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Summary 

The Pakistan floods of 2010 affected more than 18 million people, one tenth of the total 
population and more than the Haiti earthquake. Eight months later humanitarian needs 
remain unmet and there are still thousands living in camps.  

The main actors involved in the response were the Government of Pakistan and the UN 
agencies. DFID also played a role as did many non-governmental organisations and other 
humanitarian agencies such as the Red Cross.  

The Government of Pakistan’s response was commendable, but its resources and capacity 
were dwarfed by the scale of the damage. Local capacity and the NGO presence were 
greater in the north and recovery there has been much quicker than in the south of the 
country. Building up local capacity is important since these are the first people to respond 
to disasters. 

The floods also overwhelmed the international system which was already stretched by the 
earthquake in Haiti. The UN response was patchy with poor leadership and coordination. 
In terms of strategic leadership, the UN needs more people capable of managing complex 
humanitarian responses and coordinating humanitarian agencies. In terms of 
coordination, there were also too many NGOs at some cluster meetings to make them 
effective—fewer, more experienced agencies would have improved outcomes. The UN 
must begin to reconsider its strategic and operational leadership. The UK has a key role to 
play as a catalyst for these changes since most of the Government’s humanitarian aid is 
channelled through the UN and the EU. 

The UK responded swiftly and generously to the crisis. DFID provided £134 million in 
humanitarian assistance and the British public donated at least £64 million directly to 
NGOs through the Disasters Emergency Committee (DEC) appeal. In addition many more 
Pakistanis living in the UK helped by increasing their level of remittance. We are proud of 
the UK’s leadership.  

The frequency and severity of natural disasters are predicted to increase. Along with 
increases in population, especially in urban centres, the number of fatalities and the extent 
of damage to physical infrastructure are likely to increase. The international humanitarian 
system needs to be more prepared for these risks. Greater attention must be paid to disaster 
preparedness and risk reduction. DFID must integrate this more fully into its development 
programmes wherever it works. 
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1 Introduction  

The 2010 floods 

1. In July 2010 heavy rais triggered floods in several parts of Pakistan. Beginning in the 

north, flash floods and landslides devastated large parts of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (KPK), 

smaller areas of the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA), Gilgit Baltistan and 

Pakistan Administered Kashmir. On 6 August the floods reached the southern provinces of 

Punjab and Sindh. More flash floods and landslides were reported in Gilgit Baltistan and 

other parts of northern Pakistan on 7 August at the same time as the floodwaters continued 

to move down the Indus into Sindh and Balochistan. On 13 September Manchar Lake 

overflowed flooding new areas in Sindh.1 (see map) 

2. The floods affected more than 18 million people, one tenth of the total population of 

Pakistan, and more than the Haiti earthquake.2 The floods covered one fifth of the country, 

an area larger than England. Approximately 14 million people needed urgent humanitarian 

assistance. More than 1,900 lost their lives, 12 million were displaced and 1.7 million 

homes were damaged or destroyed.3 The scale of the crisis demanded an unprecedented 

response from the international community, already stretched by the Haiti earthquake.4 

3. Such events are likely to become more common. Trends suggest that the frequency, 

severity, and complexity of natural disasters and humanitarian emergencies will increase in 

the coming decades.5 This presents a significant challenge to the international 

humanitarian system. As Lord Ashdown noted: “We are caught in a race between the 

growing size of the humanitarian challenge and our ability to cope [..]at present, this is not 

a race we are winning.”6 

 
1 Ev 36 

2 Ev 36. Although the death toll in Haiti was significantly larger at over 200,000. 

3 UN OCHA, Presentation for Member State Briefing, Humanitarian Response in Pakistan, March 2011; Q 48; Ev 36-37 

4 Ev 56, Q 2 

5 See: Mitchell et al, Strengthening Climate Resilience Discussion Paper 2: Assessing Progress on Integrating Disaster 
Risk Reduction and Climate Change Adaptation in Development Processes, September 2010; IPCC, Climate Change 
2007: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working Groups I, II and III to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Inter-
Governmental Panel on Climate Change, IPCC, Geneva, Switzerland, 2007. 

6 Humanitarian and Emergency Response Review, March 2011 
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The inquiry 

4. In the aftermath of the floods, we decided to examine the humanitarian response—its 

adequacy, timeliness and efficiency. In July 2010 DFID commissioned an independent 

review of its humanitarian and emergency response (the HERR). It was led by Lord 

Ashdown, and directed by Ross Mountain and its report was published on 28 March 2011.7 

This report serves as our initial response to this review. 

5. We received written evidence from 12 organisations and individuals; we held two 

meetings with Lord Ashdown, and one with NGOs and the Red Cross. We held one formal 

evidence session with the Consortium of British Humanitarian Agencies (CBHA), 

Médecin san Frontières (MSF), Islamic Relief and the Secretary of State for International 

Development, the Rt Hon Andrew Mitchell MP. In addition, we submitted written 

questions to the UN Organisation for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (UN 

OCHA). We would like to thank all those who engaged with our inquiry.  

6. The main institutions involved in the response were the Government of Pakistan and 

the UN institutions. DFID also played an important role as did the many humanitarian 

agencies on the ground. The report looks first at the Government of Pakistan’s response 

before examining the UK’s response. Chapter four focuses on the role of the UN, and the 

final chapter highlights the need for an increased focus on disaster preparedness and risk 

reduction. 

 

  

 
7 Humanitarian and Emergency Response Review, March 2011 
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2 The Government of Pakistan’s response 
7. After a natural disaster, the initial response and any subsequent appeal for help is usually 

led by the national government. In Pakistan the Government and the military, with 

previous experience of responding to natural disasters from the 2005 Kashmir earthquake, 

were able to respond quickly and save lives which might otherwise have been lost. 

Unsurprisingly, its limited national disaster preparedness and management capacity was 

unable to match the immense scale of need. 

National and Provincial Disaster Response Management Agencies 

8. The scale of the damage prompted the largest humanitarian appeal in the history of both 

Pakistan and the UN. The Government of Pakistan responded with an initial Floods 

Emergency Response Plan on 11 August requesting US$459 million for a three month 

period. Subsequently a revised Floods Emergency Response Plan identified a total funding 

requirement of US$1.9 billion for the period August 2010 to August 2011.  

9. The Government of Pakistan already had in place a National Disaster Management 

Authority (NDMA) set up after the Kashmir earthquake, with hopes of addressing future 

challenges in disaster preparedness and disaster management. The system envisaged a 

devolved and de-centralized mechanism for disaster management with the establishment 

of Provincial Disaster Management Commissions (PDMCs) and Authorities (PDMAs) 

and District Disaster Management Authorities (DDMAs) which are the linchpin of the 

whole system and are envisaged to play the role of the first line of defence in the event of a 

disaster.8  

10. Although the floods affected up to one fifth of the country, they had very distinct 

impacts in different parts of the country. The response in the north was generally quicker 

and more organised, largely because this area was affected by the 2005 earthquake and local 

disaster management capacities were better and there was a larger NGO presence. It was, 

however, pointed out that in some areas of KPK province, the Government had difficulty 

 
8 Ev 26 
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coordinating a response, and there were already large numbers of people living in 

temporary accommodation because of the conflict there.9 In contrast in Sindh and Punjab, 

in the south, even though there was more time to prepare due to the slow onset of the 

floods, levels of disaster preparedness were lower and the PDMAs less capable.10  

11. Islamic Relief and Oxfam said the Pakistan Government gave too much responsibility 

to the PDMAs without providing sufficient resources.11 Others said the Government 

lacked trained and knowledgeable staff, particularly at the local government level, and 

there was an urgent need to train government officials in such areas as humanitarian 

principles, contingency planning, disaster preparedness and disaster risk reduction.12 

12. It is clear that the previous experience of responding to the 2005 earthquake in 

Kashmir significantly strengthened the ability of the Government of Pakistan to 

respond to the floods, demonstrating the value of local capacity and leadership. The 

local response fell short in those parts of the country with less experience. As a result 

the southern provinces, especially Sindh, have been slower to recover. As the HERR 

noted, the more prepared a nation, the less lasting damage disasters cause and the 

quicker they can recover. 

The Watan scheme 

13. The Government of Pakistan set up a scheme to deliver much needed cash to flood 

victims by providing a card registered to each family head which could be used to obtain 

cash from ATM machines. This was known as the Watan scheme. The value of cash, 

especially in urban areas, is clear—it allows people to make decisions about what to 

purchase and when, and helps to kick-start local markets. The Secretary of State told us 

how successful it was: 

The Government of Pakistan introduced this cash transfer programme based on 
bank cards. It was bold, ambitious and, actually, quite successful. Payments were in 

 
9 Ev w22 

10 Ev 23; Q 6 

11 Ev 29; Q 7  

12 Ev 24 
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the order of £150 to some 1.5 million flood-affected households. This initiative was 
scaled up at the point where 30,000 cards were being issued per day at one point. It is 
a very effective way of getting funding through to families and communities that 
have been very badly affected by it.13 

14. There were, however, some problems with the Watan system related to registration, 

impartial distribution and transparency, and on the whole NGOs felt it was too 

bureaucratic and complex.14 For example the system relied on identification cards which, 

while common in Pakistan, excluded some of the poorest people; female headed 

households experienced difficulties registering for cards; and for cultural reasons women 

found it difficult to go to an ATM to get money out.15 Oxfam also noted that while “the 

official Watan cash transfer scheme has assisted many people, there have been incidents of 

local nepotism and corruption, and at times the scheme has lacked the basic infrastructure 

needed to deliver it.”16 

15. The Watan system was an innovative response to get cash to affected families. It was 

perhaps too complex, relying as it did on an overly bureaucratic and inflexible 

registration system. We nevertheless commend the Government of Pakistan’s efforts to 

innovate and to experiment with best practice. 

The role of the Pakistan army 

16. We were told that the Pakistan army mobilised quickly and played a crucial role, 

especially in the first seventy-two hours—a key window of opportunity for delivering 

assistance and saving lives.17 As the NGO Merlin noted, “the Pakistan military played a 

pivotal role in the response across the country in rescuing the stranded population and 

providing the basic services.”18  The CBHA and MSF both echoed this view describing how 

 
13 Q 70 

14 Ev 28; Q 9 

15 Q 10 

16 Oxfam, Six months into the floods, 26 January 2011, p 6 

17 Q 49 

18 Ev w9 
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the army had airlifted people to safety, repaired damaged bridges and roads and set up 

mobile camps.19  

17. However, concern was expressed about the army restricting humanitarian access to 

certain parts of the country in the conflict-affected north and east. MSF said:  

We have been trying to get into districts such as Dera Ismail Khan, which is close to 
Waziristan, where there are displaced persons from the conflict that has been going 
in Waziristan for years. Then of course with the floods it was known that those areas 
were flood-affected, and there were flash floods. You already have an extremely 
vulnerable population because of the conflict, and then they become flood-affected. 
That is what we are talking about with the restrictions. It was the same in southern 
Punjab as well. Again, there were some areas that were very poor and vulnerable 
before, but which we were not allowed to start working in.20 

We were told that the UK and the US had been made aware of the refusal of access and had 

made representations to the Government of Pakistan. The Secretary of State agreed that the 

use of the army did create some difficulties in areas where soldiers might previously have 

been deployed in an offensive capacity.21 The impact of the conflict on the effectiveness of 

the humanitarian response was highlighted in much of our evidence.22 (It is discussed in 

more detail in the next chapter.) 

18. It is clear to us that there is a very important role for the military in helping people 

in the immediate aftermath of a disaster and in rebuilding damaged infrastructure 

quickly. The army in Pakistan was able to reach parts of the country which others were 

unable to and in so doing, significantly reduced the number of fatalities. However we 

are concerned about claims that the Pakistan army denied humanitarian organisations 

access to some flood-affected parts of the country. During and after a natural disaster 

there needs to be strong leadership and effective coordination of the relief effort by the 

country’s government. Control needs to be exercised over the deployment of the assets 

which are available, including those offered by NGOs. These decisions need to be made 

openly, transparently and solely on humanitarian grounds.  

 
19 Qq 15, 17 

20 Q 15 

21 Q 82 

22 Ev 61-62 
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3 DFID’s response to the floods 
19. Lord Ashdown told the Committee that the humanitarian system was overwhelmed at 

the time of the floods which came only eight months after the Haiti earthquake. NGOs 

have confirmed that the international aid response was slow, with local organisations and 

religious groups being the main providers of the primary response before international aid 

arrived.23 However, many NGOs have commented that DFID responded quickly, with a 

generous financial contribution, and demonstrated good leadership and coordination 

throughout.24 DFID rapidly scaled up its Pakistan country office, brought in more staff, 

and worked at the highest levels to secure additional international funding.25 In addition it 

demonstrated a willingness to adapt and take evidence-based decisions.26 

20. DFID was one of the largest donors and provided £134 million of which £30 million 

was taken from the DFID-Pakistan aid programme.27  £41.6 million of this was allocated 

through UN agencies.28 In addition the British public donated at least £64 million directly 

to NGOs through the Disasters and Emergency Committee Appeal (DEC).29 In February 

the Secretary of State told us that all its funding had been allocated with about £20 million 

still to be disbursed. The Secretary of State also told us about DFID’s new floods monitor 

on the DFID website which showed how British money was being spent and he gave us a 

list of results achieved by its funding.30 We commend the Government on its speedy and 

generous response. We welcome the introduction of an electronic display on DFID’s 

website to demonstrate to the UK public how DFID’s humanitarian assistance is being 

spent. We also commend the British public for their generosity in responding to the 

humanitarian crisis in Pakistan despite the UK’s own economic difficulties  

 
23 Ev 33 

24 Ev 23, 28; w15, w20 

25 Ev 29, 44 

26 Ev w15 

27 A breakdown of where this funding came from can be found at Ev 63 

28 DFID, Pakistan Floods monitor, www.dfid.gov.uk  

29 Ev 49 

30 Q 51; Ev 46 
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21. The UK is a major contributor to multilateral organisations—primarily the UN and the 

EU—for humanitarian assistance. It therefore has a key role to play in helping to shape the 

international humanitarian system and ensure it is coordinated and effective.31 The HERR 

emphasised DFID’s key role as a “network enabler”. In this role the Secretary of State 

actively courted other donors to increase assistance, making appeals on visits to Pakistan 

and to the UN.32 However, DFID’s efforts were insufficient to effect the necessary changes 

quickly enough and DFID switched some its funding directly to NGOs to deliver, health, 

shelter and water and sanitation in Punjab and Sindh.33 The CBHA commented: 

“something has to change within the UN, and DFID has been a key player in driving that 

change.  If their position was lost there, what would happen?”34 In others words, DFID 

should be a key driver of change in the UN system. It is clear DFID’s role as a “network 

enabler”—shaping the way the UN and other multilateral organisations operate, 

making them more effective—is important. DFID channels the majority of its 

humanitarian assistance through multilateral organisations. We agree with the HERR 

that DFID should recognise this key role so that it can help improve the way the 

humanitarian system works. 

Increasing the value of UK private contributions 

22. Private donations to the floods response totalled $230 million.35  The Secretary of State 

told us the Pakistani community in the UK had increased its monthly contributions by 

18% in response to the floods. We were concerned that the value of such contributions, 

where made for charitable purposes, could be increased if registered as gift aid for tax relief. 

The need to get money out quickly meant such opportunities were often foregone. The 

Secretary of State said he would consider what could be done, but was not convinced he 

should be asking the Treasury for additional funding.36 The UK Pakistani community 

makes regular contributions to the country and generously increased these in the 

 
31 Simon Maxwell, The HERR is here, Simon Maxwell’s blog, 27 March 2011 

32 Ev 41, Q 52 

33 Ev 44 

34 Q 40 

35 Q 71 

36 Q 72 
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aftermath of the floods, helping to provide much needed relief to the many millions of 

affected persons. As part of its assessment of the reaction to the floods we recommend 

that DFID investigate how much additional funding was foregone, by not being 

registered as gift aid, because of the need to get money out quickly. We do not consider 

gift aid to be an additional contribution to the DFID budget—rather as standard and 

acceptable practice for charitable donations. 

Humanitarian principles and the role of the military 

23. The response to a humanitarian emergency must be seen by all to be neutral and 

impartial. Concerns have been raised that this was not the case in Pakistan.37 In particular 

we were told that the Government of Pakistan made a request for the use of NATO assets 

to deliver humanitarian goods without consulting the UN.38 In the event the UN took the 

decision to reject the NATO offer which was “not in line with agreed civil-military criteria” 

and because it considered there were civilian alternatives, and military assets should only 

be used in the last resort.39  

24. The UK also used its own RAF aircraft to help transport much of the DFID provided 

relief.40 MSF commented that this exacerbated the sense that the UK response was being 

driven by national security interests.41 MSF went on to explain that it had taken a decision 

not to accept UK funding for its work in Pakistan because it believed this was perceived to 

be linked to the UK’s wider stabilisation agenda and this compromised how MSF worked. 

The Red Cross also cautioned DFID against combining stabilisation and humanitarian 

agendas.42 MSF stressed the importance of prioritising humanitarian needs over security 

interests:  

if you do not prioritise it on the basis of need, firstly you miss the neediest, because it 
is directed according to other priorities, and secondly, you actually make the aid itself 

 
37 Qq 33-35; Ev w22 

38 Ev 60 

39 Q 3; Ev 61 

40 Q 3 

41 Q 3; Q 14 

42 Ev 60 
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ineffective, because the identity and perception of those who are delivering the aid 
becomes compromised in the mind of the recipients. That threatens security, and 
that threatens access.43 

25.  The Secretary of State thought differently. He told us:  

In the floods, I remember a particular conversation with the Secretary General, 
where I was urging him to make use of military assets, and I think the position of the 
UN, as I recall, was that they would have been happy to use NATO assets but they 
wanted to use NATO civilian planes rather than military planes, so there was that 
fine distinction, if you like. I am in favour of using all assets in these emergencies to 
support desperate people, with the proviso I just mentioned about the troop 
deployments in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa and other areas, and the difficulties of 
instilling confidence in populations you are trying to assist [...]The role of the 
military, and particularly the British military, limited though it was, was enormously 
important..44 

He also stressed that he was a strong supporter of humanitarian principles. 

26. We strongly support key humanitarian principles of neutrality and impartiality. 

Using military assets for the delivery of humanitarian assistance is generally an option 

of last resort in conflict-affected areas because the intentions of such assistance could be 

misconstrued. Nevertheless we recognise that there are occasions when no other 

options are available to help people in need, and this may well have been the case with 

regards to the use of RAF aircraft to deliver bridges. However we take seriously the 

concerns of the UN given the NATO-coordinated stabilisation efforts in the north and 

Afghan border areas and the perception this might create.  

 
  

 
43 Q 3 

44 Q 83 
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4 The UN Response 
27. Once an appeal has been made for humanitarian assistance, the UN is the body 

responsible for coordinating the international response. There are three aspects to the 

response: raising resources, leadership and coordination.  

Resources. 

28. The scale of the damage prompted the largest humanitarian appeal in the history of 

both Pakistan and the UN. For the period August 2010 to August 2011 the Government of 

Pakistan’s revised Floods Emergency Response Plan identified a total funding requirement 

of US$1.9 billion. However, donor response to the appeal was slow. Save the Children 

reported that in December 2010 only 49% of the appeal had been funded with key gaps in 

the shelter, health, education and protection sectors. In February the Secretary of State told 

us that it was about 63% funded (approximately $1.2 billion).45 Of that, only 60%, or 

approximately $720 million, had been disbursed.46 

29. The 2005 reform of the UN humanitarian system set up the Central Emergency 

Response Fund (CERF), which was intended to ensure the UN had a reserve of funding 

which could be deployed swiftly in the onset of a disaster while awaiting responses to 

specific appeals. The CERF worked well. It delivered $17 million within the first 72 hours.47 

The UN country team had also established a local Emergency Response Fund in March 

2010, prior to the floods, although this only became active later. This was less effective and 

there were delays in processing proposals.48 Overall the response was inadequate in the face 

of huge needs. 

30. In March 2011, eight months after the floods, UN OCHA reported that there were still 

millions of people in need of humanitarian assistance, especially in Sindh and Balochistan, 

 
45 Qq 58-60 

46 Q 63 

47 Ev 48, 59 

48 Ev 60 
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as well as funding for early recovery projects to help rebuild their lives. 140,000 internally 

displaced people were still living in camps.49 

31. Although some parts of the UN worked well, for example the Central Emergency 

Response Fund (CERF), others did not. The UN has disbursed only $700 million of a 

nearly $2 billion appeal. This is unacceptable given the millions of people still in need 

of humanitarian assistance and those living in camps. 

Strategic Leadership  

32. Strategic leadership was poor. Many have commented that UN leadership was lacking 

and DFID agreed.50 In many developing countries there is a resident UN coordinator (RC) 

overseeing and coordinating the work of various UN agencies. In the event of a 

humanitarian emergency, a Humanitarian Coordinator (HC) might also be appointed 

although in many cases the resident coordinator will take on this role. In Pakistan the UN 

Country Team was headed by the Humanitarian Coordinator (HC) who was also the Head 

of UNICEF in Pakistan. The post of UN Resident Coordinator (RC) position was between 

appointments at the time. At the beginning of 2011, in place of the existing Humanitarian 

Coordinator, a double-hatted HC/RC was appointed to lead the UN Country Team and 

merge the HC and RC functions. 

33. Both Lord Ashdown and NGOs have argued that this double-hatted role does not work 

in practice since a Resident Coordinator does not normally have the required level of 

competence to coordinate a complex emergency response. Lord Ashdown also pointed out 

how few people did have that high level of specialism. In contrast, UN OCHA thinks the 

double hatted model enables “a more effective interface with the Government and a clearer 

leadership with and across a wider range of international stakeholders and partners.”51 

NGOs have strongly recommended a review of how humanitarian responses are led52 and 

 
49 UN OCHA, Pakistan floods up date, February 2011; UN OCHA, Presentation for Member State Briefing, Humanitarian 

Response in Pakistan, March 2011; UN OCHA, Situation Report, 17 March 2011 

50 Qq 26, 48; Ev 24 

51 Ev 57 

52 The NGOs and Humanitarian Reform Project, Fit for the Future, strengthening the leadership pillar of the 
humanitarian reform, November 2010 
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the HERR has endorsed this and recommended that DFID appoint one of its Director 

Generals to champion humanitarian reform.53 While acknowledging UN leadership was 

weak, OCHA says it has no plans to review its approach to leadership.54  

34. We support the recommendation of the Humanitarian and Emergency Response 

Review (HERR) that the UK should champion a complete overhaul of strategic and 

operational leadership in the UN. This should  include provision to train more people 

able to carry out the role of Humanitarian Coordinator. We also agree with 

Humanitarian and Emergency  Response Review that DFID should assign a Director 

General to champion humanitarian work within DFID.  

Coordination  

35. One of the changes made to the international humanitarian system after the 2005 

earthquake was the introduction of the cluster system. This groups humanitarian agencies 

into sector specific groups—known as clusters—which are responsible for coordinating the 

delivery of humanitarian assistance in particular sectors such as health, nutrition and 

water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH). Clusters meet to coordinate the activities of 

different organisations in these sectors—to formulate joint strategic plans, clarify division 

of labour, define roles and responsibilities.  

36. Witnesses told us the cluster system had several failings. Sometimes there could be 

nearly 600 agencies in one cluster meeting which meant that it only served to share 

information rather than direct or coordinate assistance. Many have commented that the 

clusters lacked proper experienced leadership, and that as a result there were gaps, 

duplications and delays in assistance.55 World Vision for example said:  

The cluster system lacks consistent and strong leadership[...]The cluster system [was] 
unwieldy in the early relief phase and the system of revolving leadership and lack of 
staff continuity meant there was little consistency in[...]decision making processes.56 

 
53 HERR, page 19 

54 Ev 56 

55 Ev 29 

56 Ev w21 
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DFID said the cluster system worked better this time as a result of the experience that 
had been gleaned from before but admitted there were failings.57 

37. UN OCHA has acknowledged that the cluster system could be strengthened and said 

that clusters should provide strategic direction for humanitarian actors rather than simply 

share information.58 The HERR has recommended that leadership of clusters should, 

where possible, be national to build up local capacity and that DFID should require 

humanitarian agencies to have some type of qualification before disbursing funding, 

especially in the critical early period of a crisis.59  

38. The performance of the cluster system was mixed. We appreciate that NGOs want 

to help people in need, but there were too many NGOs and other agencies at some 

meetings to make clusters effective. We agree with UN OCHA that clusters should 

focus on providing strategic sector leadership. We recommend that only those agencies 

with operational experience and a proven record in the sector should be involved in 

cluster meetings and that information should be shared with others in a less resource 

intensive manner.  

  

 
57 Qq 50, 52 

58 Ev 58 
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5 Increasing resilience 
39. Most scientists believe that changes in weather patterns related to climate change will 

increase the frequency and severity of natural disasters.60 As populations rise, the number 

of people at risk from such disasters will also increase.61 The largest population increases 

are taking place in the poorest countries. Urbanisation is increasing, especially in sub-

Saharan Africa, and much of it is unplanned.62 Lagos, for example, is a city which is 

growing at an alarming rate. Originally built for a population of one million it is now home 

to more than 15 million and projected to grow further.63 The Disasters Emergency 

Committee has warned that the world must prepare for more disasters in big cities.64 At the 

same time around 3.6 billion people, half the world’s population live within 150 kilometres 

of a coast with exposure of floods, cyclones and tsunamis.65 Where such areas are densely 

populated risks of loss of life and livelihoods increase, not just from climate change but also 

from seismic activity. These trends mean that the international community must become 

better prepared and more attuned to natural disasters. 

Disaster preparedness and risk reduction 

40. Disaster preparedness is more cost effective than disaster response. The Secretary of 

State reported:  

The cost of this disaster [Pakistan floods]was nearly $12 billion; that includes both 
humanitarian and reconstruction costs-represents nearly 10% of global spending on 
international development, so that is a wake-up call both about the effect of climate 
change also the importance of disaster preparedness.66  

 
60 InterGovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Climate change 2007: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working 

Groups I, II and III to the Fourth Assessment Report of the InterGovernmental Panel on Climate Change, IPCC, 
Geneva, Switzerland, 2007. 

61 Feinstein International Centre, Humanitarian Horizons: A practitioners guide to the future, January 2010 

62 International Development Committee, Seventh Report of Session 2008-09, Urbanisation and Poverty, HC 511 

63 International Development Committee, Eighth Report of Session 2008-09, DFID’s Programme in Nigeria, HC 840  

64 “Report urges preparation for large urban disasters”, The Independent, 7 March 2011 

65 Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology, internal memo, February 2011 

66 Q 77 
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DFID also told us that early warning systems in Pakistan limited the number of fatalities.67 

However many have commented that more could be done.68 CAFOD recommended more 

cyclone/flood monitoring, the development of early warning systems and means of 

communicating warnings to remote/impoverished communities and the development of 

cyclone/flood shelters in areas where floods are more frequent.69 The British Red Cross 

noted that “strategies must be community based and build local capacity and resilience to 

respond independently.”70 The Red Cross and Merlin stressed the need for disaster risk 

reduction (DRR) to be more integrated into development work and not simply to be a 

verbal commitment.71  The HERR endorsed this: “Being able to anticipate disasters, having 

shock resistant infrastructure, social protection mechanisms, financial and human 

resources” are cited as priorities for future investment and assistance.72 

41. In 2006 our predecessor Committee said: “there is a pressing need for more proactive 

involvement in disaster-prone countries, including increased investment in disaster risk 

reduction. DFID [...]needs to provide a sustained increase in resources to allow 

development actors to mainstream disaster risk into their work.”73 DFID’s practice has 

been to ensure that approximately 10% of the funding it provides to each natural disaster is 

allocated directly to DRR to reduce the impact of future disasters.  

42. DFID has set out how it intended to address DRR in Pakistan—through policy 

dialogue, integrating DRR into development work, and specific interventions including a 

disease early warning system and repairing irrigation and flood defences.74 DFID has 

reviewed its bilateral assistance to Pakistan and intends to increase substantially its 

programme there. For 2010/11 it will provide £215 million rising to £412 million in 

 
67 Ev 63 

68 Ev 26; Ev w14 

69 Ev 26 

70 Ev w14 

71 Ev w14; w11 

72 HERR, March 2011, pp 15-19 

73 International Development Committee, Seventh Report of session 2005-06, Humanitarian Response to Natural 
Disasters, HC 1188 

74 Ev 52, 63 
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2013/14.75 However disaster risk reduction is not set out as part of this increased funding.76 

In its response to this report DFID should indicate how its increased spending in 

Pakistan will result in an increased focus on disaster preparedness and risk reduction.  

Funding the International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (ISDR) 

43. The International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (ISDR) is the UN body with primary 

responsibility for building resilience among states and communities to cope with natural 

disasters. The Multilateral Aid Review identified the ISDR as one of four “unsatisfactory” 

performing institutions offering poor value for money in relation to DFID’s development 

objectives—in particular it “gives little strategic guidance to Disaster Risk Reduction 

partners and has no results based framework.”77 DFID notes that there are other more 

effective institutions such as the UN Development Programme (UNDP) and the World 

Bank’s Global Fund for Disaster Risk Reduction (GFDRR). DFID has consequently 

decided to cease additional voluntary funding for the ISDR. 78   

44. The Humanitarian and Emergency Response Review recommends that DFID place 

more emphasis on disaster risk reduction and on increasing the resilience of developing 

countries to cope with natural disasters. However it stops short of commenting on the 

decision to cease funding the ISDR.  Given the evident importance of disaster risk 

reduction we were surprised to learn that DFID is to withdraw from the International 

Strategy for Disaster Reduction. We recommend DFID explain in detail how it intends 

to prioritise disaster risk reduction in the multilateral system in its response to this 

report. We also recommend that DFID sets out its proposals to work with the ISDR to 

assist it to improve its effectiveness, and that DFID sets out clear criterian which, when 

met by ISDR, would permit DFID to start funding the organisation once again.  

 
75 DFID, Bilateral Aid Review, Technical Report, March 2011 

76 DFID, Bilateral Aid Review, Technical Report, March 2011 

77 DFID, Multilateral Aid Review, March 2011, p 95 
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Conclusion 

45. The international humanitarian system needs to be much better prepared to 

respond to natural disasters to reduce the risks to life and livelihoods. Predicted 

increases in the incidence and severity of natural disasters, coupled with demographic 

trends call for a step change in the system. DFID must play a key role in promoting 

changes in the system and must itself better integrate disaster risk reduction into its 

own development programmes.  
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Conclusions and recommendations 

National and provincial Disaster response Management Agencies  

1. It is clear that the previous experience of responding to the 2005 earthquake in 
Kashmir significantly strengthened the ability of the Government of Pakistan to 
respond to the floods, demonstrating the value of local capacity and leadership. The 
local response fell short in those parts of the country with less experience. As a result 
the southern provinces, especially Sindh, have been slower to recover. As the HERR 
noted, the more prepared a nation, the less lasting damage disasters cause and the 
quicker they can recover. (Paragraph 12) 

The Watan scheme 

2. The Watan system was an innovative response to get cash to affected families. It was 
perhaps too complex, relying as it did on an overly bureaucratic and inflexible 
registration system. We nevertheless commend the Government of Pakistan’s efforts 
to innovate and to experiment with best practice. (Paragraph 15) 

The role of the Pakistan army 

3. It is clear to us that there is a very important role for the military in helping people in 
the immediate aftermath of a disaster and in rebuilding damaged infrastructure 
quickly. The army in Pakistan was able to reach parts of the country which others 
were unable to and in so doing, significantly reduced the number of fatalities. 
However we are concerned about claims that the Pakistan army denied 
humanitarian organisations access to some flood-affected parts of the country. 
During and after a natural disaster there needs to be strong leadership and effective 
coordination of the relief effort by the country’s government. Control needs to be 
exercised over the deployment of the assets which are available, including those 
offered by NGOs. These decisions need to be made openly, transparently and solely 
on humanitarian grounds.  (Paragraph 18) 

DFID’s response to the floods 

4. We commend the Government on its speedy and generous response. We welcome 
the introduction of an electronic display on DFID’s website to demonstrate to the 
UK public how DFID’s humanitarian assistance is being spent. We also commend 
the British public for their generosity in responding to the humanitarian crisis in 
Pakistan despite the UK’s own economic difficulties  (Paragraph 20) 

5. It is clear DFID’s role as a “network enabler”—shaping the way the UN and other 
multilateral organisations operate, making them more effective—is important. DFID 
channels the majority of its humanitarian assistance through multilateral 
organisations. We agree with the HERR that DFID should recognise this key role so 
that it can help improve the way the humanitarian system works. (Paragraph 21) 
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6. The UK Pakistani community makes regular contributions to the country and 
generously increased these in the aftermath of the floods, helping to provide much 
needed relief to the many millions of affected persons. As part of its assessment of the 
reaction to the floods we recommend that DFID investigate how much additional 
funding was foregone, by not being registered as gift aid, because of the need to get 
money out quickly. We do not consider gift aid to be an additional contribution to 
the DFID budget—rather as standard and acceptable practice for charitable 
donations. (Paragraph 22) 

Humanitarian principles and the role of the military  

7. We strongly support key humanitarian principles of neutrality and impartiality. 
Using military assets for the delivery of humanitarian assistance is generally an 
option of last resort in conflict-affected areas because the intentions of such 
assistance could be misconstrued. Nevertheless we recognise that there are occasions 
when no other options are available to help people in need, and this may well have 
been the case with regards to the use of RAF aircraft to deliver bridges. However we 
take seriously the concerns of the UN given the NATO-coordinated stabilisation 
efforts in the north and Afghan border areas and the perception this might create.  
(Paragraph 26) 

Resources 

8. Although some parts of the UN worked well, for example the Central Emergency 
Response Fund (CERF), others did not. The UN has disbursed only $700 million of a 
nearly $2 billion appeal. This is unacceptable given the millions of people still in need 
of humanitarian assistance and those living in camps. (Paragraph 31) 

Strategic Leadership 

9. We support the recommendation of the Humanitarian and Emergency Response 
Review (HERR) that the UK should champion a complete overhaul of strategic and 
operational leadership in the UN. This should  include provision to train more 
people able to carry out the role of Humanitarian Coordinator. We also agree with 
Humanitarian and Emergency  Response Review that DFID should assign a Director 
General to champion humanitarian work within DFID.  (Paragraph 34) 

Coordination  

10. The performance of the cluster system was mixed. We appreciate that NGOs want to 
help people in need, but there were too many NGOs and other agencies at some 
meetings to make clusters effective. We agree with UN OCHA that clusters should 
focus on providing strategic sector leadership. We recommend that only those 
agencies with operational experience and a proven record in the sector should be 
involved in cluster meetings and that information should be shared with others in a 
less resource intensive manner.  (Paragraph 38) 
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Disaster preparedness and risk reduction  

11. In its response to this report DFID should indicate how its increased spending in 
Pakistan will result in an increased focus on disaster preparedness and risk 
reduction. (Paragraph 42) 

Funding the International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (ISDR) 

12. Given the evident importance of disaster risk reduction we were surprised to learn 
that DFID is to withdraw from the International Strategy for Disaster Reduction. We 
recommend DFID explain in detail how it intends to prioritise disaster risk 
reduction in the multilateral system in its response to this report. We also 
recommend that DFID sets out its proposals to work with the ISDR to assist it to 
improve its effectiveness, and that DFID sets out clear criterian which, when met by 
ISDR, would permit DFID to start funding the organisation once again.  (Paragraph 
44) 

Conclusion  

13. The international humanitarian system needs to be much better prepared to respond 
to natural disasters to reduce the risks to life and livelihoods. Predicted increases in 
the incidence and severity of natural disasters, coupled with demographic trends call 
for a step change in the system. DFID must play a key role in promoting changes in 
the system and must itself better integrate disaster risk reduction into its own 
development programmes.  (Paragraph 45) 
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Taken before the International Development Committee

on Thursday 17 February 2011

Members present:

Mr Malcolm Bruce (Chair)

Richard Burden
Mr Sam Gyimah
Richard Harrington
Pauline Latham

________________

Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: Mr Matthew Carter, Humanitarian Director of CAFOD, and Chair of the Consortium of British
Humanitarian Agencies (CBHA), Mr Graham MacKay, Deputy Humanitarian Director Oxfam, and CBHA
Board member, Mr Jehangir Malik OBE, UK Director, Islamic Relief, and Ms Vickie Hawkins, Programmes
Advisor, Médecins sans Frontières, gave evidence.

Q1 Chair: Thank you very much for coming in to
see us. Good morning, and welcome. I wonder if, first
of all, you could introduce yourselves.
Vickie Hawkins: I am Vickie Hawkins, from
Médecins sans Frontières, based here in London.
Matthew Carter: Matthew Carter, Chair of the
Consortium of British Humanitarian Agencies, but
also the Humanitarian Director with CAFOD.
Graham MacKay: Graham MacKay, Deputy
Humanitarian Director for Oxfam, here also
representing CBHA as well.
Jehangir Malik: Jehangir Malik, UK Director for
Islamic Relief.

Q2 Chair: Thank you for that. Can I say that we are
slightly pressed for time, because we have the
Secretary of State coming in after you? You do not all
have to answer every question. We would appreciate
it if you can keep it crisp. I want you to say what you
want to say, but perhaps you would just bear that in
mind. I make the same appeal to the members of the
Committee, to try to keep our comments and questions
as brief as we can.
To start off with, we have already, obviously, taken
evidence from a number of quarters, and the general
comment was that the international response was
somewhat slow. Of course it was, in one sense, a
slow-onset event, although predictable once it started.
First of all, do you agree that it was slow? Was that
partly because the international community was
struggling to deal with Haiti, and were the two things
connected? So the general response, and then perhaps
you might want to address how in particular DFID
responded, once it became apparent how serious the
situation was. I do not know who wants to take that.
Matthew, do you want to start that?
Matthew Carter: I think, as you have highlighted,
there were issues with stretch within the UN system
particularly with Haiti. I think the UN did struggle in
the opening period, and has continued to struggle to a
large extent. DFID’s response, in many ways, led the
way in terms of speed and also mobilising a wider
donor community. Its support of directly working with
the UN has always been there, but particularly

Jeremy Lefroy
Alison McGovern
Anas Sarwar
Chris White

working to the Consortium of British Humanitarian
Agencies, which allowed for a disbursement within
the first four weeks for agencies to respond quickly.
Perhaps if I hand over to Graham—
Chair: I think we have some specific questions for
the others, so I will bring in other colleagues, and you
will all get a stab at it.

Q3 Richard Burden: I think the question is probably
mainly for Vickie, and it is about the interface
between stabilisation and security issues and
humanitarian relief. To what extent do you think that
the UK Government response, specifically, was
underpinned by the need to prevent further
destabilisation? The second question, which perhaps
you can come on to, is that MSF does not accept any
government money, so it does not feel that it has that
kind of conflict. However, those considerations will
be in the minds of donors, and will to some extent
influence donors’ actions, who will also be trying to
link that with humanitarian relief. Given that fact, if
NGOs are going to stay entirely independent of that,
like MSF, where is the join? How do those two things
come together, given the fact that those pressures will
stay, both on the NGO community and on donor
Governments?
Vickie Hawkins: Just to take the first question, the
climate generally in the UK at the moment is one of
aid being of benefit for our national security. Whether
that is just through general discourse in the press, or
through ministerial speeches that are making that very
explicit, or press releases that go out to support
particular increases in the aid budget, that is just the
general climate. That is what is being said.
I think on a local level there were some decisions
made by DFID that exacerbated that perception. In
particular the two decisions were pressure on the UN
and the humanitarian community to use the NATO
airlift. That pressure was resisted by the head of
OCHA at the time, and she advised the humanitarian
community not to accept that advice. The second was
the decision to use RAF flights to transport much of
the DFID-provided relief for the floods. The use of
military assets in natural disasters, and particularly in
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conflict-affected natural disasters, is as a last resort
only. It should be when there is not sufficient civilian
capacity to do so. Also, the bottom line is that it is
not a very cost-effective way of transporting goods.
We feel that those two decisions, made at a local level,
really exacerbated this sense that the UK response was
being driven by national security interests. Of course,
what is important with this is how it is perceived
locally. There can be that intent or not. That is not
really the important issue. It is how it is perceived in
Pakistan and what the local perception is of the intent
behind that aid.
Coming on to the second question of where the join
is, MSF’s analysis is that actually there should not be
a join. This is why, as you rightly pointed out, we do
not take government funding in Pakistan—also
Afghanistan, Somalia and Iraq—because we very
firmly believe that humanitarian aid has to be
distributed on need alone. If you do not do that, if you
do not prioritise it on the basis of need, firstly you
miss the neediest, because it is directed according to
other priorities; and. secondly, you actually make the
aid itself ineffective, because the identity and
perception of those who are delivering the aid
becomes compromised in the mind of the recipients.
That threatens security, and that threatens access. That
is why MSF takes this very pragmatic decision that
we distance ourselves from those agendas, and
therefore we do not take government funding in places
where we see aid as being directed according to
political and security objectives.

Q4 Richard Burden: Could I perhaps have one
supplementary on that? I do understand MSF’s
position on that. I suppose what I meant by “the join”
was, if I can put it in terms of sides, on the NATO
airlift, it was not just you against the DFID approach
on that, or on the UK Government’s approach. OCHA
stepped in and said, “Actually, we think that the
NATO airlift is not the best way of going.” However,
in the event that there are two different approaches
happening in a humanitarian relief situation, you and/
or perhaps others are saying, “Involving the military
or appearing to securitise the whole thing is at best
less effective, and at worst counterproductive.” There
are significant donors involved there who say,
“Actually we take a different view on that.” I am not
saying which is right. However, in terms of the relief
effort, is there a problem with the co-ordination of
those two different approaches? Is there a way
through that?
Vickie Hawkins: We think there needs to be increased
resilience on the side of the aid sector to rebut those
efforts to direct assistance according to other
priorities. That is our solution. If the sector itself as a
whole is more resilient, is clearer as to what the
purpose of humanitarian aid is, does not allow itself to
get drawn into stabilisation and longer-term processes,
then ultimately the aid that we are all delivering will
be more effective.

Q5 Anas Sarwar: Picking up on the point about
what the local people might think of RAF helicopters
dropping off aid supplies, and it looking like the UK
is doing it, not out of sympathy for people suffering

in a crisis, but more for reasons of national security,
was there any backlash on the ground to seeing RAF
flights, or is it more something that was said behind
the scenes, in discussion with other NGOs? Did you
get a sense from local people that they were not happy
about RAF jets coming in and dropping off aid? I am
just wondering what others might think about it.
Jehangir Malik: I personally was fortunate enough to
be on the ground within the first week, and saw the
actual mayhem firsthand, at the early stages when
there was complete chaos. I will try to just touch on
the first subject matter first, on the slow onset and the
nature of the response. Pakistan obviously does not
have the best of perceptions around the world, and so
the political overtures that surround it, and the climate
that Pakistan has, definitely kept donors away. There
was a cautious approach to the disaster, on top of
which, of course, the President was here at the time,
so there was a sort of diversion, as it were, towards
the political nature of the disaster. This, coupled with
the fact that it was a slow-onset disaster in the
immediate phases, meant that it took a good while,
even as a DEC member agency, for us to kick the
donor community into action. However, saying that,
DFID, the British Government, British donors and
institutions definitely led the way. CHBA was a
fantastic model for us to be able to access the funding
and mobilise into action, and get to the people in need
in their hour of need, first and foremost.
Chair: Can I bring in Richard Harrington? I think his
question follows on from what you are saying.

Q6 Richard Harrington: My question really, in the
field of the Government of Pakistan’s response, is for
your impressions of both the national response, but
also the importance of the local leadership side of it,
which we know, in the end, is the most important
thing in a humanitarian response. The general
consensus view is that the Government of Pakistan
reacted very well, but the provincial management
authority side of it was very patchy. If you agree with
that, how do you think that point could be improved
in future?
Jehangir Malik: Absolutely. From Islamic Relief’s
point of view, we were fortunate that we were on the
ground and had an extensive, established set-up, and
were working with civil society and community-based
organisations from the year before, with regard to the
displacement from Swat. The infrastructure for us to
be able to get to the people in need was pretty strong,
from our previous experience. NDMA had a huge
amount of experience from the Kashmir earthquake,
and we would have thought that it would have had a
stronger provincial and district-level response, and a
stronger mechanism. However, it was very much at
the central level, so it was not as effective as we
would have hoped to see it come into action. Other
elements of the Pakistan Government, vis-à-vis the
Pakistani army, were strong players on the ground in
the early stages, especially with regard to recovery
and so forth. NDMA, however, were not as strong as
we had envisaged in the early stages, when we put
them to the test.
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Q7 Chair: Can I press you on that? We had an
informal briefing from Lord Ashdown yesterday, who
is doing a wider report. He said that the experience
of the earthquake had helped the northern provinces
respond, whereas by contrast the southern provinces
were weaker. You seem to be disagreeing with that.
Jehangir Malik: I think that the Pakistan earthquake
was a very good maturity development exercise for
the NDMA, but after the Pakistani earthquake and the
reduction of funds and so forth, it probably was not
able to build on that momentum. If it had been able to
build on that momentum it would have been a stronger
NDMA. It should be an institution that is strengthened
to help in the disaster preparation and recovery, as it
were, so that it can play a stronger role. I think just
natural resources and ability for it to be able to grow
have not been there at that stage. It is there at the
national but not at the regional level at this moment
in time
Graham MacKay: Can I just say something else about
the local leadership? I am not sure that I entirely share
the premise of your question. Our perception was that
there was some leadership, as Jehangir was saying
about the National Disaster Management Authority.
However, the central Government was trying to push
out responsibility to local leadership to deal with the
crisis, but the resources did not follow that
responsibility. So you had well-meaning, decent
people—although obviously in some cases less so—
all struggling to do a job, and struggling to do it
without decent resources and after many years of
under-investment.

Q8 Richard Harrington: So the structure was there,
the intentions were there, but not the resources to
implement them?
Graham MacKay: That is the position I think we
would take.
Jehangir Malik: That is where local communities
were playing a very active role, mobilising into action,
with international NGOs that had prior access or had
some kind of infrastructure on the ground. Our
experience is that, for example, six months on, our
level of rehabilitation and recovery in the north, in the
KPK region, is far superior to what we have in Punjab
in the south, which reflects the nature of the disaster.
The disaster is a national disaster, but it has local
dimensions that are very different, geographically,
culturally, and in infrastructure and ability to respond.
We have houses up and running in the north, and
communities back taking shape. My colleagues just
came back two weeks ago and it does not look as
though a flood has hit the area. We have some good
reconstruction, whereas in the south—Mike Walsh,
the Chair of the DEC, was out with us two weeks
ago—and Sindh is still very much under water. Large
parts are still very underdeveloped, very hard to reach,
and so it has those different sorts of dimensions to the
national disaster.

Q9 Anas Sarwar: I just wanted to turn to the
WATAN system that was introduced by the Pakistan
Government; the cards that are cash-based and you
have to go and collect them. There was some concern
raised, particularly for women trying to get access to

cards, queuing up, and for cultural reasons finding it
more difficult. There were also concerns about local
corruption and nepotism, and the whole management
of the system perhaps not being fit for purpose. I
wondered what you felt the strengths and the
weaknesses of that were? I direct that at Matthew,
Graham and Jehangir.
Graham MacKay: I can say a little bit.
Anas Sarwar: On you go, Graham.
Graham MacKay: I think we would agree with that.
It was well intentioned, and a good idea, but in
practice it did not work for lots of reasons. On the
registration, I think you needed an ID card in order to
get a WATAN card, and ID cards were often held by
the men in male-headed households. There was an
issue of female-headed households, and how they get
access to that. That is just the administrative issue, let
alone the cultural issue of going to the ATMs and
getting money out. Then there are lots of practical
problems, such as finding an ATM with any cash in
it, going to banks and things like that. I think it was—
I am trying to use the right word—probably a bit
disappointing, for lots of practical reasons.

Q10 Anas Sarwar: Was that expressed to the
Pakistani authorities by different organisations and the
NGOs on the ground?
Graham MacKay: I believe it was. I think it was
generally accepted. I don't know if Jehangir—
Jehangir Malik: Yes. It is always a very difficult one,
of course, reaching the most vulnerable, given the
cultural circumstances on the ground, and trying to
get aid to the neediest. We all try to put in mechanisms
to mitigate those, but for pragmatic reasons they do
not always come to fruition. It is a real challenge.
We addressed those: we were meeting with the Prime
Minister of Pakistan and with the Muslim Charities
Forum, and we put our views across in this regard,
and so forth. We experienced it in Kashmir, and we
experienced it again. It is an ongoing challenge.

Q11 Anas Sarwar: Is it also true to say that the
people who are poorest in Pakistan are probably the
least likely to have an ID card, so they would be the
least likely to access a WATAN card?
Jehangir Malik: Yes, absolutely.

Q12 Chris White: I understand everything you have
said, but I think we would all agree that the principle
of the system was quite good and quite sensible. Do
you see something replacing it, or do you see
something that could improve it?
Graham MacKay: I can talk from our own
experience: a much more labour-intensive system,
where you are dealing with giving people a voucher,
for which you have to go through quite a strong
registration process. You give people a voucher for a
certain amount of money, and they have to go to a
bank. You prearrange with the bank, and they have a
list of names, and things like that. It is a lot more
managed. That is how we did a cash system. In
disaster response, cash is the best thing you can do,
but you need to have a well-managed system. They
tried to have something that was a bit fancy with the
WATAN cards, and it just did not work.
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Q13 Anas Sarwar: Is that because they replicated it,
having seen it from another country? Did they come
up with it themselves?
Graham MacKay: I do not know the history of where
the idea came from. The idea of cash in emergencies
is now very well established, and there are a lot of
different mechanisms that you can use for that.

Q14 Anas Sarwar: I just want to turn to the role of
the military, and direct this specifically to you, Vickie.
We have heard reports that the Pakistani Army played
a significant role in the relief efforts. You have said
that the Pakistan Army restricted and denied access to
humanitarian relief. How widespread do you think
that practice was, and do you think it is still
occurring?
Vickie Hawkins: Before I answer that question, can I
just return to the point about the RAF?
Anas Sarwar: Yes, of course you can.
Vickie Hawkins: You asked about specific backlash. I
do not know of any specific backlash against that
particular action. However, what you need to do is to
set that decision against a context of a local population
who are already incredibly suspicious about the
intentions of international aid in Pakistan. They feel
that it is a spill-over from the Afghan conflict that
does not always necessarily have the best interests of
Pakistan at heart, but is more about international
community intentions in Afghanistan. Whatever the
specific response was to the RAF being involved, that
is the context that we are working in.

Q15 Anas Sarwar: Yes.
Vickie Hawkins: So then with regard to the military,
as my colleagues have said, the military played an
important role in the initial response to the floods.
They were airlifting people to safe places, they were
very quickly, particularly in the north, repairing
damaged infrastructure, bridges, roads etc, and setting
up mobile medical camps as well. You might think
that from an MSF perspective we do not necessarily
appreciate those, but that is not the case. If it is
necessary, then absolutely the military should do it. It
is just that we will not do it in co-operation with them.
Their initial response was effective and absolutely
necessary.
The restrictions come in when we are talking about
trying to reach some of the most conflict-affected parts
of the north and east of Pakistan. This, of course, was
also the situation pre-floods; it was not unique to the
floods. We have been trying to get into districts such
as Dera Ismail Khan, which is close to Waziristan,
where there are displaced persons from the conflict
that has been going in Waziristan for years. Then of
course with the floods it was known that those areas
were flood-affected, and there were flash floods. You
already have an extremely vulnerable population
because of the conflict, and then they become
flood-affected. That is what we are talking about with
the restrictions. It was the same in southern Punjab as
well. Again, there were some areas that were very
poor and vulnerable before, but which we were not
allowed to start working in.

Q16 Anas Sarwar: Were the international donor
community aware of the problem? If so, did they take
any steps or actions to combat that?
Vickie Hawkins: Yes. We are aware that both the US
and the UK made phone calls about those restrictions
to access.

Q17 Anas Sarwar: Okay. I was just wondering
whether the CBHA agrees with that position about the
Army playing a positive role in the early onset of the
floods, but then perhaps being a bit more difficult in
the weeks and months after?
Matthew Carter: Particularly in the opening phase,
where we can comment, it had a positive impact. The
words we have used are that it was not politicised; it
was about competence, and the level of competence
we needed at that time was strong. The military had
the assets to enable support and assistance to be got
to the beneficiaries in the fastest and most effective
way. We were very clear on that.
Chair: I can understand entirely where MSF’s
philosophy is. However, standing back, in a disaster
where roads and bridges have disappeared, and so
forth, most people would tend to take the view that,
provided it was not political, the military did have a
capacity that would not otherwise be readily available.
I would be interested to see how that worked. I can
understand why, with a conflict situation, people
would be concerned about it. I can equally take the
view that it would turn things around, and people
would say, “We have had trouble with the military,
but they are now actually doing something to help.”

Q18 Anas Sarwar: It is interesting, because the
sense you get from Pakistan, and from speaking to
Pakistani people, is that they have less confidence in
their Government, but more confidence in their army.
In actual fact they felt that if the army had not stepped
in and taken such an active role, they would not have
had an effective response at all. In a funny kind of
sense, in the relief effort, the army has come up good
in terms of the popularity and the role they placed,
and the Government has come out very poorly. I just
wonder whether you agree with that.
Jehangir Malik: It seems to be a very popular tune
right now.
Anas Sarwar: Yes, that is true.
Jehangir Malik: That was definitely the case. The
Pakistani Army has the most credible reputation in
Pakistan, and as my colleagues here have echoed, they
played a very important role in the early stages. The
exact same thing happened in Kashmir. When the
disaster happened, there was no way that international
NGOs were going to reach any of those far-flung
areas, the mountainous regions, and so forth.
Naturally, we are not going to have those kinds of
resources. The military, as a last resort, kicks in and
does a phenomenal job at that early stage. I think the
complications and the challenges arise after that
initial phase.

Q19 Mr Gyimah: The question I have is on the
politicisation and also the use of the military: do you
think people perceive their own military getting
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involved differently from, let us say, DFID using RAF
jets, or do they see both in the same category?
Vickie Hawkins: Can I take that? In the case of a
natural disaster such as the floods, where of course
there is a very acute level of need, no one is
questioning that the military must be involved in the
response. They have the capacity, the logistics, etc. It
is when you come down to a humanitarian crisis that
is of a conflict-related nature that the involvement of
the military becomes, obviously, much more sensitive.
In Pakistan, you cannot divorce the floods response
from the general stabilisational effort that is going on
there. However, given the scale of the floods, of
course the military needs to be involved. If you
rewind to the displacement from Swat in 2009, there
military involvement and military control over
distribution lists, etc, became much more sensitive,
and very clearly much more part of a politically driven
stabilisation strategy.
Chair: Matthew?
Matthew Carter: I think this is clearly why the UN
and UNOCHA stood out, as well, to make this point.
If you were to take another context that was not
conflict-related, for example the Mozambique floods
eight years ago, which was a huge crisis across
Mozambique, military assets were used and deployed
very quickly, for the prime reason of logistical
capacity. That was a very different context and, as
Vickie has underlined, Pakistan is a totally different
context, and it would be perceived differently.
Chair: You have mentioned OCHA, and the role of
the UN is obviously another point of considerable
interest to us.

Q20 Mr Gyimah: Obviously in terms of the role of
the UN, one of the comments that I have come across
is that the UN clusters are supposed to exchange
information and direct action, but that a lot of NGOs
felt that it did not result in directive action. They felt
that it was not really productive, and not a great use
of time. What I would like to understand, in a little
bit more detail, is how the UN cluster system could
be made more effective. We know that the response
in the north was very different from the response in
the south. How can we make sure that NGOs are more
evenly dispersed in the crisis-affected areas?
Graham MacKay: I will give this a go.
Vickie Hawkins: Good luck.
Graham MacKay: It comes down to the quality of an
awful lot of the people employed in the leadership
positions in the UN. The general co-ordination of
work in KPK, in the north, was generally regarded as
much better. The response was much better in the
north than it was in the south. The closer you get to
Islamabad, the higher the quality of the people
working and managing the clusters there would be. In
some cases, they simply were not staffed in Sindh and
Punjab. Oxfam was asked, for example, if we could
lead the cluster in Hyderabad, because UNICEF, who
were designated as the water and sanitation cluster
lead there, did not have anybody for it. Little
anecdotes like that tell you a story. There is not the
depth in personnel required to run all the clusters of
an emergency of the scale of Pakistan. In principle,
the cluster system is probably the best option we have

available to us, but it is a case of making it as local
as possible, and pushing it out locally. It is a very
similar parallel to the Government resources, and
whether they pushed the resources and the people out
to manage things at a local level as well. It is easier
the closer you get to Islamabad. I guess that is
probably similar to an awful lot of emergencies in
countries around the world.

Q21 Mr Gyimah: I would suggest that what you
need to do is to make the NGOs more effective. How
do you go about building that capacity?
Graham MacKay: We have been proponents of the
cluster system of investment, and appreciate the
efforts that DFID has made to invest in the UN over
the years. However, we are not sure how much
evaluation or analysis there has been of that
investment, to see what the outcomes have been, and
whether we have a better coordinated NGO and UN
system at a local level. The answer is debatable at the
moment, I think.
Jehangir Malik: I think you are absolutely right,
Graham. Our colleagues on the ground, from Sindh to
Punjab to KPK, are echoing the fact that leadership
at the UN level, in terms of the country structure, is
something that needs to be evaluated and looked at.
That is one of the things that they have asked me to
relay back to you here—the fact that there is a high
rate of turnover. Two to three-week secondments, or
two to three-week periods, by any stretch of the
imagination, are not going to play an effective role.
That is a major issue, because it takes about that much
time to just settle in, and then it just keeps rotating.
Therefore there is no stability in the leadership, which
would give it a consistent approach. It is very, very
fluid and it does not materialise into an effective
response.

Q22 Anas Sarwar: I just wanted to comment on the
point of the clusters. We had a roundtable with a
number of NGOs that were on the ground in Pakistan
just a few weeks ago, and it was mentioned then, and
also subsequently at a separate meeting I had with the
Project Director of World Vision. From what she said,
clusters are seen as being a positive step in the right
direction in terms of co-ordination. However, just as
when you have a room with 20 politicians, everyone
wants to make their voice heard. It is nature, sadly,
and it happens the exact same way with NGOs. What
was suggested was that it might be appropriate to have
a set head, as a project leader, appointed by the UN
via OCHA. You could then have sub-clusters for
perhaps each local area and each area in terms of
access to food, water, home rebuilding and other such
things. There would be sub-project heads for each of
them.
There is also a problem in the sense that, because
there are so many NGOs on the ground, and you have
so many people going into the cluster, everyone wants
to make their voice heard, because they think, “I want
to get my amount of money through the cluster, as
well.” Is that the most effective way of spreading the
money that is there and using it most effectively? Is
there not a way of perhaps finding greater co-
ordination between all the NGOs and also having that
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project head, who knows all the NGOs already, has
that relationship, and knows who is the most effective
at doing what?
Vickie Hawkins: Unsurprisingly, MSF is saying
something on co-ordination. Can I just say that in
Haiti, as part of the health cluster, there were 600
NGOs registered. They could not even find a meeting
room big enough to house them. It was incredible.
Actually, however, if you looked at the bigger
proportion of those NGOs, it was people there with a
suitcase full of drugs. Their impact on the ground was
pretty insignificant. Out of that 600, you would
probably be able to take a much smaller group who
were actually having a meaningful contribution, and
communicate and co-ordinate between that group.
You had the Health Director of WHO calling it an
assembly room. Yes, perhaps we should not be
striving for inclusive, but rather meaningful, co-
ordination.

Q23 Anas Sarwar: In terms of DFID’s role on that
then, do you think the UK, and DFID specifically, can
play more of an active role in terms of finding the
reforms necessary in OCHA and in the UN to try to
create that system? Should DFID be showing some
leadership on it? Is that something that DFID should
be doing?
Graham MacKay: DFID have invested in that quite a
lot, and we would really like them to evaluate what
has been going on and try to hold the UN system to
account on that. Just to come back a little bit more on
what Vickie said, the picture she has painted in Haiti
is absolutely accurate, and that was what we
understood from the water and sanitation system.
However, I think you had the opposite problem in
Sindh and Punjab in Pakistan. There was not enough
capacity on the ground. There was not enough
leadership on the ground. There was a very different
issue. There were not the suitcase NGOs in Pakistan.
They did not exist there.
Vickie Hawkins: Yes.
Graham MacKay: So I think it is a very different
problem.
Chair: Do you want to come back, Sam?

Q24 Mr Gyimah: Yes. You made the point that in
Haiti you had too many, and then in Pakistan there
were too few, they were too thinly dispersed, and the
capacity was not necessarily there. Looking at the
UK’s response—the UK NGO response,
specifically—how did the Consortium of British
Humanitarian Agencies help, as far as the UK’s NGO
response is concerned?
Matthew Carter: I think that the Consortium of
British Humanitarian Agencies is in its infancy. It was
created early in March last year, and its primary focus
is allowing for fast disbursements of money in the
opening days. It is a fund that has been set up with
the consortium of agencies, and with DFID funding to
allow for money to be transferred within 24 hours. It
is unique in its identity and what it actually provides.
One of the big problems we have for different
agencies, particularly smaller and medium-sized
agencies in the UK, is having that front-loaded money.
It allows them immediately to go in to do those first

assessments, to look at how a response can be made.
It is a ground-breaking area, and it did speed up the
response. The second part of CBHA, the Consortium,
is about building capacity, both national and
international. One of the real beacons within it is
creating new leadership within the humanitarian
community, but at local levels—not at an international
level. That is a programme that is being pushed out
and trialled in different countries around the world at
the moment.
Jehangir Malik: I think the CBHA is another shining
example of Britain and the international development
agencies in the United Kingdom taking the lead and
showing the way, as it were. The CBHA is a fantastic
mechanism for making money available at an early
stage, because nobody had bank accounts full of cash
ready and available. Again, it is funded and supported
by DFID. It is only two years old, but the track record
in its two years, at this moment in time, has been a
phenomenal mechanism to be able to activate the
agencies at that first 24 or 48-hour stage. It enables
them to get the money across to where it is needed,
and pre-positioned the British aid agencies in an
excellent position. This is a fine example of clear
understanding, a working mechanism and reaching the
needy in their hour of need.

Q25 Mr Gyimah: Could you just shed some light,
briefly on what makes it so effective? It has been
going for just two years, but it is obviously working.
Graham MacKay: It is the speed. As Matthew said,
it is the 24 hours, the quick dispersal mechanism. The
sums are not great, but they are seed money and they
kick things off. They get people into a country. You
compare that against four weeks for getting money
through the UN CERF system. If you want to have an
impact in an emergency you have to do something in
the first four weeks. You have to do the bulk of your
work then. If you do not get money until four weeks
after, then where is your impact?
Matthew Carter: The other thing to add is that it is
15 agencies who know each other. It works as a sort
of peer-review type process. For example, when we’re
responding, we know that Islamic Relief, or we know
that Oxfam is better on water and sanitation, because
that is what we do. We are a group of professionals.
We can release that money to the right and appropriate
agencies more quickly.

Q26 Alison McGovern: I just want to go back to the
question of leadership. There has been an indication
of some of the problems with the UN system. What
do you think the UK’s role should be in driving UN
leadership? Clearly there is the exemplification of
good working that we have just been talking about,
but what else should the UK be doing to show
leadership? How do we tackle this problem of talented
individuals? The longevity of placements has been
mentioned, but what are the other things that ought to
be addressed?
Matthew Carter: I think I will have a first stab. It is
a recognised problem. One of the things that happened
in Pakistan—and we suffer from it ourselves, as
agencies—is that you put in your best staff in the
opening few months and then those staff are pulled
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out. It is about leaving behind a sustaining qualified
capacity and leadership—that is the big thing.
Overlaid is the fact that the sector and the system, the
humanitarian global system, is hugely stretched at the
moment. It is also a sector that fewer people are
coming into, funnily enough, and not the right people.
It is something we have to address. I don't think there
is a quick fix solution. However, again, CBHA is in its
infancy in looking at how you create new leadership.
Just to repeat myself, we are not looking to create
international leadership but local leadership and local
capacities, which has to be at the heart of it. I think it
was a failing within Pakistan that we saw, where good
people came in, set things up, left, and built no local
capacity to even think about taking over from where
they left off.
Vickie Hawkins: Can I just add something about the
multi-hatting of resident co-ordinators? When you
have resident co-ordinators, who are also expected to
act as humanitarian co-ordinators, the net result is that
the humanitarian responsibility that they have
inevitably gets subordinated to the political
responsibility. When you are multi-hatting people,
particularly UN leaders, particularly in an acute
situation like the floods, you are asking them to do an
impossible job.

Q27 Chair: In that context, Paddy Ashdown
suggested that the UN ought to have, as he put it, a
cadre of specialist humanitarian disaster co-ordinator
people. Therefore it should not be the resident UN
head who does that job. It should be somebody who
is immediately pushed in to do it. Firstly, do you think
that would be a good idea? I suppose the more serious
question is, do you think the UN is capable of
organising itself in that way?
Vickie Hawkins: What you are asking the UN to do
in that case is to review the integrated approach that
they have taken on. In the early 1990s in Afghanistan,
when there was the Strategic Framework for
Afghanistan, there was the decision then to pilot the
UN’s integrated approach. The result of that has been
that in situations where there is an integrated UN
approach, the humanitarian agencies are subordinated
to the political one. That is a very significant approach
and decision on the side of the UN. I do not know if
there is openness to review UN integration.

Q28 Chair: It is quite disappointing, isn’t it, that at
the time of the earthquake Pakistan was supposed to
be the progenitor of the one UN, and it did not work
very well then. Then you have, several years later,
another disaster, and the same concerns seem to be
there. The UN does not appear to be learning very
much.
Jehangir Malik: Whether it is the international NGOs
or the United Nations, the key here is, as pointed out
earlier, that it has to be transferring the leadership to
the locals. Where specialists are brought in to do their
specialist area of work, they have to be always trying
to inculcate and institutionalise an understanding to
say what will be a sustainable solution in terms of
human resource. The local teams have to play an
active role with the local team with a view to handing
over to be able to take the lead. They also have to

hopefully develop local teams to play that leadership
role very closely with the parachuted-in specialists.
That will allow us to leave something very tangible
behind, and bring up the entire human resource sector,
as it were. Transferring ownership naturally would
then play a vital role in that.

Q29 Chair: That raises the whole question of lessons
learnt and planning for the future. Again—it is fresh
in our minds because it was yesterday—Lord
Ashdown said that the incidence of these kinds of
disasters is likely to increase in frequency and
intensity, for various reasons. He was not talking just
about Pakistan, but we are talking here about Pakistan
especially. Some of the reasons for this are to do with
climate change, some are to do with increased seismic
activity, some are to do with greater urbanisation,
meaning people are concentrated in situations where
the impact is likely to be greater. Those were some of
the things that he was identifying. We have had two
major disasters, and I take Anas Sarwar’s point that
there is a dichotomy between the military and some
concerns about the capacity of the civilian
Government. Given this, what should Pakistan itself,
and the international community, be doing to ensure
that they actually have, if you like, a permanent
capacity to respond?
Graham MacKay: There has been plenty of
investment. I can answer more easily for the
international community than for Pakistan. For the
international community, there has been plenty of
investment in the UN by the British Government and
other Governments, and how accountable has that
investment been? What have we all collectively got
for that investment in UN capacity? It has been
considerable, over the years.

Q30 Chair: In Pakistan specifically?
Graham MacKay: I am talking for all responses
globally. I am not talking about the funds to respond
to the crisis. I am talking about the funds used to build
the capacity of the UN institutions and the role they
have to play. I just wonder what evaluation there has
been on that. That would be the first step that we
would have to do on that, but because of Pakistan I
feel less comfortable.

Q31 Chair: Jehangir, you are saying that you need
to have local capacity. Do you have a view, firstly, on
what the Government of Pakistan could be doing?
Then, perhaps, given that we are a major partner and
donor within Pakistan, do you have a view on what
more DFID could do, to support the Government of
Pakistan’s ability to do it? I suppose that is what I am
asking for.
Jehangir Malik: Absolutely. Again, looking at those
two major disasters and the ongoing disasters, whether
man-made or natural, in the country, for the NDMA
to have a meaningful role, it has to be able to make
sure that it is not just sitting centrally. It must be able
to get out to the districts and to the regions. Civil
society and community mobilisation cannot just be a
nice buzzword. It has to come to fruition. You have to
see it actively engaged at the community level. I think
that the NDMA, from a disaster-preparedness point of
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view, has a role in being able to mitigate the impacts
of the disasters that are unfortunately more likely to
happen.
Currently I believe that the NDMA plays a role just
centrally, and it kicks into action to the best of its
ability, under the leadership of General Nadeem, and
the likes, as it were. However, it needs to have a much
more proactive role, when it is a quieter time period,
in building that infrastructure to be able to reach those
areas from a disaster response and preparedness point
of view. At the end of the day, it is the Government
of Pakistan’s responsibility, and we can help to play a
role in that, but that is something that really needs to
be prioritised at the Government of Pakistan level.

Q32 Chair: Matthew Carter?
Matthew Carter: Just to fully support that, one of the
things that was recognised during the response phase
was that the big agencies were totally stretched. In
discussions with DFID, DFID were saying, “What are
we going to do? We do not have the capacity.” One
of the big reflections then was the mobilisation of
communities and civil society. That has to be the way
forward. It is what CBHA members bring. You have
those agencies who can deliver large-scale operational
programmes, and those who primarily work through
building civil society capacity. They have to go hand
in hand. There is not one solution to fix all this. It is
a combination of both.
Jehangir Malik: Having said that, just to add to
Matthew’s point there, for that to be effectively
reached on the ground there must be a perception of
impartiality, neutrality and our independence. Those
are critical ingredients for us to be able to mobilise
those communities. Trust, in a place like Pakistan, is
absolutely critical. If you want to reach the people in
their hour of need, the military can come in and
everybody can come and do their bit and play a major
role in a collaborative mechanism.
However, at the next stage, in order to mobilise the
communities, to engage with the communities at a
quiet level and at a less intense level, then trust is a
major aspect. If the local communities have suspicion,
or perception of politicisation or of any other kind of
agenda other than the humanitarian agenda, the aid
workers will come under attack. The aid efforts at
large will be largely ineffective, and we may again see
what I witnessed in Kabul—being confined to walls
within a humanitarian compound, and not reaching
much outside that area. It is all intertwined. Therefore,
our neutrality and our perceived impartiality are
absolutely critical to achieving peace, security and the
wider stabilisation, I believe.

Q33 Anas Sarwar: Jehangir, picking up on that
slightly broader question about the diaspora
community, you had a situation in the UK following
the floods where the diaspora community raised
hundreds of thousands of pounds. For example, in the
city of Glasgow, £300,000 was raised. That did not go
through the DEC or anything like that. Right across
the country you had diaspora communities raising
hundreds of thousands of pounds in different charity
events. You also had diaspora communities collecting
their own medicines, collecting their own clothes, and

collecting their own money. It comes back to the trust
aspect: they do not trust NGOs and they do not trust
the Government. They think it is all politicisation, and
so they want to go over and give the money
themselves, or they want to fill up the back of a truck
and go and drive the truck themselves. The number of
phone calls I got from people saying, “I am stuck at
a checkpoint. I have a truck full of medicine here. I
do not want to give it to anyone, because I am not
sure what they will do with it. I want to make sure I
go and give it to my village, myself.”
How can DFID work together with the NGOs to try
to get the trust within the diaspora community? How
can it get all of those fundraising efforts, all of the
energy and time, and actually get it in a more co-
ordinated way, and deliver it on the ground? This is
not just for the Pakistan situation. It could be in other
crises that happen right around the world, where the
diaspora community come together. It is a slightly
broader point, but I just wondered what you think.
Vickie Hawkins: To be honest I would let the NGOs
do it themselves. It is about our relationships with the
local population. I am afraid that, from MSF’s
perspective, we are much more cautious about taking
DFID money today than we were five or six years ago.

Q34 Anas Sarwar: I do not mean local people on
the ground in Pakistan.
Vickie Hawkins: I know, but I am talking about the
diaspora communities as well. We work hard to build
our relationships with the Somali diaspora, the
Pakistani diaspora, etc, because of course there is a
direct added value for our operations. However, we
do it on the basis that we are independent. I really
want to echo those words. It is absolutely vital for our
acceptance. We have to build up understanding slowly
over time, and just make people aware that we are
there on an independent basis, on the basis of need
alone. My response to that would be that NGOs need
to do that themselves on the basis of their own identity
and their independence from political agendas.
Chair: You are saying some quite important things.

Q35 Alison McGovern: I have a very quick
question. You said, “We are being much more cautious
about taking DFID money now than we were five
years ago.” What has changed?
Vickie Hawkins: As I said earlier, there is a general
climate today in the UK that the aid budget is good
for our national security. That message is filtering
through in all sorts of ways. Of course it is not just
the UK. We have heard it very explicitly in the US
for many years now, and the European Union also
seems to be moving in that direction. I would say that
the public nature of that explicit link between aid and
national security has become much more evident in
the UK in past months than ever before.

Q36 Chair: Are you talking about how the British
public perceive it, or how the Pakistani public
perceive it? I think what you are saying is quite
contentious. We have had the debate about the
securitisation of aid, but it is still the case that UK aid
is untied. It is focused on poverty reduction. It is
trying to deliver impartial results. It is difficult to say
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that that has fundamentally changed, and yet you are
saying that MSF’s attitude towards that has changed,
and that you regard being associated with DFID as
tainting your independence and your ability to deliver.
Vickie Hawkins: No, we are concerned about what
people think about association. It is not so much a
criticism from MSF. It is all about what the people
think—in the places that we work, that we are talking
to, and that we are negotiating access with. I am afraid
there have been public statements made in recent
months that aid, including humanitarian aid, is good
for our national security—that it makes the streets of
London safer. For us, as the aid deliverers, that blurs
the understanding of who we are if we are seen to be
associated with that particular donor. We are aware
that armed groups in the places that we work look at
our websites. They work out where we get our
funding from. They test our claims of independence.
It is all about perceptions, and being able to
demonstrate that we are as independent as we claim
we are.

Q37 Richard Harrington: Jehangir, I would like to
press you on Anas’s point, if you do not mind. I will
just tell you very briefly, in 30 seconds, my
experience. I was asked in my constituency of
Watford to do an appeal on behalf of Islamic Relief. I
got a letter from Andrew Mitchell, and we had a very
nice dinner—a smaller scale than yours in Glasgow,
but it is a much smaller population. I was besieged by
constituents saying that I was very wrong. “Do not
give money to these people. You cannot understand
about corruption in Pakistan. It will not get there. My
uncle’s brother-in-law’s sister in my village—by the
way, a village can be 1,000,000 people, as you
know—they will get it through.” I do think there is a
huge selling job on the diaspora. It seems to me that
for a lot of people, and my Pakistani population is
fundamentally a working-class population, your
organisation is perceived as being with DFID as a
kind of institution, and they do not trust institutions.
There is probably not much to answer. It would be
best to answer his question, but I would bear that in
mind.
Jehangir Malik: Thank you very much. Time does
not allow for us to discuss it—I think we would need
another hour to go into this subject. Fundamentally,
trust and independence and partiality, doing what we
say and saying what we do, are absolutely critical.
Pakistan, for a variety of reasons, has a very negative
perception from corruption and from all other areas,
which make it less trusting. The diaspora community
raised over £30,000,000 for the floods—incidentally,
separate from the DEC appeal, which has raised
£69,000,000 so far in the last six months. That is a
phenomenal amount. Just under £10,000,000 came
through Islamic Relief, so we are very familiar with
it, in the first eight or 10 weeks. You can see the
outpouring of generosity from the diaspora.
I would like to say, Chair, and everyone here, that I
would like to think that we have had an improvement
from the previous situation with Kashmir, with
fly-by-night agencies and so forth. Two things
happened: the DEC messages, the media behind us,
and being able to push the fact that international aid

agencies are the best sort of solution under these
circumstances, given the complexities. We had a bit
of a learning experience, a less healthy experience in
Kashmir, where a number of attacks, losses and so
forth happened. I think the community is maturing,
but we are far from solving the issues. Your
constituents would quite rightly say that they have a
better way of going about it.
It is not limited just to the working class: we had big
personalities and TV presenter personalities that want
to do it by themselves. Sometimes you cannot stop
them. We are not in a position to stop anybody taking
a suitcase of money to Pakistan. What we can do is
advocate. What we are doing through the DEC
agencies, through our platforms, is advocating that the
international NGO set-up is the best way to get your
money across. Secondly, establishing the Muslim
Charities Forum as a co-ordination body, to be able to
give trust to the constituency, is a better model. That
money has a direct channelling source and we can see
the impact on the other side. However, it is a
long-term solution, especially with the diaspora
community. They have instant information and
knowledge, and sometimes international aid agencies
would not have that level of information.
Chair: You have raised a number of those points.
Simon has a question, perhaps as a final thing, given
the time. Would you all have the same view that
DFID’s stance compromises your association with
them? Is it a point of concern? I want to ask you that,
because obviously MSF has a very specific position.
It would be interesting to hear whether the rest of you
take a similar view. Sam, you have a question.

Q38 Mr Gyimah: Just picking on the point of
DFID’s stance, I think it is worth pointing out, when
people ask these questions about the public
statements, that the Coalition Government is
committed to the Millennium Development Goals. We
are increasing funding from 2013. International
Development is one of the few Departments whose
budget is ring-fenced and we are going to 0.7% of
GNI. When you talk about public statements, it is
worth noting that there are a number of statements
there, but in terms of actual substance, being
committed to the Millennium Development Goals is
not really politicising the issue.
Chair: Not only that, but Sweden has a particularly
good reputation for both being neutral and
independent, and the Swedish Development Minister
will say: “You do have to tell the Swedish people that
there is a benefit in what you are doing. It is altruism,
it is because it is the right thing to do, but it is also
about saying: ‘It should help reduce poverty, and
therefore the pressures of migration and terrorism, and
so forth.’” That does not seem to me, in itself, to taint
it. What would be different would be if the money was
actually going out of the proper overseas development
assistance, and going into public order issues, security,
intelligence and so on. Of course those are real issues.
Sometimes the language may create that impression,
but we have to judge whether the money is actually
going after that kind of rhetoric. I just want to have
a round-up.
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Jeremy Lefroy: Just very briefly, I would like to
make the point that when we were in New York we
met the President or Chairman of the UN
Parliamentary Assembly, and he made the very same
point. He was the former President of the Federal
Republic of Switzerland, and he said, “As far as we’re
concerned, there are two main aims. There is the
humanitarian and moral ground, and the pragmatic
ground for security.” That is the President of the UN
Parliamentary Assembly. Would that mean therefore
that the UN itself is tainted?

Q39 Richard Burden: When we come to write up
the report we will obviously have some of these
discussions ourselves. I want to concentrate on
questions to you. I would just like to know how far
the concerns about being tainted by the local
perceptions of Western/Northern/DFID policies go.
Vickie, when you said at the start that this is a
pragmatic position in the context of Pakistan, from
that I understood you to mean that because of the
particular political and security situation in Pakistan,
the issue of being linked with DFID is a more serious
question than it might be in Country x or Region y.
Now is that what you are saying, that we are talking
on a country-by-country basis? In a sense, the
statements about the links between security and aid
may be made in one context, but heard or reported on
websites in another context. There may be a statement
made about Iraq, for example, that is reported on a
website in Pakistan. Are you saying that your
concerns about British policy on this mean that you do
not feel that you can have an association with DFID at
all? Or are you saying it is just in the Pakistan
context? I would like to know other people’s views
on that.
Chair: Perhaps this can be our final question. All of
you can answer.
Vickie Hawkins: Just to clarify MSF’s position on the
funding, we take no government funding in
Afghanistan, Pakistan, Somalia and Iraq, as I said.
That is very much, as you said, a decision that is taken
according to what we feel will best facilitate our
access on a local basis. It is specific to those particular
countries because of the geopolitical agendas at work.
However, as you say, what is said now in one part of
the world reverberates into another. We are a global
village, and there is no such thing as being able to
make a local decision that does not have international
reverberations of one sort or another. For that reason,
we are careful about our funding policy generally,
internationally. At the moment, as I said, we would be
cautious. We are more cautious than we used to be
about approaching DFID for funding, particularly in
conflict settings. That is our general status quo.

Q40 Chair: At a time when DFID is putting more
resources into conflict situations.
Matthew Carter: We would recognise DFID as a key
donor, a key actor on the international stage. £136
million into Pakistan puts it in the top three of large
donors. That funding is vital. I think our position as
CBHA, as a BOAG member—British Overseas Aid
Group—as CAFOD, is continually to work with DFID
to ensure that that level of transparency remains, but

recognising the tensions between aid and security.
That is always going to be there, but we have to battle
to ensure there is transparency, and have that robust
relationship with DFID.
My final comment is on something slightly different:
the importance of DFID remaining at the top table in
relation to bringing about change in the UN. Some
people think that when DFID steps away from that,
that will bring about greater change, because they
have been such an instrumental player. Something has
to change within the UN, and DFID has been a key
player in driving that change. If their position was lost
there, what would happen? I don't know.
Graham MacKay: Oxfam’s position on this is that we
did not take DFID money over Iraq, because the
British Government was seen as a combatant in that
particular scenario. That is where our line is drawn.
We do take DFID money around the world in many
places. We take it in Pakistan. Our perception of
DFID’s funding is that it seems to be reasonably fair.
They tried to push money down to Sindh and Punjab,
where it was most needed, and they did not have any
bias towards any particular sectors, or anything like
that. I think it was a case of maybe wanting more
funding for the health sector, but we thought generally
the funding policy was reasonably fair in Pakistan. It
would be fair to recognise that. There are other ways
in which we have to deal with the issues of acceptance
with the local community, and we work a lot through
local civil society and local NGO groups. That is a
different tactic.
Jehangir Malik: Absolutely. We do implement funds
and projects through DFID in Pakistan, and other parts
of the world. Our key here is, again, being able to
have trust with the local communities. That
people-to-people contact is absolutely critical to our
sense of safety and security, as it were, in being able
to ensure that we reach the needy and the most
vulnerable, even those that do not have the WATAN
cards or those that are inside. We have the ability to
reach those people, coupled with the fact that we are
Islamic Relief, so therefore the perception of agenda
would not be as great as it may be with other agencies.
We can then be in prime position to be able to look at
the good work historically that DFID has done. As my
colleagues have pointed out, it is a key donor. It is a
key player. It is a beacon of light in terms of
international development in many, many areas. We
hope that we can advocate and have that robust
discussion with DFID to be able to keep that robust
direction, as it were, in pushing the international
development agenda and working with the
international NGOs like us, through CBHA and the
other agencies. With those discussions in place, we
hope and advocate that DFID continues to play a key
role in this respect.
Chair: Can I thank you all very much for what I think
was a lively and informative exchange. From this
Committee’s point of view, clearly we strongly take
the view that our job is to be aware of the dangers, if
you like, of how DFID or other international agencies
or partners are perceived. Our job is also to hear what
criticisms and comments there are, and also to make
sure that we feed in what we can to ensure that we
are not tainted by what is actually done, and that it
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is open, accountable, transparent, untied, pro-poverty
reduction and humanitarian aid. That is a role for this
Committee. To have evidence, and the comments you
have all made, is very important to us. We appreciate
what you have said this morning. I have let it run on

Examination of Witness

Witness: Rt Hon Andrew Mitchell MP, Secretary of State for International Development, and John Barrett,
Head of the Pakistan Flood Response Team, DFID, gave evidence.

Q41 Chair: Good morning, Secretary of State. Thank
you very much for coming in to see us in this final
session on the response to the floods in Pakistan. I
think you had noticed that there is a topical issue that
has cropped up in relation to Afghanistan, and I just
wondered if you would just briefly tell us what the
situation is. A number of us have been contacted by
the media about the fact that the Kabul Bank has been
taken over by the Central Bank of Afghanistan and
that the IMF are expressing more than concern about
the situation and the implications for international
funding. Can you just give us an indication of what
the British Government’s take on this is and whether
it is leading to any kind of review of what you and
your Department are doing or how you are going to
be doing it in Afghanistan?
Andrew Mitchell: On the Kabul Bank, I am very
happy to write to the Committee giving them an
update today, if that would be helpful. See Ev
This is a quite longstanding and thoroughgoing
scandal. My Department is funding a full forensic
audit of what has happened and we will look very
carefully, together with the IMF, at the result of that
audit. But it is clear that there has been some
disgraceful behaviour by senior Afghans in respect of
the bank and its lending policy. I know that quite a
large chunk of that money has been repaid. There was
evidence of it being used to buy property in Dubai,
for example. Obviously, once we see the forensic
audit, we will be able to consider, in the light of
factual information, more clearly what needs to be
done, but it does have a very negative effect on
financial probity issues in Afghanistan.

Q42 Chair: I appreciate that. Does it have any
implications for the way DFID and, indeed, the
international community can deliver their financial
support and development assistance within
Afghanistan?
Andrew Mitchell: We have always been very clear
that we are operating in a context where we are
seeking to increase significantly our development
support for Afghanistan. When the Prime Minister
was there last year, he announced a significant uplift
in British development support, but we do not operate
directly through the Afghan Government; we operate
through the trust-fund mechanism, which means that,
very largely, we are paying out taxpayers’ money on
the basis of reimbursable receipts, and that is the right
way to address that issue.

Q43 Richard Harrington: I am sure you are aware,
but from our point of view I think the Telegraph

a little bit because the Secretary of State is running
late, but thank you very much indeed.
Matthew Carver: Thank you.
Graham MacKay: Thank you.
Vickie Hawkins: Thank you.

writing a story about our aid to Afghanistan in the
context of the bank is very much along the line of the
Daily Mail and the interview you gave to the
Financial Times about India, with the announcement
earlier this week. It is just whipping up public anti-aid
and support sentiments. I am sure your Department is
very aware of it and I am sure everyone around this
table is completely resolute in the way we deal with
these things. I think the Afghanistan thing is a way of
exploiting this whole, “Charity begins at home—why
are we ring-fencing DFID?” kind of thing, but I am
sure you are far more aware of this than we are.
Andrew Mitchell: We are all of us equally aware, and
I am grateful to Mr Harrington for making the point.
I think that, with the announcement coming shortly,
almost certainly on 1 March, of the results of the
Bilateral Aid Review and the Multilateral Aid Review,
our constituents and the British taxpayers will be able
to see that the Coalition Government is completely
refocusing the way in which we do development,
looking at results and outputs—all the things we
discussed when you first invited me to come before
the committee, Mr Chairman—and also setting up
independent evaluation of British aid through the
Independent Commission for Aid Impact, which is
now starting its work. I think it is that—the lock on
the results so that people can see where their money
is going, the much greater transparency and the
independent evaluation of aid—that will give our
constituents the necessary confirmation about the
changed way in which we do development now. We
are doing development in a very harsh economic
climate, for reasons that the Committee will be very
familiar with.
Finally, on your point about charity beginning at
home, I think that if you look at the way in which
people across Britain supported the Disasters
Emergency Committee appeal on the floods in
Pakistan—the subject of our discussions today—you
can see the innate generosity of people across Britain
to people who are in desperate circumstances. What I
always say to my constituents, and I am sure you say
to yours, Mr Harrington, is that charity does begin at
home, but it does not end there.
Chair: I want to close this, but I think Jeremy Lefroy
wanted to put a question. I think we need to get on
to Pakistan.

Q44 Jeremy Lefroy: Yes, I appreciate that and, with
your permission, Mr Chairman, I will just follow up
on that. In response to a written question of mine,
your Department—or you—stated that there had been,
I think, four projects in this financial year where
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funding had been stopped as a result, perhaps, of
investigations or perceived irregularities, which was a
considerable increase on previous years. I wondered
if that was as a result of increased irregularities in
the aid system or a tougher approach to the use of
taxpayers’ money.
Andrew Mitchell: I hope that it is the second. There
is no doubt that Coalition Ministers and the
Department are absolutely focused on fully
implementing the zero tolerance to corruption policy
that we have, and that must be right, because not only
does corruption undermine the whole support for
Britain’s significant development programme in the
way that Mr Harrington described, but of course it
also massively lets down the people who we are trying
to help in the countries where we are working.

Q45 Chair: Thank you, and thank you for your
indication. If you feel that there is more you wish to
put in writing to the committee, we would obviously
appreciate it.
Andrew Mitchell: Yes, we will do that.

Q46 Chair: Thank you for accepting that question. It
does seem to be out there and we felt we needed to
take advantage of that fact. On the Pakistan floods,
which obviously happened in the middle of the
summer holidays—and actually, reading the DFID
submission to the Committee, it seemed to fall quite
heavily on your personal shoulders—the impression
one gets is that you were very much directing traffic.
Was that the way it actually was? Given that it
happened when it did, were there enough key staff in
place? What kind of problems were caused? Did that
affect our ability to respond quickly?
Andrew Mitchell: It did happen during the summer.
As you say, Mr Chairman, I was actually on my
annual sojourn in Rwanda when the floods crisis first
hit. Of course, because I was in Rwanda, where there
is a very strong DFID office, I had full
communications and was able to grip it from there. I
then was briefly in Tanzania and came back to the UK.
So, I think the key person, inevitably, is the holder of
my office, and so I was here. Also the office in
Pakistan was very fully manned at the time, and that
helped as well. I can give some details of that if it
would be helpful to the Committee, but I think we
were there at the time and I am not really aware of
any staffing deficiencies at our end that in any way
impeded what we were doing.

Q47 Chair: To avoid just going straight into
anachronisms, CHASE—the Conflict, Humanitarian
and Security Department—co-ordinated the response,
as it does. In the last Parliament the Committee visited
the headquarters in Victoria Street. How do you think
CHASE performed on this occasion? I will just ask
you that question first and then perhaps compare it
with other organisations.
Andrew Mitchell: This was my first emergency crisis
as Secretary of State. The first thing that happens, of
course, is there is a conversation between me and
CHASE, and I was immediately aware of the very
strong, deep experience that exists in CHASE and
that, I think, enables Britain to give very strong

leadership on these occasions. That was certainly the
experience on this occasion. I was obviously
extremely reliant on the advice from CHASE, and the
senior officials in CHASE gave me outstandingly
good support.

Q48 Chair: We will, obviously, explore in more
detail, as we have done with other witnesses, the role
of the UN, and it is not your responsibility other than
being a partner, but how do you think the CHASE
response compared with the UN response?
Andrew Mitchell: The UN response, in terms of the
cluster system and leadership on the ground, was
patchy, and I think one should be clear about that. But
I also want to make it clear that the sheer scale of
what was happening on the ground was wholly
unprecedented. What you had was an area flooded the
size of England; you had some 20 million people
caught up in this, of whom, from memory, about 12
million were displaced. This is a scale of disaster that
was completely unprecedented, and I was able to see
it for myself when I went to Pir Sabaq, when I went
on my first visit to Pakistan on 19 August. I do not
think there is any Government in the world that would
have been able to operate really effectively faced with
a disaster of that scale.
The way in which the different clusters performed, we
can come on to in a moment, but in Khyber
Pakhtunkhwa, for example, 10 years of rain fell in one
week, which is a once-in-a-century weather event. For
those of the Committee who are interested in these
things, I looked up the level of water flow that resulted
from the flooding. The mean flow in the Thames out
there is 66 cubic metres of water per second; at the
peak of the flood, the Indus was flooding at over
40,000 cubic metres of water per second, and that
happened continuously for over three weeks, so the
scale of what happened there is awesome. I saw in Pir
Sabaq a high-water mark of 12 feet above the ground,
and it is hard to imagine the terror that must have
struck particularly children and older folk who are less
mobile as this wall of water moved through Pir Sabaq,
destroying their homes, all their possessions and, of
course, their livelihoods as well.
In a sense, it was a very good place to go. I went with
Baroness Warsi to Pir Sabaq, because, up on the hill
above it, quite soon after the floods and the water
receding, you could see how the international aid
effort was getting going. I saw how Oxfam was
getting water through to very large numbers of people
who were in temporary accommodation; Islamic
Relief, for example, with the shelter that they were
providing; some basic healthcare getting in; basic food
and some nutrition as well. So, I want to emphasise
to the Committee that, although we rightly look at
what the UN did, we rightly look at what the NGOs
and others did, this was an unprecedentedly difficult
situation to address. Also, I think, within Pakistan,
there was a better performance, for example, in
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa then there was down in Sindh,
and that was partly because there were NGOs and
other organisations there in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa.
That is because, of course, it was near the earthquake
and, therefore, there was some experience in dealing
with these crises as well.
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Q49 Chair: We had the benefit of a briefing from
Lord Ashdown yesterday, which I think you also had,
on his independent report, which will be published in
the next few weeks. He was very strong on saying
that the first 72 hours’ response was crucial, and that
what you did then was really important, and that value
for money was a secondary consideration at that point.
Do you agree with that, and do you think, having said
that, that the value for money and rapid response were
proportionately balanced? Obviously, you are going to
see his review and you will make a judgment when
you see it, but are you minded to take the view that
DFID may have to increase the funding it diverts into
humanitarian response?
Andrew Mitchell: On the first point, there is no
question that the ability of the government, or other
non-governmental organisations, to react on the
ground in the first 72 hours is absolutely critical. It
defines the extent of the crisis and the depth of the
misery that emerges from it. If you look at, for
example, the effect of the earthquake in Chile, contrast
it with what happened in Haiti. Because Chile had the
sinews of governance to be able to attack it, you see
a wholly different and disproportionate ability to
react. If you look at what China did in their
earthquake, for example, again you see how very
quickly they were able to take the necessary steps to
mitigate the effects. So there is no question at all that
Lord Ashdown is right about that.
The second point I would make is that Lord
Ashdown’s report, I think, will have far more
significance than just for Britain in what he says about
the way we address these things. I think everyone
would agree that it was time to have a really good
look at the way we handle emergencies and our
response to them, and although I have not seen the
final report, I am aware of the emerging findings of
Lord Ashdown’s report, and I think that he and his
review will have done an enormous service both to
Britain in how we handle these crises and to the wider
international architecture. This is an independent
report, unlike the Bilateral Aid Review and the
Multilateral Aid Review, which are reports of the
British Government. This is a report to the British
Government and I am very much looking forward to
seeing it.
On the third part of your question, which was about
putting in more funding, I have an open mind on that.
We are not deciding how to fund any of the
humanitarian multilateral agencies until after we have
seen Lord Ashdown’s report. Although the
Multilateral Aid Review will announce our
conclusions on many of the 43 multilateral agencies,
it will not announce our conclusions in respect of
funding for the main humanitarian relief agencies.
But I want to make one final point on this, which is
that although it may be necessary to increase funding
and to make money available in significant amounts
at the start of one of these dreadful crises, it is not
necessary to turn your back on the absolute priority,
which we have on all our aid and development, of
seeing what the results are. There were days in the
early part of the flooding when we were mobilising
where I obliged the officials to work late into the night
to tell me what the results were going to be of

taxpayer funding, because I do not think, even in a
humanitarian crisis, you can expect the British
taxpayer just to dole out funding unless they can be
sure the money is really effective.
So, from the beginning of the crisis, the question that
I was asking of our team in Pakistan, to which they
responded magnificently, was, “Fine, you can have the
money, but I need to know what it is going to achieve.
What are the results on the ground? What does it mean
for water and sanitation? What does it mean for
nutrition, particularly for children who are not getting
fed properly? Tell me the results this money is going
to buy, so that I can in turn explain to the very
generous people in Britain and to British taxpayers
why we are spending the money.”
Chair: Certainly, I think the members of the
Committee who met Lord Ashdown yesterday were
impressed not only by what he said the British
Government could do but also by his suggestions for
how the international community might respond
better, which we hope will be taken forward. But we
will see that when we see it published. Can I just bring
in Jeremy Lefroy, who had a supplementary, and then
Richard Harrington?

Q50 Jeremy Lefroy: Thank you very much,
Chairman. Secretary of State, I well remember the
situation when you were in Rwanda responding to it,
because I was there, as was our colleague Pauline
here. If I may just recall one particular incident, which
both impressed me and raised a question, we
happened to be together when you received a message
that there was a planeload of supplies ready to take
off to go to Pakistan at that very time, and DFID were
seeking your permission to send it and you gave that
permission. That was very late at night and that
showed me that DFID were absolutely working on
this and we must give full credit to the team, but it
also raised a question about delegation. I wonder
whether you, on reflection, would delegate more to
officials in terms of final decisions than perhaps is the
case at the moment. Perhaps you are constrained by
rules of accountability in terms of the amount of
money involved. Is there anything that you think we
can learn in terms of delegation for the future from
that?
Andrew Mitchell: I think we always look at that, and
you are right. I think, in relation to the particular
planeload of kit that was leaving, they were not so
much seeking permission as telling me that something
was taking place, which we had already agreed. I
emphasise that, in Rwanda, we have incredibly good
communications because we have a very strong DFID
office there, and so, with modern communications, the
physical distance was not really a factor. It was in
Tanzania, which is why I returned from Tanzania so
rapidly.
In terms of delegation, I think we have to strike a
balance. I think we got it right. In terms of George
Turkington and his team on the ground in Islamabad,
in terms of the joined-up nature of the UK platform,
the use of defence assets to help, and the use of advice
from other Departments across Whitehall, I think all
of that worked pretty well, but I am certainly not so
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confident that I would not want to look very carefully
at all the lessons that are being learnt.
I think that, in terms of lessons-learning from
Pakistan, Lord Ashdown’s report will be extremely
important, simply because they focused very clearly,
as part of their learning mechanism for the report, on
events in Pakistan and how they were handled. So, I
am sure that that is right. We’ve got our own internal
review within DFID on how we handled it and what
lessons are to be learnt, and we are a confident
organisation. We have to look and see what did not
go right and what did go right, and learn the lessons
accordingly.

Q51 Richard Harrington: Thank you, Secretary of
State. A follow-on: you explained how you told your
officials that you wanted to know exactly what the
money would be spent on and how it would be
distributed. In terms of your very popular policy on
outcomes being a measure of taxpayers’ money being
used, when will feedback be actually published in
terms of outcomes for this particular humanitarian aid
money? Leading on from that, may I ask you about
the £134 million, which you announced was pledged
for this purpose. Has it all been distributed up to now?
Also, it is an impossible question, because you have
to decide, but how do you decide, with Haiti going
on, with Pakistan, how much funding is allocated to
each? It must be extremely difficult for your officials
and you to do this, but if you could explain a little bit
about the process, it would be very helpful.
Andrew Mitchell: Let me try to deal with all three
points. First of all, on Haiti, we are not in the lead,
and I should be very clear about that. As I said in the
House yesterday, there was a specific intervention to
try to make sure that cholera did not spread out of
Haiti and, through Oxfam, to help communities in the
north of Haiti and through other organisations in the
northeast. We were very strongly involved in the early
hours of the emergency in Haiti and, of course, the
Disasters Emergency Committee appeal in Haiti was
very strong, but we are not in the lead there. It is an
American lead particularly, and also a French and a
Canadian lead, and that is right, because we cannot be
everywhere and we must be sensible about that.
In terms of the funding for Pakistan, all of the money
is now allocated, but £20 million of it has not yet
been spent or passed out from the centre, and that is
happening any day now. We have been very careful to
track that £134 million, and you can see it on the
monitor. It is one of the innovations we have made
that, on the floods monitor on the website, you can
follow where British taxpayers’ money is being spent.
Of course, there was the tremendous response from
across Britain, to which I referred in my first answer,
to the Disasters Emergency Committee appeal, and
that money goes directly to the NGOs, who I think
have also, as part of their work in this crisis, become
better at articulating what they are doing with that
funding, and that is a very good thing.
In terms of what you were kind enough to describe as
our popular policy on results, let me announce them
now. As of 31 January, results achieved with DFID
funding—British taxpayers’ funding—comprised the
following: 2,145,000 people provided with safe

drinking water; 323,000 people provided with access
to latrines and washing areas; 1,739,000 people
received hygiene kits and also sessions on how to use
them; 603,000 people were able to access basic
healthcare through the efforts of the British taxpayer;
754,000 women and children received supplementary
or therapeutic feeding for malnutrition; 521,000
people received food for a one-month period;
1,252,000 people received emergency non-food items;
1,133,000 people were provided with emergency
shelter and support to rebuild their homes; 270,000
people were provided with seeds and fertiliser; and
276,000 people were provided with fodder for their
livestock. So, those are basically the results that we
agreed and that we then funded, and that my officials,
working very closely with the cluster system and
NGOs, have then been able to deliver. That is the
answer to your first question.

Q52 Jeremy Lefroy: Thank you—very
comprehensive. It is well known, obviously, that
DFID are the largest donor and, as you said, the lead
on this, but there has been some comment that,
although DFID was the largest donor, it was not
necessarily the most significant driver of strategy. In
fact, Lord Ashdown, at one stage, actually said this,
although I must say for the record that, most recently,
he has been far more complimentary about DFID’s
leadership role. I wonder if you would care to
comment on the question, “Was DFID the main driver
of the strategy internationally?” and, if not, why you
think that was.
Andrew Mitchell: That falls into two parts. On 19
August, after my visit to Pir Sabaq, I decided that a
much more significant response was required from the
international community. Following discussions with
my officials and with Downing Street, I flew straight
to the United Nations General Assembly in New York
and set out, in a short speech, why I thought the
response from the international community thus far
had been wholly inadequate; I think those were the
words that I used on that occasion. The reason I went
there was not to seek to dictate the work on the
ground, which I am not an expert on. Although I have
strong views, it would have been quite wrong for the
Development Secretary to do that.
What I went there to say was that there was a massive
shortage of support, and the thing that the
international donor community could do would be to
fund it. I had a very large number of meetings in the
margins of that session in New York to try to persuade
others to fund. I have here the list of funding. Of
course, the United States of America have provided
something like $680 million; private individuals
provided $342 million; then Japan, $221 million; the
European Commission, $183 million; Saudi Arabia,
$151 million; and—this is disbursed—the United
Kingdom, $114 million. Those are the largest bloc,
but others came in as well. I remember discussions
taking place while I was there which have led to
Australia producing $82 million, Canada producing
$72 million, and Germany $42 million. Then the
figures become less significant: very strong support
from the UAE at $12 million; Italy, $10 million;
France, $4 million. So, there is a patchy response in a
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sense, but the purpose of my visit was not to try to
persuade people about the specific interventions on the
ground—that is a matter for the UN and the UN
cluster system—but clearly there was a massive need
for funding.
In terms of the UN system on the ground, which, as I
said, was patchy, my take on this is that, in terms of
agriculture, where the FAO were in the lead, and food,
where the World Food Programme were in the lead,
the cluster system worked reasonably well—that was
quite good. In terms of shelter, I think the effect was
middling. In terms of water and sanitation, and
particularly nutrition and protection, I think it was not
good, and lessons need to be learnt from that. I think
that I intervened several times by phoning up the
Secretary General to ask for more senior support from
New York.
We particularly asked, for example, for David
Nabarro, who is one of the most senior and expert
officials in New York from Britain on issues of water
and sanitation, to be sent to Pakistan. He was very
tied up with work on the Millennium Development
Summit and could not come and, in the end, we got
Dr Ronald Waldman, who we pushed for very
strongly from the United States, and he came and he
did a very good job. So, there are lessons to be learnt
about how the UN operated in that disaster, but do let
us be clear that no organisation would have been able
to cope with the extent of this disaster, for the reasons
I set out earlier.

Q53 Mr Gyimah: Secretary of State, thanks for
those numbers you read out in terms of the outcomes
achieved. What would be helpful for me to know is
how you go about setting the targets and expectations
in that particular context. Did we meet our targets and
expectations? Thirdly, related to that, if you have a
disaster like that and we spend most of our budget on
it; what then happens subsequently in terms of our
bilateral aid to the country?
Andrew Mitchell: On the last point, there is no
blueprint for that. Quite a lot of the funding was
redirected from other activities, including activities in
Pakistan, but equally there is a reserve for these sorts
of contingencies, which we can draw on, and I think
that that works quite well.
In terms of how we allocate the funding and what
targets we seek to achieve, that comes from
discussions with my officials on the ground. They
were very strongly engaged, both travelling to affected
areas, in discussions with the Government of Pakistan,
and in discussions with the United Nations. I had a
number of discussions with the new head of OCHA,
Valerie Amos, who came in during the middle of this
and did an outstandingly good job in gripping the
resource that she had with OCHA and making sure it
was effective on the ground. One of the first things
she did was to convene the Inter-Agency Standing
Committee, the IASC, which is part of the
international architecture, whose job it is to sort out
the modus operandi. You talk to everyone, you take
expert advice, you try to understand what is happening
on the ground, because, of course, this was a wall of
water that was moving, so one of the reasons why it
was easier in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa was because

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa was a victim of flash-flooding,
so it came and went, whereas in Sindh the water has
lain there for many months and is still there in parts
of Sindh.
So you have to understand what is happening on the
ground, trying to keep ahead of the emergency and
how it is developing, and think also, in both the
emergency phase and in the recovery phase, about
what you should be doing. For example, we
determined that, in the recovery phase, it was essential
to make sure that winter wheat was planted;
otherwise, there would be an ongoing food emergency
when the wheat was not there to be harvested. We
determined it was extremely important to try to get
agriculture and irrigation, cleaning up villages and so
forth, so that people could again look after
themselves, and of course helping livestock to survive,
which families and communities absolutely depend
upon, and getting kids into school through temporary
accommodation, so that another year of
schoolchildren would not miss out. Understanding
what is happening is something that our experts on
the ground are extremely good at, and then we try to
respond rapidly to assist with that.

Q54 Alison McGovern: Briefly, Secretary of State,
you have made great play of your money in, results
out. What are you going to do if the Daily Mail keeps
writing stories about British taxpayers’ money being
wasted in foreign countries? What are you going to
do if your strategy for answering their questions does
not work?
Andrew Mitchell: This is an ongoing issue. It is not
going to be resolved overnight. Remember, this is an
area of public policy that animates our constituents
like nothing else. If they see, for example, as they did
in the flooding, that British leadership is delivering for
people who are desperate, they are incredibly
generous and incredibly supportive. If you look at the
profile of the Disasters Emergency Committee appeal
on Pakistan, I stand to be corrected but I think it is
the only appeal that ever has intensified and gone up
as time has gone by in terms of public generosity and
support. But on the other hand, if our constituents see
money being stolen or spent badly, they go ballistic
about it, and rightly so. So, this does animate people,
and the Daily Mail and, I believe, the Daily Express
will take a very strong view on behalf of their readers.
They are right to do so because we expect 100 pence
of delivery for every hard-earned British taxpayer’s
pound we spend on this.
You say, “What if it goes on?” It will go on, to some
extent—there is a healthy debate here—but I believe
there is an overwhelming opinion in Britain, which is
exemplified in the House, where all parties are in the
same place on this, that Britain’s development
programme is enormously important, it is morally
right, it defines our values as a Government and a
people, and it is also in Britain’s national interest. All
of Britain’s development budget is spent in Britain’s
national interest in that sense, and this is a powerful
argument that I can make and you can make, and we
should be making it.
The other thing is that the Coalition Government’s
policies of focusing not on inputs and large money
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announcements, which just antagonise people, but on
the outputs and outcomes and the results, is something
that I think is much, much more compelling. The
focus on transparency—everything over £500 that we
spend being on the website and the focus on
independent evaluation of British aid—also helps to
put the case. I am absolutely confident that, over the
next few years, we will be able to ensure that our
fellow citizens feel about Britain’s development effort
in the same way they feel about the work of our armed
forces: that they view it with great pride and
enthusiasm. That is what we must try to achieve. I am
convinced that, with the emphasis on transparency and
independent evaluation, the Daily Mail and Daily
Express in asking these questions—they are the right
questions to ask—will increasingly see that the answer
to their questions is a very positive one.
Chair: The Committee will ask the questions too,
Secretary of State, but we will also publish the
evidence in response.

Q55 Anas Sarwar: I just want to pick up on
something you said to Sam. Firstly, in terms of
redirecting funding from other parts in Pakistan, DFID
has committed £134 million to the flood relief effort.
Just to be clear, is that additional money on top of the
existing Pakistan aid programme, or is that existing
money within Pakistan that is being redirected to the
floods?
Andrew Mitchell: It is some of both. The way in
which we approached the funding for the disaster was
to work out what was required, and then to fund it. It
was a sort of second-order issue from where that
money came. If we found that, in the budget, there
were some things we could not spend, we would take
it from the Pakistan allocation, but equally, where that
was not possible, it came from outside. But I just want
to be very clear to Mr Sarwar that the guiding
principle—and I am sure that everyone in Britain
would expect this—was to get support rapidly to
people who were in desperate straits.

Q56 Anas Sarwar: I absolutely accept that. What
proportion of that £134 million then is additional
money?
Andrew Mitchell: It is quite hard to give you a direct
answer to that. I can try to write to the Committee, if
it would be helpful, and show you from where it came.
Some of it will have been reallocated within the
programme, principally because it could not be spent
on the original purposes for which it was intended,
and some of it will have come from the regional
programme—part of the regional programme is, of
course, meant to be spent on disasters—and some of
it will have come from the wider contingency.

Q57 Anas Sarwar: A written answer would be
helpful because it would be interesting to see if, for
example, money that was going to education and for
schooling for girls is being redirected. I am sure it is
not, but it would be interesting to have that
information from the Department. Just moving on,
you mentioned the role of the UN and how, sadly, the
international community did not react quickly enough,
and there are lessons to be learnt for the UN and the

international community on that. What proportion of
the total UN appeal has been met to date?
Andrew Mitchell: The proportion of the UN appeal
that has been met is, I think, 63%, but I will find it in
my notes. Is that correct? I will just give you the exact
figures, which I think I have here somewhere, but 63%
is the figure that comes to mind.

Q58 Anas Sarwar: Is that 63% of what they were
hoping to get in from Governments, or is that 63% of
money they have got that has been spent?
Andrew Mitchell: As at 7 February, the UN appeal of
some $2 billion is 63% funded. One can compare that
with Haiti, which was 65% funded. Including
contributions outside the formal appeal, the total
international funding is judged by the UN to be about
$2.3 billion, which is the largest ever amount for any
emergency. I should emphasise to the Committee that
the constraint now is not on funding; it is on the
capacity to deliver on the ground.

Q59 Anas Sarwar: Just to be clear: is that 63% of
the appeal total they are looking for that has been met,
or 63% of the total they have got has actually been
spent on the ground?
Andrew Mitchell: 63% of what they asked for has
been funded.

Q60 Anas Sarwar: Has come in to the UN/
Andrew Mitchell: Yes, that is correct.

Q61 Anas Sarwar: Is there another assessment of
that 63% of the target, which was $2 billion? So
they’ve got 63% of $2 billion.
Andrew Mitchell: $2 billion is the 63%. Is that
correct?

Q62 Anas Sarwar: $2 billion was the target; 63% is
what has come in.
Andrew Mitchell: Yes, that is correct.

Q63 Anas Sarwar: Of the 63% of the $2 billion that
has come in, what percentage has actually been spent
on the ground?
Andrew Mitchell: 60%, so our element is much
higher.

Q64 Anas Sarwar: So, in terms of the UN saying,
“We have got a set target of $2 billion to be spent on
the ground in terms of disaster management,” in actual
fact it is not $2 billion; it is closer to $1.2 billion. Of
that $1.2 billion, it is only about 60% of that, so it is
closer to $700 million.
Andrew Mitchell: No, it must be much more of that,
because of the total figures that have been spent.
Would it be helpful—

Q65 Chair: Well, if it will answer the question, come
to the desk. I would prefer it if you came and sat
beside the Secretary of State.
John Barrett: Simply to say that the—

Q66 Chair: I am sorry, can you introduce yourself?
John Barrett: My name is John Barrett. I am the head
of the DFID team in Islamabad leading the flood
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response. The UN finds it very difficult to report to us
or to the Government of Pakistan exactly how much
money they have disbursed. We understand their best
estimate is that about $720 million has been spent as
of the end of last month by the UN and, as reported
to them, by NGOs and other implementing partners.

Q67 Anas Sarwar: In terms of DFID and yourself as
the Secretary of State, have we expressed our
disappointment at the fact that we have set a $2 billion
target as the UN, we have only been able to achieve
63% of that target in terms of income, and of that
income, only 60% has actually spent on the ground?
Andrew Mitchell: The architecture of spending is a
matter for debate and discussion. As for Britain’s
contribution, my predecessor, Hilary Benn, was
instrumental in driving through the CERF fund, which
was meant to ensure that, when these emergencies
take place, you do not have to hand round a hat on all
these occasions. This is a debate in which I urge the
Committee to join, and it is part of the reason why I
went straight to New York from Islamabad, to urge
those who can to help produce funding for support.

Q68 Anas Sarwar: I want to move on to the situation
that still exists on the ground and get some
information. What is the estimate of the number of
people still living in camps or without adequate food
and shelter for the winter?
Andrew Mitchell: The numbers who are still in
camps, I think, is 170,000, and we believe now that
there is adequate support for them on the ground. Of
course, the main thrust is to try to get them back
home, and there are new funds in place where we are
able to get support through to individual families so
that they can face those needs, but the main thing is
to get them home.

Q69 Anas Sarwar: Are they quite equally dispersed
around the whole flood areas or are there certain
difficult areas that we have not really been able to
get into?
Andrew Mitchell: As I said, in the north the floods
have receded and, therefore, the recovery stage is
much further forward. In Sindh, sadly, that is not the
case, but on a more positive note, many of us were
extremely worried in the autumn that, because the
water was lying in Sindh and not draining—Sindh is
built on clay—there was a very real danger of an
epidemic of cholera and waterborne diseases breaking
out. That is why we took considerable steps to try to
mitigate the danger of that, which has largely been
successful.

Q70 Anas Sarwar: In terms of the role that the
Pakistan Government can play alongside the private
sector and also UN agencies like the World Food
Programme, what continuing effort has been made to
try to get the levels of nutrition higher, particularly in
the south? Is there sufficient funding coming from the
World Food Programme? Is the private sector
engaging in that process in terms of trying to build
capacity in the affected areas?
Andrew Mitchell: The work of the private sector has
been good. There is not a problem with funding.

Nutrition is incredibly important and, indeed,
protection in camps as well, both of which we have
tried very hard to ensure that we tackle. It may be
worth my just saying a word on that point, on the
Citizen’s Damage Compensation Scheme, under
which the Government of Pakistan introduced this
cash transfer programme based on bank cards. It was
bold, ambitious and, actually, quite successful.
Payments were in the order of £150 to some 1.5
million flood-affected households. This initiative was
scaled up at the point where 30,000 cards were being
issued per day at one point. It is a very effective way
of getting funding through to families and
communities that have been very badly affected by it.
We are, in principle, willing to fund this programme
in the next phase, together with the World Bank and
other donors, subject to our being absolutely certain
that the probity of it is firm.

Q71 Anas Sarwar: From the last session we had
with four representatives of the NGOs, we had a
discussion about the diaspora community and about
the fundraising that they did for the flood relief. A
representative from Islamic Relief told us that £30
million was raised by the diaspora community,
outwith the DEC appeal. One of the concerns that you
have from particularly the diaspora community, which
partly relates to the relationship and confidence they
have in the Pakistan Government, is a very low level
of trust of NGOs, governments—both the Pakistan
Government and international Governments—and
global agencies about their effectiveness, transparency
and accountability, and fears that aid and support are
given for political reasons rather than for the
alleviation of poverty. What more can DFID do as a
Department to build that relationship with the diaspora
community and build that confidence so that we can
get better co-ordination of that money going in and
then make sure we are maximising the benefit for
Pakistan itself and any other country that might be
affected by such tragedies?
Andrew Mitchell: You are absolutely right: that was
exactly the concern of the diaspora community. When
I came back from my visit to Pakistan after the floods,
I did a big meeting in Birmingham with large numbers
of the diaspora community, and that was exactly what
they were saying. Of course, none of our funding goes
through the Government, so that was quite helpful.
In terms of the diaspora community and, in particular,
remittances, remittances ran at $743 million a month
before the flooding. They then went up about 18% to
$874 million per month, so there was a huge increase
in support from the diaspora community. Of course,
private philanthropy, both national and international,
as we can see from the UN Financial Tracking
Service, in spite of the difficulties with that, show that
private donations totalled some $230 million as of this
month, which is 15% of the total and the second
largest source of funding. So, it is not only the
diaspora communities who fund it through their
families; it is also local communities who were just
outside the affected areas in Pakistan also supporting
communities that were directly affected by the
flooding. I went to visit, in a military camp, a military
school that had been turned over to the local
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community who had been flooded out of their homes
and who were living there, and the military and others
had given up their homes to make sure that
accommodation and food was available. That too is
an example of private philanthropy coming to bear.

Q72 Jeremy Lefroy: As a follow-up to that, which
is perhaps slightly more general but does specifically
relate to remittances by diaspora, I think a number of
us have been somewhat concerned that the diaspora
in the UK who would be making remittances
particularly in an emergency like this and may be
making them directly to Pakistan, very much for
charitable purposes, would be missing out on tax relief
under Gift Aid. As part of the assessment of the
reaction to the emergency, might it be possible to look
at that particular aspect, because it could be that
considerable sums of money that could additionally
have gone in terms of tax relief through Gift Aid
mechanisms were forgone because of the need to get
money out very quickly by the diaspora?
Andrew Mitchell: It is an interesting point—let us
reflect on it. The Government having got agreement
from the Treasury for the very significant increase in
development funding, I would be very loath to go
back to the Treasury and ask for anything in addition
to that through the taxation system.

Q73 Jeremy Lefroy: May I just come back on that?
As we all know, the purpose of Gift Aid is to
encourage individual donations rather than it coming
through the Government. Clearly, there is an
implication for the Treasury there, but in order to
persuade citizens that their donations are of even more
value, that might be something that Government could
look at for the future.
Andrew Mitchell: Let us reflect upon that.

Q74 Alison McGovern: You have already covered,
Secretary of State, your role in liaising with the UN
and your view on cluster systems. In terms of the
effectiveness and distance travelled of the UN
humanitarian system, do you think it is better than it
was five years ago?
Andrew Mitchell: Yes, I do. It is clearly moving in
the right direction, but I think that Lord Ashdown’s
report will give us plenty of food for thought on how
we move it more quickly in that direction.

Q75 Mr Gyimah: You have obviously covered the
unprecedented scale; together with the slow onset, you
can see how the floods took both the national and
international community by surprise, which raises the
issue of disaster preparedness and reconstruction. Do
you think the floods could have been predicted at all
and could their impact have been significantly reduced
as a result?
Andrew Mitchell: I do not. I think that this is a once-
in-a-hundred-years event. Something that takes place
once a century is an unprecedented event.

Q76 Mr Gyimah: The reason is because, apparently,
there was some information—and this is just based
on press articles—from European weather-monitoring
systems and, had that information been shared with

Pakistan, they would have probably been better
prepared. I wonder whether that is something that
DFID could look at doing further down the line.
Andrew Mitchell: We certainly should do everything
we can, given that expert advice suggests that there
will be more of these disasters, alas, in future years.
There will be more frequent and more severe weather
conditions, partly as a result of climate change, which
is already unavoidable. So I think early warning work
is enormously important. Indeed, there is clear
evidence in many countries that there is a strong focus
on that: the use of mobile phones to give people
advance warning of changing weather patterns is
something we are increasingly seeing in Africa.

Q77 Mr Gyimah: So, I take it DFID will be putting
together some specific measures as far as this is
concerned, which takes us back to the financial aspect
of it and whether, responding to humanitarian
situations like this, we will be including disaster
reduction into the way we look at things.
Andrew Mitchell: Yes. Firstly, the cost of this
disaster—nearly $12 billion; that includes both
humanitarian and reconstruction costs—represents
nearly 10% of global spending on international
development, so that is a wake-up call both about the
effect of climate change and also the importance of
disaster preparedness. I am pretty confident that Lord
Ashdown’s review will make clear that issues of
preparedness are very central to how we tackle this in
the future.

Q78 Mr Gyimah: Great. Could you just shed some
light on how you would integrate this into your
development programmes?
Andrew Mitchell: Integrate what?

Q79 Mr Gyimah: Integrate disaster reduction into
development programmes.
Andrew Mitchell: It is something that we do on the
ground. In every country where we have a bilateral
programme, we are acutely conscious of this. For
example, a very senior official from my Department
is currently in Nepal looking at precisely that, because
of the dangers that inevitably exist in that country.

Q80 Mr Gyimah: What plans do you have to
strengthen the support for the HFA framework.
Andrew Mitchell: For the…?
Mr Gyimah: The Hyogo Framework for Action.
What plans do you have to strengthen the support for
that?
Andrew Mitchell: They are emerging. Actually, that
is an issue. Can I write to the Committee on that issue,
rather than take up time now, because I think that
might be the most helpful way to address that point?
Chair: I was slightly distracted at one point and I
was—
Andrew Mitchell: I was trying to speed up, Mr
Chairman.
Chair: No, that is fine, because it is an important
issue. We had a very lively discussion from the
previous witnesses, which I think Richard Burden
would wish to address, about the role of the military,
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and also the security issues and how they affect the
image of the aid community.

Q81 Richard Burden: In the north of the country,
clearly this wasn’t simply a disaster that was awesome
in its scale, but the issue of conflict also gave it a
very specific and quite serious dimension. From your
perspective, Secretary of State, how do you feel that
the conflict in the north actually impacted on the
ability either of the UN or its agencies, NGOs or
donors such as us to deliver humanitarian aid to those
in need?
Andrew Mitchell: Paradoxically, in Khyber
Pakhtunkhwa, the ability to deliver, as I said earlier,
because it was near the earthquake and because there
were some systems on the ground, was better than
elsewhere—better, for example, than in Sindh, where
there were virtually no NGOs at all. Although the
north is, as you said, conflicted, on the ground, in
terms of delivery after the disaster struck, there was
greater effectiveness in the north than there was in
the south.

Q82 Richard Burden: Partly because the military
were there and the military have got the assets and the
organisation to do that?
Andrew Mitchell: That was not the aspect I was
referring to; I was referring to the fact that there were
NGOs and others there. That is partly true. I don’t
know what your former witnesses said about this, but
clearly it is very difficult in a situation like this, where
you have soldiers who have been deployed in an
offensive capacity in villages coming back with aid
and support. It is not an easy situation to manage and
that is a complication on the ground. This gets caught
up in the wider debate about the operation in conflict
zones and so on, where I do not agree fully with the
Oxfam report that has been published. I think that we
should be active in development terms in very
conflicted areas, because the people who live there are
doubly wretched: not only are they poor but they are
also caught up in conflict and, therefore, I think that
there is no contradiction in trying to do development
and humanitarian relief in areas of conflict.

Q83 Richard Burden: I am not sure whether the
debate is whether or not you should be active, or we
should be active; it is a question about what that
activity should consist of and perhaps the context in
which the activity takes place. For example, in
Pakistan, one of the areas where there was some
debate was over the use of NATO, and NATO aircraft,
in that relief effort. From an effectiveness point of
view, it may well have been that the use of NATO
aircraft would have been a sensible thing to do and,
as I understand it, that was something that Britain was
supporting. Nevertheless, both a number of NGOs on
the ground and, interestingly, OCHA said the impact
of this in terms of confidence of people on the ground
and perceptions could actually be counterproductive.
Do you think they may have been right on that? Did
they have a point? Whether or not they were right,
how do you and the international community resolve
those very genuine debates about how you deliver aid
in conflict situations?

Andrew Mitchell: Firstly, let us be clear that Britain
is a very strong supporter of humanitarian aid, which
is blind to the rights and wrongs of a conflict but
which seeks to get through support to very desperate
people. If you talk to the ICRC, they will tell you that
we are one of their strongest supporters and we are
absolutely true to that humanitarian principle, and that
is enormously important. In the floods, I remember
a particular conversation with the Secretary General,
where I was urging him to make use of military assets,
and I think the position of the UN, as I recall, was
that they would have been happy to use NATO assets
but they wanted to use NATO civilian planes rather
than military planes, so there was that fine distinction,
if you like.
I am in favour of using all assets in these emergencies
to support desperate people, with the proviso I just
mentioned about the troop deployments in Khyber
Pakhtunkhwa and other areas, and the difficulties of
instilling confidence in populations you are trying to
assist. The RAF made a number of flights to bring
much-needed relief and assistance, and I am
enormously proud of the contribution that the British
military made in that respect. We were able to provide
a much-needed bridge that we bought off the military
to supply as part of our much bigger bridge provision
for the disaster. The role of the military, and
particularly the British military, limited though it was,
was enormously important.

Q84 Richard Burden: I do not think the debate is
really around intention; at least I did not pick up from
the NGOs that, in a sense, those who have been
critical doubt either the expertise, professionalism and
commitment of the UK military or certainly the
intention of DFID, which has a really good reputation
internationally. It is much more the question of the
interface between the intention and how that is
perceived on the ground and, if it is not perceived in
the way that we would wish, whether that itself can
undermine the aid effort.
The point that was put to us, for example, is, if there
is perceived to be a UK agenda, and the development
and aid effort is reported as being about our national
interests—perfectly rightly, and in fact you have said
this today—and those national interests are perceived
to be about, for example, the military activity in
Afghanistan, in the north of Pakistan the aid effort is
seen to be all about British and American ambitions
in the area and people will be told, “You are being
used”. If that is how it comes over to people, does
that get in the way of the aid effort? Is that something
where we just have to say, “That is just one of those
things; we can plough on regardless,” or do we need
to be a bit more sophisticated and sensitive to that
and, if so, how?
Andrew Mitchell: I think we are very sensitive to that
point. Let me just make clear that we had three
military flights and seven civilian flights, which
brought 4,500 tents and nearly 15,000 shelter kits into
Pakistan—much-needed equipment. In respect of the
overall point you are making, the whole of Britain’s
development budget, as I think we are agreeing, is
spent on Britain’s national interest, because it is in
our interest to eradicate these appalling extremes of
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poverty that disfigure our world today. Some of
Britain’s development effort is in Britain’s security
interest, undoubtedly. The work we are doing in
Afghanistan is part of Britain’s security interest. The
reason we are in Afghanistan is because it was a base
for terrorists who wished to attack us and kill us, but
long after the last British combat soldier has gone
from Afghanistan, we will still be doing development
work there, because Afghanistan is one of the poorest
countries in the world. I am trying directly to confront
your point about Afghanistan.
What I am saying is that I think it is confused thinking
to say that working in conflicted states somehow
contaminates development. Not only do I believe it
does not contaminate development, but I think it is
to reach out to some of the most wretched people in
the world.

Q85 Richard Burden: But who is saying that
international donors should not work in conflict areas?
As I understand it, that is not the argument; it is how
one works in conflicted areas, who does what, and the
relationship between that and the security and foreign
policies of those countries.
Andrew Mitchell: I think I hear some people say that
the development effort alongside the British military
effort in Afghanistan is somehow contaminating
development policy. My argument is that that is
completely wrong.

Q86 Chair: We had a robust statement from MSF,
who will not accept Government aid in conflict zones
such as Pakistan and Afghanistan, and others, who
quite strongly said that was because—the things you
have just said—that there is a security and national-
interest consideration that somehow taints,
compromises or corrupts the objective of aid, and they
do not want to be associated with it. Quite specifically,
MSF says, “We believe it damages our integrity and
independence to be associated with DFID for that
reason.” I think it is interesting in your earlier remark
that the Red Cross do not appear to have the same
inhibitions, and yet would probably normally use the
same arguments.
Andrew Mitchell: You have put your finger, Mr
Chairman, on the point that there is a debate here. We
are passionate supporters of MSF. We know them very
well. We respect them hugely and the impact they
have. I am sure this is a developing debate that will
be resolved well.

Q87 Richard Burden: Could I just ask one final
question on this? As far as UK policy is concerned,
would you see a distinction between the approach that
the UK may make and the extent to which it is
sensitive to these issues, and that might influence what
it does, if the context is one of humanitarian aid, with
the very specific rules around what humanitarian aid
is meant to be about and broader questions of
development?
Andrew Mitchell: I hope I am being very clear that,
on the humanitarian principle, which you articulated,
we are absolutely in the same place. What I am saying
is I think some of the sensitivity that is shared by MSF
and Oxfam, but not by others, as the Chairman was

just saying, is misplaced, and I think we need to thrash
this out and try to persuade some others that it is
misplaced.
Chair: There are some questions on the cluster
system.

Q88 Anas Sarwar: I have a quick question on UN
co-ordination. One of the concerns that was raised by
several NGOs is basically the cluster system: it is not
moving in the right direction in terms of co-
ordination, and one example was given of 600
organisations represented at one cluster meeting. I just
wonder what leadership the UK can take in trying to
reform the cluster system and make it work better in
terms of identifying a project head and them having
sub-clusters, with, again, sub-heads, to make sure
there is a more co-ordinated effort rather than just
talking shops and wasting time and resource. I am just
wondering what leadership DFID can take on that.
Andrew Mitchell: That is one of the reasons why I set
up the Humanitarian and Emergency Response
review, precisely because I think that co-ordination—
this is true across lots of areas of development, not
just humanitarian relief—is a big issue that we have
made progress on—the cluster system itself was
progress—but there is still long way to go. I am pretty
sure that, when all of us have a chance to read and
reflect on Lord Ashdown’s review, we will see that he
is targeting that area as well, and I am very hopeful
he will come up with some interesting ideas on how
to progress.

Q89 Anas Sarwar: Can you give us an assurance
that the UK will be leading from the front in that
debate?
Andrew Mitchell: I can give Mr Sarwar that
assurance, yes.

Q90 Chair: That probably leads to the final question.
This Committee produced a report in 2006, nearly five
years ago, on the response to humanitarian disasters.
That was also focused on Pakistan. We went to look at
the earthquake, or the post-situation of the earthquake.
Precisely on Mr Sarwar’s question, the cluster system
was pioneered in Pakistan. It did not work very well,
and then we have had another mega-disaster and it
did not seem to work any better really—that is the
impression one gets. Is that because it was a mega-
disaster of a different scale and maybe it is impossible
to plan and co-ordinate, other than to respond as best
as you can? On that final point, how much do you
think DFID has the capacity to push the international
community to come up with some better solutions and
responses to these kinds of disasters?
Andrew Mitchell: The cluster system undoubtedly
worked better this time as a result of the experience
that had been gleaned from before and, of course, it
is interesting to note that General Nadeem, who was
in charge of the Pakistan National Disaster
Management Authority and who had been very active
as a soldier during the earthquake, was an active head
of the disaster authority during the flooding crisis.
Having that continuity was significant in making the
system work better than it would have otherwise. Of
course, as a soldier in the earthquake, he had been
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able to issue orders, which were obeyed, and with a
civilian working with the disaster authority it was
obviously not so easy to achieve the necessary results.
I think that progress was made, but I would go back
to my earlier point to which you alluded, which is that
this was a disaster that was greater than the
earthquake, the Boxing Day tsunami and the events in
Haiti all rolled into one. It was just the sheer scale of
the disaster that would have defeated any organisation
on earth.

Q91 Chair: Just to repeat my last question, the
Committee was in New York with the United Nations
in November. Previous witnesses have given credit for
the fact that DFID commands respect, provides
pressure and can actually help influence outcomes,
and obviously Lord Ashdown is going to be making
some recommendations along those lines too. How
strongly do you believe DFID has the capacity to help
the international community find better ways of co-
ordinating and responding to these kinds of disasters?
I am not asking you to be arrogant; I am asking you
to be genuinely objective about what you think our
capacity is.
Andrew Mitchell: My conclusion to your questions,
Chairman, is that DFID is probably the organisation
best placed anywhere in the world to have that effect.
I do not want to sound as though I am being
complacent in any sense, but I think that DFID’s
reach, expertise and experience within the system out
on the ground, operating through its bilateral
programmes around the world, being at the forefront
of relief on many of these disasters, having a pivotal
position in New York, working incredibly closely with
the UN and the multilateral system, the fact that we
have engaged in this Multilateral Aid Review, which

is being watched and appreciated not only within the
system itself where, for some organisations, it is quite
an edgy exercise, but in the donor community too,
gives DFID unprecedented leadership.
I am absolutely determined that Britain, not least
building on the consensus that exists politically about
the importance of this, will continue to exercise very
strong leadership on all these issues through the fact
that we are a significant donor, through the fact that
we have very significant expertise in how you handle
these issues, and through our very strong engagement
through the G20, the G8, the Security Council—and
the Commonwealth, indeed—which gives us huge
authority, based upon our expertise, to exercise very
strong influence as these decisions are made and as
these issues develop.
Chair: Thank you for that, and I think we will look
forward with interest to see how that progresses.
Obviously, we will make our own comments and our
own report, and I am sure Lord Ashdown’s review
will have quite a significant contribution. Certainly,
from the briefing we have had, it seems to me some
quite imaginative thinking and suggestions are coming
out of it. Can I thank you very much indeed for
coming in again and giving us the benefit of your
evidence? I appreciate that you obviously took a
personal role in providing leadership in this situation,
which is not insignificant. It is not terribly helpful, I
guess, when you are in the middle of a different
operation in Rwanda to find that you are actually co-
ordinating an international relief effort out of London,
so it was fortunate that you were perhaps in Rwanda
and not somewhere else, but thank you very much
anyway for giving us that evidence.
Andrew Mitchell: Thank you very much.
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Written evidence

Written evidence submitted by CAFOD

Submission Summary

(i) The response to the floods in Pakistan took place in a complex and challenging environment.

(ii) CAFOD notes that DFID was active in terms of allocations and timely response to the emergency. DfID’s
focus on DRR, gender and protection was good, but there was a missed opportunity to focus response work
and distributions on winterisation, and planning for what is needed in the colder weather, something which is
increasingly critical as winter sets in.

(iii) One of the important successes of the humanitarian response to the floods in Pakistan is that larger
outbreaks of communicable diseases have been prevented. This is a notable achievement.

(iv) The UN led response fell short in the timely establishment of provincial level response structures
(clusters and OCHA provincial offices) and UN humanitarian leadership failed to adequately represent NGO
concerns, such that many NGOs found the Pakistan Humanitarian Forum, comprising 41 INGOs, a more
effective forum for advocacy and defence of humanitarian principles.

(v) Given continued concerns of NGOs about humanitarian leadership DfID should encourage the Emergency
Relief Coordinator, Valarie Amos to commission an independent evaluation of humanitarian leadership, which
is the only one of the three pillars of the 2005 humanitarian reform which has not been evaluated.

(vi) Some of the administrative systems within OCHA need urgent reform so that surge staff capacity can
arrive in country much more quickly and for longer term placements.

(vii) The Emergency Response Fund (a pooled fund) is a useful and appropriate mechanism for national
NGOs, particularly because of the low budget ceiling. However there were ongoing challenges with the lengthy
time taken to approve applications and issue contracts, and some of the documentation requirements remain
over-rigorous for many national NGOs.

(viii) Cash programming through the Watan cards was a potentially appropriate mechanism for delivering
aid, but widespread problems and lack of clarity, particularly from the Pakistan government, limited its
effectiveness. For example people spent far too long queuing for the cards (in some cases days) rather than
being able to replant their fields or rebuild their houses, and others could not get their cards to work. DfID’s
support for this cash programming initiative was laudable, although a review of the programme should provide
useful lessons for future emergencies.

(ix) Many communities were not able to replant during the planting season immediately following the floods.
CAFOD is concerned that the coping strategies of many affected people are becoming exhausted as they go
into debt in order to buy food. Poverty is widespread and our partners report growing concerns about the
nutrition situation in some parts of the flood affected areas.

1. Introduction

1.1 CAFOD welcomes the opportunity to feed into the International Development Committee’s inquiry into
the response to the floods in Pakistan in July 2010.

1.2 CAFOD is the official relief and development agency of the Catholic Church in England and Wales,
providing humanitarian assistance in many countries worldwide. CAFOD aims to strengthen communities’ and
partners’ response to disasters and link its relief and development work. CAFOD prioritises work through local
church organisations as they have a permanent presence in the country and a country-wide structure which is
rooted in local communities.

1.3 CAFOD has been working in Pakistan for over 20 years. Since 1986, CAFOD has worked primarily
through local partner organisations and in conjunction with our international Caritas sister organisations,
including Caritas Pakistan, Catholic Relief Services, Cordaid and Trocaire. Work focuses on emergency
response, rehabilitation and some long term development support in the sectors of health and livelihoods. Since
the floods, CAFOD has responded by supporting partners and projects in KPK, Sindh and Balochistan providing
relief through emergency and transitional shelter, health, food and NFI distributions, WASH and cash for work.

1.4 Before addressing the specifically identified lines of inquiry it is important to note the complexity of the
challenges faced by both the national government of Pakistan and the international humanitarian aid community
in responding to the emergency. The scale of the disaster was considerable, compounded by a complex
operating environment including numerous different spoken languages, different cultural practices, religious
tensions and sectarian violence, political tensions, sometimes low capacity of local partners, destroyed
infrastructure, large level of vulnerability (including in the south, which is an area that is not well known to
most international NGOs which provide humanitarian relief), and the lack of available qualified human
resources, particularly local female staff. The recovery was further exacerbated by other challenges such as
complex land rights factors difficult tenant-landlord relationships, the general presence of corruption in the
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society, lack of access to security controlled or remote areas, and unclear policy of the government concerning
the operation of Watan cards and compensations for cash transfers.

2. The Government of Pakistan’s leadership in responding to the floods

2.1 There is strong leadership by the government of Pakistan through the National Disaster Management
Agency, (NDMA) although given the close ties with military personnel there are on-going shortfalls in their
approach to issues such as transparency and accountability to crisis-affected communities.

2.2 Military assets, including military personnel have delivered first response supplies to flood affected
communities and have without doubt saved lives. This is acknowledged across the board, including reportedly
by the beneficiaries in the north who have suffered due to the military operations in 2009. Interestingly,
CAFOD’s understanding from our partners is that these achievements are not attributed to the government and
discontent with the government, due to the perceived lack of interest and assistance, remains.

2.3 This use of military assets in the initial life-saving phase of the response is acceptable given that the
military were the only actors initially able to reach certain remote areas in a timely fashion. Swift infrastructure
rehabilitation by the military enhanced the ability of NGOs to access difficult areas more quickly.

2.4 In Sindh (where CAFOD’s partner CRS is implementing shelter, WASH and cash for work projects),
people mainly evacuated from the flooded areas on time and loss of life was lower than in KPK. This is a
combination of several factors, including information provided by the authorities as well as the slower onset
of the disaster, and is despite the fact that the general level of disaster preparedness is low.

2.5 The Government of Pakistan (GoP) and particularly provincial governments lack capacity to deliver
some of the larger infrastructure reconstruction projects necessary for the successful implementation of many
of the initiatives on which people are dependent for the restoration of their livelihoods. Furthermore, the
Government does not have an adequate tracking system, so they are not clear what work is being done beyond
the work of NGOs.1

2.6 The presence of a United Nations Department of Safety and Security (UNDSS) INGO Liaison Officer
in Islamabad provides a strong and specific link between the UN Security apparatus and INGOs under the
Saving Lives Together approach. The UN seems to be willing to share information but there remains a
reluctance on the part of many INGOs to do so. The development of PakSafe, a security coordination and
analysis mechanism, will be crucial in wider security information sharing.

3. The management, quantity and quality of DFID’s response to the emergency

3.1 CAFOD understands that 89% of DFID’s £134 million flood response money was allocated by the end
of November 2010 and that DfID is now moving into recovery. CAFOD partners and staff note that DFID was
active in terms of allocations and timely response to the emergency.

3.2 We welcome DfID’s focus on DRR, gender and protection, although we note that DfID has also provided
money through other channels for other sectors, eg funding for health initiatives.

3.3 CAFOD considers that DfID initially missed an opportunity to focus response work and distributions on
winterisation, and planning for what is needed in the colder weather, something which is now becoming
increasingly critical as winter sets in.

3.4 CAFOD welcomes the support that DfID has given to the Consortium of British Humanitarian Agencies
(CBHA) in channelling money in a speedy fashion to aid people affected by the floods. The initial CBHA
response in KPK, using Emergency Response Fund resources from CBHA’s core funding showed the ability
of the consortium to make rapid and effective decisions and to enable quick up scaling by agencies already on
the ground. Subsequent CBHA involvement, through accountable grants negotiated with DFID on the ground
in Pakistan have also had significant value in facilitating response as the floods moved southwards into Sindh.
It would seem that the still novel way of working of the CBHA is not yet fully understood or integrated into
DFID’s emergency response thinking and this has led to a range of delays and a risk of micromanagement
which sits uncomfortably with the vision of CBHA held by the member agencies and as agreed with DFID at
CBHA’s inception. The response on the ground has been hampered by both the numbers and capacity of actors
to deliver effective assistance.

3.5 We believe that DFID missed an opportunity to look at alternative and complementary models of
assistance through supporting greater community based organisations. One way to have achieved this would
have been providing greater support to CBHA at the onset of crisis in order to allow agencies, both small and
large, operational and partnership based, to scale up and provide support in variety of ways. The role of
partnership/community based organisations needs to play a greater role in the delivery of assistance both now
and also the future.
1 It should be noted that the tracking of NGO work is also poor—there is a lack of information captured from the local/national

NGOs that undertake a considerable amount of relief work. The tracking of INGO work through clusters is also inadequate with
a lack of information fed to 3w.
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3.6 Nevertheless, channelling funding through CBHA has enabled support to be spread to a larger number
of smaller projects than might otherwise have been the case, something which is welcome. However, CAFOD
partners observe that there was an initial lack of timely funding to NGOs, particularly the case for local NGOs
who yet again in an emergency setting have found it difficult to access timely donor funding.

4. The performance of the “cluster system” and other donor coordination mechanisms

4.1 Humanitarian actors have inevitably had mixed experiences of the UN led coordination mechanisms,
particularly the clusters, depending on the level (national or provincial or local) and/or sector of the cluster
coordination. CAFOD staff and partners have been involved, for example, the shelter cluster took a long time
to start effectively operating. It was also dogged by leadership challenges that resulted in a lack of consensus
on the nature of the shelter to be provided (emergency, transitional and recovery shelter). An example of the
consequence of this was one of CAFOD’s partners who felt compelled to go ahead with their shelter design as
did many others, seeing the needs. The model they implemented was then adopted as the province model.
However later again it was abandoned for another model. This led to several difficulties including finding
donors to continue the work already in progress.

4.2 Some clusters are co-chaired by government authorities either from the NDMA or the Provincial Disaster
Management Agency (PDMA) or from the relevant ministry, which is important in ensuring national leadership
of the humanitarian relief response as well as effective coordination across the gamut of humanitarian actors.
However, this has caused some challenges in relation to security issues. For example, in northern Sindh there
has been a growing government insistence that all expatriates must be escorted when travelling on the road.
While the effect of this on access is unclear, the impact on national staff of both national and international
NGOs is to heighten their vulnerability to increased criminality and potential civil unrest.

4.3 Another significant challenge is that the government lacks trained and knowledgeable staff, particularly
at the local government level, and there is an urgent long-term need to increase donor support to fund capacity-
building for government officials in such areas as humanitarian principles, contingency planning, disaster
preparedness and disaster risk reduction.

4.4 A major shortcoming of the UN led response was the late establishment and effective functioning of
many of the provincial level structures necessary to mount a timely and effective response. For example OCHA
did not open regional offices in disaster-affected areas until comparatively late into the response effort.
However, now that these satellite offices are functioning, CAFOD partners report that the coordination of
humanitarian response has improved. Several clusters were already existing in KPK, and the cluster system
scaled up quickly, even moving down to the district level in some areas (like Swat). However, OCHA was
much slower in Balochistan and Sindh because the clusters also did not previously have a presence in those
areas. For example, the Agriculture cluster in Sindh only just started in November. There are district focal
points in some places—for example, CRS is the district focal point for shelter in Jacobabad, Sindh. However,
there is not comprehensive coverage across sectors.

4.5 CAFOD believes that DfID, working through its membership of the OCHA Donors Support Group as
well as through its direct communication with the Emergency Relief Coordinator, Baroness Amos, should
continue to actively address some of the systemic challenges within OCHA which means that time and again
it is unable to place relevantly qualified and experienced staff on the ground in a timely manner. Of equal
concern is the high turn-over of surge capacity international staff, many of whom come in to Pakistan on
rotations as short as three weeks.

4.6 CAFOD partners in Pakistan have generally agreed that the cluster system operated well as an
information mechanism. The “Who does What Where” system and the UN portal “Pakresponse” site both have
excellent potential although gaps remain.

4.7 The Health, Nutrition, WASH and Food clusters have developed a joint “Survival Strategy” to ensure a
more coordinated and effective emergency response to the flood affected people. The joint Action Plan has
been initially implemented in four districts in Northern Sindh and is aimed at addressing the increased threats
which contribute to the main mortality risks (malaria, acute diarrhoea, acute respiratory infections, measles,
malnutrition etc). The overall objective of the strategy is to save lives and to reduce mortality among flood-
affected populations by providing food, preventive and curative health and nutrition services, safe drinking
water, sanitation and hygiene practices, to both the displaced population and in the early phase of the return,
when the vulnerabilities are extremely high and the availability of social services and water supply limited.
However observations from the field reported by several donors noted no significant improvement in relief
operations.2

4.8 As a coordination mechanism the clusters did add added value to the response, although there were too
many cluster meetings, a confusion between federal/ provincial level/duplication of efforts and a level of over-
coordination with repeated requests for information and a seemingly high level of bureaucracy.

4.9 As funding mechanisms, clusters were functional for the coordination of small grants in a timely manner;
however there were inevitable delays and bureaucracy which the system was not able to avoid. As a result the
2 Private email correspondence 10/12/10 from Caritas International office in Geneva reporting on a member states briefing held

in October following a joint mission in September of WFP, WHO and UNICEF emergency directors to Pakistan.
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quality and relevance of projects was sometimes compromised, as was the independence of objectives and
strategy. As stated by several ground actors, it is the combination of a funding/coordination mechanism that is
contradictory by nature and creates bottlenecks in the Clusters’ function.

4.10 Numerous stakeholders report a conflict of interest with funding, particularly through the pooled funds,
being tied to the clusters, and cluster coordinators often still representing their own agency as well as
supposedly representing the cluster as a whole and its entire membership.

4.11 Many of the problems that have dogged the implementation of the cluster system in other settings have
been repeated yet again: local NGOs report that there is only limited relevance of the meetings, which are
invariably held in English, and as a result they do not attend, too much time is spent on information rather
than strategic planning and priority setting, and cluster coordination/leadership is often weak.

4.12 Many NGOs report frustration with the leadership of the international humanitarian response as
expressed through the role of the Humanitarian Coordinator. There is a widespread view that NGO concerns
and positions were inadequately represented to the extent that for many NGOs, the Pakistan Humanitarian
Forum, comprising 41 INGOs, was more effective in advocacy and defending humanitarian principles than the
UN. The views of national NGOs are also not being fully represented as they are disparate in their views and
thus to not have a unified position.

4.13 It is widely recognised that humanitarian leadership is the weakest pillar of the humanitarian reform
process, rolled out 2005 with the aim of improving the effectiveness of humanitarian response by ensuring
greater predictability and accountability in three ways: through strengthening leadership (Humanitarian
Coordinator strengthening and establishing Humanitarian Country Teams with membership from across the
humanitarian sector), improving coordination, (with the establishment of the cluster system) and establishing
faster and more predictable funding (creation of the Central Emergency Response Fund) CERF.

4.14 NGO experience of UN humanitarian leadership in Pakistan is an example of wider systemic challenges
within the system. A report on the IDP crisis of 2009 notes: there is a need for humanitarian coordination
mechanisms to offer greater leadership and guidance in upholding, promoting and defending the[humanitarian]
principles when they are under threat. The HC and the HCT have an essential role to play in this.3

4.15 A report published by a consortium of NGOs, including CAFOD in November 2010 documented some
of the consequences of the shortcomings of UN leadership through the Humanitarian Coordinator system and
made a number of recommendations to address them, including calling for an evaluation of the leadership
pillar of humanitarian reform.4

4.16 CAFOD and our partners’ main concern with the Emergency Response Fund (ERF) was the speed of
the initial approval process. For example a proposal submitted on 6 August, took until 1 October before there
was a signed agreement. The ERF is, however, an appropriate mechanism for national NGOS because of the
low budget ceiling. However, national NGOs are even more affected by the slow speed of the agreement
process than international NGOs because they rarely have the resources to pre-finance activities. Furthermore,
the requirements of documentation and project proposal are too high for many national NGOs.

4.17 Currently, money is still available in the ERF, which raises questions about how far the fund is
publicised and promoted to national NGOs by the UN, given the fact that many national NGOs still lack
sufficient funds to respond to the needs of the communities they serve.

4.18 DfID has been involved, through its membership of the Good Humanitarian Donors group (GHD) in
an initiative in 2010 to develop more effective donor coordination at the country level. CAFOD is unaware of
whether DfID has worked to make this a reality in Pakistan and if so to what effect. It would be useful for this
inquiry to investigate this further.

5. The response of UK-based charities and philanthropic organisations to the emergency

5.1 At the time of this submission, there are still areas under water, and new communities in need are
discovered as capacities of relief organisations increase and access improves. There are pockets of population
that still remain in dire need of emergency relief.

5.2 Sexual and gender based violence is still going underreported and largely unnoticed, and according to
informal estimates from the Shelter Cluster’s gender working group, gender mainstreaming is included into
only around 25% of interventions There are two main reasons for this: existing cultural barriers and perceived
barriers that are not validated.

5.3 According to a number of CAFOD’s partners, the nutrition situation in some parts of the flood affected
areas is apparently alarming although this is caused in the main by poverty and not linked to floods. The
disaster aggravated is already existing issue, however, there is a lack of data and limited capacity to address this.
3 Abouzied A and Featherstone A (2010) it’s the Thought that counts: Humanitarian Principles and Practice in Pakistan,

ActionAid.
4 NGOs and Humanitarian Reform Project (2010) Fit for the Future? Strengthening the leadership pillar of humanitarian reform

see www.icva.ch/ngosandhumanitarianreform.ch
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5.4 One of the important successes of the humanitarian response to the floods in Pakistan is the fact that
larger outbreaks of communicable diseases have been prevented. This is a notable achievement.

5.5 Experienced CAFOD emergency response staff have noted that the coverage of international NGOs in
the flood response in Pakistan is sparse compared, for example to Haiti, and some areas only have two or three
INGOs working. At three months since the floods the provision of shelter, transitional or permanent is low.
The operation of the cluster system, which in one aspect aims to reduce gaps in emergency response has not
been able to adequately address this shortfall.

6. How quickly livelihoods can be restored, assets protected and food security provided

6.1 Markets are now functioning, and cash based interventions are now more appropriate rather than bringing
in large quantities of food aid, which could have the direct result of undermining local markets and the
restoration of livelihoods. On the other hand, there is still a role for emergency food aid in areas which continue
to be submerged.

6.2 In all areas where the water has subsided people have ploughed and sown for this seasons crops; people
are anxious to sow now in order to have a crop for the Rabbi season (ie this next crop); those that cannot due
to lack of cash for seed, or because their land is waterlogged, report to CAFOD partners that they want to sow
in the Khalif season (April to September). In many areas early recovery activities could already be going on,
and assessments being undertaken now for the Khalif season crops. In Sindh and Balochistan, there are many
communities that will not be able to plant this season. This means they will go more than a year since their
last harvest, because they lost their spring/summer crops to the flood. Households may go deep into debt in
order to cope—creating a hole that will be difficult for them to extricate themselves from.

6.3 While CAFOD and our partners are supporting people that can plant this season, there will need to be
special attention paid to those who will only be able to plant in the spring, both in terms of protecting their
assets and their food security. Apart from availability of seeds and tools, land rights issues, bonded labour, and
damage to soil due to the sand sediment also conspire to prevent people from planting.

6.4 CAFOD supports the use of cash programming where possible, and welcomes DfID’s support for the
Watan card programme. However, the program has encountered many problems and we have heard numerous
complaints from the communities where our partners work regarding Watan cards, and the process of
distributing the cards has affected recovery. People have had to line up for days to get the cards, which has
taken them away from critical tasks such as rebuilding their homes and planting. For some people the cards
have not worked, and they did not receive any money. There are also complaints about how beneficiaries have
been identified. This situation clearly illustrates that although giving cash support to flood-affected people is
potentially one of the most effective response strategies, it needs to be implemented properly, and many lessons
need to be learned from the Pakistan Watan card experience. Some sold their cards for lower value as they did
not understand their use, whilst some are still waiting to receive them.

7. How to improve disaster risk reduction strategies with the Government of Pakistan and with local
communities

7.1 There was a relatively low level of loss of life in Sindh compared to KPK despite the low level of disaster
preparedness. The government was effective in issuing early warning and evacuating vulnerable communities.
However, this experience poses the challenge of how far disaster risk reduction (DRR) activities should have
targeted this area, given that many of the affected areas have not flooded in the past 30 + years.

7.2 In other areas along the Sindh/Balochistan border, floods are more frequent, occurring on average once
a decade, so it is easier to work with government and communities on DRR. There is clearly a need for
cyclone/flood monitoring, the development of early warning systems and means of communicating warnings
to remote/impoverished communities and possibly the development of cyclone/flood shelters in some areas.

7.3 CAFOD’s experience with partners is that there is a lack of emphasis on DRR, particularly in terms of
soft skills for the affected population and technical solutions taken into account in reconstruction. The partner
themselves have identified gaps in their knowledge and capacity in DRR issues.

7.4 Pakistan Government’s National Disaster Management Authority (NDMA) was set up after the Kashmir
earthquake, with high hopes of addressing future challenges in disaster preparedness and disaster management.
The new system envisaged a devolved and de-centralized mechanism for disaster management with the
establishment of Provincial Disaster Management Commissions (PDMCs) and Authorities (PDMAs) District
Disaster Management Authorities (DDMAs) which are the linchpin of the whole system and are envisaged to
play the role of the first line of defence in the event of a disaster. A National Disaster Risk Management
Framework guides the work of entire system in the area of disaster risk management and identifies National
Strategies and Policies for disaster management. However, four years later it is running short of funding,
meaning that there is insufficient staff and infrastructure and that lessons learned are not captured.
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8. Lessons for future disasters

8.1 DfID should pay particular attention to leading and supporting initiatives aimed at correcting the on-
going shortcomings of the cluster system: for example placement of sufficiently experienced and qualified
cluster coordinators (cluster leaders) and the high staff turnover.

8.2 The continued concerns of NGOs in relation to UN humanitarian leadership and call for an independent
evaluation of humanitarian leadership should be taken into account in on-going policy dialogue and
formulation.

8.3 DfID should note NGO views on the failure of UN humanitarian leadership to adequately represent
NGO advocacy positions and defend humanitarian principles, and consider more systematic support to NGO
coordination bodies, like the Pakistan Humanitarian Forum. In other countries, for example Ethiopia, DfID
funding has resulted in an effective NGO humanitarian coordination structure which has done much to enhance
humanitarian response. DfID’s termination of funding to the NGOs and Humanitarian Reform Project5 earlier
this year cut short the development of such initiatives in four countries experiencing complex emergencies.
The effectiveness of the Pakistan Humanitarian Forum should be a lesson learnt in the need to foster such
coordination networks.

8.4 Due to the large scope of the emergency and donor preference to fund larger scale projects and consortia,
the awarding of funding is not necessary connected to the best quality proposal/organisation but a balancing
act between quality and amount of the contract. Funding is sometimes sub-contracted to private sector
companies where quality and accountability of their activities are unclear, particularly in relation to crisis-
affected communities. CAFOD has repeatedly urged the British government to channel its funding through local
and national civil society organisations, something which will in the process contribute towards developing their
experience and capacity to deliver, and may indirectly contribute towards enhancing the growth of a lively and
democratic civil society.

8.5 DfID’s 2007 humanitarian guidelines address gender inequality and reaching the marginalised including
women only briefly under beneficiary selection and protection and in relation to marginalized and vulnerable
groups rather than throughout the guidelines. For example, there is no gender guidance in relation to needs
assessments, the language itself is not gender sensitive, speaking of beneficiaries NOT women, men of different
ages, and refers to standards eg SPHERE, but not to DFID’s own gender guidelines. Sexual and Gender-based
Violence (SGBV) is addressed under protection and relevant questions are raised.

8.6 Based on CAFOD’s observations in Pakistan we believe it would be useful if DFID could provide
specific guidance for a more integrated approach to combat SGBV for example through the integration of
SGBV into TOR for programme design, reviews and the incorporation of advocacy. DFID should also ensure
that its reporting formats require that all humanitarian response funds include reporting back on how gender
issues have been addressed in humanitarian programming.

8.7 There is some evidence of high levels of salinity due to the over use of irrigation, so development
assistance should concentrate on improving rain fed agricultural systems and more appropriate cropping. This
could be accompanied by the introduction of rain harvesting and collection and of more consistent data
collection on whether/how growing seasons are being affected.

8.8 In relation to disaster risk reduction, DfID should provide future funding for the National Disaster
Management Agency, and should advocate with other donors that they likewise fund this key government
agency. Support should be given to community-based preparedness work throughout Pakistan to prepare for
the multiple hazards which recent years have shown, effect Pakistan on a recurrent basis.

8.9 CAFOD urges DfID to broker links for skills transfer/capacity building between the governments of
Pakistan and Bangladesh so Pakistan can learn from some of the ground breaking approaches and successful
DRR initiatives undertaken in Bangladesh.

8.10 Some donors, particularly USAID vigorously request branding, even in areas where this can increase
security risks to staff, beneficiaries and assets. This can have a knock on effect as other donors are then
reluctant to waive their own visibility. CAFOD acknowledges DfID’s sensitive approach to not insisting on
wide-spread and unnecessary branding and visibility and trusts that as the logo of UKAID becomes more
widely used this sensitive case-by-case approach will continue to prevail.

8.11 The delicate issue of the conflict of interest between the majority of beneficiaries (tenant farmers in an
almost feudal system) and Pakistan’s ruling landowning elite needs to be addressed if Pakistan is to achieve
anything like equitable development in these areas. To truly help people in Pakistan become more self-sufficient
would require a transformation of the tenant farmers system. This issue should be promoted by donor
governments such as the British government, through DfID.

10 December 2010

5 see www.icva.ch/ngosandhumanitarianreform.ch for further details
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Written evidence submitted by Oxfam

Summary

1. The Pakistan floods have been an unprecedented disaster, inundating an area larger than the UK. Some
14 million people have needed humanitarian relief. A major relief operation got under way after a slow start
but this has not matched the scale of needs—millions of affected people have received little or no assistance.
The situation is especially difficult in Sindh, where one million people remain displaced and many face a crisis
well into 2011. Despite this, the Pakistani government insists the relief phase must end on 31 January—an
artificial deadline coming six months after the emergency began.

2. International funding, which appears substantial in money terms, has been slow to arrive and remains
grossly inadequate in relation to people’s needs. The UN’s $2 billion Floods Emergency Response Plan, for
example, is only 49% funded.

3. The Pakistani government has tried to lead the aid effort and has some achievements to its credit such as
its cash transfer scheme. Overall, however, it has struggled to deliver owing to weak institutional capacity, a
lack of political leadership, and years of underinvestment in its response capacity. It has also failed to
implement a national recovery plan that helps to prepare vulnerable communities for future disasters—passing
key responsibilities for reconstruction to under-resourced provincial authorities.

4. DFID has generally played a very positive role during the floods disaster by providing substantial
donations and encouraging other aid actors, including the UN, to improve the quality of the response in general.
However, DFID funds took a long time to reach frontline agencies in the initial phases of the emergency, partly
because funds were channelled through cumbersome UN agencies and partly because internal DFID procedures
were slow.

5. The aid community, including relief charities from Britain, has helped to provide aid to millions of people
and prevent major loss of life. However, the UN coordination system has performed its role weakly at both
national and local level. “Cluster” lead agencies failed to provide strong leadership or increase their human
resources with appropriate urgency.

6. In light of its experiences during the humanitarian response, Oxfam considers:

6.1 DFID should continue to provide humanitarian funding as well as resources for longer-term
reconstruction, and press other donors to increase their contributions. It should continue to explore
faster mechanisms for funding frontline aid agencies at the start of a crisis.

6.2 Weak UN performance underlines the need for institutional reform. DFID should vigorously promote
this, as well as explore less UN-dependent coordination mechanisms.

6.3 The Pakistani government should not prematurely end humanitarian assistance. It should also deliver
a national reconstruction plan that targets the most vulnerable and integrates disaster risk reduction
and climate change adaptation. Long term strengthening of disaster management and civilian response
capacity is also required.

6.4 The floods highlight the prospect of large and more frequent disasters overwhelming the overstretched
global humanitarian system. The UK should lead efforts to reform this system, with greater investment
in national capacities, risk reduction and climate change adaptation.

Oxfam’s Work in Pakistan

7. Oxfam has provided humanitarian and recovery assistance to more than 1.5 million people since July
2010. An emergency team has also been supporting civilians displaced by conflict since 2008. Our long-term
programme focuses on land rights and economic opportunities; disaster risk reduction and climate change;
girls’ education and ending violence against women/gender. Oxfam and its partners also work to strengthen
civil society.

The government of Pakistan’s leadership in responding to the floods, including needs assessment and
response management as well as coordination between the Government, the military, donors, NGOs, UN
agencies and the private sector

8. The Pakistani government has tried to lead the floods response, launching a massive rescue and relief
operation, attempting to overseeing coordination, and managing camps throughout Sindh and Punjab. It has
also provided cash support to registered flood-affected households, which has provided much needed assistance
to many people—albeit with problems relating to registration, impartial distribution and transparency. Overall,
however, the state has not delivered an adequate, timely, well-coordinated and appropriate response, due to
weak institutional capacity and governance, a lack of political leadership, lack of resources, and years of
underinvestment in its response capacity.

9. The government should address continuing emergency needs more effectively. It has announced an official
end to the relief phase of the disaster on 31 January 2011—an artificial deadline six months into the crisis, set
for reasons that are not entirely clear. This comes despite the fact that one million people remain displaced in



International Development Committee: Evidence Ev 29

Sindh, facing a crisis that is likely to extend well into next year. In the north, where snow is falling, hundreds
of thousands of people are likely to remain displaced until winter ends, similarly facing a prolonged crisis.

10. Coordination and addressing gaps in aid coverage has been extremely challenging for the government.
At the national level, civilian and military actors have worked closely—indeed, military officers have played
a prominent role in ostensibly civilian-led crisis management bodies such as the National Disaster Management
Authority (NDMA). However, the relatively new NDMA lacks the authority and expertise to play a strong
coordination role. At the provincial level, officials and local politicians have sometimes performed well but
often struggled, especially in Sindh. Under-resourced district officials with limited expertise have found the
challenges even greater.

11. A disaster management infrastructure exists at national and sub-national levels in Pakistan. However, a
lack of investment has meant that local authorities have struggled to coordinate and manage responses and
conduct assessments. The government has recognised this, and in some districts submitted specific requests for
assistance from the UN—including capacity building and technical support. However, the magnitude of the
disaster, combined with the UN’s own tardiness, meant that this support has often been slow, inadequate,
or absent.

12. Coordination between government institutions and Pakistan’s private sector has been extremely
haphazard with the latter often acting independently.

13. The government has taken some positive steps to cooperate with the international community in granting
access to affected areas by easing—but not lifting—restrictions on aid agencies and staff movements. NGOs
need to obtain No Objection Certificates (NOCs) for foreign staff travel in Khyber Pakhtunkwa (KPK), the
Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) and Baluchistan. Moreover, recent provincial level amendments
have increased restrictions. The Pakistan authorities should facilitate unhindered humanitarian access. The
decision in August to grant visas to foreign aid workers on arrival in the country enabled aid agencies to
quickly deploy required staff—a provision that should be extended until the crisis has ended.

14. The government has decided to make provincial authorities responsible for rehabilitation and
reconstruction. However, provincial authorities lack the capacity to fulfil these tasks. Furthermore, certain key
issues (eg land reforms) can only be addressed by the national government. Therefore, the federal authorities
should implement a comprehensive reconstruction plan that builds more resilient communities and
infrastructure, and addresses underlying inequities such as bonded labour, gender discrimination, and lack of
land rights that makes people more vulnerable to crises.

Management, quantity and quality of DFID’s response (including the balance between bilateral and
multilateral channels, disbursement mechanisms, and the cluster system)

15. Overall, DFID has played a positive role during the floods disaster, not only in terms of the scale of its
aid, but also as an advocate working with governments and aid actors to improve the quality of the response.
After making £30 million available in the first few weeks of the crisis, DFID doubled this sum in late August,
and then doubled it again to £134 million in October. Its support for water/sanitation, shelter, civilian helicopters
and agricultural livelihood recovery has been appropriate—although its pressure on the UN to use NATO assets
for transport (after the UN assessed this to be unnecessary) was unhelpful.

16. DIFID and other UK departments have also used their influence to mobilise international support and
press the UN to scale up and improve its operations. This advocacy role has been highly valuable and helps to
maximise the impact of UK aid. There is scope for DFID to expand this role, for example, by engaging with
non-DAC donor governments (such as those from the Gulf) to help strengthen their adherence to Good
Humanitarian Donorship principles.

17. DFID channelled its initial emergency grants via UN agencies. International NGOs therefore had to
apply to those agencies for funding. As in the past in Pakistan, lengthy, cumbersome UN procedures for grant
applications and disbursements meant major delays in the expansion of NGO operations, which had a
significant cost in terms of the lives and welfare of flood-affected people. This highlighted the need for DFID
to learn from past experience and provide more direct, early funding for frontline aid agencies, and to continue
to press the UN to become more efficient.

18. DIFD’s own processes for dealing with grant applications were also initially complex and confusing,
mainly because officials were applying untested new approaches, and communications with applicants were
not fluid. This diverted aid agency time and staff at a critical moment in the crisis. However, the deployment
of more, and more senior, DFID staff helped resolve these issues.

The cluster system

19. The UN-led cluster system continues to be dogged by problems in Pakistan. There has been a lack of
UN managers with relevant skills and experience in cluster management and relationship building although the
situation is improving. Staff initially stayed in Islamabad when they should have been out coordinating the
effort in provincial and districts levels—a problem that continues today, leading to gaps, duplication, and delays
in assistance. NGOs have themselves set up coordinating relationships in some districts to tackle this problem.
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As in other recent crises, the UN’s global Emergency Relief Coordinator has pressed—and still needs to
press—UN agencies in Pakistan to meet their cluster responsibilities.

20. Administrative procedures used by UN cluster leads to disburse funds to frontline agencies remain
burdensome and unsuited to the demands of a rapidly growing emergency, hindering relief organisations trying
to deliver urgently needed aid.

21. At the same time, the relatively poor donor response has limited the scale of UN operations. By 10
December, the Emergency Response Plan was less than half funded with vital sectors such as Water/sanitation
(29% funded) Shelter (20%) and Protection (13%) seriously under-funded. In November, both WHO and
UNICEF warned they would need to scale down unless new funds arrived. Nevertheless, overcoming
managerial and institutional weaknesses would enable the UN to deliver its role much more effectively with
existing resources.

The response of UK-based charities and philanthropic organisations to the emergency

22. Fifteen major UK-based aid organisations and many smaller groups (some spontaneously formed) were
involved in the floods response, backed by generous donations from the UK public (including the British
Pakistani and Muslim community). Alongside other members of the development community, including many
Pakistani partners, they have helped to prevent a secondary crisis despite the unprecedented scale of the floods
and logistical challenges.

23. However, agencies have struggled to scale up their operations sufficiently to match needs, partly because
of the low level of funding. As noted, operational agencies have also been hindered by slow or cumbersome
fund disbursement mechanisms that have proved a drain on agency staff time and resources.

24. Such hindrances partly—but not wholly—explain the uneven coverage of assistance by many aid
agencies whether from the UK or elsewhere. Oxfam is working in Khyber Pakhtunkwa (KPK), Punjab and
Sindh, but many others have focused their efforts in KPK, where many had been working in recent years to
assist conflict-affected communities and have been unwilling or unable to extend their operations. This
concentration has contributed to the fact that of the 2.2 million people now benefitting from restored water
systems, 76% are in KPK.

Whether the provision of assistance to those displaced by the recent floods and longer term internally
displaced persons is sufficient, efficient, effective and cost effective

25. An assessment of the extent to which the response has been effective, efficient, and cost effective would
require a survey of the available evaluations, and is beyond the scope of this submission. However, it is clear
that the aid effort has failed to meet needs adequately. Millions of people waited weeks or even months before
receiving urgently needed relief. Many are still waiting to receive any aid. Women face particular challenges
in receiving assistance. Nonetheless, a secondary disaster has been averted so far, although the risk of a serious
health crisis remains dangerously high especially as winter brings falling temperatures to a weakened
population.

26. Oxfam’s impression is that aid agencies were generally cost effective, with the caveat regarding UN
performance noted above. The severe logistical challenges pushed up costs substantially, but this was
unavoidable. NGOs such as Oxfam have sourced relief items locally and cheaply wherever practicable. A
number of aid agencies already had local offices, staff, and partners with relevant experience, especially in the
conflict-affected areas, which greatly assisted the provision of an effective and efficient flood response.

27. Flood-affected people living in organised camps were provided with significantly more support than
those who were staying with host families or were living in dispersed small groups. This inequality, which
arises because it is easier and cheaper to assist a large population in a camp, was also evident in the response
to the internal displacements caused by conflict in recent years. This presents a dilemma to aid agencies, and
underlines the challenges of “value for money” analysis. In its flood response, Oxfam decided to supply camp
services such as water and sanitation, but also to seek out smaller groups in more remote locations who where
in great need, despite the much higher “cost per beneficiary”.

28. Some official initiatives lend themselves to efficiency, such as the cash transfer scheme whereby
registered households are issued with free ATM cards that enable cash withdrawals. Concerns have arisen
around registration and impartial distribution of cards (including issues affecting women) that must be
addressed. However, when used properly, the scheme transfers valuable assistance efficiently and safely to
flood affected people to spend on items they need. Oxfam and other agencies use cash-based assistance for
similar reasons.

How quickly livelihoods can be restored, assets protected and food security provided

29. The cost of recovery and reconstruction has been estimated at $45 billion. The agricultural sector, which
accounts for 45% of employment, was particularly hard hit, with heavy damage to cotton, sugar cane, wheat,
fruit and vegetables, and livestock. Hundreds of thousands of families lost everything they owned, and have
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no savings to draw upon to begin rebuilding their lives. Many used everything they had to evacuate their
families to safer areas.

30. Oxfam’s experience in Pakistan and elsewhere has shown that early support for livelihoods, such as the
provision of seeds and other agricultural inputs, transitional shelter, and appropriate cash-based programmes,
can make a critical difference in enabling communities and small businesses to revive economic activity,
minimise asset depletion, and end their dependence on humanitarian aid. Hundreds of thousands of flood-
affected Pakistanis have benefitted from this kind of support, directly improving their food security.

31. Some opportunities to restore livelihoods quickly have been missed. Tools and seeds were required in
October and November to take advantage of the winter planting season. Many farmers received too little, too
late, or none at all, which will have an impact on their assets and food security in the coming months. For
some households in low-lying areas, replanting fields will remain a significant challenge: the soil is likely to
remain waterlogged for some time and silt deposits make fields more difficult to plough and slow the drainage.

32. The floods have also had a particular impact on women’s livelihoods. Cotton was almost ready for
harvest when the floods came, and the harvest is the only part of the cotton growing cycle in which women
are involved, providing an important source of income for them. Prior to the floods, many women took out
loans in anticipation of the income that they would make from the harvest. However, with the cotton crop now
destroyed, many will be unable to repay their debts—unless they are provided with substantial and well-
targeted support.

How to improve disaster risk reduction strategies with the government of Pakistan and with local
communities

33. After the Kashmir earthquake of 2005, the Pakistani government began establishing disaster management
bodies at national and sub-national levels, such as the National Disaster Management Authority (NDMA), to
mobilise resources for more effective preparedness, relief, recovery and coordination. A national strategy was
developed that outlined the roles and responsibilities of these new bodies and of existing institutions (such as
district authorities).

34. However, owing to a lack of political commitment and adequate resourcing, all these bodies suffer from
limited capacities. There is a dearth of knowledge about hazard identification, risk assessment and management,
and linkages between livelihoods and disaster preparedness. Official support for community disaster
preparedness and readiness to involve local communities remains low. Successful models for community
involvement in improving disaster resilience do exist: development organisations such as Oxfam have
conducted numerous projects working with local partners and grassroots groups. If these were appropriately
scaled up and applied nationally, Pakistan would be far less prone to disasters.

35. The crux of the problem lies not in the absence of a strategy, but in the failure to invest sufficient
resources, weak governance and lack of political will to turn plans into reality, inadequate involvement of
vulnerable communities, and the failure to scale up successful disaster risk reduction work. A serious
commitment and allocation of adequate resources by the government of Pakistan is required in line with the
Hyogo Framework for Action. The UK and other donors should prioritise supporting this process.

Lessons for future disasters, both for DFID, the UN and affected governments, paying particular attention to
the likely impacts of climate change

36. The floods response has highlighted strains on an overwhelmed humanitarian aid system. Oxfam research
suggests that in the next five years, the number of people affected by natural disasters alone is set to grow by
more than 50% to an average of 375 million people. There is a need for global political leadership to ensure
the UN starts rapidly to address its preparedness for these challenges. The UK should aim to be part of this
vital renewed political and strategic leadership, leveraging funding and diplomatic weight to ensure adequate
UN humanitarian leadership, and drive radical options for better UN agency performance. Reforms should also
include greater investment in national capacities, disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation.6

37. Climate change is set to exacerbate the impact of disasters in Pakistan, with more flooding and droughts.
Precipitation has decreased 10–15% in the coastal belt and arid plains over the last 40 years, while summer
and winter rains have increased in northern Pakistan. Global warming, in conjunction with environmental
degradation, changes in land-use and cropping patterns, and population growth, is increasing pressure on rural
and coastal communities. Rising sea levels threaten homes and livelihoods in coastal areas. Such effects
aggravate existing vulnerabilities in a country where food and water security issues have become increasingly
pressing.

38. In order to tackle this threat, new investments as well as serious political commitment are needed to
integrate disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation into development projects systematically.
International and national actors should work to reduce the underlying risk factors—social, economic, physical
and political—that affect vulnerable communities.
6 For more information on necessary reforms to the global aid system, see DFID Humanitarian Emergency Response Review,

Oxfam GB submission, November 2010.
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39. When disasters do occur, “building back better” must be a non-negotiable approach. This should begin
with early attention to livelihoods restoration that integrates climate resilience while preventing disaster-affected
people from slipping into destitution and permanent vulnerability. A full rehabilitation and reconstruction
programme should follow. Such an investment would not only save lives and livelihoods but money too, since
humanitarian responses generally cost several times more than preventive measures.

16 January 2011

Written evidence submitted by Medecins Sans Frontieres

MSF in Pakistan

Pakistan has one of the highest infant and maternal mortality rates in the region. There is poor access to
good quality and affordable health services, particularly in remote rural areas, with women and children
principally affected. Over the past two years, the poor health situation has been compounded by the escalation
of fighting between Pakistani armed forces and opposition groups and a rise in sectarian violence, resulting in
the isolation of local communities, closure of supply routes and the near-collapse of the state-sponsored
healthcare system. Since August 2008, more than two million have been displaced in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa
and the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA).

MSF currently provides free emergency medical and relief services in over a dozen sites in Khyber
Pakhtunkhwa, in the FATA and Balochistan Province.

1. Khyber Pakhtunkhwa: Emergency room medical care in Timergara, Dargai, Swat, and Hangu; mother
and child healthcare in Dargai and Timegara; support to displaced families in Summer Bagh Camp,
Charsadda and Peshawar.

2. FATA: Support to displaced families in and around Sadda and Alizai, Kurram Agency; paediatrics
in Sadda.

3. Balochistan: mother and child healthcare in Chaman, Kuchlak and Dera Murad Jamali; treatment of
malnutrition in Kuchlak, Chaman, Dera Murad Jamali, Usta Mohammad, Sobatpur, and Mir Hassan;
primary healthcare in Chaman; mental health in Chaman and Kuchlak.

MSF also responds to disasters affecting Pakistan, such as the recent floods. With large numbers starting to
return to their homes, most of our flood response activities have been wound down. Needs remain however,
and in Dera Murad Jamali, Balochistan and in Johi and Karachi, Sindh, MSF continues to run nutrition
programmes, provide essential relief items and transitional shelters, rehabilitate local health clinics and donate
medical equipment and drugs. Now, there is a need for other actors, who are better equipped to deal with the
longer term recovery stage, to step in. MSF is therefore handing over activities to either the government or
newly arrived and more development-oriented organisations.

MSF as an Organisation

MSF as a humanitarian organisation has a limited ambition. We work to limit the devastations of war, natural
disaster and infectious disease by helping people survive a crisis in decent condition. No matter what side of
a front or faultline they may find themselves on, no matter how difficult their disease is to treat.

MSF is particularly known for its work in war zones. It is precisely to enable our work in such settings that
we define our ambition in such a limited way. Our aim is not to end wars, bring peace, build states, reconstruct
health-systems or promote democracy.

It has to be this way because to be able to provide humanitarian assistance to those who most need it
requires acceptance from communities and warring parties—whether national governments, armed opposition
movements, international forces, or even criminal gangs. In all conflicts, working space needs to be negotiated
and to successfully negotiate, we have to be able to gain the trust of our interlocutors. And we need to maintain
that trust over time by actions that demonstrate we are only motivated by the wish to provide lifesaving
medical assistance.

This way of working does not of course come about by accident; it is derived from International
Humanitarian Law. This lays down an obligation on humanitarian organisations to maintain the principles of
independence, neutrality and impartiality central to their action, if armed actors are to give access to civilians
in need.

As well as responding to the needs created by war, we are well-known for responding to disasters such as
floods or earthquakes. MSF has the capability to mobilise a massive and timely emergency relief effort. In
response to the floods in Pakistan, MSF medical staff:

— conducted over 106,616 consultations at five hospitals, seven mobile clinics and six Diarrhoea
Treatment Centers;

— screened more than 97,000 children and pregnant and lactating women and treated more than 8,800
malnourished children;

— conducted 434 complicated birth deliveries and 82 caesarean sections;
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— admitted 339 new born babies to the nursery;

— distributed 2.1 million litres of clean water per day and built 709 latrines, 280 shower sites and
130 hand-washing points, and 271 hand pumps;

— distributed 73,708 relief item kits and 22,629 tents; and

— distributed 2,000 transitional shelters.

What are the challenges to the provision of humanitarian assistance in Pakistan?

The humanitarian response to the devastating floods that hit Pakistan last year was overall inadequate for
the level of need. One month after the floods had started, substantial gaps remained. The international aid
response in particular was slow, with local organisations and religious groups as the main providers of the
primary response.

The international humanitarian response was obviously complicated by the fact that some of the affected
provinces, most notably Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Balochistan and the FATA are conflict-affected. The nature of
this conflict creates three specific issues that challenge the delivery of independent, humanitarian assistance:

1. Role of the military—the Pakistani military’s capacity to respond to the humanitarian needs of their
people, both in response to the consequences of its broader military actions and in natural disasters
such as the floods, has been commendable. Yet the military also maintain control over access of the
population to humanitarian assistance. Despite their own response, significant gaps have remained
particularly in relation to the response to conflict-driven displacement in the north-west, where relief
for the displaced is allocated based on their origin as opposed to their needs. Areas must be classified
as “affected” (in other words subject to a counter-insurgency strategy) in order for IDPs to be eligible
for registration and assistance. Khyber Agency in FATA is an example of an area never officially
recognised as “affected” by conflict, and as such almost no assistance has been provided to IDPs
coming from that area. MSF works to establish independently where the greatest needs lie and respond
accordingly. Access has been given to some such places including Timurgara, Hangu and Swat. Yet
there are other districts with high levels of need where access is conditional or denied. This is the
case in Dera Ismael Khan and Tank districts, where the displaced from the recent South Waziristan
offensive have gathered. MSF has tried for over a year to set up health facilities in the region, but the
area remains off-limits. The current military operation in Mohmand is another example of the
challenges in accessing conflict affected IDPs. In Mohmand, the camps for the displaced have been
set up within the agency and as such, are largely off limits for international humanitarian actors.

Based on past experience, space for MSF operations is only re-opened when the government declares an
area “cleared” and begins “reconstruction” and “rehabilitation”. However, this has not been the case
in the south of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa or FATA with “cleared” areas such as Bajaur where access is
still denied.

2. Use of aid as a stabilisation tool—the rhetoric accompanying the international response to Pakistan’s
recent floods played heavily on Western security concerns. Whilst the provision of international donor
funding at times of disaster has never been driven solely by altruism, public declarations that the
imperative to respond was underpinned by the need to prevent further destabilisation in Pakistan, thus
helping to contain the spread of violent extremism, have never been more evident. The rhetoric simply
exposed what has been happening in Pakistan for at least the past nine years. With counter-insurgency,
counter-terrorism and stabilisation efforts dominating international engagement with the country, aid
funding has duly followed.

This has understandably increased the suspicion felt towards foreign assistance by many Pakistanis. As
one patient in an MSF health facility at a camp in Lower Dir put it: “America is paying the people who
are fighting against us and destroying our homes [ie the Pakistani army] and then they are giving the
relief. We don’t trust that”.

This deployment of aid for stabilisation purposes in Pakistan is set against a backdrop of concepts
promoting cohesion between politics and aid, such as the US’s “3 Ds”, NATO’s “Unity of Purpose” and
the UK’s “Comprehensive Approach”. This cohesion is reinforced by public statements made by senior
political figures referring to humanitarian organisations as “force multipliers”, elements of “soft power”
and “real tools of foreign policy and influence and heft in the world”. All creating the impression that
governments and humanitarian organisations share a common purpose, namely that of protecting national
security, preventing conflict and creating stability in fragile and failing states.

This demonstrates a fundamental misunderstanding of humanitarian assistance. The line separating
humanitarian and military action is one that by definition under IHL cannot be bridged. While MSF may
share the same area of operations with both national and international military forces in Pakistan, our
purposes are not the same.

A further by-product of the use of aid as a stabilisation effort was that local organisations and religious
groups were left undermined and side-lined from the coordination efforts in the flood response—largely
because they were framed as the competition for winning hearts and minds.

3. The practice of the aid sector itself—the approach of the UN in Pakistan has also represented a major
challenge. In the UN’s Pakistan Humanitarian Response Plan 2010, an introduction by the government
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of Pakistan explains its counter-insurgency activities in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa and FATA. Statements
by UN officials have also positioned it in a way that has contributed to the politicisation of aid. In a
statement that predates the floods, the UN special envoy for assistance to Pakistan, appealed for more
aid in order to “pacify some of the most volatile parts of Pakistan”. The UN in Pakistan is clearly
perceived as aligned with one side of the conflict, which is a major obstacle to fulfilling its remit as
a provider of humanitarian assistance.

In addition, the modus operandi of many international NGOs (INGOs) challenges the provision of
independent, humanitarian aid. In practical terms, INGOs have used military assets to deliver flood
assistance in conflict-affected areas, accepted armed escorts in places MSF managed to work without
them, allowed their lists of beneficiaries to be validated or corrected by the army and have accepted direct
political involvement in the recruitment of staff and the distribution of aid. None of these actions are
compatible with the independent provision of assistance.

On a less immediate level, approaches to humanitarian aid are merging with longer-term processes of
development and peace-building. The latter in particular is supported by western governments in order to
build the legitimacy and capacity of the state and undermine support for the opposition. The funding for
this political development is channelled to INGOs, who then conduct development activities, in the
conflict-affected parts of Pakistan, in the name of humanitarian assistance.

These three factors combine to create the perception that organisations delivering assistance are part of a
larger political agenda. If we are perceived as such, we quite simply lose the ability to negotiate that working
space and thus the ability to deliver life-saving, medical assistance.

What measures does MSF take to try and overcome those challenges?

As already outlined, MSF prioritises negotiation and acceptance in order to achieve our working space. To
facilitate this, we take a number of practical measures:

— we do not accept funding from any government for our work in Pakistan and choose to rely solely
on private donations;

— neither do we accept funding from any government for our work in Afghanistan, Iraq and Somalia;

— we refuse pre-conditions to work in certain areas only through national NGOs or only with
members of our staff from Pakistan;

— in north-west Pakistan, we refuse to work with armed escorts; AND

— medical facilities for which we are directly responsible are gun-free—or at a minimum the
departments of the medical facilities that we support are gun free.

— Provisional information:7 recently, MSF took the temporary decision to refrain from
approaching DFID for any new funding for conflict areas, due to public statements explicitly
linking of DFID’s aid budget with national security interests and our concerns to be associated
with this. This decision will be revisited once the results of the HERR and other internal reviews
have been made public.

What do we ask of others?

Although regrettable, it may not be surprising (nor is it new) that governmental funding of assistance to the
victims of both natural disasters and conflict is delivered for strategic reasons. The aid sector however, does
have a choice. That choice is to participate in the longer-term objectives to bring stability and development to
Pakistan, with the awareness that that simultaneously contributes to the objectives of one party to the conflict,
or to engage in the provision of independent, humanitarian assistance. To try to engage in both simultaneously,
fundamentally undermines your ability to provide humanitarian assistance.

This undermining of the sector’s ability to bring humanitarian assistance can be seen as one of the major
factors determining the inadequacy of the flood response. It is for this reason that any analysis of the
shortcomings of the flood response must be placed within the context of the cooption of both humanitarian and
development assistance, in the attempt to bring stability to Pakistan.

6 February 2011

7 As a temporary decision, we may request this bullet point to be struck from the public account of this evidence at a later date.
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Written evidence submitted by the Department for International Development

Acronyms

AusAID Australian Agency for International Development
AWD Acute Watery Diarrhoea
BAR Bilateral Aid Review (DFID)
CBHA Consortium of British Humanitarian Agencies
CERF Central Emergency Response Fund
CHASE Conflict, Humanitarian and Security Department, DFID
CIDA Canadian International Development Agency
DEWS Disease Early Warning System
DNA (Pakistan Floods) Damages and Needs Assessment
DRR Disaster Risk Reduction
ECHO European Commission Humanitarian Office
ERC Emergency Relief Coordinator
ERF (Pakistan) Emergency Response Fund
FAO Food and Agriculture Organisation of the UN
FATA Federally Administered Tribal Areas
FERP Floods Emergency Response Plan
GoP Government of Pakistan
HC (UN) Humanitarian Coordinator
HCT (UN) Humanitarian Country Team
HERR Humanitarian and Emergency Response Review (DFID)
IASC Inter-Agency Standing Committee (of the UN)
ICRC International Committee of the Red Cross
IDP Internally Displaced Persons
IFRC International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies
IMC International Medical Corps
IOM International Organisation for Migration
MoD Ministry of Defence
NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
NDMA National Disaster Management Authority (Pakistan)
NFI Non food items (eg clothing, blankets, soap, cooking items and utensils, fuel, buckets and tools)
OCHA UN Office for Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs
OFDA US Government Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance
PDMA Provincial Disaster Management Authority
PHF Pakistan Humanitarian Forum
PHRP Pakistan Humanitarian Response Plan
PIFERP Pakistan Interim Flood Emergency Response Plan
RC (UN) Resident Coordinator
RSPN (Pakistan) Rural Support Programme Network
SCF Save the Children Fund
UNDP United Nations Development Programme
UNHAS UN Helicopter Air Service
UNHCR UN High Commission for Refugees
WASH Water, Sanitation and Health
WFP World Food Programme
WHO World Health Organisation

Overview

Summary of the UK response

1. Over the course of the 2010 monsoon season, Pakistan experienced the worst floods in its history. The
UK was at the forefront of the international community’s response to the disaster and the first major country
to come to Pakistan’s support in significant scale. Through the Department for International Development
(DFID), the total humanitarian and early recovery response of £134 million is DFID’s largest humanitarian
response to date. Emergency relief priorities include shelter, food, health and water and sanitation. DFID is
also supporting Pakistan to recover quickly from the floods in the key areas of agriculture/livelihoods and
education. Examples of the extent of the UK effort include:

— collaboration with the Ministry of Defence (MoD) to airlift vital shelter supplies into Pakistan;

— support to the United Nations Children Education Fund (UNICEF: WASH and nutrition cluster
lead) to (a) provide safe drinking water, hygiene kits, toilets and hygiene awareness campaigns for
approximately 970,000 people; and (b) provide high energy food supplements to approximately
376,000 malnourished children and 123,000 pregnant women;

— support to the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) to provide clean drinking water,
food, medical supplies and emergency shelter to approximately 350,000 people; and
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— support to NGOs eg Oxfam to provide (a) safe drinking water, toilets, water purification sachets,
hygiene awareness campaigns and emergency shelter items for approximately 315,000 people; (b)
safe drinking water and sanitation services for approximately 105,000 people.

The UK has also brought forward a major bridges project as part of the early recovery effort. A list of all
interventions can be seen at Annex A.

2. For reasons of UK and wider security, regional instability, poverty and the size of the UK diaspora,
Pakistan remains one the UK’s most important foreign, defence and development priorities. To underline the
importance of this relationship, the Secretary of State and Baroness Warsi visited Pakistan on 18 August to see
the humanitarian situation for themselves. The Secretary of State then travelled directly to the UN Special
High Level Meeting on Pakistan in New York to lobby the international community to step up the humanitarian
response and encourage other donors to contribute more. The Secretary of State returned again to New York
on 19 September to encourage the international community to contribute generously to the revised UN Floods
Emergency Response Plan. The Deputy Prime Minister also visited Pakistan on 1 September further reinforcing
the importance of Pakistan to the UK.

The 2010 Floods

3. The relatively slow onset and sheer scale of the disaster took both the national and international community
by surprise. On 22 July dozens of people were killed and tens of thousands displaced following heavy rains
across Balochistan, Punjab and Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. On 29 July flash floods and landslides devastated large
parts of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, smaller areas of the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA), Gilgit
Baltistan and Pakistan Administered Kashmir. On 6 August, Pakistan declared a red alert as the floods reached
the southern provinces of Punjab and Sindh. Hundreds of thousands of people were evacuated. On 7 August,
more flash foods and landslides were reported in Gilgit Baltistan and other parts of northern Pakistan as the
floodwaters continued to move down the Indus into Sindh and Balochistan. On 25 August more than 800,000
people were cut off by the floods as the banks of the Indus were breached in Sindh. On 13 September Manchar
Lake overflowed flooding new areas in Sindh.

4. Heavy rainfall and flash foods combined to create a moving body of water equal to the land mass of
England. The scale and impact of the disaster quickly outstripped both national and international capacity to
respond. Reflecting the unprecedented nature of the disaster, the United Nations Secretary General (UNSG)
Ban Ki-Moon visited the flood affected areas on 15 August. The UN Emergency Relief Co-ordinator (ERC)
Valerie Amos also visited on 7 September and again on 2 December.

5. The floods have affected 81 districts and more than 20 million people, nearly one tenth of Pakistan’s
population. This is greater than the combined total of the 3.2 million people affected by the 2010 Haiti
earthquake, 2.4 million people affected by the 2008 Burma cyclone and 3.5 million people affected by the
2005 Pakistan earthquake.

6. The unfolding nature of the natural disaster and its sheer scale posed severe operational difficulties for
both the Government of Pakistan (GoP) and humanitarian agencies. These included poor access, disrupted
logistics and communications networks. The wider security situation also restricted the movement of the
international humanitarian community.

7. Needs were complex, diverse and continually changing as people were evacuating some areas and
returning home in others. Vulnerability Assessments by the World Food Programme (WFP) and using the Multi
Cluster Rapid Assessment Mechanism (McRAM) established the degree to which affected populations needed
immediate humanitarian relief such as food, shelter and clean water. Broader concerns included the potential
for water borne disease, malnutrition and food price increases.
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Map 2: Time line of the floods (OCHA) 

   
 

8. The latest assessments estimate some 14 million people were displaced by the floods and 1.6 million
homes were destroyed or damaged. Over 2.4 million hectares of crops, one quarter of the national summer
harvest, were lost leaving millions of farmers with no agricultural income.

9. By the beginning of November, three months since the beginning of the first heavy rains in Khyber
Pakhtunkhwa, flood waters had largely receded in northern and central parts of the country. Access to affected
populations increased significantly by the week. Millions of women and men have been reached with
emergency aid and are now starting to recover their livelihoods. The priority for the next six months is to begin
taking people out of dependency (some seven million people are currently receiving on international food
handouts) and back into economic activity.

10. However, in early December (at the time of drafting this report) the situation in Sindh remains precarious.
Extensive areas are still under water and are likely to remain so for several months as the standing water
slowly evaporates. A protracted relief operation will be needed over the next three months. Some seven million
people (one third of the population of the Province) have been seriously affected by the floods.

The Conflict Affected Caseload

The Pakistan Humanitarian Response Plan (PHRP) 2010 was launched in early 2010 to ensure a co-
ordinated response to meet the needs of the conflict affected populations in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa and the
Federally Administered Tribal Areas in north west Pakistan. These populations have been affected three
times in recent history—the earthquake in 2005, the conflict in 2008 and the floods in 2010 compounding
the vulnerability of the population.

Progress towards the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)

11. Pakistan has faced serious challenges in recent years towards meeting many of the MDG targets including
the downturn in the global economy in 2008 along with a sharp rise in oil and food prices. Militancy, political
instability in 2007–08, and the transition from a military government have also disrupted economic and
social development.

12. The GoP’s commitment to the MDGs is reflected in their Medium Term Development Framework.
Progress towards the MDGs is mixed. A recent UN Development Programme8 (UNDP) analysis of the impact
of the floods on the MDGs in Pakistan concluded that the floods will result in: increased poverty and destitution
(MDG 1); increased numbers of girls and boys out of school as poor families can no longer afford to enrol
them (MDG 2); and increased spread of malaria and other diseases (MDG 6).
8 An Analysis of the Impact of the Floods on the MDGs in Pakistan, UNDP September 2010
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Table 1

KEY STATISTICS9

Pakistan: Key statistics

Area (Thousands of km2) 796
Total population 160.9 million
Population growth rate 1.80 %
Life expectancy for males 64 years
Life expectancy for females 66 years
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth 5.8 %
Agriculture Growth 1.5 %
Manufacturing Posted Growth 5.4 %
Total revenues collected Rs 1545.5 billion
Gross National Income (GNI) per capita US$770

13. Looking ahead, the unprecedented scale of the floods will also have long term implications for Pakistan’s
economy and Government finances. Pakistan’s Gross Domestic Product in 2009 was some US$165 billion—
agriculture, industry and services have each contributed between 20–25% of GDP in recent years, varying from
year to year. The economic impact of the floods largely stems from lost agricultural output and related services.
Few urban areas, including the industrial centres of Faisalabad and Karachi, were affected. Some power projects
under construction have been hit and existing power infrastructure damaged. This will slow the recovery of
Pakistan’s electricity sector with knock on effects for industry. Many transport links along and across the Indus
River have also been damaged, restricting access to markets for both farmers and businesses.

14. The floods have also led to increased inflation. Official price data show that food prices have risen in
towns and villages where supplies cannot be delivered. Reconstruction activities will also put pressure on
prices for cement, steel and other construction materials.

15. Pakistan is at a critical juncture on economic reform. The impact of the floods combined with low
revenues and high public spending risks a fiscal crisis similar to that experienced in 2008. As a result, the
Ministry of Finance lowered its growth forecast from 4.5% to between 0% and 3% this year, reckoning that
the impact of the floods on the economy could be between 1.1% and 2.3% of GDP in 2010–11. At an individual
household level, and for communities in the flood-affected areas, the consequences are much more dramatic.
Much of the burden has fallen on the poorest and most vulnerable.

Table 2

MDG PROGRESS SUMMARY10

MDG Status Summary

MDG 1 Possible to Poverty has declined from 35% of population below the national
Poverty and achieve if some poverty line in 2000–01 to 22% in 2005–06. Poverty has since
hunger changes are made. increased because of the global economic crisis and increase in food

and fuel prices.11

MDG 2 Possible to There has been some progress, but still only 61% of 4–9 year olds
Universal primary achieve if some are enrolled in school (2008–09). Pakistan lags behind the rest of
education changes are made. South Asia and the quality of education is poor. The net enrolment

rates of 4–9 year-olds are: Punjab 68%, Sindh 53%, KPK 56% and
Balochistan 43%.12

The floods caused severe disruption to primary education cycles and
damage to school infrastructure. According to a Save the Children
post flood assessment, 68% of children are not at school in Punjab.

MDG 3 Off track. There has been some progress since 1990 but gender inequality
Gender equality remains extremely high. Pakistan ranks 132 out of 134 countries in

the 2009 UN Global Gender Gap Report.
MDG 4 Possible to There has been a decrease in under-five mortality from 130 per 1,000
Child mortality achieve if some live births (1990) to 94 per 1,000 (2007). Infant mortality has fallen

changes are made. from 82 per 1,000 (2001–02) to 69 per 1,000 (2007–08).
MDG 5 Possible to Maternal mortality ratio declined from 533 per 100,000 live births
Maternal health achieve if some (1999–2000) to 276 per 100,000 (2006–07). Skilled birth attendance

changes are made. is increasing (36% in 2006/07 to 40% in 2007–08).
9 GoP Economic Survey 2007–08
10 UN MDG monitor—Pakistan
11 No agreed national poverty line estimates since 2005–06.
12 Pakistan Social & Living Standards Measurement Survey 2008–09
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MDG Status Summary

MDG 6 Likely to be There is low HIV prevalence and TB prevalence has declined from
Diseases achieved. 329 per 100,000 (2004) to 297 per 100,000 (2009). The floods have

prompted concerns about malaria.
MDG 7 Possible to Slightly off-track on access to drinking water but significantly off-
Environmental achieve if some track on sanitation. 90% of households have access to improved
sustainability changes are made. drinking water supply but only 45% to sanitation (2008). The floods

have highlighted Pakistan’s vulnerability to climate change.

1. Key Enquiry Issue: Government of Pakistan Leadership and Response

1.1 Government of Pakistan leadership

16. Throughout the crisis, the Government of Pakistan (GoP) led the international humanitarian response
through the National Disaster Management Agency (NDMA). At the onset, the GoP recognised that they did
not have the capacity to respond to the scale of this unprecedented natural disaster and requested assistance
from the international community. In response, the UN and GoP launched the Pakistan Initial Floods
Emergency Response Plan (PIFERP) on 11 August to meet the immediate relief needs of flood affected
communities in four priority areas—food, shelter, health and water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH). The total
amount requested was US$459 million for a three month period. The humanitarian community was asked to
support the response by covering gaps where the needs exceeded the Government’s capacity to respond.

17. Given the unfolding nature of the crisis, the PIFERP was revised in mid September and finally agreed
by the UN and GoP in early November. The revised Floods Emergency Response Plan (FERP) covers both
humanitarian and early recovery needs, has a total funding requirement of US$1.9 billion and covers the time
period August 2010 to August 2011. It is the largest humanitarian appeal launched in the history of both
Pakistan and the UN.

18. Following the approval of the 18th Amendment to Pakistan’s constitution in April 2010, more autonomy
has been devolved to the Provincial level from the Federal level. However, the Federal Government still leads
on international development and humanitarian assistance and its allocation to the Provinces.

19. The NDMA is headed by General Nadeem,13 who led the search and rescue response to the Pakistan
earthquake in 2005. Provincial Disaster Management Agencies (PDMA) lead the response at the Provincial
level and report directly to the NDMA. The PDMAs in Sindh and Punjab were set up in 2008 and are still
establishing themselves.

20. In the aftermath of the floods, the Government quickly scaled up the capacity of line departments to
respond. The Pakistan Government has faced media criticism for its failure to respond quickly and effectively
to the floods. However, given the scale of this unprecedented event, the authorities coped well.

1.2 The role of the military

21. As in other countries and other major disasters, the military played a major role in the humanitarian
response. Over 60,000 troops, 600 boats and a range of aircraft, including helicopters, were deployed. Some
850,000 people were assisted to escape the floods during the initial rescue phase. The army was also active in
setting up relief camps and distributing food and non food items. They reached over four million people with
food packs during August and September. The army also took the lead in repairing flood defences, bridges,
major roads and railways as well as defending power stations located in food affected districts. They continue
to play a critical role in Sindh where the majority of the flood affected population are located and emergency
relief needs continue.

22. Throughout the response, the Pakistan military were willing to allow aid agencies to deliver goods and
transport personnel using their air assets. However, some humanitarian non government organisations (NGOs)
preferred not to use military assets to deliver humanitarian assistance, taking the stance that engagement and
association with the Pakistan military would compromise humanitarian principles of neutrality and impartiality.

23. A contentious issue during the early stages of this natural disaster was over the use of NATO civilian
assets. On 7 August the GoP requested NATO assistance to transport humanitarian goods into Pakistan. On 21
August, the North Atlantic Council agreed to organise strategic air and sea lift to transport goods, on request.
NATO’s mechanism for response to requests is through the Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Co-ordination
Centre (EADRCC) in Brussels. This is a regional co-ordination mechanism designed to support and
complement the UN, the EU and donors in their efforts.

24. The UN Country Team took the decision to reject the NATO offer of assets to transport goods into
Pakistan and considered the main need was for assistance in moving relief supplies within Pakistan. Given the
constraints, many members of the UN Country Team and NGOS accepted military flights during the initial
stages of the response to move goods and personnel from Islamabad. The debate was also coloured by NATO’s
13 General Nadeem is now retired from the military and a civil servant.
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public support of the humanitarian effort during the 2008 conflict as well as current NATO association with
the conflict in Afghanistan.

25. Given the humanitarian imperative, DFID and the US advocated for the use of (freely provided) NATO
funded civilian air assets to bring large quantities of goods into Pakistan. The non binding humanitarian Oslo
Guidelines suggest that the use of military assets can be used as an option last resort. The use of civilian assets
is not in question under International Humanitarian Law.

2. Key Enquiry Issue: DFID’s Response to the Emergency

2.1 Assessment and response to humanitarian and early recovery needs

26. The scale of the crisis demanded an unprecedented response from the international community. The
Secretary of State directed DFID’s response to the emergency from Africa and London, working closely with
Cabinet colleagues. As a result, the UK was one of the first donors to respond with an announcement of new
funds in the immediate aftermath of the floods. The total humanitarian and early recovery response of £134
million is DFID’s largest humanitarian response to date. The International Development Secretary led the
decision-making process and ensured that each allocation made was directly linked to the results it would buy.
A detailed breakdown of funding by Agency, purpose and intended results can be seen at Annex A.

Table 3

KEY DFID DECISION MAKING POINTS

Date Rationale Funding pledged

2 August Emerging impact of the floods highlighted the £5 million for initial funding for
need for humanitarian funding for WASH. UNICEF

Accelerating £10 million bridge project
from bilateral programme

11 August UN and Government of Pakistan launch £31 million in total support confirmed
PIFERP requesting US$459 million for (including the £5 million initial funding for
14 million people. UNICEF)

19 August Secretary of State attends first UN high £33 million for emergency relief needs
level meeting in New York travelling directly
from Pakistan. He backed the FIREP
(US$459 million) appeal and announced
UK funding to help:
— provide water and sanitation to
500,000 people;
— provide shelter to 170,000 people;
— meet the nutritional needs of 380,000
people; and
— health services to cover a population of
2.4 million people.

19 September Secretary of State attends second UN high £70 million for ongoing emergency
level meeting in New York. He backed the relief needs and priority early recovery
revised FERP (US$1.9 billion) appeal and interventions in agriculture/livelihoods and
announced UK funding to help: education
— provide seeds, tools and livestock to help
people re-start their farms;
— people rebuild their communities and
generate short-term employment
opportunities; and
— get hundreds of thousands of children
back to school.

Total £134 million

27. On 18 August, the Secretary of State visited Pakistan for talks with the Prime Minister Gilani, General
Nadeem, GoP ministers, donors and NGOs working on the ground. He was accompanied by Baroness Warsi,
Minister without Portfolio. Both ministers also visited Pir Sabaq IDP camp in Khyber-Pakhtunkhwa to see for
themselves the scale of the devastation. This visit informed decisions the Secretary of State took on relief and
recovery. On return the Secretary of State and Baroness Warsi, together with the Deputy Prime Minister, visited
the office of the Disasters Emergency Committee (DEC) in Euston to raise awareness of the Appeal. The
Deputy Prime Minister also visited southern Pakistan on 1 September to see the devastation caused by the
floods, ahead of attending the Millennium Development Goals summit in New York. While in Sukkur, he
visited a World Food Programme store house and met with Oxfam, Save the Children, and other UN and
aid agencies.
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28. In the emergency relief phase, DFID prioritised food, shelter, health and WASH needs through UN
Agencies and the Red Cross Movement. This was in line with the strategic direction of the PIFERP. Partners
(see Annex 1 for more details) included:

— United Nations Children Education Fund (UNICEF: WASH and nutrition cluster lead) to (a)
provide safe drinking water, hygiene kits, toilets and hygiene awareness campaigns for
approximately 970,000 people; and (b) provide high energy food supplements to approximately
376,000 malnourished children and 123,000 pregnant women.

— International Organisation for Migration (IOM: shelter cluster lead) to provide approximately 9,900
shelter kits, 13,000 household item kits, 3,900 tents to benefit approximately 38,000 families. NFI
kits, hygiene kits, ropes, pegs and poles to be provided to some 25,000 families.

— World Health Organisation (WHO: health cluster lead) to prevent and control the outbreak of
disease through scaling up the disease early warning system (DEWS), carrying out water quality
surveillance and promoting hygiene and reproductive health services for approximately 490,000
pregnant women.

— World Food Programme (WFP: food cluster lead) to provide food rations to approximately
10,500,000 people.

— World Food Programme/United Nations Humanitarian Air Service (WFP/UNHAS) to reach
isolated and stranded people through the transportation of emergency relief and personnel by air.

— International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) to provide clean drinking water, food, medical
supplies and emergency shelter to approximately 350,000 people.

— International Federation of the Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC) to provide food,
emergency shelter and tools to approximately 385,000 people.

29. The UK also provided goods and services in by airlift (seven civil and three military flights) including
4,500 tents and 14,600 shelter kits; as well as the secondment of key personnel into organisations such as
OCHA and WFP through the UN Inter-Agency and Humanitarian Partnership standby arrangements.

30. In late August, the UN Country Team and donors became increasingly concerned about the high risk of
a secondary humanitarian emergency from water borne diseases, including acute watery diarrhoea (AWD),
malaria, polio and respiratory infections. The situation was of particular concern in Sindh where the high water
table and flat topography meant that the flood waters would not recede quickly. Limited access to clean water
or appropriate sanitation enhanced the risk of major outbreaks. Diseases including AWD, cholera and malaria
were reported and contained, partially through the DEWS,14 but the risk of a wide spread epidemic remained.

31. In response, given the need to make use of all available capacity, DFID worked with established NGO
partners to target health and WASH needs in Sindh and Punjab:

— Save the Children (SCF) to provide (a) primary health care services for approximately 109,000
pregnant women and children under five; and (b) safe drinking water, sanitation services, hygiene
awareness campaigns, emergency shelter items and basic household items for approximately
150,000 people.

— Oxfam to provide (a) safe drinking water, toilets, water purification sachets, hygiene awareness
campaigns and emergency shelter items for approximately 315,000 people; (b) safe drinking water
and sanitation services for approximately 105,000 people.

— Concern to provide toilets, sanitation services, emergency shelter items and basic household items.
The project will help approximately 250,000 people gain access to water and provide
approximately 24,000 households with shelter kits.

— The Rural Support Programme Network (RPSN) to meet the immediate WASH and emergency
shelter needs of approximately a million people.

— International Medical Corp (IMC) to provide 40 mobile health teams and repair 30 basic health
units, ensuring approximately 720,000 people have access to emergency health care.

— Mercy Corp to provide safe drinking water, sanitation services and hygiene awareness campaigns
to approximately 160,000 people.

— Handicap International to provide approximately 100,000 people with safe drinking water,
sanitation services, basic household items and shelter.

— CARE to provide safe drinking water, health care and basic household items to 100,000 people.

As a result of DFID support and other interventions, there have been no major outbreaks of disease to date.
14 The DEWS was originally established in Pakistan, with DFID support, following the 2005 earthquake.
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Table 4

BREAKDOWN OF DFID FUNDING BY SECTOR (AS OF 30 NOVEMBER 2010)

Sector Examples of the activities and results supported Total %
(See Annex 1 for fuller details) (£ m)

WASH Delivery of five litres per day of fresh water to people in camps, 17.6 13
through tank delivery and water sterilisation tablets; water buckets;
latrines in camps; hygiene awareness campaigns.

Shelter Emergency shelter (tents and tarpaulins) for over 700,000 people 12.3 9
during the initial mass displacement by the floods.

Multi-sector Integrated packages of assistance, covering food, shelter, water and 11.1 8
relief medical assistance provided to over 700,000 people through

organisations such as the ICRC and NGOs.
Health Provision of emergency health care services through the World 7.9 6

Health Organisation and NGOs, in camps and through mobile
teams and Diarrhoea Treatment Centres; the Disease Early
Warning System; emergency vaccination programmes; mosquito
nets.

Agriculture and Help to end food aid dependency for 115,000 families in Pakistan, 7.0 5
livelihoods by providing seeds and fertilisers for the narrow rabi season

(winter) planting window in October and November, via the UN
Food and Agriculture Organisation.

Goods and DFID provided 3,500 tents and around 13,000 shelter kits, more 6.5 5
services in kind than 300,000 water containers; and more than 60,000 blankets.
Nutrition Help for half-a-million malnourished children and pregnant/ 4.9 3

breastfeeding women by providing high energy food supplements,
treatment for severely malnourished children, and training health
workers.

Food Helping to feed seven million people displaced by the floods, 4.0 3
through WFP, by addressing critical gaps in the pipeline of edible
oil, high energy biscuits and other items.

Logistics Unrestricted funding the UN Helicopter Air Service to deliver 3.8 3
emergency food and other supplies to displaced people who could
not be reached by land—at one point 800,000 people.

Coordination Help setting up a secure emergency field camp near Sukkur, for 0.8 1
use by UN and implementing partners.

Protection Unrestricted funding for the UN High Commission for Refugees to 0.5 0
provide assistance to orphans and children separated from their
families, and other vulnerable groups.

Pipeline Interventions to support livelihoods and education recovery, to be 35.0 26
implemented through NGO partners in Punjab and Sindh

Programme Covering the costs of up to 17 staff working on the flood response 3.8 3
management team, plus the running costs of dedicated offices and armoured

vehicles in Islamabad, Multan and Karachi.
Unallocated To be allocated to further early recovery initiatives on livelihoods 19.7 15

and education, including attention to disaster risk reduction.
Total 134.0 100

32. The revised FERP highlighted agriculture and education as priorities for early recovery. The losses in
the agriculture sector were unprecedented. Approximately four out of five people in the flood affected areas
are dependent on agricultural activity (crop production, livestock, forestry and fishery) for their livelihoods.
Initial estimates of the impact of the floods were: 2.4 million hectares of standing crops damaged, two million
hectares of cultivatable land damaged, 0.5–0.6 million tonnes of wheat stock for the wheat planting season lost
and 1.2 million animals lost. In the education sector some nine million children were affected by the flooding.
Some 10,000 schools were partially or fully damaged while many more were occupied by the displaced
population.

33. Given the need to plant the winter (rabi) wheat crop no later than early December and to save remaining
livestock, the International Development Secretary approved funding in early September for the Food and
Agriculture Organisation (FAO: agriculture cluster lead) to provide wheat seed and fertiliser, vegetable seeds,
critical livestock feed, fodder seed and veterinary medicines. The intervention aims to support approximately
148,200 vulnerable families in Punjab, Sindh and Balochistan by providing (a) 3,560 tonnes of wheat seed and
7,120 tonnes of fertiliser sufficient for 71,000 families to plant one acre; (b) short season vegetable seeds
sufficient for 71,200 families; (c) 4,920 tonnes of critical livestock feed, fodder seed; and (d) veterinary
medicines to ensure the survival of animals, assuring milk for household consumption, to improve nutrition,
with any surpluses being available to sell for household income.
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34. Ministers have made clear that the priority in the next six months is to begin taking people out of
dependency on humanitarian aid and back into economic activity. Now that the rabi planting season is nearly
over, the focus is shifting to ensure that families have access to employment and income until the harvest in
April. DFID is currently in dialogue with the Consortium of British Humanitarian Agencies (CBHA) to design
and implement an innovative NGO consortium to provide grants, cash for work programmes and other forms
of livelihood support for smallholder farming households and households who are mainly landless or have
limited agricultural opportunities. DFID is also currently in discussion with partners to support early recovery
primary education in Punjab and Sindh in both areas of return and camps.

35. The Floods Team is continuing to work with other donors, UN agencies and GoP counterparts to assess
what is feasible and appropriate over the next six months to help people in practical ways to rebuild their
homes and livelihoods.

2.2 Programming of funding—split between bilateral and multilateral

Table 5

BREAKDOWN OF DFID FUNDING BY ORGANISATION TYPE
(AS OF 30 NOVEMBER 2010)

Total %

UN 37,862,820 28
Pipeline UN 4,000,000 3
NGO 26,066,420 19
Pipeline NGO 31,000,000 23
Red Cross Movement 5,050,000 4
Goods and Services in kind 6,500,000 5
Programme management costs 3,750,000 3
Total unallocated 19,770,760 15
Total 134,000,000 100

36. DFID initially channelled support to the UN to deliver assistance in the key sectors of food, shelter,
health and WASH as well as cross cutting sectors such as co-ordination and logistics. DFID also supported the
ERF as a funding mechanism for NGOs. Our contribution helped to leverage in support from other donors
including the Australians.

37. In late August, it became apparent that the multilateral system was overwhelmed by the scale and
complexity of the crisis. DFID and other donors concluded that the NGOs were able to scale up more rapidly
than the UN system. Given the urgent need to make use of all available capacity, DFID allocated funding for
NGOs to deliver health, shelter and WASH items to the flood affected populations in Punjab and Sindh.

38. Prior to the floods, DFID was already engaged in a £10 million bilateral programme of support for vital
transport and education infrastructure in the border areas (Khyber Pakhtunkhwa and FATA). The aim of the
project was to enable communities to regain access to priority transport and education infrastructure lost during
the conflict. The project was scheduled to begin in January 2011 but, as a result of the floods, the Secretary of
State decided to advance the bridging element of the program as part of the early recovery effort. The first
batch of ten bridges kits were shipped from the UK and arrived in Karachi on 23 September. Two further kits
were also supplied by the UK MoD. Sites have been identified for these initial bridges with the first expected
to be installed on new abutments by the end of December 2010. The project will eventually provide a total of
66 bridges.

2.3 Management of the response

39. The International Development Secretary directed DFID’s response from London (and, initially, from
Africa), and was responsible for overall decision-making on funding, as well as lobbying other donors. Under
his direction, DFID Pakistan led the DFID response with technical support from the Conflict and Humanitarian
Affairs (CHASE) Team and programme support from other parts of DFID. In Islamabad, a joint HMG
Humanitarian Team met under the direction of the Head of DFID Pakistan. The Team encompassed a mix of
Administrative staff (both Home Civil Service and Staff Appointed in Country), Humanitarian Advisors,
Information Managers, logistics support and liaison officers from the Political and Defence sections of the
British High Commission. The senior Programme Manager and Senior Humanitarian Advisor met several times
a day with the Head of DFID Pakistan to ensure the programme maintained overall direction. Senior
management was provided from London.

40. Early in the response, two field offices were established in Punjab and Sindh staffed with two
Humanitarian Advisors respectively. This enabled the team to have greater reach into the field for programming,
monitoring and advocacy purposes. Given the security environment, the field teams operate within the stringent
security parameters of the British High Commission, including the need to use armoured vehicles for almost
all local travel.
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41. In late September, a DFID Deputy Director was deployed to head up the Floods Team and allow the
Head of Office to focus on reconstruction and the wider development programme. The Team currently
comprises seventeen people: Head of the Floods Team, eight Humanitarian Advisors (four in Islamabad and
four in field offices), one Information Manager, six programme staff and one Office Manager. Programme
management costs represent 3% of the total response costs.

2.4 Lobbying to make the international response more effective

42. Early in the crisis, DFID officials worked closely with the FCO to develop a lobbying strategy to
encourage international partners to contribute more to the humanitarian response. DFID and FCO Ministers
and senior officials held discussions with Canada, Qatar, Australia, France, Germany, Sweden, and the US, and
the European Commission.

43. The Secretary of State visited Pakistan on 18 August and subsequently attended the UN High Level
Working Group meetings in New York on 19 August and 19 September respectively. At these meetings the
Secretary of State delivered a strong message that the international community’s response had to date been
woefully inadequate. He personally lobbied international partners to increase their funding and encouraged the
humanitarian community to scale up the response rapidly.

44. The Secretary of State and senior DFID officials who undertook a series of calls with the UN Secretary
General, OCHA, WFP, UNHCR, UNDP, UNICEF and WHO to discuss the situation and determine how best
to meet the scale of need. As a result additional personnel were brought into key UN Agencies such as OCHA,
UNICEF and WHO to enhance their capability at Islamabad and Provincial levels.

45. On his return from New York, the Secretary of State conducted a round of interviews that generated
over 50 reports and broadcasts in UK and beyond. Although it is not possible to attribute direct impact,
contributions by the UK public to the Disasters Emergency Committee increased in subsequent days.

2.5 Working as part of HMG

46. DFID led the humanitarian response with strong support from other Government Departments. Close
working between DFID, FCO and MoD has been vital for the success of the UK’s efforts. The Secretary of
State kept in close touch with the Prime Minister and relevant Cabinet colleagues, including the Foreign
Secretary and Baroness Warsi, Minister without Portfolio.

47. In the first two months of the crisis, the joint DFID, FCO and MoD team in Islamabad met daily to co-
ordinate activities. Daily telephone conferences were also held between officials in Islamabad and London,
including representatives from the FCO and MoD.

48. DFID Pakistan produced daily humanitarian situation reports to keep colleagues in Islamabad and London
up to speed with the humanitarian response. Coordination took much senior staff time and officials were
brought in from other roles to support the London team.

49. In Whitehall, senior officials and Ministers met in Cabinet Office and through the National Security
Council to discuss the situation, confirm DFID’s approach and discuss how the rest of HMG could support the
UK response.

50. The FCO’s overseas network of posts played a valuable role in lobbying efforts. In particular, UK
missions in Geneva and New York assisted in lobbying various UN Agencies to scale up their response and
provided information on developments at agency headquarters and in capitals.

51. Collaboration with the MoD focused on the use of RAF flights to fly in essential relief supplies. Despite
competing pressures five flights were made available to bring in supplies. The MoD also supplied two bridges
to replace bridges destroyed in the floods. The MoD also provided a valuable liaison point with the Pakistan
military and, in Islamabad, co-ordinated the initial HMG response on bridges.

2.6 Value for money and results

52. Throughout the humanitarian response, the Secretary of State insisted that the Department should
maintain a strong focus on results and value for money when allocating resources. The project appraisal process
has included a technical review and required implementing partners to be clear and explicit about the results
that are expected and value for money. This has included calculating administrative costs as a percentage of
the total cost of the project and ensuring consistency of unit costs. In some instances, DFID has been able to
decrease administration costs and transfer savings to programme related activities thus increasing the number
of beneficiaries. Value for money must also take account of the appropriateness and timeliness of interventions.

53. Some implementing partners initially found the DFID emphasis on value for money and results
challenging. However, this dialogue has developed to a point where all partners are working constructively to
achieve better impact at lower cost. Lessons learnt in Pakistan are being taken forward through the DFID
Humanitarian Emergency Response Review.

54. A mid term review of the DFID humanitarian programme will be carried out in early March 2011 and
the programme independently evaluated in September 2011 on conclusion.
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55. Results attributable to DFID from programmes we have supported to date are:

— approximately 971,390 people have been provided with drinking water;

— approximately 254,480 people have had access to latrines and/or washing areas;

— approximately 867,900 people have received hygiene kits or hygiene education;

— approximately 453,860 people have had access to basic healthcare;

— approximately 712,590 women and children have received supplementary or therapeutic feeding
for malnutrition;

— approximately 540,560 people have received emergency goods packages typically including
blankets, cooking equipment, jerry-cans, and plastic sheeting;

— approximately 504,450 people have received emergency shelter; and

— approximately 71,925 people have benefited from seeds and fertilisers.

These results are provisional estimates from ongoing operations where the eventual total number of
beneficiaries will be significantly higher.

2.7 Synergies between the DFID Pakistan humanitarian and development programme

The DFID Pakistan Bilateral Programme

The Secretary of State recently announced a review of the DFID Bilateral Aid Programme. This process
will conclude early in 2011. The 2009–10 bilateral aid framework for Pakistan is £140.4 million.

The DFID Pakistan bilateral programme has a strong geographical focus on Punjab and Khyber
Pakhtunkhwa. Programme priorities include: growth and economic reform; the provision of basic services
such as health and education; and governance and peace building. Humanitarian assistance has been
targeted towards assisting the conflict related caseload following the 2008 IDP crisis and reconstruction
from the 2005 earthquake. This caseload was affected again by the recent floods.

Humanitarium assistance
33%

Governance
20%

Education
18%

Growth
15%

Health
8%

Other social services
5% Other

1%

Pakistan: Total spend £140.4 million (2009-10)

56. The DFID response programme is a one year intervention from August 2010 to September 2011. The
DFID Floods Team is working within DFID Pakistan office, alongside the teams handling the longer-term
bilateral programme and the follow up to previous humanitarian interventions, including the 2005 earthquake
and the 2008 conflict. A priority is to ensure coherence during the flood response and convergence towards an
exit point for the Floods Team (around the third quarter of 2011). Early in 2011, the UN plan to release an
integrated humanitarian plan covering the conflict and flood affected caseloads. This will provide DFID and
other donors with the opportunity to review overall humanitarian support to Pakistan.

57. In terms of geographic coverage, the DFID humanitarian response is focused on the main areas of
substantial unmet needs—Punjab, where the bilateral programme is already heavily engaged; and Sindh, where
it is not.

58. In relation to sector coverage, the humanitarian response has focused on food, shelter, health and WASH
emergency relief phase. Because of the nature of humanitarian relief, coherence with the main development
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programme—which focuses on the three pillars of economic growth, basic services and governance—has
been limited.

59. In the early recovery phase, the flood response is focused on livelihoods and education. The development
programme has supported Pakistan’s Rural Support Programme Network. The main area where coherence is
critical is in relation to early recovery education activities where the Floods Team has worked closely with
their development counterparts.

60. A further area where coherence will be critical is in relation to the transition from early recovery—a
humanitarian agenda—to reconstruction, which will be managed by the development programme. Members of
the Floods Team are supporting their development counterparts in taking forward this agenda.

3. Key Enquiry Issue: Coordination of the International Humanitarian Effort

3.1 Government of Pakistan co-ordination mechanisms

61. The NDMA quickly gripped the need for mechanisms to co-ordinate the humanitarian response. Working
level meetings were held daily with the UN, NGOs and donors. An additional strategic level meeting was held
once a week with the UN Humanitarian Co-ordinator (HC), Heads of Agencies and Heads of Missions. DFID
representatives regularly attended these meetings to hear updates on the latest situation, planned response and
priorities. This was a vital co-ordination mechanism for the entire humanitarian community.

3.2 Donor co-ordination mechanisms

62. Led by the Secretary of State for International Development, Andrew Mitchell, the UK responded quickly
to the emergency and emerged as the lead donor in Islamabad. DFID regularly convened meetings with like
minded donors including the US Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance (OFDA), the European Commission
Office for Humanitarian Affairs (ECHO), Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA), the Australian
Agency for International Development (AusAID) and the Norwegian Embassy. This group met at least once
a week to discuss issues of concern, agree advocacy points and discuss humanitarian and early recovery
programming priorities.

63. With this group of like minded donors, the UK took the lead in calling for the UN to step up its
performance. Issues were discussed at donor meetings and, where possible, common advocacy points
developed. These were then discussed at joint meetings with the UN Country Team. Key issues included
leadership, strategic planning, cross cluster work and scaling up human resource capacity in Punjab and Sindh
Provinces to respond to the high risk of a second emergency—a large scale public health crisis due to water
borne disease. Donors also agreed advocacy points to raise with the ERC during her two visits.

3.3 UN coordination and cluster system

Humanitarian Rform
The UK is an advocate for reform to improve the predictability, accountability and timeliness of UN-led
humanitarian response. Key objectives are to strengthen global and field level leadership, improve co-
ordination and accountability, and introduce efficient financing mechanisms. At the country level,
Humanitarian Co-ordinators (HCs) report directly to the ERC and are responsible for leading the inter-
agency humanitarian response.

64. Humanitarian and early recovery needs changed as the crisis unfolded. The PIFERP estimated that 14
million people (approximately 8% of the population) were affected in Balochistan, FATA, Gilgit Baltistan,
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan Administered Kashmir, Punjab and Sindh. The priority sectors for emergency
relief were identified as food, shelter, health and WASH. The prevailing socio-economic conditions in the
affected areas combined with the floods have increased the vulnerability of poor people.

65. In September, at the time of the publication of the revised FERP, estimates of needs in the key priority
areas of food, shelter, WASH and health were:

Table 6

FERP ANALYSIS OF NEED IN KEY HUMANITARIAN SECTORS15

Cluster/sector People in need of assistance People reached by the international
humanitarian community to date

Food 10.5 million 4.2 million
Shelter 13 million 2.2 million
WASH 14 million 3.18 million (water only)
Health 20 million 5.3 million consultations

66. In Pakistan, the UN Country Team was headed by the HC who was also designated as the Head of the
United Nations Children Fund (UNICEF). The UN Resident Co-ordinator (RC) position was between
15 16.09.10. OCHA estimates.



Ev 48 International Development Committee: Evidence

permanent appointments at the time of the floods. A double-hatted HC/RC has recently been appointed to lead
the UN Country Team and merge the HC and RC functions from the beginning of 2011. The Office for the
Co-ordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) supported the Humanitarian Co-ordinator and demonstrated
strong leadership in Islamabad. However, OCHA lacked authority to develop sector specific and inter cluster
action plans. OCHA also initially lacked senior level representation at field level, particularly in Sindh, although
this has now been rectified.

67. The UN cluster approach allocates responsibility to individual humanitarian agencies for ensuring
humanitarian needs are met in eleven key sectors (including food, shelter, health and WASH). In some instance,
clusters can also be co-led by NGOs. The performance of the cluster system in Pakistan has been patchy at
both Islamabad and field level. Initially co-ordination through the cluster system was slow and uneven as
evolving strategies were constantly overtaken by events on the ground. A faster response from the UN system
was needed to get the right capacity on the right issues at the right time. The ERC recognised these issues
during her visit to Pakistan in September. She publicly spoke of the need to work in new and different ways,
and make use of all available capacity.

3.4 The Central Emergency Response Fund and Pakistan Emergency Response Fund

Humanitarian Pooled Funding Mechanisms
DFID has encouraged the international humanitarian community to adopt pooled funding mechanisms
such as the Central Emergency Relief Fund (CERF) and, at country level, Emergency Relief Funds (ERF).
The CERF was established in 2006 to provide UN agencies with quick access to funding to reduce loss
of life and strengthen core elements of humanitarian responses in under funded crises.

Pooled funds enable Humanitarian Coordinators to channel funding strategically to priority needs on the
ground, create incentives for humanitarian co-ordination, and attract additional financing from donors who
do not have humanitarian technical expertise. They also offer a way for DFID and other donors to fund
humanitarian assistance in countries where they do not maintain a bilateral programme.

68. The Central Emergency Relief Fund (CERF) released an initial tranche of US$17 million within 72
hours of the onset of the floods. The total sum of funds allocated to Pakistan through the CERF now stands at
US$ 41.9 million. Only UN Agencies are eligible to apply for funds from the CERF.16 DFID would welcome
more NGO involvement in the CERF decision making process as a scrutiny and challenge function.

69. In March 2010, DFID also supported OCHA to establish the Emergency Response Fund (ERF) in
Pakistan in response to ongoing needs from the 2008 IDP crisis. The mechanism was therefore relatively new
when the floods began and struggled to respond effectively in terms of scale and speed due to the number of
proposals to be screened and lack of staff.

70. The terms of reference for the ERF Advisory Board in Pakistan make provision for three donors (DFID,
AusAID and the Norwegians) to provide guidance on the operation of the Fund.

71. DFID is looking to OCHA to speed up disbursements through the ERF and implement robust monitoring
systems. DFID continues to argue for a higher funding ceiling and to press OCHA to allocate sufficient staff
to the ERF.

3.5 Donors

72. The US is the largest development and humanitarian donor to Pakistan (Table 4). Humanitarian and early
recovery assistance is delivered through USAID.17 Emergency relief priorities were food, shelter, health,
WASH and nutrition. Early recovery priorities include agriculture, transitional shelter and food security.

Table 7

TOTAL COMMITTED FUNDING TO DATE (INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE FERP)18

Funding US$ % of total

United States 631,656,402 33.4
Private (individuals & organisations) 320,211,425 16.9
Saudi Arabia 242,198,994 12.8
United Kingdom 111,633,574 5.9
European Commission 91,526,132 4.8
Australia 67,736,748 3.6
Canada 48,275,163 2.6
Germany 46,661,229 2.5
Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) 41,980,783 2.2
Norway 27,077,973 1.4
16 For a detailed breakdown of CERF allocations to UN Agencies for the humanitarian response to the Pakistan floods see:

http://ochaonline.un.org/CERFaroundtheWorld/Pakistan2010
17 www.usaid.gov/pk
18 Source: UN Financial Tracking System (30 November 2010)
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Funding US$ % of total

India 25,000,000 1.3
Denmark 22,603,044 1.2
Japan 20,197,118 1.1
Netherlands 20,106,460 1.1
Sweden 18,550,201 1.0
China 18,137,829 1.0
Turkey 14,649,272 0.8
Red Cross / Red Crescent 11,273,175 0.6
United Arab Emirates 11,010,243 0.6
Austria 9,917,829 0.5
Others 89,004,678 4.8
Grand Total 1,891,252,567 100

73. The European Commission (through ECHO),19 Australia (through AusAID)20 and Canada (through
CIDA)21 are also substantial donors. Emergency relief priorities have included food, shelter, WASH, health
and nutrition. Early recovery priorities include agriculture and food security.

74. Four non traditional humanitarian donors: Saudi Arabia, China, Turkey and India have also played a
major role in the humanitarian response. Saudi Arabia has contributed both to the UN Appeal and on a bilateral
basis. China’s response has been through bilateral and in-kind donations, for example five Chinese helicopters
have been used in relief operations. Turkey has donated approximately US$15 million by providing goods in
kind eg mobile hospitals. Non traditional donors have also supported the ERF: India with a contribution of
US$20 million, Azerbaijan with US$1 million, Botswana with US$0.1 million and Kazakhstan with US$0.1
million. India initially offered US$5 million through bilateral assistance but this was declined.

3.6 NGOs

The Pakistan Humanitarian Forum

Pakistan has a sizeable NGO sector, which is particularly engaged in rural development such as the
National Rural Support Programme. However, those with capacity and experience in emergency relief are
mainly focused on the Provinces affected by the 2005 earthquake and 2008 conflict.

The Pakistan Humanitarian Forum (PHF) includes 39 of the largest international NGOs and provides an
overall body for the NGO community to discuss key issues, determine advocacy priorities, and to co-
ordinate with the GoP. DFID maintains regular contact with the PHF.

For more information see: www.pakhumanitarianforum.com.pk

75. In common with other humanitarian actors, international and national NGOs struggled to respond to the
scale of the floods. In Punjab and some parts of Sindh, many development NGOs were present on the ground
but lacked technical humanitarian expertise. In other parts of Sindh, NGOs were absent which meant that
capacity had to be established before they could begin to respond effectively to the floods. This continues to
be an issue in Sindh where implementation capacity remains limited.

76. In the initial phases of the response, many NGOs felt that the UN cluster system had failed to provide
effective leadership or coordination for their activities. NGOs were very active in cluster meetings but initially
at Provincial level had to informally coordinate among themselves. NGOs have also pushed to be cluster co-
leads, successfully in some sectors. For example, International Rescue Committee and the United Nations High
Commission for Refugees have agreed co-leadership of the protection cluster in Sindh.

The Disasters and Emergencies Committee Appeal

UK based charities and NGOs played a leading role in the floods response. Their contribution was a
significant and essential part of the relief effort. The Disasters and Emergencies Committee (DEC) quickly
launched an appeal for funds from the UK public. Many individuals and communities around the UK
initiated fund raising efforts. The Deputy Prime Minister, together with the Secretary of State for
International Development and Baroness Warsi, visited the DEC headquarters in London on 25 August to
mark the generorisity of the British public and highlight ongoing emergency relief and early recovery
needs in Punjab and Sindh. The Deputy Prime Minister encouraged members of the public to continue to
donate to the DEC appeal, given that this is one of the most effective ways in which they can help. To
date the DEC appeal has raised £64 million, one of the largest amounts ever raised by them.

77. In many areas existing national NGO networks have been critical to enable UN Agencies and others to
establish a base for operations in flood affected areas. National NGOs have, predictably, become the
implementing partners for a large number of international NGOs who lack reach in many of the flood affected
areas. However, many national NGOs have been overwhelmed by the scale of the disaster and the demands
19 http://ec.europa.eu/echo/aid/asia/pakistan_en.htm
20 http://www.ausaid.gov.au/country/country.cfm?CountryID=11&Region=SouthAsia
21 http://www.acdi-cida.gc.ca/acdi-cida/ACDI-CIDA.nsf/eng/JUD-12916929-STL
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placed on them. As funding has scaled up and the need for implementing partners has increased, some national
NGOs have received multiple grants which have stretched their capacity to absorb and spend funds effectively.

3.7 Private philanthropy/private sector

78. Private philanthropy, whether from individuals or businesses was an important part of the response to
the flood. Charitable donations were requested for the Prime Minister’s Flood Relief Fund, including one day’s
salary from all serving military, plus one month’s salary from cabinet ministers and military officers. The
Benazir Income Support Programme also vired funds to make welfare payments to some 800,000 flood affected
people. Many Pakistani families hosted internally displaced persons (IDPs) in their homes or organised small
scale initiatives to help, for example students in Karachi set up and ran feeding centres and camps.

79. The picture varies across the country, but we believe that the private sector has remained engaged
throughout the response—both as donors (for example during an event held by OCHA in Karachi which sought
private sector donations), and by providing in-kind assistance (for example offering the use of corporate trucks,
or even jets for the provision of aid).

80. The large Pakistani diaspora in the UK and across the world were also active in raising funds, collecting
goods in kind and sending remittances to Pakistan. During July to October 2010 monthly remittances averaged
US$875 million compared to US$772 million during the corresponding period in 2009.22 Private donations to
the FERP have totalled some US$320 million representing the second largest source of finance (see table 4).

4. Key Enquiry Issue: Assessment of the Effectiveness of the Humanitarian Response

4.1 Challenges of the humanitarian response

81. The challenges posed by the floods were immense. It was the largest ever natural disaster in terms of
number of people affected (20 million, of whom 14 million needed humanitarian assistance). The total number
of deaths in the early stages (some 2,000 people) was small in comparison to the 2005 Pakistan earthquake
(over 200,000 deaths). However, the earthquake achieved impact over a very short period in a clearly defined
area. By comparison, the floods extended over the full length of the country unfolding over a period of weeks.
In the mountainous north of Pakistan the damage was rapid, intense and associated with flash floods. In the
southern Provinces extensive areas of flat land were flooded, displacing whole towns. At the peak of the flood,
the River Indus was flowing at a rate of over one million cubic metres of water per second continuously for
over three weeks—well above the design parameters of the national system of barrages and flood defences
much of which was built over a century ago. It was fortunate that the breakdown of flood defences was not
more extensive.

82. The area affected was massive and largely in rural areas not well served by infrastructure and
communications even before the flood. The affected population was also highly mobile and stayed in camps
(established by the military and international agencies), informal settlements, public buildings (particularly
schools) and host families. Within weeks of the onset of the flood, while people were still being displaced in
the south, the flooding began to recede in the north to the extent that people could return home. This presented
an enormous challenge—firstly in assessing need and secondly in coordinating activities on the ground to
deliver assistance.

83. Access to many flood affected areas by international staff remains severely constrained owing to security
issues particularly in Balochistan, FATA and parts of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa.

4.2 How the international community and Government of Pakistan worked together

84. The GoP asked the PIFERP to prioritise four clusters—food, shelter, health and WASH—rather than roll
out the normal eleven clusters. Coordination structures were established by the NDMA with the international
community and UN cluster co-ordination systems were also established. However, particularly in the early
stages, these mechanisms were largely about exchanging information rather than defining the caseload and
directing resources. There was however important consensus in the emergency phase to focus resources on a
“Survival Strategy” that brought together the key health, WASH and nutrition clusters.

85. Despite the FERP being only 50% funded (end of November) and a response that was continuously
behind the curve, the outcome of the international assistance might be seen as having been effective. Deaths
in the early phase were below 2,000, largely due to the enormous rescue efforts by the Pakistan military. To
date there has been no evidence of widespread excess mortality from secondary outbreaks of malaria, acute
respiratory infections or water borne epidemic diseases such as polio and cholera.

86. However, complacency must be avoided—risks of epidemic outbreaks will remain high for many months
particularly in Sindh. There is also the risk of excess mortality and morbidity, especially for women and
children, in the coming months, as winter and malnutrition take their toll.
22 www.dawn.com/2010/11/12/remittances-reach-3–5bn-in-4months
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87. Throughout the crisis, GoP has made every effort to welcome and support the international community
in the humanitarian response. This has included a degree of relaxation of visa entry requirements and movement
controls within the country.

88. There are two strategic threats to the ongoing the international response in Pakistan. One would be a
major security incident that could reduce the scope for operational activities on the ground. The second would
be a major corruption scandal associated with humanitarian funds. These considerations are constantly in mind
in the programming and monitoring of the interventions which DFID is supporting.

5. Key Enquiry Issue: Reconstruction and Disaster Risk Reduction

5.1 Reconstruction

89. The humanitarian response covers the rescue phase, emergency relief and early recovery (the first year
following the floods). Reconstruction falls within the scope of longer term development activity. The FERP
budget of US$1.9 billion is broken down almost equally between emergency relief and early recovery. In
reality the emergency relief, early recovery and reconstruction phases run in parallel.

90. The World Bank and Asian Development Bank has helped GoP assess reconstruction needs and drafted
a Damage and Needs Assessment (DNA). This work put the total losses at US$10 billion and reconstruction
costs at between US$7 billion and US$9 billion. This is around US$500 dollars per person affected, slightly
above the average for previous floods in Pakistan. The US$10 billion figure is less than some of the estimates
of damage originally circulating in the Pakistani press.

91. Only a proportion of the reconstruction costs fall to the Government. Housing and agricultural
reconstruction will be met largely through the private sector. The repair bill for public sector assets (schools,
roads, energy and water infrastructure) is around US$3 billion, which the Government feels it can meet over
the next three to five years through its Public Sector Development Programme (approximately US $5 billion
in 2009–10).

Table 8

ESTIMATED DAMAGE AND LOSSES FROM THE FLOODS23

US $ billions

Total damages and losses 10
of which

agriculture losses 5.0
housing losses 1.6
transport and communications 1.3

Reconstruction costs
Option 1 (Building-As-Before) 6.8
Option 2 (Build back better in flood hazard areas) 7.4
Option 3 (Build back better in flood and earthquake hazard areas) 8.9

92. Pakistani reconstruction needs were discussed at the Friends of Democratic Pakistan meeting in October;
and again at the Pakistan Development Forum in Islamabad last month where the Flood Damage and Needs
Assessment was formally launched. The GoP has asked donors to channel all available financing for
reconstruction activities through an unconditional cash transfer “Watan” scheme to flood affected families.
From its own resources, the GoP has to date issued debit (Watan) cards to over 1.2 million flood-affected
families, each tied to an initial tranche of Rs20,000 (approximately £150) paid into a personal bank account.
The Government has stated its intention to distribute further amounts of money up to Rs80,000 (approximately
£600) using this scheme as “compensation payments” to those whose homes have been damaged or destroyed.

93. As reported in the Pakistan media, there are some concerns about the Watan scheme, centring on targeting
criteria and scope for abuse. Despite concerns, the approach does offer the potential to reach a large number
of people quickly and directly if the recognised problems can be resolved. The World Bank is leading
discussions with the GoP to take this forward. Donors including the USA and UK have indicated support in
principle for the approach. However, it may take some months to iron the details and for the Bank to complete
due diligence.

5.2 Disaster Risk Reduction

Disaster Risk Reduction

Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) is a systematic approach to identify, assess and reduce the risk of future
disasters. It aims to reduce vulnerability as well as deal with the environmental and other hazards that
trigger them.

23 World Bank and Asian Development Bank Damage Needs Assessment (2010)
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In January 2005, 168 Governments adopted a 10-year plan to make the world safer from natural hazards
at the Word Conference on Disaster Reduction, held in Japan. The Priorities for action including:

— ensuring that disaster risk reduction is a national and a local priority with a strong institutional
basis for implementation;

— identifying, assessing and monitoring disaster risks and enhancing early warning;

— using knowledge, innovation and education to build a culture of safety and resilience at
all levels;

— reducing underlying risk factors; and

— strengthening disaster preparedness for effective response at all levels.

Reducing the impact of disasters has obvious life saving and development benefits. DRR also has a direct
bearing on safeguarding Government expenditure and capital investments. DFID’s practice has been to
ensure that approximately 10% of the funding it provides to each natural disaster is allocated directly
to DRR.

94. At the time of writing, DRR is becoming a high priority issue for the NDMA and international
community as the early recovery phase plays out and discussions are taken forward on reconstruction.

95. In Pakistan, DFID will address DRR at three levels:

— policy dialogue—DFID is seeking to champion DRR issues in the wider humanitarian response,
by promoting an active dialogue around policies and priorities;

— mainstreaming—DRR through our humanitarian, early recovery and reconstruction programmes.
For example, DFID has funded the WHO to roll out and maintain DEWS in Sindh. Livelihoods
support programmes which provide food or cash for work often involve the reconstruction of
community infrastructure such as flood defences, irrigation channels, small bridges and rural road
which need to be “built back better”. DRR considerations will also feature in our planned education
early recovery interventions which involve the rehabilitation of damaged schools; and

— specific interventions—There may also be opportunities for DFID to support DRR interventions
such as building the response capacity in the NDMA and PDMAs.

6. Lessons for Future Disasters

96. On 14 July, the Secretary of State launched DFID’s Humanitarian and Emergency Response Review
(HERR) to take comprehensive stock of DFID’s policies and programmes. This is one of three major reviews
of DFID’s programmes currently in progress. Unlike the Bilateral Aid Review (BAR) and the Multilateral Aid
Review (MAR), the HERR is independent of DFID. Chaired by Lord Ashdown, the HERR is advised by a
Senior Advisory Board and supported by a Review Team.

97. The review will look at how the UK can build on its strengths in responding impartially to humanitarian
needs and help ensure future disaster responses can be better prepared and co-ordinated. The review will also
look at how the UK can best work with international bodies and UN agencies in emergency situations to ensure
a stronger the global response to disasters.

98. The HERR team has visited Pakistan twice to review the effectiveness of the UK response. The first
visit was undertaken in late August at working level. Lord Ashdown and Ross Mountain (former senior UN
humanitarian official) visited in November to capture lessons learnt to feed in to the overall review. The team
met with the GoP, other donors, UN Agencies and NGOs in Islamabad and Sindh. The HERR expects to report
its findings early in 2011.

99. DFID has also undertaken internal lesson learning exercises, focused on the initial mobilisation of the
UK response, to ensure that future responses remain appropriate, timely and effective. At the operational level,
DFID is putting serious effort into monitoring and evaluation of all the interventions it is funding, to collect
robust evidence about the technical and cost effectiveness of the programmes.

100. At the strategic level, DFID is working with others to promote learning across the entire international
and national response. For example, following challenge by DFID about the lack of robust evidence of the
main drivers of excess mortality and morbidity in flood affected areas, WHO is commissioning a real time
research study to gather evidence that should improve the planning of emergency health interventions—moving
from an approach based on simply providing medicines to anticipating what drugs and vaccines need to be
stockpiled for emergency response. The international community, including NGOs and UN agencies are also
undertaking their own lesson learning exercises. The Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) has
commissioned an inter-agency “real time evaluation” to assess the response of the UN system to the disaster,
scheduled to do its field work in Pakistan during January 2011.

16 February 2011
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Annex A

DFID PAKISTAN FLOODS RESPONSE: DFID HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE (AS OF 30 NOVEMBER 2010)

DFID has committed £134 million of humanitarian assistance to Pakistan following the floods which began in late July 2010. This table details how the funds are being spent.

Agency Sector Duration Open / Purpose Amount
Closed £ million

1 OCHA Multi sector relief July 2010 to March Open The ERF provides rapid support for NGOs in sudden onset emergencies. The funds will 5
Pakistan Emergency 2011 provide emergency relief for flood-affected people including food, shelter, water, sanitation,
Response Fund (ERF) and healthcare.

2 UNICEF (United WASH August 2010 to Open Supports UNICEF to provide drinking water, hygiene kits, toilets and hygiene awareness 5
Nations Children’s March 2011 campaigns for approximately 970,000 people.
Fund)

3 Consortium of British Multi sector relief August 2010 to Open Supports CBHA to provide emergency relief—food, health services, clean water household 1
Humanitarian November 2011 items—to approximately 353,700 people in Punjab and Sindh.
Agencies (CBHA)

4 InfoAsAid Co-ordination Not applicable Open Provides seed money for up to 34 partner radio stations to broadcast six daily bulletins 0.045
(three Pashto, three Urdu) on how affected people can avoid disease and stay safe. This
funding is provided from a pre-existing DFID programme.

5 UNICEF (United Nutrition August 2010 to Open Supports UNICEF to provide high energy food supplements to approximately 376,000 4
Nations Children’s March 2011 malnourished children and 123,000 pregnant women.
Fund)

6 International Shelter August 2010 to Open Supports IOM to provide approximately 9,900 shelter kits, 13,000 household item kits, 5.8
Organisation for February 2011 3,900 tents to benefit approximately 38,000 families. NFI kits, hygiene kits, ropes, pegs and
Migration (IOM) poles will be provided to some 25,000 families.

7 Office for the Co-ordination September 2010 to Open Supports OCHA to strengthen central coordination, information management, financial 0.75
Coordination of March 2011 tracking, advocacy and networking among humanitarian organisations working in Pakistan.
Humanitarian Affairs
(OCHA)

9 International Multi sector relief August 2010 to Open Supports the IFRC to provide food, emergency shelter and tools to approximately 385,000 4
Federation of Red February 2011 people, through the mobilisation of 12 Emergency Response Units, building on the capacity
Cross and Red of the Pakistan Red Crescent Society with its 130,000 volunteer membership. The downside
Crescent Societies is that the IFRC does not traditionally work closely with the UN coordination system,
(IFRC) valuing its independence.

10 International Multi sector relief August 2010 to Open Supports the ICRC to provide clean drinking water, food, medical supplies and emergency 1
Committee of the Red December 2010 shelter to approximately 350,000 people. Particularly in flood-affected areas of Khyber
Cross (ICRC) Pakhtunkhwa, FATA and Balochistan which are also affected by conflict, where other

agencies have difficulty operating.
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11 World Health Health August 2010 to Open Supports WHO to prevent and control the outbreak of disease through scaling up the 1
Organisation (WHO) December 2010 disease early warning system (DEWS), monitor water quality and promote hygiene and

reproductive health services for approximately 490,000 pregnant women—working with
national health authorities.

12 Save the Children Health August 2010 to Open Supports Save the Children (SCF) to provide (a) primary health care services for 1.5
(SCF) February 2011 approximately 109,000 pregnant women and children under five in Punjab and Sindh.

13 WFP/United Nations Logistics August 2010 to Closed This funding supports WFP/UNHAS to reach isolated and stranded people through the 3.75
Humanitarian Air November 2010 transportation of emergency relief and personnel by air.
Service (UNHAS)

14 United Nations High Protection September 2010 to Open Enables UNHCR to coordinate protection activities at a national and regional level. 0.5
Commissioner for January 2011 Activities will address concerns around unaccompanied and missing children and orphans
Refugees (UNHCR) who are particularly vulnerable to abuse and exploitation. UNHCR also target other

vulnerable people such as female-headed households, single and pregnant women by putting
in place practices to prevent Sexual and Gender Based Violence and provide legal aid
services.

15 Oxfam WASH / Health September 2010 to Open Supports Oxfam to provide safe drinking water, toilets, water purification sachets, hygiene 2.7
February 2011 awareness campaigns and emergency shelter items for approximately 315,000 people in

Sindh Province.
16 Save the Children WASH / shelter September 2010 to Open Supports SCF to provide safe drinking water, improved sanitation and hygiene awareness 3.1

(SCF) February 2011 campaigns, emergency shelter materials and basic household items for approximately
150,000 people in Punjab and Sindh Provinces.

17 Concern WASH / shelter September 2010 to Open Supports Concern to provide toilets, sanitation services, emergency shelter items and basic 4.8
February 2011 household items. The project will help some 250,000 people to gain access to water and

provide approximately 24,000 households with shelter kits in Sindh Province.
18 Goods and services in In kind support Not applicable Open This funding provided more than 100,000 people with 4,500 tents and 14,600 shelter kits. 5.75

kind These items were distributed by IOM and SCF. Non food items (NFIs) were brought in on
ten flights (seven civil and three MoD).Two additional MoD flights were paid for by DFID
to deliver vital items for humanitarian agencies.

19 International In kind support September 2010 to Open Enabled the International Humanitarian Partnership (of which the UK is a member) to 0.75
Humanitarian January 2011 finance the establishment of a UN humanitarian base camp in Sukkur, Sindh, with a
Partnership (IHP) security as a major operational concern.

21 Rural Support WASH / shelter September 2010 to Open Supports RSPN to meet the immediate WASH and emergency shelter needs of 3
Programme Network February 2011 approximately 1,000,000 people in 20 flood affected districts of Punjab and Sindh
(RSPN) Provinces.

22 International Medical WASH / health September 2010 to Open Supports IMC to provide 40 mobile health teams and repair 30 basic health units, ensuring 2.6
Corps (IMC) February 2011 approximately 720,000 people have access to emergency health care in Punjab and Sindh

Provinces.
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Agency Sector Duration Open / Purpose Amount
Closed £ million

23 World Food Food September 2010 to Open As a UK contribution to WFP’s appeal, based on providing food rations to approximately 4
Programme (WFP) February 2011 10,500,000 people, the DFID contribution was used to finance critical gaps in funding for a

range of items in the food package pipeline.
24 International Shelter August 2010 to Open Supports IFRC to provide emergency shelter for 30,000 families by procuring and 1

Federation of Red February 2011 delivering 50,000 plastic sheets to Pakistan. In addition, 10,000 tarpaulins will be procured
Cross and Red and distributed to beneficiaries by IFRC.
Crescent Societies
(IFRC)

25 United Nations High Shelter September 2010 to Open Supports UNHCR to airlift vital non food items into Pakistan and provide approximately 1
Commissioner for February 2011 466,000 people with mosquito nets and 77,450 people with plastic sheets.
Refugees
(UNHCR)

26 Mercy Corps WASH September 2010 to Open Supports Mercy Corp to provide safe drinking water, sanitation services and hygiene 1.7
February 2011 awareness campaigns to approximately 160,000 people in Sindh Province.

27 Handicap WASH / October 2010 to Open Supports Handicap International to provide safe drinking water, sanitation services, basic 1.7
International Health April 2011 household items and shelter to approximately 100,000 people in Sindh Province.

28 CARE WASH / October 2010 to Open Supports CARE to provide safe drinking water, health care and basic household items to 2
Health April 2011 approximately 100,000 people Punhab and Sindh Provinces.

29 Food and Agriculture Agriculture / October 2010 to Open Supports FAO to provide approximately 148,200 vulnerable families in Punjab, Sindh and 7
Organisation (FAO) livelihoods July 2011 Balochistan by providing (a) 3,560 tonnes of wheat seed and 7,120 tonnes of fertilise

sufficient for 71,000 families to plant one acre; (b) short season vegetable seeds sufficient
for 71,200 families; (c) 4,920 tonnes of critical livestock feed, fodder seed; and (d)
veterinary medicines to ensure the survival of animals—this will ensure a supply of milk
for 41,000 families which they can consume for improved nutrition and sell any surpluses
for income.

30 Oxfam WASH November 2010 to Open Supports Oxfam to provide safe drinking water and sanitation services to approximately 1.8
February 2011 105,000 people in Sindh Province.

DFID has also brought forward a £10 million programme to provide bridges as part of the early recovery effort.

Notes

1. DFID has deployed humanitarian experts to support DFID Pakistan on a full time basis since July 2010.

2. All of DFID’s humanitarian assistance is provided on the basis on the assessment of humanitarian need and through humanitarian agencies which are impartial and neutral.

3. “Assistance” activities include the provision of; food, shelter, water and sanitation, non food relief items (blankets, cooking sets, sleeping mats, jerry cans etc) and health services.

4. “Protection” activities comprise a wide range of activities aimed at ensuring respect for the rights of all individuals.

5. Running costs (£3.75 million) will be taken from the balance of the programme.
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Questions for UN OCHA—for written response by 15 March 2011

1. Do you agree that UN leadership in response to the Pakistan floods was not good enough?

Introductory elements to OCHA’s written response:

In 2005, the UN Emergency Relief Coordinator (ERC) introduced a series of reforms aimed at strengthening
the predictability, accountability and effectiveness of humanitarian leadership and coordination in humanitarian
crises at the field level. These reforms targeted the UN system, and its major operational partners among the
non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and the International Red Cross Movement (i.e. the members of the
Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC), which groups all major international humanitarian actors under the
Chairmanship of the UN ERC).

Haiti and Pakistan were a significant and useful test of the efficacy of these reforms five years after their
introduction. The immense scale of these two crises had direct implications for the scale of the international
response required, which enabled extensive analysis of the key elements of the humanitarian reforms. Seeking
to learn real lessons from the disasters, two Real Time Evaluations (RTE) of the international humanitarian
community’s response to the 2010 Haiti Earthquake and the Floods in Pakistan were commissioned by the
IASC, funded by OCHA, and undertaken by a team of independent evaluators. The Pakistan RTE was carried
out between January and March 2011. The evaluation looks at many of the issues highlighted by the IDC in
their questions. The report if the evaluation is currently being finalized.

Complementing these inter-agency evaluations, the IASC came together as a group in late 2010 to review
lessons arising from their own internal performance assessments and agency-specific external evaluations of
the response to Haiti and Pakistan. A number of concrete areas for IASC action were tabled, which the IASC
is now addressing at the level of Principals (executive heads). These include: Leadership and Coordination;
Accountability for Performance; Accountability to Affected People; Building Capacity for Preparedness and
Risk Reduction; and Advocacy and Communications. A series of key transformative actions have been
identified to strengthen the international humanitarian community’s efforts in each of these five areas, and
Principals are presently working on concrete recommendations aimed at implementing these actions.

On the specific issue of leadership in Pakistan, OCHA recognizes that humanitarian leadership in Pakistan
could have been stronger, while acknowledging also the inherent challenges faced by any Humanitarian Country
Team in the face of the complexity of the political and humanitarian context and the scale and scope of the
emergency in Pakistan.

Specifically in regard to the leadership of the UN Humanitarian Coordinator (HC), it is important to note
that HC performance is linked to whether (a) HCs have the right calibre and profile for the post; (b) HCs are
properly inducted and trained for the post; (c) HCs’ performance is continuously managed by OCHA; (d) HCs
are adequately supported by OCHA at field and headquarters level; (e) humanitarian agencies are willing to be
coordinated. HCs’ performance is also affected by the degree of cooperation by national authorities with
international humanitarian response and coordination mechanisms.

In the case of Pakistan, efforts were made to reduce possible shortcomings at all these levels. In particular,
OCHA strongly increased its presence in the field and Islamabad as early as September 2010, and the
Humanitarian Coordinator was relieved of his other duties (as UNICEF Representative), allowing him to focus
full-time on humanitarian coordination.

In addition, following his visit to Pakistan and the high-level meeting on the flood emergency at UN
Headquarters in September 2010, the Secretary General decided to strengthen the mandate of his Special
Envoy. He appointed Mr. Rauf Engin Soysal as his Special Envoy for Assistance to Pakistan, asking him to
work closely with the Government of Pakistan in order to strengthen the existing partnership between the
United Nations and the Government of Pakistan and to oversee the coordination of international assistance
to Pakistan.

In regards to leadership at the cluster level, there were also deficiencies, which were subsequently addressed
jointly by the key clusters which deployed a joint Director-level team to Pakistan to develop an integrated
strategic plan to meet Water-Sanitation-Hygiene (WASH), Nutrition and Food needs more effectively.

At the global level, the Emergency Relief Coordinator exercised leadership in facilitating a more effective
response to the Pakistan floods crisis by maintaining direct engagement with the IASC Principals (including in
their capacity as global cluster lead agencies) focusing on addressing weaknesses in the response. She also
engaged regularly with the donor community and with the Government of Pakistan to address specific concerns.

Any weaknesses in leadership were not related to the fact that the Humanitarian Coordinator was also
Resident Coordinator as both functions were separate until the end of 2010 (see below for more on this issue).

Is it time for a review of the leadership pillar of the UN humanitarian system?

OCHA does not believe a review of the leadership pillar of the humanitarian reforms is warranted at this
time. As stated above, the ERC is currently leading a process directly aimed at delivering concrete
improvements in the area of humanitarian leadership and coordination, as well as the related area of
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accountability for performance. This high-level initiative builds on the ongoing OCHA-led inter-agency strategy
to strengthen the HC system, mapping out hindrances to HC recruitment and performance and ways to
address them.

Concrete measures which are under discussion at the Principals’ level include securing agreement from IASC
members to dispatch, within 72 hours, senior, experienced personnel to manage the humanitarian response to
all large scale emergencies, with senior staff pre-trained for the task, and ideally trained together in teams to
ensure understanding and cooperation from the outset of the response. Together with efforts underway to
strengthen recruitment and training of HCs, this would ensure a more structured and cohesive senior leadership
team in every major humanitarian disaster.

OCHA is concerned that any separate effort to review the leadership pillar may end up weakening the
consensus built over the past six months to make critical improvements in this area, and thereby delaying
implementation of these measures.

2. Why were the Humanitarian Coordinator and Resident Coordinator roles merged again in Pakistan, when
previous experience of this approach has been negative?

There have been consistent recommendations to separate the roles of Humanitarian Coordinator and
Resident Coordinator? Why is this not happening?

OCHA’s view, based on several years of careful assessment, is that there are several advantages to the
combined Resident Coordinator/Humanitarian Coordinator (RC/HC) model, and that these advantages outweigh
the disadvantages. Both sides of this debate are summarized below.

The main advantages of the joint RC/HC model is that it allows the UN to speak with one voice, particularly
vis-à-vis the host government; it allows for the integration of the humanitarian and development agendas and
for a smoother transition from relief to development; it enables the HC to be officially recognised as an
interlocutor by the government (separate HCs are not accredited to the government), and thereby allows the
HC effectively to advocate with the government on behalf of the humanitarian community; it allows the HC
to control the security management function, which is key to humanitarian operations (the UN Designated
Official for Security is in most cases the RC); it provides the HC with a broader range of tools, incentives,
leverage and entry points with the government; it gives the HC greater credibility when negotiating with non-
state actors by virtue of being the government’s primary interlocutor. In sum, the combined model enables
more effective interface with the affected government, and clearer leadership with and across a wider range of
international stakeholders and partners.

The main disadvantages of the joint model are that it reduces the pool of candidates for any specific position,
as it requires higher levels of competence to balance the two functions of RC and HC, as well as both
development and humanitarian experience.

While OCHA believes that in general, the combined model is more effective, it is clear that in some
instances, a separate HC model may be preferable. This is decided on a case-by-case basis by the ERC, in
consultation with the IASC. For instance, in the case of the recent crisis in Libya a separate HC was designated.

NGO calls for separate HCs stem primarily from their legitimate concerns about the performance of RC/
HCs. It is OCHA’s view, however, that designating separate HCs does not necessarily lead to satisfactory
HC performance.

In effect, OCHA believes that there is not a direct correlation between HC performance and the type of HC
model used (joint RC/HC or separate HC). The very fact that scores of RC/HCs perform satisfactorily
demonstrates this. HC underperformance is due to a range of factors that go well beyond the HC model used
(see answer to question 1 above). In short, calling for separate HCs is not the correct solution to the challenge,
which OCHA is addressing with IASC partners through a multilayered approach.

Moreover, the statement that experience with the joint RC/HC model has been negative is not accurate. The
majority of RC/HCs have been assessed, by a senior inter-agency panel, as performing satisfactorily or as
exceeding expectations.

A secondary reason that NGOs call for separate HCs relates to perceptions about whether humanitarian
principles (humanity, impartiality, neutrality and independence) may be compromised by association with an
RC’s potential priorities in relation to longer-term development agendas and/or peacekeeping/political agendas
in situations where the RC/HC may also be designated Deputy Special Representative of the Secretary-General
(DSRSG). It is OCHA’s view that while such concerns are legitimate, and should be factored into the decision
on whether to designate a separate HC, in the majority of cases the advantages enumerated above outweigh
any disadvantages in this area. OCHA believes that in the years since the HC system was first established in
1994, the majority of HCs have succeeded in upholding humanitarian principles within any broader UN agenda
and ensuring humanitarian concerns are tabled and addressed in appropriate political/peacekeeping and
development fora (which may not be possible where a separate HC is designated).
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3. Which clusters performed best and why?

General comments on the cluster approach

Past external evaluations of the cluster approach already show the added-value of the approach. It has been
demonstrated as having had a positive effect on the quality of humanitarian response, reducing duplication and
facilitating coordination between the international community and Governments. Specific areas for
improvement have been highlighted, including more effective inter-cluster coordination and coordination with
existing government-led mechanisms.

As mentioned in response to question 1, under the leadership of the UN ERC, the IASC Principals are
currently reviewing measures to strengthen the cluster system so as to ensure more timely and effective delivery
of humanitarian assistance and protection on the ground. One challenge of the present humanitarian system, as
created by Member States, is that there is no one entity in which accountability for overall humanitarian results
is vested. While the ERC is mandated to coordinate response, and discharges this role through the HC system,
OCHA’s coordination mandate carries manifold responsibilities but no direct authority over other humanitarian
responders (UN or NGO), and very has few levers with which to wield direct authority and exercise leadership.

In terms of strengthening the overall system and inter-cluster coordination in particular, emphasis must be
placed on the concept of coordination as leadership, rather than coordination as consultation. This requires a
change in attitude and mindset among humanitarian partners, including the donor community, UN agencies
and NGOs. In this vein, the IASC Principals are focusing in particular on how best to balance cluster
membership through inclusion of organizations required for strategic decision-making versus those required
for information sharing, as well as the challenge of effectively engaging with (and building capacity of)
local NGOs.

Specifically on Pakistan, clusters that had adequate funding for immediate operational costs and were able
to deploy staff quickly, in particular with senior-level dedicated cluster leads, were the most effective (e.g.
Logistics and Food). All clusters were challenged by the scale of the emergency to deploy enough experienced
and skilled staff to both provincial and district hubs (see question.10). The Pakistan emergency came during a
time when the humanitarian community was still very involved in responding to the Haiti disaster and little
excess capacity was available. Performance also varied across to geographic areas; clusters were already
operational in the conflict-affected areas in the northwest, and more experienced emergency staff were available
there. Key ingredients for effective cluster performance and the availability, skills and competence of senior-
level cluster coordinators and appropriate cluster support teams. As mentioned above, the IASC Principals are
reviewing, as a direct result of lesson learning from Pakistan, securing agreement from IASC members to
dispatch, within 72 hours, senior, experienced personnel to manage the humanitarian response to all large scale
emergencies, with senior staff pre-trained for the task, and ideally trained together in teams to ensure
understanding and cooperation from the outset of the response

Are there are UN agencies that, although useful in non-emergency situations, could be left out of an
emergency response to make the cluster system easier to coordinate?

It is OCHA’s view that steps can be taken to ensure more tightly focused strategic decision making among
key cluster actors, while ensuring a wider group is fully included in information sharing and operational efforts.

It is clear that a major challenge is to ensure the clusters can act as an inclusive, representational mechanism,
while enabling focused strategic and operational decision-making. The proliferation of actors, in particular
NGOs of varying operational experience and relevance, is a very significant challenge in major emergencies
(eg in Haiti several hundred NGOs arrived within days/weeks). The IASC recognises the need for more
selective strategic groups and IASC Principals are defining how organisations can “opt-in” to a country-level
strategic group. Criteria for participation in the cluster approach should be operational relevance for both UN
and non-UN actors.

The IASC is also looking at ways to ensure effective participation in the cluster, by defining requirements
for cluster membership. Evaluations of the cluster approach (Pakistan Real-Time Evaluation and the April 2010
Cluster Approach Evaluation) note that some NGOs participate in clusters only to seek funds, rather than to
meet the objectives of the cluster approach (formulate joint strategic plans, address gaps, clarify division of
labor, define roles and responsibilities). Sharing of information on operational response and performance
monitoring is also being strengthened.

Designation of cluster leads at the national level should be determined by operational reach and capacity.
Cluster leads do not necessarily have to be a UN agency. The IASC is seeking to increase NGO participation
in the clusters, in particular to agree to lead or co-lead clusters at the country level. This will mean a
commitment by the designated Agency or Agencies to ensure adequate response and high standards of
predictability, accountability and partnership and to act as a provider of last resort. Donors should ensure that
NGOs receive adequate support for their coordination activities in order to make international NGOs more
active participants in improving the quality of cluster leadership.
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How should the cluster system be reformed?

It is OCHA’s view that the processes under way (elaborated above) are sufficiently focused on addressing
the acknowledged weaknesses of the cluster system and upon building upon its obvious and proven strengths.
The ERC, through her chairmanship of the IASC, is leading the development and implementation of several
key transformative actions to strengthen humanitarian coordination. Among them are several issues related to
the leadership, management, and functioning of the cluster approach.

In addition to building on the Pakistan and Haiti lessons, these processes also draw on the two IASC-
commissioned and OCHA-managed independent evaluations of the Cluster Approach, the results of which
were published in April 2010. The associated country studies revealed that the cluster approach had contributed
to better coverage, and more effective use of resources. It also identified key recommendations for
improvement. The IASC has endorsed a Management Response Plan to take forward these recommendations.
It is worth noting among the findings of the evaluation, that the “direct financial costs of coordination are
borne by donors and agencies, whereas the costs resulting from the absence of coordination would be imposed
on affected countries and populations.”

(Cluster Approach Evaluation 2 Synthesis Report. click here for video summary of main findings)

4. How can UN OCHA ensure that agencies responding to natural disasters are not concentrated in
particular areas while other areas of need are not well served?

As mentioned above, OCHA has no direct authority over its humanitarian partners. UN agencies and NGOs
choose where to prioritize their operations. The role of the HC, supported by OCHA, is to encourage effective
common strategic planning and prioritization, which in turn should mean a greater focus on addressing gaps
in field response and reducing duplications. In Pakistan, at the outset of the emergency, agencies were
concentrated in the north due to their focus on the IDP response. They redeployed to flood-affected areas, but
not always sufficiently quickly or with sufficient capacity and leadership resources. The ERC pushed at the
highest level following her mission to Pakistan in September 2010 for agencies to move with the appropriate
capacity into all affected provinces, and to use local partners more effectively.

5. What steps can UN OCHA take to facilitate the training and deployment of local staff with the skills and
context-specific knowledge required to deal effectively with coordinating large-scale humanitarian responses?

OCHA routinely provides training to its staff members, including national officers. In particular, the
Humanitarian Field Coordination Program, open to all OCHA staff members, aims to strengthen and reinforce
the competencies of staff to mobilize and support effective coordination and principled humanitarian action in
partnership with national and international actors. In the specific context of Pakistan, OCHA capitalized on the
high calibre of its national staff to establish immediate relations with the national and provincial disaster
management authorities.

In relation to its UN and NGO partners, OCHA has developed and shared extensive training materials on
coordination with all cluster partners, and participates actively in other agencies’ and clusters’ training
programmes upon request, to share experience and knowledge of humanitarian coordination in emergencies.

What role can donors play in this regard?

Donors can support OCHA with the resources required to ensure adequate training coverage of all staff.
Donors can also support OCHA by meeting exceptional requests for the deployment of stand-by partners with
the relevant skills and context-specific knowledge. The UK’s database of stand-by partners is a useful asset in
this connection. Donors can also support UN and NGO partners to build capacity for leadership and
coordination through support (cash and in-kind) to appropriate training programmes, in particular targeting
national staff in disaster-prone countries.

6. Was the CERF adequately funded to respond to the scale of the floods?

In the case of CERF, it is OCHA’s view that CERF responded appropriately to the Floods. It should be noted
that the amount allocated from the CERF rapid response window to the Pakistan floods surpassed any CERF
rapid response allocation provided to a single emergency within a calendar year since the fund was upgraded
in 2006. Given the vast needs generated by the floods, CERF could only cover a very small proportion of the
overall resource requirements. However, given the strong cash flow position of the CERF, the CERF was not
artificially constrained in its response to Pakistan.

7. How could the Emergency Response Fund have been more effective?

The decision to set up an ERF in Pakistan was made by the HCT in March 2010. However, the fund was
only activated at the onset of the disaster, with the first donor contributions being received only after the
emergency started. At that stage, there was also no dedicated ERF manager in situ and no systems in place to
process project proposals.



Ev 60 International Development Committee: Evidence

OCHA acknowledges that, for these reasons, the ERF was neither fully operational nor fully effective in the
immediate aftermath of the Floods, with specific issues around delays in processing proposals. OCHA quickly
addressed these challenges, deploying an ERF manager and extra capacity to OCHA’s finance section, and the
OCHA country office dedicated significant time and resources to establishing proper procedures.

Moving forward, OCHA has learned the lessons from Pakistan and is introducing best practice across all
seventeen active ERFs, including harmonised project review boards, centralised monitoring of disbursement
times, standardized reporting, and systematic human resources procedures.

OCHA also believes Cluster Coordinators should also be trained on country-based pooled funds as this
would ease the process of applying for ERF funding when they are deployed to an emergency.

Some NGOs have expressed concerns about the lack of transparency in ERF disbursements. How do you
respond to this?

It is OCHA’s view that ERF disbursement decisions are sufficiently transparent, although it is recognised that
there is always room for improvement, and OCHA continues to implement improvements in these processes.

In Pakistan, after the initial challenges noted above, an inclusive ERF management process was established,
with national and international NGOs as well as UN agencies represented at every stage of the proposal review.

Cluster Coordinators are responsible for the technical review of proposals and for making a written
recommendation on funding to the ERF Review Board. Each cluster has determined its own inclusive
procedures for consultation with its members on proposals. The technical evaluation involves a review of
projects to ensure coherence with cluster priorities (activities and geographical areas) and response plans, as
well as to assess the technicalities of the project.

Once a proposal and a recommendation from the relevant cluster is submitted, the ERF Secretariat sends it
to the ERF Review Board for final review. This board includes key UN humanitarian agencies and
representatives from both National and International NGOs platforms. Finally, recommendations from the
Review Board are provided to the HC for his/her consideration and decision.

The politicisation of humanitarian aid

British Red Cross wrote “As the Coalition government’s international agenda is increasingly “integrated”
with development, diplomacy, and defence combined, it is of vital importance to vulnerable populations and
aid organisations that this does not affect how, where and to what extent humanitarian assistance is funded or
supported” It also emphasized that “Under the increasingly ‘integrated’ rubric of international assistance, DFID
may have other agendas, such as stabilising insecure regions...It is important that DFID does not combine these
different agendas”24

Medecin sans Frontiers told the Committee it was not prepared to accept funding from the UK Government
for its work in Pakistan because of the links being made between stabilisation and humanitarian agendas.

In response to the floods an offer was made, backed by the UK, for NATO military assistance to victims. In
the event the Committee was told that UN OCHA had prevented this. Save the Children commented that “the
pressure applied by DFID on the UN Humanitarian Country Team to accept the NATO offer was therefore
inappropriate”25

MSF also argues that the UN in Pakistan is clearly perceived as aligned with one side of the conflict, which
is a major obstacle to fulfilling its remit as a provider of humanitarian assistance. In a statement that predates
the floods, the UN special envoy for assistance to Pakistan, appealed for more aid in order to “pacify some of
the most volatile parts of Pakistan”

8. How did the offer to use NATO military aircraft to provide assistance to flood victims come about?

On 20 August 2011, the North Atlantic Council (NAC) decided to launch an air bridge to Pakistan to provide
assistance to flood victims. As far as we understand it, this decision came in response to a request made to
NATO by the government of Pakistan, and on the basis of discussions between the Government of Pakistan
and a NATO assessment mission.

As far as OCHA and the Humanitarian Coordinator were aware, NATO did not take any steps to formally
consult with humanitarian organizations on the launch of the air bridge prior to the NAC decision. At no point
did the NATO assessment mission request any meeting with the HC or with OCHA at the country level, and
no approaches were made to either the ERC/USG for Humanitarian Affairs or the OCHA Civil-Military
Coordination Section at headquarters. We are aware that the NATO assessment mission met with some
humanitarian organisations at the technical/working level in Islamabad, and obtained copies of approximate
pipeline projections for the food, shelter and WASH sectors. This information was made publicly available to
all donors, and NATO was aware that it in no way represented any kind of formal request on the part of UN
for air lift capacity.
24 Ev PK 5 RedCross
25 Ev PK 4 STC
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When the NAC decision to launch the air bridge was announced in the media, humanitarian agencies debated
its use at three Humanitarian Country Team meetings. At the first meeting, which happened on 20 August, the
HCT agreed that the use of the air bridge was not in line with agreed civil-military criteria, including as
outlined in Pakistan Civil-Military Guidelines and Oslo Guidelines, as well as UNGA resolution 59/141.
Specifically, HCT members agreed that the NATO air bridge should not be used because it did not represent
an option of last resort, where there were no comparable civilian alternatives to reach a highly vulnerable
population. All HCT members were already using civilian alternatives, including chartered/commercial air and
sea lift, and no shortage of civilian alternatives was expected.

In the days and weeks following the announcement of the launch of the air bridge, the HC and OCHA
discussed the HCT decision extensively with donor countries, the Government of Pakistan and NATO itself.
The UNSG highlighted the UN’s commitment to using military assets only in line with agreed civil-military
criteria in his letter to the NATO SG, and the outgoing ERC explained the HCT’s considerations to the NATO
ASG in an in-depth telephone call. The HC personally defended the HCT decision to donors and Government
of Pakistan officials in numerous private meetings, and the newly incoming ERC echoed such views to all
stakeholders in Pakistan during her visit in September 2011.

Do you think it will become increasingly difficult to separate stabilisation and humanitarian agendas in
countries such as Pakistan?

The core humanitarian principles of humanity, neutrality, impartiality and independence not only underpin
humanitarian action but also form the basis for acceptance in situations of armed conflict or high risk security
environments. Adherence to humanitarian principles by all humanitarian actors—and the perception that they
do adhere—is key to increasing the security of humanitarian operations and to obtaining acceptance by all
relevant actors for humanitarian action and consequently access. Ensuring that organizational policies and
operational decision-making on issues such as funding, beneficiaries, modes of operation, liaison with other
actors and security measures are in line with humanitarian principles is essential.

A recent study commissioned by OCHA (To Stay and Deliver), identified and documented those strategies
and practices that have enabled humanitarian organizations to continue to carry out effective operations in
contexts characterized by high security risk. The study found that the stated or implied policy of some
governments and inter-governmental organisations to ban all contacts with entities designated as “terrorist” had
severely undermined opportunities for humanitarian actors to negotiate access for aid to civilians. Other
political constraints were identified, including expecting humanitarian actors to be part of political and military
strategies. Such policies severely undermine humanitarian negotiations with all parties to the conflict for timely,
secure and unimpeded access.

The pressure that some donor countries exerted on the Humanitarian Coordinator and humanitarian
organisations in Pakistan to use the NATO air bridge, in contravention of Oslo Guidelines, was contrary to the
Good Humanitarian Donorship initiative and out of sync with agreed coordination mechanisms. Such actions
threaten to undermine the authority of the HC and the role of the HCT, risk politicizing aid and undermine the
preservation of humanitarian principles and civil-military guidance.

9. How can donors prevent their humanitarian aid being perceived as political?

OCHA recommends that donors follow the principles and good practice of humanitarian donorship as
endorsed in Stockholm in 2003. (See link below)

http://www.goodhumanitariandonorship.org/gns/principles-good-practice-ghd/overview.aspx

What steps does the UN take in northern provinces in Pakistan to ensure it is not perceived as being aligned
to one side of the conflict?

The UN humanitarian agencies operating in Pakistan work hard to ensure their neutrality and impartiality is
recognized by all parties. Security concerns play a major role in limiting/impacting UN humanitarian response
efforts, which in turn can alter both the perceptions and level of acceptance by affected communities of UN
humanitarian efforts.

Humanitarian response in northern provinces in Pakistan is managed through existing coordination
architecture at country and provincial level. Operational discussions, including the humanitarian programming
cycle, from needs assessments, to prioritization, implementation and reporting and monitoring, are discussed
through the clusters operational at the field level. At Islamabad level, strategic issues related to funding,
beneficiaries, modes of operation, liaison with other actors are discussed at the HCT level under the leadership
of the Humanitarian Coordinator, ensuring that overall policies and strategies comply with humanitarian
principles.

In the current context, it appears difficult for humanitarian partners, in particular UN agencies, to actively
change the perception among many local communities that humanitarian actors are close to the Government
of Pakistan. However, partners on the ground are very cautious to learn lessons from on-going programs and
be self-critical when considering new modus operandi in order to minimize resentment and not harm further
the perception of humanitarian actors. As concrete examples, clear guidelines have been developed and shared
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within the humanitarian community to mitigate possible misperception of female humanitarian staff members
working in the field. Considering the context within which we are operating, it was indeed important to
minimize the risk that some aspects of humanitarian workers’ behaviours be interpreted in a negative way.
Similarly, and in order to minimize perceived association of humanitarian actors with the Pakistani military,
clear civil-military guidelines have been developed and are implemented in Pakistan. In particular, this prohibits
the use of military escorts (as opposed to civilian forces’ escorts such as police or frontier corps) for
humanitarian actors, as well as limits the use of military assets in the context of the humanitarian response (eg
use of helicopters).

10. Do you agree that the scale of the floods in Pakistan was so great that it overwhelmed the UN’s
capacity?

The earthquake in Pakistan and the floods in Haiti were both exceptional in their scale, and both crises
significantly stretched, but did not completely overwhelm, the response capacities of the UN system and
its partners.

In 2010, OCHA coordinated the response to crises in 32 countries, affecting 71 million people. This
represented nearly $11 billion of humanitarian programming involving 650 humanitarian entities.

Pakistan was one of the very biggest crises in 2010, together with Haiti. The unfolding nature and scale of
the floods did pose severe operational difficulties for humanitarian agencies, including the sheer size of the
caseload of affected people, the limited level of national preparedness, limited access and security constraints,
limited presence of humanitarian actors throughout entire parts of the country and inadequate human and
financial means. Overall, this reduced the capacity of the humanitarian team to assess and prioritize needs and
organizations were quickly stretched to the limit in terms of resources and available capacities.

Nevertheless, the Pakistan response did ensure lives were saved and human dignity protected on a large
scale. International organizations managed to mobilize responses with significant results. In particular, it is
worth noting that WFP and its partners managed to scale up food emergency distributions from three to eight
million beneficiaries from August to October 2010. Collective efforts, under the so-called “survival strategy
approach” integrating food, nutrition and WASH was also effective in avoiding major epidemic outbreaks.

11. How will the UN prepare for the predicted increased incidence of natural disasters?

The key players in the area of risk reduction and preparedness are the World Bank, UNDP, UN ISDR and
OCHA, through its regional offices. These actors are meeting regularly at a senior level to reinforce joint
efforts to strengthen global disaster risk reduction and disaster management initiatives, including humanitarian
response preparedness in particular.

Through General Assembly and United Nations Economic and Social Council resolutions, Member States
have, for many years, requested more concerted United Nations support for preparedness, particularly capacity
development for national actors, recognizing that preparedness is the responsibility of many humanitarian and
development organizations.

In 2010, the IASC focused on how to improve system-wide support to national preparedness, making better
use of each organization’s mandate and comparative advantage. Building on IASC agreements reached in 2010,
OCHA will contribute its expertise to IASC-coordinated national contingency planning exercises in five pilot
countries throughout 2011. This is in addition to OCHA’s ongoing work to strengthen national-level and inter-
agency humanitarian contingency planning and to build capacity for minimum humanitarian preparedness
response measures in disaster-prone developing countries.

Increased political attention and funding is needed from the donor community to support efforts at enhanced
preparedness and disaster risk reduction.

Additional supplementary evidence from the Secretary of State, Department for International
Development

I am writing to follow-up on three questions that emerged from my appearance before the International
Development Committee on 17 February. First, let me thank you and your committee for your hard work: your
scrutiny of my Department’s work is most welcome and is important to keep the Department for International
Development (DFID) accountable to Parliament and to the British taxpayer.

You asked about the breakdown of DFID’s funding for the floods response—details of this are provided in
the table below:
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Date Funding Source

August 2010 £5 million for emergency relief DFID Pakistan bilateral programme
August 2010 £1 million for emergency relief DFID Conflict, Humanitarian and Security

(CHASE) Department
August 2010 £25 million for emergency relief DFID Pakistan bilateral programme
August 2010 £33 million for emergency relief DFID Contingency reserve
September £70 million for emergency relief and early Reallocation from underspend in DFID country
2010 recovery needs programmes.

Total: £134 million

Your second question related to the possibility of predicting the scale of the floods, as reported in the
Independent newspaper. The Pakistani meteorological authorities said that they detected the same weather
patterns that the European scientists had. However, weather modelling is limited as it is based on past events.
The unprecedented nature of the monsoon—10 times the normal rainfall—meant it was not possible for models
to have accurately predicted of the scale of the deluge.

In fact, early warning systems worked well in Pakistan, with total deaths being limited to less than 2,000,
out of a total of 20 million people affected by the floods. Millions of people were evacuated in advance of the
arrival of floodwaters. But despite all efforts, many rural families simply did not know about the flood until
the water arrived in their homes—because they had no telephones, television or other forms of communication.
This is not to say that there is no room for improvement. This will be an issue which will be reviewed in
comprehensive detail in due course.

Finally, Sam Gyimeh asked how we can support countries to become more resilient in the face of natural
disasters. In our response to the floods, DFID has directly addressed disaster risk reduction through our
programmes, such as funding a disease early warning system and repairing irrigation systems and flood
defences. In addition, DFID has been championing more and better attention to disaster risk reduction within
the humanitarian community in Pakistan, including the Government, UN system and non-governmental
organisations (NGOs). We expect to spend at least ten per cent of the UK’s £134 million flood response in
ways that ensure Pakistani communities are better able to respond to future disasters.

In addition to our work in Pakistan, DFID has contributed to the international Hyogo Framework for Action,
which aims to build the capacity of countries to withstand and respond to natural disasters. Our support to the
Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and Recovery has assisted 31 developing countries to reduce their
vulnerability to natural hazards and adapt to climate change. This was done by integrating disaster risk
reduction and climate adaptation strategies into national plans. We have also supported five NGOs and two
NGO consortia to use knowledge, innovation and education to build a culture of safety and resilience and
enhance early warning at the community level.
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