Grant Distribution –Jalozai IDP 
Camp, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

KP Nowshera          
149,940  

 
Discussions with ERF partners, particularly those working in conflict-affected areas highlighted 
considerable unease about the comparative dominance of floods-related projects and the dearth of 
consolidated information about the areas affected by IDP movements. Agency staff talked 
passionately about communities with significant humanitarian needs which were being overlooked 
by the limited aid efforts. Groups which were singled out for particular mention included IDPs living 
with host families and returnees to towns and villages destroyed during the conflict. OCHA’s donor 
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briefing document echoes these concerns, highlighting the significant funding constraints and 
acknowledging the limited access to hosting and return areas inside FATA.35 
 
Discussions with OCHA highlighted the lack of information and the absence of a planning document 
to help identify areas of priority need which could help target potential ERF allocations. Despite the 
absence of the PHRP it is essential that this doesn’t result in a flight of assistance to areas of such 
considerable need. Rather, it is such areas where the ERF should proactively seek to target as there 
is the potential for it to have significant impact given the general lack of funds from other donors. 
However, to do this successfully will require a means of monitoring humanitarian needs and 
highlighting priorities, a solution for which should be prioritised by the HCT. 
 
Given the existence of the OCHA office in Peshawar which has a watching brief over the conflict-
affected areas and the significant cluster capacity, it is recommended that the HCT mandate the 
Peshawar-based OCHA office and clusters to prepare a ‘light-touch’ document which highlights 
needs and which can be regularly updated and which could play an important role in directing 
humanitarian funding, including ERF allocations. 
 
That is not to say that responding to conflict-related humanitarian needs in Pakistan will be simple; 
local and national NGO staff from FATA talked of the challenges posed by the role of the Pakistan 
military both as a party to the conflict and as a gatekeeper for humanitarian assistance makes the 
delivery of principled humanitarian assistance extremely difficult – and most likely plays a part in 
perpetuating the limited fund availability. In addition to the time it takes to process ERF proposals, 
an additional delay is often incurred for organisations who must apply for a No Objection Certificate 
(NOC) from the government prior to the commencement of projects which can take several months 
to process (and may be refused). While organisations have found ways to limit these delays, they do 
frustrate the delivery of timely assistance. 
 
A recent example of the complexities of highlighting and responding to priorities in conflict-affected 
areas is provided by the request for the ERF to respond to the needs of returnees from Jalozai IDP 
camp. While a solution was found (albeit one that was considered by the Advisory Board members 
as ‘exceptional’) lessons from this experience suggest the need to adapt the current ERF model to 
account for the complexities of decision-making for conflict-affected areas. A similar set of 
challenges were encountered in responding to IDP needs in FATA Agency based on which a set of 
recommendations were developed for HCT approval. The similarity in the challenges faced in both 
these recent examples underlines the urgency of establishing a common approach which is 
consistent with the commitment made in the ERF Guidelines that each project must;  
 

‘…be based on a rights-based, principled approach that includes; humanity, neutrality, 
impartiality, dignity, do-no harm, accountability, participation and coordination.’

36
 

 
Given the difficulties of meeting these criteria in far simpler contexts, meeting them in the complex 
humanitarian environment of Pakistan is a considerable challenge and in the absence of more 
specific operational guidance being provided, there is a risk that these important principles are open 
to different interpretation which is potentially divisive.  
 
Urgent actions include the following; 
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 The need to develop a common position and framework for operationalizing humanitarian 
principles. While agreement on this has been elusive it is imperative that consensus is reached 
for the ERF to provide effective assistance to those affected by conflict.37 

 As humanitarian principles form part of the criteria for project selection, a relevant section 
should be included in the ERF proposal template for organisations to provide details of how they 
will meet these commitments.  

 The Review Board should include in its role responsibility for assessing agency proposals against 
the requirements for principled programming. In the event of disagreement between the Review 
Board the Advisory Board should be requested to make a decision. 

 Given the complexities of responding in areas of conflict it will be essential that progress is 
adequately and independently (from the RO) monitored. For locations that the ERF Secretariat 
are unable to access and hence cannot fulfil its monitoring role, additional measures such as the 
use of independent research institutions should be considered (see section 7.2 for a more 
detailed discussion on monitoring). 

 
The fact that a positive decision on the Jalozai response was made contingent on a set of pre-
conditions which go far beyond those stipulated above suggests that there is still significant work to 
do by the RC/HC and the Advisory Board in order to prepare the ERF for an expanded role in areas 
affected by conflict. The development of a work plan which assigns each of the tasks above and 
commits to deadlines for each of the recommendations would provide a level of assurance for 
donors investing funds in the ERF. 
 
5.2 The contribution made by the ERF to strengthening coordination 
At an operational level the clusters are tasked with identifying humanitarian priorities and gaps in 
response and the ERF proposal review process ensures that only those proposals which have cluster 
approval receive funding. Interviews showed unanimous support for tethering ERF prioritisation and 
decision-making to the clusters in this way which has contributed to strengthening the coordination 
of the response and has almost certainly increased participation of ROs in the clusters. Given the 
aspirations of the Principles of Partnership, this should be considered a significant success. 
 
Clusters are tasked to ensure that ERF funds go to where they are most urgently needed and while 
there was a significant diversity in the way that different clusters prioritise proposals, each had 
established a mechanism to do this. Many sought to draw from their provincial experience in order 
to ‘ground truth’ planned projects and most clusters had convened a technical group to assess and 
provide feedback on proposals. While the task of screening over 124 projects added considerably to 
the workload of busy agency staff, it did provide an extremely effective method of driving up the 
quality of proposals and with it their relevance. Some clusters have gone further still and made 
reporting on activities against the Single Report Form (SRF) mandatory for ERF-funded organisations. 
While this adds an additional layer of reporting, given the SRF is a requirement of NDMA, then it is 
difficult to argue against it and it certainly strengthens project monitoring which is a positive 
outcome. Some clusters have made it mandatory for projects to be reviewed first by the provincial 
cluster before being recommended to Islamabad. Again, from a relevance perspective this would 
appear to be a sound strategy, but it takes time and certainly added to delays elsewhere in the 
review process. Because different clusters use different processes some organisations found it 
confusing and struggled to understand how decisions were being made. For this reason they gave 
mixed feedback on the impact of the ERF on coordination as exemplified in the online survey. 
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‘The coordination at provincial and district levels has yielded significant benefits to the 
intended beneficiaries and has also reduced the duplication of interventions to a great extent’ 
online survey participant 
 
‘It’s too early to say whether coordination has improved. Each UN agency, cluster group and 
OCHA seem to be setting up their own 'coordination' mechanism and reporting format, 
leading to a profusion of reports to different actors on the same activity in different formats.’ 
online survey participant 
 
‘IOM had a good experience leading the Shelter Cluster and interacting with the ERF team. 
ERF projects were reviewed by the Shelter Cluster Strategic Advisory Group and the strategy 
and price guidelines were enforced as much as possible. This would lead to a more 
standardized, coordinated response at least among the ERF projects. It could be argued that 
the discussions of the ERF projects also spread awareness of the cluster strategy and 
guidelines. ERF projects meant that the SAG had to discuss the detail of the strategy.’ online 
survey participant 

 
Despite mixed feedback, the contribution that the ERF has made to strengthening coordination is 
positive and the benefits of better targeted, more relevant and higher quality proposals outweighs 
the additional time that this process might at times have taken. Interviews with the cluster 
coordinators also revealed some unintended benefits to the proposal review process; having to 
scrutinise project costs across such a broad swathe of flood-affected areas helped provide important 
contextual knowledge to the clusters and provided a helpful ‘grounding’. Comparison of costs across 
different proposals and organisations assisted in the development of some broad benchmarks and 
also helped identify good practice (and also exposed and weeded out bad or inefficient practice).  
 
Looking to the future, given the different approaches toward project review adopted by the clusters 
the development of guidance about best practice and a minimum set of standards would be helpful 
in ensuring the bar is uniformly high and would help to strengthen accountability to ROs. In the first 
year of the ERF there were over 320 unsuccessful proposals some of which were rejected during the 
cluster review process. While the ERF Secretariat routinely provides feedback to unsuccessful 
applicants, scrutiny of a sample of cluster review email exchanges showed that justification for 
failure wasn’t always provided. In this respect, particular praise should go to the agriculture cluster 
which has a standard template used to routinely feedback on ERF proposals. Concerning this issue, 
the 2010 internal audit which was based on analysis of ERFs in Kenya, Somalia and Ethiopia had very 
similar feedback and noted that; 

 
‘…there was only limited information recorded on the reasons for the rejection of many of 
these applications. OIOS is of the view that through appropriate revision of the existing pre-
screening checklists, country offices could better document and record the steps taken, issues 
considered and reasons for decisions on whether grant applications proceed beyond pre-
screening. This will help to provide greater transparency and information on the role of the 
country office in accepting or rejecting applications and ultimately ensure that proposals are 
treated consistently when determining whether a project proceeds to the next stage of 
review.’

38
 

 
It is recommended that the minimum standards are best developed between the clusters 
themselves as part of the Inter-Cluster Coordination Mechanism. Should certain clusters want to 
exceed the minimum standards, then on condition that this doesn’t significantly compromise on the 
timeliness of decision-making, this should be permitted. 
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5.3 The relevance of ERF-funded projects to the needs of flood-affected communities 
Most of the ERF projects visited during the evaluation were providing early recovery goods or 
services that were considered by project participants as highly relevant to their needs. In each of the 
3 provinces visited feedback from communities endorsed the importance of the contributions by 
ERF-funded organisations to their recovery. Given that 14-months after the 2010 floods some people 
are still have fairly basic needs is disappointing, but it also underlines the importance of a process of 
prioritisation and in many of the projects visited by the evaluator communities endorsed the 
priorities identified. 
 

‘My husband hasn’t worked since the floods. We have a house but my loom was destroyed 
and until I received this [new loom] we were unable to provide for ourselves and had to rely 
on family for handouts. Supporting our livelihoods was our biggest need’ woman in 
Muzaffargarh district, Punjab province 

 
‘Since the floods we’ve been living in tents. We have no clean water and we would like 
electricity but shelter was our biggest need and so we are very happy’ village committee 
member, Muzaffargarh district, Punjab province 

 
For most of the projects visited, there was broad satisfaction with the quality and quantity of the 
items. For shelter in particular there was very positive feedback about the design, the workmanship 
and the quality of the materials which were considered far superior to those used for pre-flood. For 
a livelihoods project which was visited in Punjab province, women beneficiaries had had looms and 
sewing machines replaced and had received bolts of material as a result of which family income 
security had improved considerably. Health project staff in KP province provided consultation figures 
and data for registered births that suggested that the community had far greater access to health 
care than they had previously.  
 

‘This shelter is far better than what was washed away by the floods. God-willing it will last 10-
15-years’ village committee member, Muzaffargarh district, Punjab province 
 
‘We received an agricultural kit which included a wheelbarrow, hoe, sickle, axe, gloves and a 
spade. The items were of good quality’ Male project participant, Charsadda district, KP 
province 

 
While the field trips did little more than scratch the surface of the extensive ERF project portfolio, 
the field trips which accompanied the evaluation showed a broad level of satisfaction which suggests 
that while the projects may have taken some time to start, the system of proposal review and 
prioritisation certainly ensured delivery of some relevant and good quality projects. 
 
5.4 Meeting aspirations for the impact of projects on women 
The project review process placed an emphasis on gender equality and women’s empowerment and 
to this end a member of the Gender Task Force (GTF) scrutinises each proposal and scores it against 
a checklist (the checklist is in the process of being superseded by the Gender Marker). As part of this 
there is a requirement in the proposal and completion report that project data is disaggregated by 
sex. A review of a sample of proposals certainly suggests that organisations had considered the 
impact of their projects on women and there are a number of potential good practice case studies 
which have not only sought to ensure projects deliver positive results for women but that also seek 
to influence power relations between men and women. While the impact of this in such a short 
timeframe may be modest – and there was broad acknowledgement of this during interviews with 
ROs - the prioritisation was a welcome one. 
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Box 10: Good practice case study - seeking to identify and respond to the needs of women – Oxfam Novib
39

 

 
 
 Oxfam Novib’s partner organization contemplate gender mainstreaming as one of imperatives for 

development actions, therefore they maintain a gender balance in their staff composition. Partner staff 
also had training on mainstreaming gender in humanitarian context. 

 Data were collected from households/camps where women were the main source of information. 
 Along with women, other vulnerable groups such as religious minorities and schedule castes were 

identified, consulted and included in the distribution scope 
 Data were disaggregated by gender 
 While undertaking the analysis of the situation and action plan, partners were aware of the fact that 

floods had affected men and women differently. Some of the WASH needs are specific to women, which 
was addressed by including special items in health & hygiene kits. 

 Sanitation structures were constructed separately for women & girls in close proximity to the camps to 
offer safety, privacy and easy accessibility during the day and night, which was not possible before in the 
absence of latrines. Women groups were consulted for latrine design to get their consent in term of its 
adequacy, appropriateness and privacy perspectives.   

 Approximately 63% of the project beneficiaries were woman (girl child). Distributions were made mainly 
in the name of women, thus contributing in enhancing their self-image and confidence besides increasing 
their power at household level. 

 Registration for the distribution was made by female staff of the partner predominantly in the name of 
women. 

 Joint decisions were undertaken by women and men committees for distribution points/sites, crowded 
control and an improved feedback and tracking system. 

 Women headed households were given preference while selecting beneficiaries for the relief goods and 
services. Women groups were formed at camp level/ and later on at village level to get specific input from 
women on their needs & problems. These women were also encouraged to actively participate in 
managing the whole distribution process 

 

 
During the project visits there was evidence that organisations had routinely disaggregated data by 
gender and were able to speak about the specific results their work had on the lives and livelihoods 
of women. As the case study above exemplifies, organisations were observed to have generally 
taken a sound approach to ensuring that the needs of women were assessed and on many 
occasions, women targeted directly by interventions. 
 

‘For our cash grant programme, the money was distributed in the woman’s name – we know 
that it’s unlikely that women will have complete control over the cash, but we think it 
heightens women’s status’ national NGO representative in Multan focus group discussion 
 
‘We proactively sought to target women through our shelter programme and ensured that 
title deeds were in the name of men and women – a practice that was rarely observed prior 
to the floods’ local NGO representative implementing a shelter programme in Punjab 
province. 
 
‘Before we started working in the Basic Health Unit there had only been one delivery; since 
we established MCH facilities, donated equipment and recruited a female doctor we have had 
23 births’ doctor working on a health programme for an international NGO in KP province  
   

Given some of the exciting work that has taken place, apart from a few isolated cases the project 
completion reports that have been submitted to date focused relatively little attention on some of 
the success stories and many were formulaic in reporting the impact of projects on women. While 
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there were some exceptions to this rule, it’s a shame that beyond the proposal stage, greater efforts 
haven’t been taken to capture some of the results through ERF project monitoring or case studies, 
particularly given the potential for innovative practice which could inform future humanitarian 
response work. A commitment to monitoring the outputs and outcomes of ERF projects on women 
(with support from UN Women and the provincial gender networking platform) accompanied by a 
dedicated gender monitoring tool which tracks the requirements outlined in the Gender Marker 
would go some way to ensuring that commitments made in the proposal submission stage were met 
during implementation and would provide a rich source of knowledge. 
 
5.5 Targeting the most vulnerable 
Targeting the most vulnerable after the floods has been a complex process. While village 
committees have been routinely used by organisations for beneficiary selection and for identifying 
the most vulnerable, the results have been mixed. Most of the ERF-funded organisations whose 
projects were visited during the evaluation worked through village committees and while some of 
these had significant capacity, interviews found that others struggled to live up to agency 
expectations. On several occasions, claims of gender balance in committees appeared to be 
questionable as women committee members knew very little about the tasks that had been 
assigned to them and appeared to have been omitted from decision-making processes. There were 
other cases where the committees were reportedly representative of the village and yet were found 
to comprise only those with the highest status. These issues are not new to the humanitarian 
community and certainly aren’t exclusive to the ERF – but they do show the importance of ensuring 
that what is written in proposals is replicated in practice. 
 
That is not to say that targeting suffered as a result and the evidence from the field work suggests 
that criteria that were used to guide beneficiary selection were applied relatively rigorously. Most 
organisations had evidence that criteria had guided beneficiary selection (beneficiary lists with 
signatures/thumb prints) and follow-up during the evaluation provided encouraging evidence. The 
process of verification during the evaluation was far from rigorous but the results certainly 
suggested that there was a high correlation between the poorest members of communities, those 
who had been targeted by ERF projects, and those who received relief and recovery items. 
 
Discussions with organisations revealed some shortcomings in their own internal understanding of 
vulnerability; the practice of including only those people with National Identity Cards (NIC) has long 
been considered bad practice given the number of people who would have lost such cards during 
the floods, and many others (including significant numbers of women) who don’t have NICs. While 
there have been efforts by the National Database and Registration Authority (NADRA) since the 
floods to address these omissions, the practice of linking participation in programmes to NICs is still 
potentially problematic. There was also one instance where a targeting strategy was focused 
exclusively on landowners and while the target group were those with the smallest land holding, and 
the programme was closely linked to that of the relevant Early Recovery Working Group (ERWG), it 
was a shame not to see a complementary strategy which sought to address the needs of those who 
didn’t possess land. In this case, the poorest community members hadn’t received assistance. 
 
It is important to emphasize that these are relatively minor criticisms and on the whole there 
appears to have been a responsible approach taken towards targeting and prioritisation which for 
the vast majority of programmes drew from the active participation of community members. Given 
the scale of the crisis and the stretch that many organisations faced in seeking to mount a 
proportionate response, this is no small achievement, a view that is echoed by respondents to the 
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online survey who considered that targeting vulnerable and marginalised group was one of the 
strengths of ERF-funded projects.40 
 
5.6 Recommendations 
 Given that the OCHA office in Peshawar maintains a watching brief over the conflict-affected 

areas in KP and FATA it is recommended that the HCT mandate the Peshawar-based OCHA office 
to work with the Clusters to prepare a ‘light-touch’ document which highlights humanitarian 
priorities in FATA and KP which can be regularly updated.  

 There is an urgent need for the Advisory Board to agree a framework for operationalizing 
humanitarian principles which can be used as a lens to review ERF proposals, particularly in 
areas affected by conflict. There is a corresponding need to include a section on principled 
humanitarian response in the ERF proposal template which will require organisations to provide 
details about how they will work within the framework and which should be assesses by the 
Review Board as part of the review process. Where lack of access precludes the ERF Secretariat 
from adequately monitoring ERF projects in conflict-affected, the use of independent research 
organisations should be considered. 

 Given the different approaches adopted by the clusters to review ERF projects, the development 
of a guidance note on best practice and the development of a set of minimum standards would 
ensure a basic level of rigour in the process. In order to strengthen the transparency of the 
review process, a consistent approach should be used to provide feeding back to organisations 
on the selection or rejection of their proposal. 

 A commitment to monitoring the outputs and outcomes of ERF projects on women (with 
support from UN Women and the provincial gender networking platform) accompanied by a 
dedicated gender monitoring tool which tracks the requirements outlined in the Gender Marker 
would go some way to ensuring that commitments made in the proposal submission stage were 
met during implementation and would provide a rich source of knowledge. 

 
6. Connectedness           
 
6.1 The contribution made by the ERF to meeting longer-term needs 
While the ERF guidelines state that during the review process preference will be given to ‘projects 
that have positive spin-offs for the wider community, are participative and empower communities, 
and that can lead to longer-term programming aimed at reducing vulnerability’. Undoubtedly the 
timing of the evaluation (towards the end of the early recovery period for the 2010 floods) meant 
that the focus of organisations attention was firmly fixed on seeking to maximise the benefit of the 
short-term funding on the longer-term recovery of people affected by the floods and consequently, 
interviews and field trips identified a rich diversity of good practice examples. 
 
At the community level, many village committees have now been in existence for over 14-months 
and have played a significant role in applying vulnerability criteria and targeting assistance as 
described above. Whilst in many cases very little capacity building had taken place, exposure to the 
aid architecture and the requirements of beneficiary selection has seen many (although not all) of 
these become organised and take on responsibilities that go far beyond their limited mandate. In the 
relatively aid aware environment of Muzaffargarh district, there was evidence that committees had 
begun to articulate their needs independently of relief organisations and had also made links to 
district mechanisms for raising complaints and seeking redress. In an area that may experience 
similar disasters in the future, a capacity to articulate community needs is potentially of significant 
value.  
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There were also numerous project-level outcomes that will undoubtedly provide benefits to 
communities that far outlast the duration of the project; 
 

‘This shelter is far better than what was washed away by the floods. God-willing it will last 10-
15-years’ village committee member, Muzaffargarh district, Punjab province 
 
‘Before the floods I used to earn PR3-4000 but since we have received the items [looms & 
sewing machines] I can earn PR 6,000 per month. The looms are of satisfactory quality and 
the sewing machines are of very good quality and we will be able to earn more than enough 
to sustain us after the project has ended’ livelihoods project beneficiary, Muzaffargarh 
district, Punjab province 
 
‘Twice a week we undertake outreach activities in the surrounding villages which include 
health and hygiene promotion. While this hasn’t been documented, we are beginning to see 
some change in practices which could help prevent disease prevention in the future’ ERF-
funded agency staff member, Johi district, Sindh province 

 
While they were able to identify good practice examples, agency staff were also conscious of the 
limited long-term contribution that some of the projects, particularly those more focused on the 
relief phase will have. 
 

‘As part of our WASH programme we constructed latrines and provided hand washing 
facilities. We used theatre and radio to promote change in knowledge, attitudes and practices 
but these issues are new to people in the area and while there has been some change, it 
probably only applied to 20-30% of the community’ agency staff member, Thatta district, 
Sindh province 
 

The sentiment above was echoed by other agency staff and there was generally observed to be a 
positive tension between efforts to promote longer-term benefit while at the same time 
acknowledging the limited potential that was offered by ERF project timeframes. This is a responsible 
approach by ERF organisations and constitutes good practice on the part of many. 
 
6.2 Examining the position of the ERF in the broader humanitarian financing landscape 
Pakistan has a diversity of funding mechanisms - pooled, bilateral and multilateral - and the 
evaluation sought to explore the added value of the ERF for humanitarian response in addition to 
trying to learn lessons from its closest comparator, the Responding to Pakistan’s Internally Displaced 
(RAPID) fund.   
 
The role of the ERF in Pakistan 
While it would be inaccurate to describe the funding architecture in Pakistan as a finely—tuned 
system, there is a growing understanding by humanitarian organisations of the role of different 
funds in meeting humanitarian needs. 
 
Historically many national and local NGOs have had to work through INGOs as sub-grantees and 
have used this mechanism to garner significant bilateral funding for relief projects. While this has 
proved to be an effective mechanism for delivering humanitarian assistance in Pakistan and has 
offered NNGOs access to capacity building opportunities, it also has its limitations – it has 
inefficiencies and can be overly-paternalistic particularly given that access and/or security 
constraints often preclude INGOs from doing little more than administering funds. With the growing 
experience of the clusters in Pakistan and a more nuanced understanding of the capacities and 
competencies of different humanitarian partners in Pakistan, a growing proportion of funding has 
been channelled directly through NNGOs and the ERF is one of several mechanisms that seeks to 
work in this way.  
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There is a significant diversity in how ERFs operate across different contexts which is considered a 
strength and the general trend has been for INGOs and increasingly, NNGOs to be targeted for 
funding rather than UN agencies. The argument goes that the UN agencies have access to CERF 
funds which other organisations can’t access directly which provides the justification for making the 
distinction. Beyond this, UN agencies and INGOs also have direct access to the gamut of bilateral and 
multilateral funding opportunities and while some NNGOs have also begun to receive considerable 
bilateral funding, there are many who remain too small, who lack capacity to compete for such funds 
or who are ‘invisible’ to bilateral agencies. The access of smaller organisations to funding 
opportunities is also hampered by a donor trend towards targeting fewer partners and disbursing 
larger grants, in order to reduce administrative costs and to increase fund efficiency. 
 
It is in this respect that the ERF has considerable added value. In providing a mechanism that 
manages the allocation and disbursement of funds to a diversity of partners the ERF stands to 
strengthen both humanitarian partnership and coordination. Given that these are both explicit aims 
of humanitarian reform, and that progress against meeting the aspirations of the Principles of 
Partnership has tended to lag behind other aspects of the reform processes, the ERF is one of the 
few mechanisms that has the potential to make a tangible contribution. 
 
Interviews with donors and ROs highlighted broad satisfaction with the ERF funding mix. While 
analysis shows that 56% of the funds were disbursed to NNGOs and 39% went to INGOs these 
figures hide a far greater role played by NNGOs who also receive a significant proportion of the 
funds allocated to INGOs as sub-grantees particularly in areas considered insecure. There is no doubt 
that the capacity and professionalism of the humanitarian sector in Pakistan has been strengthened 
over recent years and as new disasters and crises have affected different parts of the country there 
has been an expansion in the cadre of organisations experienced in humanitarian response. Given 
the access and security constraints faced by international organisations and the breadth of recent 
crises which have required a far greater focus on partnership between humanitarian actors, a 
prioritisation of NNGOs seems sensible and responsible. 
 
Furthermore, given that recent evaluations of the cluster system globally continue to highlight the 
limited participation of national humanitarian partners in coordination forums, a funding mechanism 
that can disburse directly to NNGOs while facilitating their access to cluster discussions about 
humanitarian priorities potentially offers a double-win. 
 
Towards a comparison of the ERF and RAPID 
While a review of the RAPID funding mechanism was beyond the scope of the evaluation time was 
committed to understanding the differences between the two funds in order to identify potential 
lessons for the ERF. Given that some of the most significant gaps in the ERF process are addressed by 
the RAPID fund, it provided an informative case study.  
 
The purpose of the RAPID Fund programme is to enable local and international NGOs to address the 
urgent and unaddressed humanitarian needs of IDPs in Pakistan, through the provision of funding 
for life-saving, quick impact, broad and innovative responses. The parameters of the RAPID fund are 
broadly similar to that of the ERF in that there is a 3-month project period (although this was 
extended to 6-months during the 2010 floods) and grants of between approximately $50,000 and 
$300,000 are available. Between 2009 to the present the fund has received just under $40 million 
and has received 750 applications of which 73 have been successful; the majority of these have been 
NNGO programmes with only a handful of INGO programmes funded. 
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Box 11: OFDA’s RAPID fund
41

 

 

 
The pooled fund which has the most similarity to the ERF is OFDA’s RAPID fund which Concern Worldwide has 
been managing since August 2009. Key elements of RAPID which are of potential relevance to the ERF include 
the following; 
 
Overview of the funding process 
There is a web-based application process which most applications are received through. There is then a 
process of review which includes an internal technical review and scoring, submission to OFDA in Islamabad 
and then to OFDA in New York via Concern Worldwide’s office in the US at which stage the contract is 
prepared and signed. On average this process takes approximately 2 weeks. 
 
Prioritisation of needs and proposal review 
Rather than use the clusters to as a technical review mechanism, Concern have in-house focal points for each 
of the clusters who are responsible for providing technical guidance and ensuring that proposals meet 
perceived priorities. The technical advisors can draw on knowledge from Concern’s field offices in Sindh, 
Multan and KP Provinces. 
 
Capacity building 
Concern has made organisational capacity building an explicit objective of the RAPID fund and each 
disbursement is accompanied by a financial and logistics capacity assessment. The Concern team has staff with 
practical experience in all general aspects of emergency response, finance management, security management 
and procurement and has training modules on these topics. It is not expected that partners will require 
capacity building of a more technical nature as they are expected to have these skills in order to be eligible for 
the grant. 
 
Monitoring 
A monitoring plan is a prerequisite for project funding. Concern has a standard monitoring and reporting plan 
for each partner which can be adapted to suit the needs of individual organizations. Concern employs four 
Monitoring and Support Officers who visit projects on a methodical basis according to an agreed schedule. 
They will do at least one monitoring visit to each partner’s intervention at least once during the project cycle 
to trouble shoot and provide support. Less experienced organizations generally receive more frequent visits. 
Partners are encouraged to consult with the monitoring team during the implementation and discuss issues as 
they arise. After each visit, the Monitoring and Support officer prepares a report of their visit using a standard 
format which is shared with the partners and presented in a consolidated form to the weekly Joint Review 
meetings (consisting of RAPID Fund management team) for discussion. 

Financial disbursements 
The funding schedule for each intervention is agreed with each partner at the time of finalising contracts.  This 
is based on a consideration of the different nature of the interventions and the different resourcing capacities 
of organisations.  As a guide, large national organisations and international organisations typically receive 50% 
of the total grant at time of signing contracts. 40% of the grant is then transferred upon satisfactory mid-term 
review and remaining 10% transferred after the successful completion of the project. The transfer of funds 
subsequent to the first tranche is based on satisfactory performance and thus linked to the monitoring and 
reporting process.  

 

 
With its own dedicated monitoring and review team RAPID provides support to implementing 
partners throughout the project cycle and by linking fund disbursement to the attainment of 
satisfactory results, independently monitored and routinely shared with partners, there is a stronger 
emphasis placed on partnership for results. Rather than rely solely on an initial screening and 
proposal review process as the ERF does, specific measures are taken to assess capacity and where 
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and from an interview with the Islamabad Director and Punjab Province programme manager.  



 

 

 

28 Evaluation of the Pakistan Emergency Response Fund 

gaps are identified training is provided. While this is only possible through the presence of a large 
team with a presence across several provinces, it doubtless provides a far stronger control 
framework and increases the likelihood of successful implementation. The corollary is that the RAPID 
process is unlikely to have the same impact on humanitarian coordination as the ERF as it doesn’t 
have the same links into the cluster system, and it doesn’t provide the same impetus for 
organisations to coordinate their activities through the clusters. 
 
Interviews with organisations which had received both RAPID and ERF funds highlighted particular 
strengths as being the greater timeliness of RAPID and the more rigorous approach to monitoring 
which permitted scope for frank discussions about strengths and weaknesses and for dealing with 
compliance issues in a timely manner. The linking of the release of funds to satisfactory monitoring 
results was considered good practice and NNGOs in particular felt that payment over 3 tranches, 
with a smaller initial payment and smaller final payment was preferable. Given the continuing 
problems with the timeliness of the ERF audit process this was considered to be a better model. 
 
 
7. Effectiveness            
 
The online survey provides very positive feedback on the effectiveness of the Pakistan ERF with 38 of 
the 62 respondents considering it excellent or very good and while interviews and focus group 
discussions highlighted a number of areas that should be strengthened, there was broad consensus 
about the added value of the fund even in a relatively crowded donor environment.  
 
The contribution made by the ERF to flood victims, although dwarfed by other funds, was considered 
strategic and was felt to have met important cluster priorities. The most significant concerns focused 
on the timeliness of the grant-making process and the weak monitoring framework, with some 
organisations questioning the relative prioritisation of floods response over the needs of those 
affected by conflict. This was echoed by the survey in which 58% of respondents felt that it needed 
to be further strengthened in order for it to fulfil its potential. 
 
Given the broad approval for the ERF, it comes as no surprise that there was near unanimous 
support for the ERF with over 90% of respondents considering it important for humanitarian 
response in Pakistan. Interviews highlighted the strongest approval amongst NNGOs who considered 
it one of the few funds that sought to proactively support their humanitarian effort, a focus which 
had broad approval throughout the humanitarian community.  
 
7.1 Achieving results and supporting innovation 
The results highlighted in the August 2010- August 2011 draft ERF Pakistan Progress Report (see box 
12) provide a compelling account of the value of the ERF. Spanning 7 provinces of Pakistan and 
cutting across all sectors of humanitarian activity, the report documents a significant contribution to 
addressing humanitarian need. Given the breadth of the fund’s reported achievements it is a shame 
that a system to track outputs is only now in the process of being completed which means that 
reports to date have been largely against agency plans rather than verified achievements which risks 
undermining a discussion about results. 
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Box 12: Expected first year outputs for the Pakistan ERF
42

 
 

Shelter/NFI 

Budget $10,523,959  381,400 beneficiaries 

 Project results: 41,709 winterisation kits, 12,737 kitchen 
kits, 9,634 household kits, 12,703 combined NFI kits, 3,333 
tarpaulins, 3,300 transitional shelters constructed, 217 
latrines constructed 

No. Projects 38 

Provinces 7 Provinces 

WASH 

Budget $8,960,264  1,300,677 beneficiaries 

 Project results: 6,639 latrines, 1,060 bathing facilities, 
102,854 hygiene kits, 61,567 jerry cans, 2,535,577 strips of 
puri tabs, 2,238 water schemes restored, 6,900 emergency 
water supply systems installed, 1,800 person/days CFW 
implemented 

No. Projects 31 

Provinces 4 Provinces 

Health 

Budget $4,664,497  787, 702 beneficiaries 

 Project results: Deployment of 57 fully equipped medical 
teams, 10 health facilities revitalised, 7,153 hygiene kits 
distributed, 170 delivery kits distributed 

No. Projects 15 

Provinces 5 Provinces 

Food Assistance 

Budget $2,752,911  228,727 beneficiaries 

 Project results: 16,129 food packages, 7,388 cash-for-food 
packages distributed including 4 community schemes 

No. Projects 9 

Provinces 4 

Education 

Budget $2,504,991  49,215 beneficiaries 

 Project results: 20 temporary learning centres, 264 schools 
refurbished, 1,070 units of school supplies provided, 14,434 
school kits distributed 

No. Projects 11 

Provinces 4 Provinces 

Community Restoration 

Budget $1,275,672  11,391 beneficiaries 

 Project results: 145,142 person/days cash for work 
implemented, 2,600 cash grant packages, 578 tool and raw 
material kits distributes, 2,426 community schemes 
rehabilitated 

No. Projects 6 

Provinces 3 Provinces 

Coordination & Support Services 

Budget $1,327,693  17,599,806 beneficiaries 

 Project results: 2,252 radio programmes, 41 community 
awareness sessions, 2 trainings for radio journalists 

No. Projects 4 

Provinces 5 Provinces 

Protection 

Budget $894,221  27,600 beneficiaries 

 Project results: Operation of 105 child friendly spaces and 
distribution of 4,500 winterisation kits 

No. Projects 4 

Provinces 3 Provinces 

Agriculture 

Budget $687,646  5,600 beneficiaries 

 Project results: Distribution of 4,000 units of agricultural 
input, implementation of cash-for-work for 3,600 
person/days, 60 community rehabilitation schemes 

No. Projects 3 

Provinces 2 Provinces 

Nutrition 

Budget $723,836  19,200 beneficiaries 
No. Projects 2 
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Provinces 1 Provinces  Project results: Operation of 24 outpatient therapeutic 
centres and 24 supplementary feeding programmes 

Multi-Cluster (health & nutrition) 

Budget $348,571  60,000 Beneficiaries 

 Project results: 4 outpatient facilities, 4 STPs, deployment of 
4 fully equipped medical teams, refurbishment of 4 
government health services 

No. Projects 1 

Provinces 1 Province 

 

Despite the weaknesses in tracking outputs the field trips made during the evaluation did go some 
way to endorsing the results. While only a fraction of the total projects were visited, there appeared 
to be a strong correlation between the proposed outputs and the results achieved and a review of 
organisations final narrative reports (of which 28 were received by the evaluator) suggests that in 
many cases expected outputs have been exceeded making it possible that the information provided 
in the draft Progress Report under-reports the results. Given this important knowledge gap it is now 
urgent that the system of output tracking is finalised43 and that monitoring information is routinely 
used to verify a sample of reported results (see section 7.2 for a more detailed discussion on 
monitoring). 
 

Supporting innovation  
The ERF Guidelines speak of prioritising innovative projects and while the evaluation was limited in 
its reach, interviews with ROs did highlight several projects that could be considered to be 
innovative and had potential to make a contribution to the broader sector or which sought to 
champion new approaches to saving lives or protecting livelihoods in Pakistan. 
 
Although several interagency initiatives, most notably the Humanitarian Accountability Project (HAP) 
have helped highlight and address gaps in accountabilities between those experiencing disaster and 
organisations responding to it, the provision of information particularly mass communications has 
remained weak. Internews’ Flood Crisis Information Project (FCIP) sought to strengthen the flow of 
information and promote dialogue between those providing and those receiving assistance. 
 
Box 13: Innovation case study - Flood Crisis Information Project

44
 

 

 
On Oct 15th 2010, Internews Europe was awarded USD 467,290 from UNOCHA’s Emergency Relief Fund (ERF-
DMA-0487-040 FCIP) to work with local radio stations and flood affected communities in Sindh and Punjab to 
provide information on the humanitarian effort. The objective of FCIP was to provide information that would 
increase the impact of aid programs in delivering humanitarian assistance as well as strengthen local 
communities' own resilience and survival strategies. In addition FCIP promoted dialogue between aid 
organisations, government agencies and beneficiaries to enhance aid effectiveness, transparency and 
accountability. 
 
Internews worked through two radio stations; Radio Highway in Sindh and Radio Awaz in Punjab with the 
objective of producing 30 minutes daily of programming between these stations on the humanitarian response 
to the flood crisis. The FCIP was a uniquely local platform, which engaged communities in close dialogue and 
interaction. This gave it qualities that differ significantly from direct ‘messaging’, such as newspaper 
advertisements and short announcements. It allowed communities to ask questions and discuss issues in 
detail, and to incorporate their perspectives in the discussion. This goes beyond and complements more direct 
messaging, expanding communities’ abilities to engage with the issues that they face. 
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In order to promote dialogue the FCIP built important linkages with humanitarian organisations; 
Humanitarian Liaison Officers in Hyderabad, Sukkur and Multan took on the role of attending cluster 
and Early Recovery Working Group meetings and also met with individual stakeholders where they 
identified issues. They then worked with the mentors and reporters to develop these ideas into 
stories. The independent evaluation of the programme noted considerable success in the provision 
of information to those affected by the floods and in promoting dialogue, reporting that; 

 
‘FCIP was very successful in increasing the availability of reliable, useful, and balanced 
information for flood affected communities. In addition, it provided a two-way 
communication platform between both humanitarian organization providers and flood 
affected communities. This platform was effective with humanitarian organizations acting at 
the field level by bringing feedback from communities that where then incorporated into their 
program strategies and facilitating the delivery of aid and dissemination of Life-saving 
messages.’

45
 

 
A second example of innovation comes from the ILO cash for work (CFW) project funded through the 
ERF; while cash for work has been a popular vehicle for stimulating livelihoods through recovery and 
rehabilitation works for many years, its use by ILO in KP Province had some very positive but 
unintended outcomes.  
 

‘In Nowshera, ILO provided an amount of USD 10,000 to the Employers’ Federation of 
Pakistan (EFP) for starting CFW activities in one village. Once started, EFP shared the modality 
with all renowned industrialists of the Province who visited the area and saw the 
implementation by themselves. This resulted in their confidence building in the system and 
they started motivating all other colleagues (Industrialists) to adopt the same system for 
helping flood-affected people to recover with dignity. As of today, a total of Rs: 13.2 million 
(around USD 155,300) have been donated/pledged by Industrialists which could be seen on 
the official website of KP Chamber of Commerce and Industries.’

46
 

 

While it is likely that other examples of innovation exist amongst the 124 ERF-funded projects there 
is no process to document these and so many will slip through the net. This is a shame as one of the 
key strengths of the ERF is that decision-making on funding priorities is made locally and hence there 
is scope for the fund to be used more proactively as seed money to trial humanitarian innovation. 
There is no doubt that the ERF has the potential to support programmes that deliver more 
contextually-relevant results and hence the focus on innovation is an important one. There would 
certainly be value in the RC/HC and the Advisory Board discussing the extent to which innovation 
could and should be prioritised in the future and seeking to better document the results of 
innovative projects. 
 
7.2 Managing quality control and minimising corruption 
 
Programme monitoring 
The ERF Guidelines assign primary responsibility for monitoring to the RO albeit supplemented by 
the clusters and the Review Board. As part of the proposal process, organisations are required to 
develop a monitoring framework with indicators and despite it not being mandatory, some provide 
regular progress updates against these to the Secretariat. Beyond internal monitoring processes, the 
Secretariat has been using its resources, often in conjunction with those of the clusters, to visit ERF 
projects although the ability for OCHA to do this was significantly compromised when the 
government requested it to close its offices in Punjab and Sindh. Despite these efforts, monitoring 
has generally been weak and it is curious that given the significant efforts that go into developing 
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strong proposals, a more rigorous approach hasn’t been adopted to ensure that agency rhetoric is 
translated into reality during project implementation. That is not to say that other donors have a 
comprehensive monitoring regime – many don’t - but it does stand out as one of the areas where 
performance is weakest and is an area that ERF’s comparator, RAPID does far more rigorously, albeit 
with significantly greater resources (see box 14). 
 
Box 14: RAPID’s approach to project monitoring 
 

 
In comparison to the ERF, OFDA’s RAPID fund has a significantly greater monitoring capacity and a more 
rigorous monitoring regime; support is provided by the RAPID team to develop baseline studies at the outset 
of each project during which technical assistance is provided in data collection methods and weekly, mid-term 
and end of project reports are collected as standard and form the basis for management conversations 
between the grant-maker and grantee about performance. This is further verified during a series of field visits 
undertaken by monitoring teams located in one of 3 field offices. The final tranche of funds is not released 
until a final physical verification. While the significant monitoring capacity doubtless has cost implications, and 
the heavier reporting requirement takes time to for implementing partners to meet, the process provides a 
significantly more robust control framework and (in theory at least) a greater assurance of successful 
implementation. 
 

 
Donor agencies considered the ERF’s ability to fund smaller and nimble national and local NGOs a 
particular strength as many of these organisations were beyond the reach of bilateral funding 
agreements. However, they also acknowledged that this represented considerable risk to the ERF. 
NNGOs also voiced a strong desire to strengthen the monitoring component of the ERF. With many 
being relatively new to the humanitarian sector they welcomed real time feedback and were 
concerned that when monitoring visits did occur, feedback wasn’t provided and on many occasions 
projects had either not been monitored or monitoring had occurred after the project had closed by 
which time it was too late to effect change. 47 NNGOs in particular were nervous of falling foul of 
audits due to the significant financial exposure they faced. With this in mind, organisations would 
welcome stronger partnership and shared learning and were keen to identify and deal with concerns 
at the earliest opportunity.  
 
Given the number and diversity of ERF-funded projects, monitoring outputs represents a huge task. 
However, the potential dangers of maintaining the status quo carries an even greater risk - that 
failure to adequately monitor projects may become a deterrent to donors who have their own 
internal quality control standards to meet. If the considerable benefits of the ERF in Pakistan (and 
globally) are to be realised and sustained then there needs to be a recognition of the potential risk 
that they carry in supporting such a diversity of organisations – which is one of the comparative 
advantages of the ERF – but also needs to be managed. Bolstering capacity to regularly monitor and 
provide real-time feedback to ERF-recipient organisations will be an essential step to take towards 
achieving this.  
 
Taking into account the limited capacity (and lack of appetite) in the clusters to subsume the ERF 
monitoring role into their portfolio of responsibilities, it is recommended that a centralised 
monitoring resource hosted by the ERF Secretariat is created as a priority and tasked with designing 
a monitoring framework for the ERF. This should include at least one mid-term monitoring visit, 
feedback from which should inform a 2-way discussion with the RO, in addition to a spot-checking 
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function which can be used to conduct ad-hoc project visits at the request of the RC/HC or Review 
Board. Financial resources for the creation of these posts and to cover associated costs (logistics, 
administration, transport) should be ring-fenced as part of OCHA’s commitment to overseeing the 
fund. 
 
ERF control framework 
In addition to monitoring, the ERF control framework comprises the following elements; (i) initial 
screening process, (ii) submission of a standardised proposal and budget, (iii) submission of a 
narrative and financial project completion report, and (iv) an external audit prior to the payment of 
second/final 20% tranche of funds. For projects over 3-months an interim financial and narrative 
progress report is mandatory. 
 
Agency opinion was divided about the ERF quality and control framework; INGOs tended to welcome 
the light touch approach and were confident in their internal monitoring capability and their ability 
to meet the requirements of the audit. Many of these organisations have significant experience and 
capacity in contract management and had been able to absorb the cost implications of audit delays 
through access to their own unrestricted funds. Smaller national and local NGOs were less confident 
in and significantly more critical of the ERF approach, particularly given the long delayed audit.48 
While the issues raised by the auditors were a source of consternation to some (see box 15 for an 
analysis), the more urgent issue was the delay in commencing the audit which has seen the payment 
of the final 20% tranche delayed by up to 5-months. While some organisations share responsibility 
for this as they have not fulfilled their contractual obligations and have struggled to meet the 
requirements of the auditors, many have been badly affected by the slow tendering process despite 
no wrong-doing on their part. 
 
Box 15: Headlines from the KPMG audit 
 

 
Once the contract had been awarded to KPMG, there was a steep learning curve for the organisation as initial 
plans have had to be significantly revised due to weak initial submissions and organisations’ slow response to 
follow-up requests for information.  
 
From a process perspective, 2 main lessons have come out of the first round of audits: 
 
 The lack of a standardised audit report format – which has now been addressed by KPMG; 
 Discrepancies between the ERF Guidelines and the Agreements signed by ROs which has led to significant 

confusion and complicated the audit process. This has also now been addressed through the drafting of a 
revised set of guidelines which are in the process of being finalised. 

 
In terms of the audit findings, there are a number of common issues that are emerging: 
 
 The stipulation in the Guidelines that expenditure variation within a budget category must not exceed 

10% has frequently been overlooked by ROs; 
 The requirement for prior approval by the ERF Secretariat for the use of the contingency has proved 

problematic as it is written in the Guidelines but is not stipulated in the Agreement; 
 The administration cost has also been divisive as there is no clarity within the Agreement about how it is 

can be charged. The guidelines provide more guidance but are also open to different interpretations; 
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 Much of the reason for the delay is as a result of a protracted UNDP-managed tendering process. The 
successful auditing company submitted an initial proposal in December 2010 and only started the initial audit 
of 55 projects at the end of May 2011. Similar delays have been noted for ERFs in other countries. The 2010 
ERF audit noted that the ‘auditing and review of final project reports submitted by grant recipients was the 
lengthiest part of the overall grant management process…the steps involved in post-grant review and 
processing took, on average, between 25 and 43 weeks.’ 
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 There have been occasions when ROs have spent on the project budget prior to the signing of the 
Agreement or have sought to claim for contingency stocks purchased prior to the commencement of the 
project, both of which are ineligible for reimbursement. 

 

 
Given the majority of the ERF funds went to NNGOs, the financial burden of this delay has been 
significant and interviews revealed a large number of organisations who have gone into debt with 
vendors and others who have had to take loans to cover the gap in funds. On several occasions 
NNGOs have had to cease their work due to the burden of debt and in at least one case an agency 
has been forced to shelve plans to respond to the 2011 floods in Sindh as they no longer have the 
capital to do this. This is a grave failing of the ERF particularly given the organisations it is seeking to 
target are the same ones who are most affected by the delays. 
 
7.3 ERF Governance 
The ERF is managed by the RC/HC and administered by OCHA Pakistan/Geneva on his behalf with 
support from an inter-organisation Review Board. An Advisory Board provides general guidance on 
the overall strategic direction and policy issues related to the ERF processes and priorities. 
 
The Secretariat 
The role of the ERF Secretariat includes a multitude of functions, one of the most important (and 
most valued) of which is that of the interlocutor between organisations seeking to apply for ERF 
funds and other bodies tasked with processes of administration and review. Feedback on the 
performance of the Secretariat was overwhelmingly positive and the success of the ERF in its first 
year can be attributed in large part to the dedication and commitment of the team despite their 
limited resources. 
 
A timeline of staffing over the first year of the Secretariat’s life highlights significant capacity gaps, 
particularly at the beginning of the ERF soon after the floods in August 2010 when there was the 
greatest humanitarian need and the largest throughput of ERF applications. It also demonstrates 
that for such a significant size of fund with a large number of short-term projects, the resources 
committed to processing grants and to monitoring programmes has been extraordinarily modest. 
 
Box 16: ERF Secretariat staffing timeline 
 

Date Staffing Date Staffing 

Aug 2010 1 x P3 Feb  
2011 

1 x P3, 1 x surge 

Sep 2010 1 x P3, 1 x surge, 1 x OPT ERF Mar 2011 
 

1 x P3, 1 x surge 
 

Oct 2010 
 

1 x P3, 1 x surge, 1 x NAO Admin 
 

Apr 2011 
 

1 x P3, 1 x NAO, 1 x General Service 
 

Nov 2010 
 

1 x P3, 1 x surge, 1 x NAO Admin 
 

May 2011 
 

1 x P3, 1 x NAO, 1 x General Service 
 

Dec 2010 
 

1 x P3, 1 x surge, 1 x NAO Admin 
 

June 2011 
 

1 x P3, 1 x NAO, 1 x General Service 
 

Jan 2011 1 x P3, 1 x surge, 1 x NAO Admin 
 

July 2011 1 x P3, 1 x NAO, 1 x General Service 
 

 

OCHA in New York acknowledged the mismatch in resourcing during the June 2010 internal audit 
which made recommendations based on a review of ERFs in Kenya, Somalia and Ethiopia. The OCHA 
management response outlined minimum staffing levels for ERFs which support a recommendation 
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to strengthen the team (see box 12 below).49 Since the audit was published the external evaluation 
of the Haiti ERRF has made very similar recommendations with similar evidence.50 With the Pakistan 
ERF in transition as the 2010 floods ceases to be considered a priority for the fund, it is 
recommended that rather than use the current period when the fund has been exhausted to make 
decisions about resourcing the Secretariat, a longer-term view is used which takes account of the 
potential for disasters in Pakistan and draws on an analysis of the average level of humanitarian 
financing over recent years. This would provide considerable justification for strengthening the 
team. 
 
Box 17: Proposed recommended minimum standards for dedicated county office staffing to support ERFs

51
 

 

Fund Size Projects & annual volume Team size Comments 

Small $1-10 million, 10-15 funded 
projects per year 

1 professional 
1 general service 

If going up to $10 million per year, 
consider adding another professional 
based on the number  of projects 
expected 

Medium $10-25 million, 40-50 funded 
projects per year 

3 professional 
1 general service 

Depending on project size, a fourth 
professional staff member may be 
appropriate 

Large Up to $50 million, >60 funded 
projects per year 

4 professional 
2 general service 

A P4 staff member should head the 
fund, and at least one of the other 
professionals should focus  on project 
monitoring and evaluation 

 
The Advisory Board 
While discussions with the Advisory Board revealed a strong commitment to providing strategic 
guidance and a desire to oversee a successful ERF, the members were unclear about some aspects of 
the role (many weren’t aware of the existence of a ToR) which has at times made it difficult to work 
effectively. While the Board is mandated to determine strategic priorities, in practice there isn’t a 
formal process to support them in this task and while the Secretariat has consistently provided 
information about the status of the fund (outlining the number of disbursements, providing a 
breakdown of expenditure by sectors and reporting the balance remaining in the fund), this has 
meant that more of the focus has been on reflecting on the past rather than on planning for the 
future and setting priorities and targets. While the ERF Secretariat have been diligent in providing 
data this has been supply- rather than demand-driven. In assessing the performance of the ERF, the 
Advisory Board would do well to select a list of key performance indicators which could provide the 
basis for regular monitoring reports and a transparent annual performance assessment.52  
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 Office of Internal Oversight Service, Internal Audit Division (2010) OCHA’s Management of Emergency 
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 Morinière L (2011) External Evaluation of the Haiti ERRF 2008-2011 
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 Prepared by OIOS based on information provided by OCHA (please note: Actual  staffing levels should reflect 
the needs and circumstances of the  particular fund and need not necessarily comply with these minimum 
standards in all circumstances) 
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 These could include the following; (i) average time for proposal review process is no more than ‘a’ days, (ii) 
average time for administrative process is no more than ‘b’ days, (iii) at least ‘c’% of the funds committed to 
NNGOs, (iv) ERF website is updated on a monthly basis, (v) ‘d’% of funds are disbursed, (vi) ‘e’% of projects 
have had mid-term monitoring visits which have been followed up, (vi) ‘f’% of completed projects have been 
audited and final disbursements have been made, ‘g’% of the funds are allocated to conflict and ‘h’% to natural 
disasters. 
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The lack of a mechanism to provide regular information on strategic country-wide humanitarian 
priorities that constitutes the most significant gap in the work of the Advisory Board.53 While this 
omission might not have been an issue of concern during the 2010 floods as there was a 
comparatively well-funded ERF and a broad swathe of the country with a similar set of unmet needs, 
it is likely to become far more important with a smaller ERF and a mix of humanitarian needs - both 
disaster-related and as a result of protracted conflict. Given the greater complexities of responding 
in conflict areas, a mechanism that provides strategic guidance on perceived priorities would allow 
the Advisory Board to far better meet its responsibilities in providing guidance, and would also allow 
potentially challenging or contentious targeting issues (relating to humanitarian principles, or where 
there is no agreement on inter-cluster prioritisation) to be addressed as part of normal business 
rather than in an ad hoc manner.  
 
Box 18: The ERF governance gap 

 

 

 
 

 
While the fractured architecture of the clusters and Early Recovery Working Groups (ERWG) in 
Pakistan – with well-established clusters in KP Province and ERWGs in Punjab and Sindh (albeit 
reverting back to clusters for the purposes of responding to the 2011 floods) – complicates the task 
of obtaining a country-wide humanitarian overview it would reflect poorly on the humanitarian 
community if there wasn’t a forum which could perform this essential task. Whether it is undertaken 
at the level of the Inter-Cluster Coordination Meeting (ICCM) or is added to the duties of the HCT, 
having clarity about how to set humanitarian priorities should be considered a priority. 
 
Another important issue raised by some members of the Advisory Board was the lack of a 
government representative. While NDMA had initially been invited to join the Board, the offer was 
not initially taken up and then became complicated as there were competing requests for 
membership (from the Economic Affairs Division). Negotiations have recently recommenced with 
NDMA and while the context of humanitarian response in Pakistan might make for a complicated set 
of discussions, particularly for conflict-affected areas, a means of keeping relevant parts of 
government informed and engaged in decision-making would be beneficial. 
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 It is important to note that there is one example of a request made by the Review Board to the Inter-Cluster 
Coordination Meeting to identify 3 prioritised clusters and 2 prioritised geographic areas on 16 November 
2010, but feedback from interviews suggests that this was generally done in an ad-hoc manner and was 
confined to flood-affected areas 

The ‘governance gap’ refers to a lack of 
management information about country wide 
priorities at level of the RC/HC and the 
Advisory Board. In the context of Pakistan 
where clusters in KP Province seeking to 
address conflict-related priorities rub 
shoulders with Early Recovery Working Groups 
in Punjab and Sindh Province seeking to 
determine post-flood early recovery priorities, 
it is essential that there is a process of triage to 
identify and report inter-cluster humanitarian 
priorities to the RC/HC and the Advisory Board 
in order to empower them to make decisions 
about how to best target the ERF. 



 

 

 

37 Evaluation of the Pakistan Emergency Response Fund 

 
The Humanitarian Coordinator 
Interviews outside of the Pakistan highlighted the added value of an HC to champion the ERF and to 
proactively promote the ERF to donors and given the potential the HC has for using the ERF as a 
vehicle for influencing donor strategy, the importance of this role cannot be under-estimated. 
However, in the context of Pakistan where the ERF contributed only 2.6% of the total funds the 
RC/HC felt that it had had limited impact on his role. Given the fractious nature of the humanitarian 
community in Pakistan, particularly on issues of humanitarian principles and access, there is a risk 
that as arbiter between opposing sides the role of ERF manager carries as great a risk of weakening 
the RC/HCs position as it does of strengthening it (as evidenced by recent discussions about using 
ERF funding in Jalozai Camp). 
 
However it’s the view of the evaluator that a well-funded and well-targeted ERF which builds on the 
lessons of the last 12-months can be a far more powerful tool in the RC/HCs armoury. An ERF which 
has clear ground rules to govern how it is used, which galvanises the support of the humanitarian 
community and which leverages funding from both traditional and non-traditional donors could be 
an important instrument for advocating for those whose needs have been neglected; with 
committed management and stronger needs-based targeting and more robust monitoring the ERF 
could provide a blue-print for funding in some of the most difficult parts of the country and may also 
provide greater justification for passionate support.  
 
7.4 Recommendations 
 Given the breadth of the ERF’s reported achievements it is a shame that a system to track 

outputs is only now in the process of being developed. It is now urgent that the new system of 
tracking outputs which is currently being trialled is implemented across all ERF projects 

 There is currently no system to document innovation despite the significant potential that exists 
for ERF funds to be used as seed money to trial new and emerging humanitarian practice. The 
RC/HC and the Advisory Board should decide the extent to which innovation could and should be 
prioritised in the future and seek to strengthen the documentation of results. 

 Taking into account the limited capacity of the clusters to subsume the ERF monitoring role into 
their portfolio of responsibilities, it is recommended that a minimum of one additional post is 
created in the ERF Secretariat as a priority and tasked with designing a monitoring framework 
for the ERF. The framework should include at least one mid-term monitoring visit, the feedback 
from which should inform a 2-way discussion with the RO, in addition to a spot-checking 
function which can be used to conduct ad-hoc project visits at the request of the RC/HC, 
Advisory Board or Review Board. 

 The failure to conduct timely audits has had a significant negative impact on many NNGOs. By 
decentralising responsibility for the audit process to allow organisations to select a company 
from a list of pre-qualified auditors immediately after project completion would meet the needs 
for financial accountability while allowing the timely completion of the process.  

 The 2-tranche model of financial disbursements adopted by the Pakistan ERF linked to the 
limited project monitoring capacity of the Secretariat and the lack of timely audits has 
undermined partnerships, particularly with NNGOs. The RAPID model of providing funding in 3 
disbursements with the second disbursement contingent on a successful mid-term monitoring 
visit would allow the greatest chance of successful project outcomes. It would also minimise 
losses and allow swift follow-up (including forensic audit and investigation) in the event of 
evidence of any misuse of funds. 

 The audit process has highlighted discrepancies between the ERF Guidelines and the Agreement 
which has caused considerable confusion amongst partners. It will be essential to ensure that 
this is addressed in future document revisions. The ERF Secretariat should ensure that lessons 
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from the KPMG audit are raised with the Advisory Board and cascaded down to ERF partners to 
avoid similar problems in the future. 

 While the Advisory Board is mandated to determine strategic priorities, in practice there has 
been too little information for them to do this. The lack of a mechanism to provide regular 
information on strategic country-wide humanitarian priorities constitutes the most significant 
gap in the role of the Advisory Board and should be urgently addressed either through a process 
of triage during the Inter-Cluster Coordination Meeting, or by the HCT. 

 
 
8. Conclusion & Recommendations         
 
8.1 Towards a vision for the future of the ERF 
In its first year of operation the ERF has delivered some important results for people affected by 
disasters and conflicts. With an established group of donors and with a large and diverse group of 
organisations which are now familiar with the fund there is scope for it to provide more targeted 
assistance to communities with the greatest need of assistance. To do this there needs to be more 
effective support to determine country-wide priorities, efficiencies need to be identified in the 
review process (or a fast-track process needs to be developed) to increase the timeliness of grant-
making and grant monitoring needs to be significantly strengthened. 
 
While these changes are important to the future success of the ERF, they should be part of a larger 
process to determine the vision for the ERF; with the 2010 floods now long past and with the 
generous donor contributions made in their wake now exhausted, it will be important to have clarity 
about the scale of the fund and a marketing strategy to achieve this. 
 
Size matters - making the case for a proportionate ERF 
A rough calculation of unmet humanitarian needs including the residual recovery needs for those 
affected by the floods in 2010, an estimate of the unmet needs of those affected by conflict in FATA 
and KP (from May 2011) and the humanitarian assistance required by those recently affected by 
floods in Sindh gives an approximate current estimation of humanitarian need of $1 billion.54 Using 
the ERF classification system developed by the 2010 audit (reproduced in box 17) as a reference, the 
trends in humanitarian expenditure in Pakistan (detailed in section 1.1) and the extent of unmet 
humanitarian needs in the country provide a strong justification for a ‘medium’ ERF of between $10-
25 million; funding of this order would permit rapid and timely support to people affected by natural 
disasters at the same time as being sensitive to emerging needs and access to populations affected 
by conflict. Underpinned by a framework to operationalize principled humanitarian assistance, the 
ERF should aim to provide agile assistance to those whose needs are the greatest – wherever they 
are located in the country. 
 
Box 19: A proposal for the future size of the Pakistan ERF 

 
Fund Size Projects & annual volume Team size Comments 

Medium $10-25 million, 40-50 funded 
projects per year 

3 professional 
1 general service 

Depending on project size, a fourth 
professional staff member may be 
appropriate 
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 The shortfall against the PFERP is approximately $589 million (OCHA, September 2011); the shortfall against 
the PHRP is approximately $181 million (OCHA, May 2011); the shortfall against the 2011 floods Flash Appeal is 
approximately $277 million (OCHA FTS, 21 October 2011). While this is a crude calculation, it gives a total for 
unmet humanitarian need of $1.065 billion. 
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Implicit in this vision of the ERF is a Secretariat that is resourced to significantly expand its 
monitoring role. The team should include at a minimum 3 professional staff members and 1 general 
service member – although given the importance of a sound monitoring system for the ERF in order 
to be able to the strongest possible case to donors, it is strongly recommended that a fourth 
professional staff member is added to the team. 
 
A fund with plenty to offer - selling a vision of the future 
While the findings of the evaluation recommend the need for changes to be made to strengthen the 
performance of the ERF it also documents important attributes to justify continuing donor support.  
 
 One of the biggest advantages of the ERF are its explicit linkages to the processes of 

humanitarian reform; a fund which has a track record of practically strengthening coordination 
and that is one of the few tangible manifestations of moving the Principles of Partnership from 
rhetoric to reality should be welcome news for donors.  

 The fact that ERFs have a track-record of leveraging funds from non-OECD/DAC donors should 
provide a significant opportunity for the Pakistan ERF which has already raised considerable 
funds from non-traditional donors. 

 Given Pakistan’s perceived strategic interest to influential OECD/DAC donors such as DFID and 
USAID, the capacity of the ERF to provide effective assistance to areas in Pakistan considered 
‘fragile’ will potentially speak to emerging stabilisation agendas in addition to more established 
humanitarian strategies, particularly if a framework for ensuring principled humanitarian 
assistance is developed. 

 Given the donor trend towards seeking greater efficiencies in the delivery of humanitarian 
assistance, a fast-track humanitarian review process and a strengthened monitoring capacity 
would make a strong case for traditional donors keen to provide agile and accountable 
assistance. 

 
While it is likely far easier to justify donor support for the Pakistan ERF on paper than it will be to 
fundraise in practice, there is no doubt that a well-managed ERF with a track record in responding 
rapidly to humanitarian needs does have significant potential for raising marketing itself both to new 
and emerging donors and it is strongly recommended that a strategy is developed which seeks to 
address the areas of weakness while communicating a vision of the future in order to achieve the 
scale of ERF that is justified by the humanitarian needs in Pakistan. 
 
8.2 Priority Recommendations 
While there is a strong case for supporting the Pakistan ERF in the future this should be done in the 
context of a commitment to making necessary changes. A work plan which builds on the 
recommendations made in this evaluation, which outlines remedial action and provides a timeline 
for change to happen will be an important step. While it is anticipated that the recommendations 
contained in this report will provide an important steer about how to go about this, fundamental to 
the future success of the ERF will be the determination of the body mandated to oversee it – the 
RC/HC supported by the Advisory Board – to role model the partnership required for the success of 
the fund. 
 
In shaping a future vision and strategy for the ERF, it is recommended that the RC/HC and the 
Advisory Board focus their attention on three priority issues: 
 
 
Issue 1: Responding quickly to crisis – the need for an agile ERF 
 Given the length of time it takes to finalise partner agreements and make disbursements from the ERF, 

there is a strong case for designing a fast-track funding process which has its own set of guidelines which 
can be applied at the discretion of the RC/HC and the Advisory Board in order to respond to rapid onset 
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crises or take advantage of access opening up to conflict-affected populations. The ambition should be to 
facilitate programme start-up within a week of identifying the needs. 

 
Issue 2: Determining priorities and defending principles 
 While the Advisory Board is mandated to determine strategic priorities for the ERF, in practice they have 

received insufficient information to do this. The lack of a mechanism to provide regular information on 
strategic country-wide humanitarian priorities constitutes the most significant gap in the role of the 
Advisory Board and should be urgently addressed either through a process of triage during the Inter-
cluster Coordination Meeting, or by the HCT. 

 Given that the OCHA office in Peshawar maintains a watching brief over the conflict-affected areas in KP 
and FATA it is recommended that the HCT mandate the Peshawar-based OCHA office to work with the 
Clusters to prepare a ‘light-touch’ document which highlights humanitarian priorities in FATA and KP 
which can be regularly updated.  

 There is an urgent need for the Advisory Board to agree a framework for operationalizing humanitarian 
principles which can be used as a lens to review ERF proposals, particularly in areas affected by conflict. 
There is a corresponding need to include a section on principled humanitarian response in the ERF 
proposal template which will require organisations to provide details about how they will work within the 
framework and which should be assesses by the Review Board as part of the review process. Where lack 
of access precludes the ERF Secretariat from adequately monitoring ERF projects in conflict-affected, the 
use of independent research organisations should be considered. 

 
Issue 3: Strengthening control and enhancing partnership 
 Taking into account the limited capacity of the Clusters to subsume the ERF monitoring role into their 

portfolio of responsibilities, it is recommended that a minimum of one additional post is created in the 
ERF Secretariat as a priority and tasked with designing a monitoring framework for the ERF. The 
framework should include at least one mid-term monitoring visit, the feedback from which should inform 
a 2-way discussion with the RO, in addition to a spot-checking function which can be used to conduct ad-
hoc project visits at the request of the RC/HC, Advisory Board or Review Board. 

 The failure to conduct timely audits has had a significant negative impact on many NNGOs. By 
decentralising responsibility for the audit process to allow organisations to select a company from a list of 
pre-qualified auditors immediately after project completion would meet the needs for financial 
accountability while allowing the timely completion of the process.  

 The 2-tranche model of financial disbursements adopted by the Pakistan ERF linked to the limited project 
monitoring capacity of the Secretariat and the lack of timely audits has undermined partnerships, 
particularly with NNGOs. The RAPID model of providing funding in 3 disbursements with the second 
disbursement contingent on a successful mid-term monitoring visit would allow the greatest chance of 
successful project outcomes. It would also minimise losses and allow swift follow-up (including forensic 
audit and investigation) in the event of evidence of any misuse of funds. 

 

 
8.3 Secondary Recommendations 
The evaluation has also highlighted a range of secondary recommendations that should be 
addressed as part of the continuing process of strengthening the ERF: 
 

 
Timeliness 
 There are numerous instances where delays in the project approval process meant that project inputs 

were not provided in a timely manner which significantly compromised the impact of the work on 
beneficiaries. It is recommended that the ERF proposal has an additional section included in the template 
for time-sensitive projects where a deadline for decision-making can be noted. This would help prioritise 
the decision-making process and would go some way to ensuring that administrative delays do not 
compromise project outputs 

 
Efficiency 
 Treating humanitarian partners differently undermines one of the fundamental pillars of humanitarian 

reform, that of partnership. Given that issues of programme support costs, funding tranches and reporting 
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requirements have now been globally standardised it is recommended that these changes are 
incorporated into the revised guidelines for the Pakistan ERF. 

 Given the lack of clarity about the use of the PSC and the perception that the ERF Secretariat is under-
resourced, OCHA should fully and transparently account for their use of these funds. Ultimately a system 
of funding the ERF Secretariat (including an expanded monitoring capability) directly from PSC would 
strengthen accountability and provide greater latitude for the ERF Secretariat to be more responsive to 
changes in the humanitarian situation and the size of the fund. 
 

Relevance 
 Given the different approaches adopted by the Clusters to review ERF projects, the development of a 

guidance note on best practice and the development of a set of minimum standards would ensure a basic 
level of rigour in the process. In order to strengthen the transparency of the review process, a consistent 
approach should be used to provide feeding back to organisations on the selection or rejection of their 
proposal. 

 A commitment to monitoring the outputs and outcomes of ERF projects on women (with support from UN 
Women and the provincial gender networking platform) accompanied by a dedicated gender monitoring 
tool which tracks the requirements outlined in the Gender Marker would go some way to ensuring that 
commitments made in the proposal submission stage were met during implementation and would provide 
a rich source of knowledge. 

 
Effectiveness 
 Given the breadth of the ERF’s reported achievements it is a shame that a system to track outputs is only 

now in the process of being developed. It is now urgent that the new system of tracking outputs which is 
currently being trialled is implemented across all ERF projects 

 There is currently no system to document innovation despite the significant potential that exists for ERF 
funds to be used as seed money to trial new and emerging humanitarian practice. The RC/HC and the 
Advisory Board should decide the extent to which innovation could and should be prioritised in the future 
and seek to strengthen the documentation of results. 

 The audit process has highlighted discrepancies between the ERF Guidelines and the Agreement which has 
caused considerable confusion amongst partners. It will be important to address this in future document 
revisions. The ERF Secretariat should ensure that lessons from the KPMG audit are raised with the 
Advisory Board and cascaded down to ERF partners to avoid similar problems in the future. 
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Annex 2: Terms of Reference for the Evaluation        
 
Background  
 
The multifaceted humanitarian context in Pakistan requires a fast and effective response mechanism. The 
Pakistan Emergency Response Fund (ERF) is a vital source of funding to provide urgently needed assistance to 
populations made vulnerable by either natural or complex emergencies. The Humanitarian Country Team in 
Pakistan approved the establishment of the ERF in March 2010, and it was activated during the floods in 
August 2010. In total US $ 36.6 million have been generously contributed and so far 95% have been 
allocated/disbursed for projects.  
 
The aim of the Pakistan ERF is to cover emergency requirements in areas where there are gaps in the 
humanitarian response by providing humanitarian actors (Non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and UN 
humanitarian agencies) with rapid and flexible funding. The ERF allows the Humanitarian Coordinator to 
channel funds in support of cluster response activities that best meet the short-term emergency needs and/or 
prevent further erosion of livelihood, assets and coping mechanism of affected communities.  
 
1. Purpose 
The purpose of the evaluation is to take stock of the first year of operation of the Emergency Relief Fund (ERF) 
and to provide feedback on its speed, relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and connectedness to stakeholders, 
with the aim of highlighting ERF operational strengths and areas for improvement while also highlighting 
evidence on results that may be directly attributed to the ERF. 
 
2.   Objectives 
The objectives of the evaluation are to: 
 

1) Assess to what extent the ERF was able to meet its primary objective of supporting humanitarian 
organizations and in responding to natural and complex disasters by providing rapid and flexible 
funding to partners to implement projects to meet unforeseen needs, as well as additional objectives 
of strengthening coordination mechanisms (including the role of HC); 

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

3) Review the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, sustainability, and value-added of the ERF; 
4) Identify (a) any improvements that would help strengthen the functioning of the ERF, and (b) areas 

working particularly well which might be systematized and applied in other ERF contexts; and 
5) Examine whether OCHA is appropriately resourced to deliver an effective ERF and to suggest any 

necessary changes.  
 
3. Scope and focus 
The evaluation team will explore how the ERF is contributing towards a more timely, predictable, effective and 
accountable humanitarian response. It will assess both the management processes and operational aspects of 
the fund, and use a case study approach to provide anecdotal evidence of results which may be attributed to 
ERF funding. 
 
4. Criteria and key questions 
The key questions pertaining to the criteria below (i.e. relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, connectedness and 
cross-cutting issues) should lie on the following main areas: 

a. Monitoring and accountability of the system and project 

b. Efficiency on ERF structures, management and process 

c. The relevance of ERF projects to humanitarian needs 

d. How ERF as funding mechanism complement other mechanism in order to ensure that the needs are 
addressed  

 
Relevance 



 
45 Evaluation of the Pakistan Emergency Response Fund 

 How relevant is the ERF to the humanitarian needs in Pakistan? Is the ERF associated with more 
timely and effective funding to address the critical gaps? 

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

 
Effectiveness  

 To what extent does the portfolio of projects funded by the ERF attain their stated objective(s)?   
 To what extent do the individual project activities produce the expected results? How do we know? 
 Are sufficient quality control mechanisms in place for: 1) planning and design, 2) approval of projects, 

3) fund disbursement, and 4) monitoring, reporting and review 5) financial coherence across 
programmes (e.g. unit costs)?  

 Are both headquarters and country level stakeholders receiving all necessary and relevant 
information (Did the ERF fulfil on its reporting commitments in the original guidelines)? 

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

 Did the ERF contribute to strengthening the coordination mechanisms and the role of the 
Humanitarian Coordinator/Resident Coordinator in Pakistan?  If yes, how?  If no, what were the 
inhibiting factors? 

 
Efficiency   

 Were funds well targeted and prioritized? 
 Are the overheads that are agreed between OCHA and NGOs appropriate and how do they compare 

to the 13% overheads charged to the fund for UN programmes? 
 Are the overheads in the Fund comparable to other bi-lateral funding mechanisms such as the OFDA 

RAPID? 
 Are adequate anti-corruption and accountability measures in place in the operation of the ERF? 
 How much funding was passed on to NGOs? How long did it take to forward the disbursements? 

When were NGO programmes actually implemented?  
 Why did National NGOs consider it was difficult to apply for the ERF as procedures were not known to 

some NGOs or were as cumbersome (RTE Floods 2010)? How can this be redressed? 
 Why was the ERF considered slower than other bi‐lateral funding mechanisms, such as the OFDA 

RAPID (RTE Floods 2010)? What is being done to redress this imbalance? 
 
Connectedness 

 What is the current relationship between the ERF and other humanitarian financing mechanisms, 
including but not limited to: agency internal resources, bilateral contributions, other funds, global 
funds, and Flash Appeals?  

 What effect has the presence of ERF have on the overall levels of humanitarian funding available for a 
crisis?  

 Should there be a reserve fund in Pakistan? What is the optimal size for the reserve ERF fund in 
Pakistan? What would happen to the interest earned on any reserve fund? 

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

 
Cross cutting issues 

 To what extent did the portfolio of projects funded by the ERF take gender equality into 
consideration? Was gender equality a consideration in the selection of individual projects? 

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

 
 
5. Methodology 
The evaluation will employ qualitative and quantitative approaches to data collection and analysis. Information 
will be collected via desk review, and semi-structured interviews with key informants and groups at both 
headquarters and in Pakistan.  These will include but not be limited to beneficiaries, UN Agencies, I/NGOs and 
Donor entities, members of the ERF Review Board, Advisory Board, the clusters and the Humanitarian 
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Coordinator. E-survey will be administered to managers of ERF projects. A case study approach will be applied 
whereby the consultant will review a select group of ERF-funded projects to assess results which may be 
attributed to ERF funding, recognizing this information will be anecdotal in nature and not representative of 
other ERF-funded projects or the ERF as a whole.   
 
The consultant will be expected to provide a clear explanation of how all data will be validated and 
recommendations constructed, such as through the use of an evidence tree.  
 
A more detailed methodology will be proposed by the team leader in the inception report, to be discussed and 
approved by the Evaluation Reference Group.   
 
6. Deliverables and reporting requirements 
All reports listed will be written in good Standard English.  If in the estimation of the Evaluation Reference 
Group the reports do not meet this required standard, then the Consultant will, at their own expense, 
undertake the editing necessary to bring it to the required standards.   
 
Inception Report 
Inception Report will iterate the parameters and work plans to operationalize and direct each aspect of the 
evaluation, including the design of any tools to be employed.  The Inception Report will include an appropriate, 
representative sampling method for selecting individual ERF-funded projects to review, as well as the design of 
a preliminary survey to help assess their relevance and effectiveness. The Inception Report will elaborate on 
these ToR by describing how the evaluation will be carried out; mapping the issues identified in the terms of 
reference; refining and specifying the expectations; outlining the methodology; clarifying roles and 
responsibilities; conducting a stakeholder mapping to identify potential key informants, and the timeframe.  
The Inception Report will also present an outline for the Final Report.   
 
Draft Report  
The draft report of the evaluation must be submitted to the evaluation manager first, who will distribute it to 
stakeholders and receive all comments.  The evaluation manager will share the comments received with the 
evaluation consultant(s), who is responsible for documenting all comments received in a tabular format 
(including who sent them, location in the draft report, whether they were accepted or not, and, if not, why).  
 
Final Report 
The final evaluation report should be logically structured, containing evidence-based findings, conclusions, 
lessons and recommendations, and should be free of information that is not relevant to the overall analysis. 
The report should be presented in a way that makes the information accessible and comprehensible. The final 
report of the evaluation should: 
 

a) Present main findings and conclusions up-front in the Executive Summary and use the rest of the 
report for more detailed analyses and presentation of findings; 

b) Focus on readers’ expectations with regard to the object of evaluation; 
c) Have clear overall structure that is easy to understand; 
d) Explain the evaluation questions, and be explicit about evaluation criteria and standards of 

performance; 
e) Present negative findings in a constructive and professional manner; 
f) Use a consistent and conventional system for footnotes and references in the text, 
g) Explain abbreviations and list them in a separate glossary, 
h) Use tables and figures to facilitate understanding, where appropriate. 

 
Presentation 
The consultant will prepare a PowerPoint presentation outlining the evaluation process, main findings and 
recommendations. 

 
 

Workshops 
The Consultant will develop and facilitate a debriefing workshop prior to leaving Pakistan.   
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7. Team composition and management structures 
The evaluation will be conducted by an external consultant, with following qualifications: 
 

 Experience in conducting and leading humanitarian evaluations; 
 Minimum of 10 years work experience in humanitarian affairs; 
 In-depth knowledge of humanitarian financing issues and familiarity with the CAP; 
 Experience evaluating small funds and/or quick impact projects  
 Demonstrated capacity for strategic thinking and ability to work collaboratively with multiple 

stakeholders; 
 Fluency in English.  

 
An understudy to support the consultant in field work and drafting may be considered.   
 
OCHA Pakistan Office will assist the Consultant in facilitating access to key stakeholders and specific 
information or expertise needed to complete the evaluation, coordinating field research, including meetings, 
transportation and logistics, as well as the validation workshop.  
 
The Evaluation Reference Group, consisting of the members of the Advisory Board will assist in guiding the 
evaluation process throughout its cycle. It will review and comment on: 

a) evaluation design (draft Terms of Reference); 
b) inception report; 
c) draft evaluation reports; 
d) recommendations; 
e) lessons identified and related follow-up. 

 
At the initial stages of the evaluation, the Reference Group will provide guidance and suggestions to identify 
potential material, interview subjects, documents and other research to be considered during the evaluation. 
In addition, this group may be tasked with facilitating the dissemination and application of the results and 
other follow-up action. The Reference Group will be chaired by a donor representative in the Advisory Board   
 
Relevant Literature 
 
Relevant literature includes, but is not limited to, RTE, DFID’s Humanitarian Emergency Response Review, etc. 
and any previous evaluations of pooled funding mechanism.  
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Annex 3: Evaluation Schedule          
 

Date  Meeting 
Day 1 (19 September) Travel to Islamabad (arrive 0230hrs) 

Islamabad  
Day 2 ( 20 September) Meeting with ERF Secretariat: 

- Finalize itinerary and logistic arrangement 
- Briefing on the operation of ERF Pakistan 

 Head of OCHA Pakistan 

  Humanitarian Coordinator 

Day 3 (21 September) UN Gender Equality Advisor 

 Evaluation Reference Group: Presentation on the Inception Report 

 Norway Donor Representative 

 ERF Advisory Board 

 ERF Review Board 

 Wrap-up meeting with ERF Secretariat 

Day 4 (22 September) Cluster focus group meeting - Food Aid, Shelter/NFI, WASH and Health   

 OFDA RAPID Fund – Concern WW 

 ACF (Int’l NGO) 

 Cluster focus group meeting - Community Restoration, Agriculture and Education   

 Wrap-up meeting with ERF Secretariat 

Day 5 (23 September) Save the Children (Intl NGO – Shelter/NF, completed) 

 Children Global Network (Nat’l NGO – Education, on-going) 

 Flight to Punjab 1315hrs 

Punjab Province  

Day 6 – Day 9 ( 24 to 27 
September, incl. weekend) 

Field visit to Punjab – Multan, Muzzafargarh 

 Project Visits: Concern - Shelter/NFI (109), IFC –Community Restoration (113) and KWES 
– Protection (116) 

Meeting with Cluster/Working group lead agencies & ERF partners 

 Flight to Islamabad 2000hrs 

Islamabad  

Day 10 (28 September) KPMG Audit team (currently auditing 55 completed ERF projects) 

 Paiman Trust (Nat’l NGO – Food Aid, completed and Community Restoration, on-going) 

 Internews (Intl NGO – Mass Communication, completed) 

 Plan (Intl NGO – WASH, completed) 

 ILO (UN Agency - Community Restoration, completed) 

Day 11 (29 September) DFID 

 Flight to Karachi, 1930hrs 

Sindh Province  

Day 12 to Day 15 (30 September 
to 3 October, including weekend)   

Field visit to Sindh – Karachi, Thatta, Sukkur, Dadu 

Project Visits: IOM-Health (061), Islamic Relief-WASH (052)  and YWS – Agriculture (111) 

Meeting with Cluster/Working group lead agencies & ERF partners, Sukkur 

 Flight to Islamabad 1000hrs 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa  

Day 16 to Day 17 (4 to 5 
October) 

Field visit to KP by road – Charsadda, Nowshera 

Project Visits: SHID - agriculture, URDO – Education, ICMC – Health & Nutrition (099) 

Meeting with Cluster/Working group lead agencies & ERF partners 

Wrap-Up (Islamabad)  

Day 18 (6 October) Workshop to present headline findings and fine-tune recommendations 

 Wrap-up meeting with ERF Secretariat 

Day 19 (7 October) Depart Islamabad 0400hrs 

 



Evaluation of the Pakistan Emergency Response Fund 

 

49  

Annex 4: Methodology Matrix          
 

 
 
  

  Timeliness Relevance Effectiveness Efficiency Connectedness 

Description The timeliness of 
the ERF in 
addressing 
humanitarian 
needs and 
compared to other 
funding 
mechanisms. 

The relevance of the ERF 
projects to humanitarian 
needs. 

The overall effectiveness of the 
fund in achieving its stated 
objectives 

The efficiency of ERF 
structures and 
management processes. 

The Connectedness 
and complementarity 
of the ERF to other 
funding mechanisms. 

Core 
Questions 

When did agencies 
apply for funds, 
when were funds 
received and when 
did they implement 
programmes? How 
did this relate to 
the needs of 
people affected by 
the crisis? How did 
the speed of 
disbursements of 
ERF funds compare 
with other 
humanitarian 
funding systems, 
particularly the 
OFDA RAPID? (Why 
was the ERF 
considered slower 
than other bi‐
lateral funding 
mechanisms, such 
as the OFDA RAPID 
[RTE Floods 2010]? 
What is being done 
to address this 
imbalance?) 

Were funds well-
targeted and prioritized? 
How was the funding 
split between 
organization types? Did 
this reflect funding 
needs? How relevant is 
the ERF to the 
humanitarian needs in 
Pakistan? Is the ERF 
associated with more 
timely and effective 
funding to address the 
critical gaps? Are the 
funded activities in line 
with local needs and 
priorities? Do they meet 
the criteria for project 
selection? To what 
extent did selection of 
projects to fund by ERF 
staff or the selection of 
projects for funding by 
agency staff take into 
account the specific 
needs of women and 
other vulnerable or 
marginalised groups? 

To what extent does the portfolio 
of projects funded by the ERF 
attain their stated objective(s)?  
To what extent do the individual 
project activities produce the 
expected results? How do we 
know? Are sufficient quality 
control mechanisms in place for: 
1) planning and design, 2) 
approval of projects, 3) fund 
disbursement, and 4) monitoring, 
reporting and review 5) financial 
coherence across programmes 
(e.g. unit costs)? Are both 
headquarters and country level 
stakeholders receiving all 
necessary and relevant 
information (were ERF reporting 
commitments met as outlined in 
the original guidelines)? What 
key indicators are used to for 
measuring the success of the ERF 
and how can data collection 
processes be strengthened? Has 
OCHA established adequate 
monitoring and reporting 
mechanisms for measuring 
progress? Did the ERF contribute 
to strengthening the 
coordination mechanisms and 
the role of the Humanitarian 
Coordinator/Resident 
Coordinator in Pakistan?  If yes, 
how?  If no, what were the 
inhibiting factors? 

Are the overheads that are 
agreed between OCHA and 
NGOs appropriate and 
how do they compare to 
the 13% overheads 
charged to the fund for UN 
programmes? What are 
the relative costs for 
management of the fund, 
agency overhead costs and 
direct relief provision? Are 
the overheads in the Fund 
comparable to other bi-
lateral funding 
mechanisms, specifically 
the OFDA RAPID? Are 
adequate anti-corruption 
and accountability 
measures in place in the 
operation of the ERF? 
What were partner’s 
perceptions about the 
ease of applying for ERF 
funds compared to other 
funding streams? (Why did 
National NGOs consider it 
was difficult to apply for 
the ERF as procedures 
were not known to some 
NGOs or were as 
cumbersome [RTE Floods 
2010]? How should the 
issues raised by partners 
be addressed? 

What is the current 
relationship between 
the ERF and other 
humanitarian 
financing 
mechanisms, 
including but not 
limited to: agency 
internal resources, 
bilateral 
contributions, other 
funds, global funds, 
and Flash Appeals?  
What effect has the 
presence of ERF have 
on the overall levels 
of humanitarian 
funding available for 
a crisis?  Should 
there be a reserve 
fund in Pakistan? 
What is the optimal 
size for the reserve 
ERF fund in Pakistan? 
To what extent has 
the ERF contributed 
to local capacity 
building and made 
linkages to recovery 
and longer term 
development 
programmes?  

Methods & 
Information 
Sources 

Literature review 
(proposals and 
disbursement 
information); Case 
Studies; Workshop; 
key informant 
interviews (donors, 
recipient agency 
staff); E-survey 
question 2 

Literature review 
(analysis of proposals); 
Workshop; Case studies 
(field trips) Key 
informant interviews 
(cluster coordinators, 
recipient agency staff, 
beneficiary survey; ERF 
staff); E-survey question 
4 & 5 

Literature review (monitoring 
reports, ERF guidelines, ERF 
document review); Workshop; 
Case studies; Key informant 
interviews (ERF staff; recipient 
agency staff; HC, Cluster 
Coordinators); E-survey question 
6, 7 & 9 

Literature review (ERF 
guidelines, RAPID 
guidelines, financial data 
inc. support costs); 
Workshop; Key informant 
interviews (ERF staff, 
recipient agency staff, 
Cluster Coordinators); E-
survey questions 8 

Literature review 
(other bilateral 
funds); Workshop; 
Key informant 
interviews (ERF staff, 
donors, recipient 
agency staff, HC, 
Cluster 
coordinators); E-
Survey question 3 
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Annex 5: E-Survey           
 
62 people participated in the survey across a range of organisations, positions and locations (see the 
results of question 10). 
 
Question 1: For which emergency/ies have you had dealings with the ERF? 
 
IDP responses in North/West  Pakistan 14.8% 9 

Flood response programmes in 2010 88.5% 54 

Flood response programmes in 2011 23.0% 14 

Other (please specify) 0.0% 0 

 
Question 2: How significant has ERF funding been to your organization (please score 1 to 5, 1 being 
very significant and 5 being insignificant) 
 
1. Very Significant 46.7% 28 

2. Significant 20.0% 12 

3.  11.7% 7 

4. Of little significance 11.7% 7 

5. Insignificant 10.0% 6 

 
Question 3: Which statement do you think best describes how the ERF was allocated? 
 
Decision-making about the allocation of ERF funds was made transparently, based 
on a clear prioritization of geographic and sectoral humanitarian needs 

50.8% 31 

Decision-making about the allocation of ERF funds was made transparently but I 
don’t think the prioritization reflected the most pressing humanitarian needs 

13.1% 8 

I don’t know how decision-making about the use of funds was made but the majority 
of projects met critical humanitarian needs 

18.0% 11 

I don’t know how decision-making about the use of the funds was made and I don’t 
think the majority of projects met critical humanitarian needs 

6.6% 4 

I’m aware of how some of the decisions were made and feel that some of the 
projects prioritized critical humanitarian needs 

11.5% 7 

 
Question 4: In your view, to what extent has the ERF strengthened the coordination of the 
humanitarian response (please select the statement that you consider to be most accurate)? 
 
Coordination has been significantly strengthened 44.3% 27 

Coordination has been strengthened somewhat 27.9% 17 

The ERF hasn’t had any impact (positive or negative) on coordination 24.6% 15 

The ERF has weakened coordination 3.3% 2 

 
Question 5: Please assess the following attributes of the ERF and ERF-funded projects (please score 
1 to 5, 1 being excellent and 5 being very poor) 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 

Monitoring and evaluation framework 8 21 18 7 5 

Linkages to recovery and development 9 22 22 2 4 

Speed of disbursement 8 21 18 9 3 

OCHA’s management of the fund 14 22 12 9 2 

The ease of the application process 13 18 14 7 7 

Addressing gender inequalities 12 22 14 7 2 

Targeting vulnerable and marginalized groups 22 18 10 5 3 
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Question 7: Have you noticed any evolution, positive or negative in the ERF 
 
Positive 50.0% 30 

Negative 6.7% 4 

No change 43.3% 26 

 
Question 7: Can you please list 2 strengths and 2 weaknesses of the ERF1 
 
Strengths Frequency 

The timeliness of funding decisions 13 

The existence of a dedicated emergency response fund 8 

Reaching the most vulnerable 5 

Strengthening coordination 5 

Transparent decision-making 4 

Ease of application process 4 

 
 
Weaknesses Frequency 

The timeliness of funding decisions 13 

The monitoring framework 7 

Lack of transparency 5 

Complicated application process 5 

Coordination of the review process 4 

 
Question 8: Taking into account your answers above what is your overall impression of the 
effectiveness of the Pakistan ERF (please score 1 to 5, 1 being excellent and 5 being extremely poor) 
 
1. Excellent 18.6% 11 

2. Good 45.8% 27 

3. 20.3% 12 

4. Poor 10.2% 6 

5. Very poor 5.1% 3 

 
What are the key issues that contributed to your decision? 
 
Question 9: In your view should there be a reserve fund to respond to humanitarian crises? Is the 
ERF well-placed to perform this task (please select the statement that most closely matches your 
view)? 
 
Pakistan needs a reserve fund and the ERF is important for rapid humanitarian 
response 

38.3% 23 

Pakistan needs a reserve fund but the ERF needs to be further strengthened to 
perform this role 

58.3% 35 

Pakistan does not need a reserve fund – our organization can usually find funds 
elsewhere 

3.3% 2 

 
Question 10: How would you best describe yourself? 
 

                                                           
1
 Please note that the responses have been aggregated for ease of analysis. The fact that similar responses 

occur within the top 5 strengths and weaknesses makes accurate interpretation impossible. 
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 Islamabad-based Province-based Field-based  

National NGO 
partner 

6 14 8 28 

INGO partner 15 6 4 25 

UN agency partner 7 8 1 16 

Donor 4 2 1 7 

Other – please 
explain 

7 1 0 8 

 
If you chose ‘other’ please specify below 
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Annex 6: Secondary Data Sources         
 
The secondary data source list provides an overview of the evidence that was taken into 
consideration during the evaluation. The figure in bold next to the source denotes the number of 
separate pieces of evidence. 
 
Pakistan ERF Guidelines, project documents and financial data 
 ERF Guidelines (original and revised) [2] 
 ERF ToR (Advisory Board & Review Board, team members ToRs) [5] 
 Annex I – VII of the ERF guidelines [7] 
 ERF Project lists (Ag & community restoration, education, food aid, nutrition & protection, 

health and multi-sectoral, WASH, emergency shelter) [124] 
 Consolidated data on allocation by cluster, organization type, region, response type [7] 
 ERF Secretariat Monitoring Reports [54] 
 Financial summaries (including data on the cost of managing the ERF) and spend analysis [1] 
 Records and timelines of project submission, decision-making, disbursement and 

implementation [1] 
 Cleared narrative reports [28] 
 Minutes of the Advisory Board meetings [9] 
 Minutes of the Review Board meetings [1] 
 ERF audit progress sheet [1] 
 Gender Marker Kit, Notes for Cluster, FAQ [13] 
 Draft ERF Pakistan Progress Report (August 2010 – August 2011) [1] 
 Education Cluster ERF Monitoring and Process Reports [3] 
 ERF Updates [17] 
 Examples of review board process [5] 
 Examples of cluster review process [3] 
 Example of ERF Secretariat rejection letter [1] 
 Example ERF Secretariat of feedback on proposal [3] 
 
Background information on humanitarian needs in Pakistan 
 OCHA (2010) Pakistan Floods Emergency Response Plan Revision, 17 September 2010 
 Polastro R et al (2011) Inter-Agency Real Time Evaluation of the Humanitarian Response to 

Pakistan’s 2010 Flood Crisis, DARA 
 Oxfam International (2011) Ready or Not? Pakistan’s resilience to disasters one year on from the 

floods, 150 Oxfam Briefing Paper, 26 July 2011 
 Murtaza N et al (2011) Pakistan Floods 2010: The DEC Real Time Evaluation Report, ThinkAhead, 

March 2011 
 Gallup Pakistan (2010) National opinion survey on the response to floods in Pakistan 
 Multi-cluster Rapid Humanitarian Needs Assessment (McRAM), 2010 
 National Disaster Management Authority (2011) A Review of the Pakistan Flood Relief and Early 

Recovery Response Plan (PFRERRP) Up to December 31 2010, January 31, 2011 
 United Nations (2010) Pakistan Floods Emergency Response Plan, September 2010 Revision 
 
Material on sources of bilateral funding in Pakistan, allocation of funds by sector, gaps in response 
 Overview and analysis of disbursements from the OFDA RAPID fund [7] 
 
ERF Guidelines, Analysis and Lessons Learnt 
 Southern Sudan ERF Charter 
 2011 Funding Appeal for Uganda ERF 
 Kenya ERF 
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 Yemen ERF Guidelines 
 ERF Charter Zimbabwe, June 2009 
 Global Humanitarian Assistance (2011) Emergency Response Fund Profile, Development 

Initiatives 
 Morinière L (2011) External Evaluation of the Haiti ERRF 2008-2011 
 Office of Internal Oversight Service, Internal Audit Division (2010) OCHA’s Management of 

Emergency Response Funds, 11 June 2010 
 Mowjee T & Randel J (2007) Review of OCHA Emergency Response Funds, Development 

Initiatives 
 UNOCHA (2010) Emergency Response Funds – Mapping, 01 December 2010 
 
Pooled funding evaluations and lessons learnt 
 Global humanitarian Assistance (2011) Pooled Funding Mechanisms & Large-scale disasters: Case 

Studies of Haiti and Pakistan, April 2011 
 UNDP/UNOCHA (2010) DRC Pooled Fund Brochure 
 Dempsey B (2010) Hard Lessons for Humanitarian Financing from Pakistan in Humanitarian 

Exchange Magazine, Issue 46, march 2010, Humanitarian Practice Network, Overseas 
Development Institute 

 NGOs & Humanitarian Reform Project (2010) Good Practices in Humanitarian Financing: 
Ethiopia’s Humanitarian Response Fund (HRF) 

 Sweeney H (GHA blog), Pakistan ERF in Full Swing, 26/10/2010 
 United Nations General Assembly (2011) Strengthening emergency relief, rehabilitation, 

reconstruction and prevention in the wake of devastating floods in Pakistan, Report of the 
Secretary General, sixty-fifth session, 7 March 2011 

 Goyder et al (2010) Evaluation of the Common Humanitarian Fund, Summary Findings & 
Recommendations, Channel Research 

 Mowjee T, Willitts-King B & Barham J (2007) Evaluation of Common/Pooled Humanitarian Funds 
in DRC and Sudan 

 Asfaw T (2007) Humanitarian Financing Workshop Report, Addis Ababa, January 9-10, 2007, 
UNOCHA 

 NGO perspectives and recommendations on pooled funding mechanisms in Southern Sudan, a 
collective response of the NGO forum in Southern Sudan, April 2009 

 NGOs and Humanitarian Reform Project (2009) Key messages on humanitarian reform and 
funding, Monteux Good humanitarian Donorship Retreat IX, March 2009 

 Oxfam International (2009) Making Pooled Funding Work, Oxfam Briefing Note 
 Salomons D, Van Lith V & Vartan T (2009) Study of transaction costs associated with 

humanitarian pooled funds, The Praxis Group LTD. 
 Save the Children, Humanitarian Financing, Policy Brief, March 2009 
 Stoddard A (2008) International Humanitarian Financing: Review and Comparative Assessment 

of Instruments, A Study for the Good Humanitarian Donorship Initiative commissioned by the 
Office of US Foreign Disaster Assistance. 

 
 


