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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Background 

1. Insufficient and unevenly distributed rainfall in 2011 caused a food security and 
nutrition crisis affecting an estimated 18 million people in nine countries in the Sahel 
Region. Early warning systems detected the risk of a crisis in the second half of 2011 
and assessments in late 2011 and early 2012 confirmed the deteriorating situation. The 
situation was exacerbated by population movements caused by conflicts in the region: 
returning migrants from Côte d’Ivoire and Libya in 2010, the internally displaced in 
Mali, and Malian refugees in Burkina Faso, Mauritania, and Niger in 2012 put 
additional pressure on under-developed receiving areas. The return of migrants, 
particularly in Niger, also meant a considerable drop in remittances from abroad for the 
households concerned.  
 

2. While the governments in Mali, Mauritania, and Niger acknowledged the crisis in 2011 
and played an active role in assessing the needs, planning the response, and mobilizing 
assistance, Burkina Faso and The Gambia only requested assistance in the beginning of 
March 2012, and Senegal in early April 2012. Burkina Faso, Mali, Mauritania, and 
Niger all issued national response plans around the time of their request for international 
assistance, while The Gambia developed one at a slightly later stage.  
 

3. Given that the regional CAP for West Africa had been discontinued, the regional hub in 
Dakar played a leadership role for the response. An Inter-Agency Standing Committee 
(IASC) regional strategy for Preparedness and Response to a Food, Nutrition and 
Livelihood Crisis in the Sahel and neighbouring countries was launched on 15 
December 2011 outlining the reduction of excessive mortality and morbidity and the 
strengthening of livelihoods of vulnerable households as key objectives. A revised plan 
issued in February 2012 presented the needs, the response required and the financial 
requirements for a total of US$724 million (66 per cent for food security and 34 per 
cent for nutrition). 

 
4. Over the course of 2012, three of the six countries issued consolidated appeals (CAPs). 

Niger had already launched a CAP for 2012 in 2011, which had to be revised rapidly to 
tailor it to the scope of the crisis. 

 
5. A Regional Humanitarian Coordinator for the Sahel was appointed in April 2012 to 

oversee and coordinate the humanitarian response at the regional level and ensure the 
coherence of assistance across the various countries. All of the CERF allocations for 
drought response had already been made.  

Inclusive and transparent prioritization and decision-making processes 

6. In all countries except Niger, which had a Humanitarian Coordinator and a full-fledged 
OCHA office since 2005, the UN system was development-oriented and lacked 
humanitarian experience and capacity in late 2011 and early 2012. The type of country-
level coordination mechanisms in place was a decisive factor when it came to the 
involvement of non-UN actors, in particular NGOs, in CERF prioritization and 
decision-making processes at both the strategic and technical levels. In Burkina Faso, 
Mali, Mauritania and Senegal, Humanitarian Country Teams and sector coordination 
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mechanisms were only formally established after the CERF allocations in response to 
the drought, while in The Gambia only sector working groups were activated.  
 

7. With the exception of Niger, 2011/2012 drought-related CERF processes did not 
involve non-UN actors and were insufficiently inclusive and transparent. NGO 
implementing partners were neither involved in project design and formulation nor 
coordinated in the framework of the projects, which was a missed opportunity to tap 
into their knowledge of local situations, needs, and opportunities and check the 
relevance and feasibility of proposed activities. The needs of particular populations, 
such as pastoralists, may have been overlooked, and activities that could not be carried 
out in a six-month timeframe included in CERF projects. 
 

8. As a result of government leadership of the response and the development mindset of 
the UN system, UN agencies worked more closely with government counterparts at the 
time of prioritizing and strategy setting than they did with NGOs. Opportunities to team 
up with NGOs, as implementing partners or otherwise, might therefore have been 
missed.  
 

9. The prioritization of sectors was straightforward given the availability of a regional 
strategy and government response plans in the case of Burkina Faso, Niger, and 
Mauritania. Government response plans initially only included a food security response 
(food and agriculture) and UN agencies helped governments formulate a nutrition 
component. Decisions concerning geographical priorities were based on assessments 
and government plans and the apportionment of funding to the agencies and sectors 
took into account agency mandates and comparative advantage, the relative importance 
of a sector for the response, funding shortfalls and the likelihood of obtaining funding 
from donors. 

Coherence of the submissions 

10. The requests to the CERF were in line with the regional response strategy elaborated at 
regional level in Dakar, with government response plans where these existed, and with 
the CAP in Niger. CERF projects were not included in the subsequently developed CAP 
in Burkina Faso and Joint Humanitarian Strategy in The Gambia, both of which aimed 
to mobilise additional funding, but CERF grants are referred to in the latter document. 
 

11. The CERF life-saving criteria were adhered to and did not pose any particular problem. 
In countries without a permanent OCHA presence, OCHA staff on surge capacity from 
the regional office helped RCs and agencies understand the CERF life-saving criteria, 
provided comments on the draft submission and project proposals, and ensured the 
internal coherence of the requests. 

 
12. UN agencies mainstreamed the strengthening of resilience into strategic planning and 

programming, including during CERF prioritization processes. As a result, CERF 
country requests all included projects aiming at protecting or strengthening livelihoods 
(agriculture) and most projects included measures to reinforce national capacities. The 
fact that agencies in most of the countries reviewed are mostly development-oriented 
certainly contributed to this approach. 
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Timeliness 

13. CERF funding was rapidly made available upon submission of funding requests for the 
response to the drought: the entire process from the submission of the initial request to 
the disbursement of funds, which includes revising project proposals following 
observations from the CERF secretariat, took between 16 working days in Burkina Faso 
and 34 working days in Niger in October 2011 (due to specific circumstances described 
in the chapter on Niger). The time lapse between the initial request and disbursement 
was of 18 working days or less on average for Burkina Faso, Mali, Senegal, and The 
Gambia and the average time lapse from final project proposals to disbursement fell 
within the CERF 11-day internal benchmark, with some variations generally due to the 
time required for the counter-signing of allocation letters by agencies, over which the 
CERF secretariat has no control.  
 

14. CERF responded positively and rapidly to all requests for drought response, including 
the RR request from Niger in October 2011 when early warning indications were that a 
serious crisis was in the making but assessments were still underway, as a conscious 
effort to avoid the possibly dramatic consequences of late resource mobilization in the 
Horn of Africa in 2011. This enabled UN agencies and their partners to start responding 
to needs before or during the lean season, the critical period for food insecurity and 
malnutrition, thus avoiding a full scale crisis. 

 
15. Nevertheless, country submissions were not all as timely as they could have been 

considering the timeline of food security and nutrition crises in the region, the time 
required to mobilise and distribute assistance, and the general awareness in the last 
quarter of 2011 of a deteriorating food security and nutritional situation and of an early 
start of the lean season, which is the most critical time of the year for vulnerable 
households. The timeliness with which governments recognised the crisis and requested 
international assistance and their leadership of the response were determining factors for 
resource mobilization. UN Country Teams in Burkina Faso, The Gambia and Senegal, 
where governments only acknowledged the crisis once it was well underway, felt unable 
to openly and actively start mobilising resources or turning to CERF. 

 
16. A few requests for no-cost extensions or the re-programming of activities were made, 

but it is likely that in the case of a few other projects, all activities could not be 
completed within the six-month Rapid Response timeframe but no no-cost extension 
request was made. 
 

Monitoring, reporting and accountability 

17. Agencies have standard monitoring, reporting and evaluation systems for measuring and 
reporting on results, but the effectiveness of the monitoring system in place and extent 
to which CERF projects were monitored could not be ascertained in the framework of 
this review. They seem to be of uneven strength. Even though CERF allocations 
supported an integrated response, there was little mutual accountability during project 
implementation. The RC/HC and HCT tend to only find out that projects are not 
implemented according to schedule when no-cost extension or reprogramming requests 
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are submitted to the RC/HC for endorsement prior to their transmission to the CERF 
secretariat. 
 

18. The (chapters of the) individual annual CERF country reports on drought response 
provide in most cases a good summary of the humanitarian situation and needs at the 
time, the prioritization of target areas and sectors, and CERF process, but are weaker in 
terms of describing the value added of CERF, a section that depends on inputs from 
agencies. The quality of project summaries is uneven. These often use quantitative 
outputs or activities to describe the results achieved, which do not provide a measure of 
the qualitative results against stated objectives. The indicators used in the project 
proposal are frequently disregarded at the reporting stage. In addition, there are frequent 
inconsistencies between the project proposal and the project summary. The preparation 
of annual reports can be quite cumbersome when several allocations have been made 
during the year, such as in Niger.  

 
19. Finally, while many of the projects are gender sensitive, the annual reports suggest that 

in most countries there is insufficient knowledge or understanding of the IASC gender 
marker coding system meant to help design projects that respond to the distinct needs of 
women, girls, boys and men. Niger is the most advanced in this respect because the use 
of the gender marker has become mandatory for all CAPs. Training has been provided 
by IASC Gender Standby Capacity (GenCap) advisors in several countries, but high 
staff turn-over and other reasons have limited progress. Project summary sheets for 
several countries reflect the belief that having a CAP is a condition sine qua non for the 
use of the gender marker.  

 
20. The suggestion from the CERF secretariat that annual reporting on the use of CERF 

funds be replaced by a report for each CERF allocation elicited mixed views but was in 
general well-received. While there is recognition that this would reduce the risk of 
losing information resulting from staff turnover, there are fears that this might increase 
the workload. In the case of Niger, however, where the preparation of the 2012 report 
was particularly cumbersome for the agencies and OCHA because it involved reporting 
on six separate allocations and 26 projects, the suggestion was well received. Agencies 
were also open to the (other) suggestion of carrying out an After Acton Review a few 
months after the completion of project activities for each allocation, in particular if the 
reporting and the After Action Review were linked. 

Value added of CERF 

21. As indicated before, in all six countries reviewed, the CERF was among the earliest 
sources of substantial funding for drought response. CERF funding for drought response 
was rapidly mobilized. Speed is further enhanced where agencies have internal advance 
mechanisms. Since CERF is considered a reliable source of funding, WFP country 
offices can borrow from an internal advance funding mechanism available if there is a 
high probability that a pledge will materialize, which is the case with CERF, and this 
enables them to speed up procurement. In Senegal, CERF reliability enabled UNICEF 
to borrow from other resources to speed up procurement.  
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22. The assistance provided by OCHA offices or staff on surge from the regional office also 
contributed to the rapidity of the CERF process, as did the straightforward guidelines, 
procedures and templates of CERF and in-country familiarity with the latter. 
 

23. Agencies in all countries but Niger were essentially development-oriented and ill-
equipped for humanitarian operations. CERF helped them reinforce their emergency 
response capacities. The response capacity of the entire humanitarian community also 
benefitted from CERF support to humanitarian air services in Mali and Niger. 
Government services in all countries also benefited from CERF funding channelled to 
them to reinforce their monitoring and surveillance capacities and the execution of 
specific activities as partners for the implementation of CERF projects and through 
training.   
 

24. CERF therefore enabled agencies to rapidly start or scale up operations to address key 
gaps in the response at a time when funding was still limited or unavailable, and while 
looking for additional funding. By enabling the UN to be active in the field and gain 
credibility and visibility, CERF funding helped mobilise additional funding from 
donors. However, in a few countries, agencies seem to have been insufficiently familiar 
or pro-active with respect to fund-raising and may have turned to CERF as a first resort 
for resource mobilization.  

 
25. Another major advantage of CERF is that requests are developed at country level, 

which enabled agencies to prioritize and mobilize funding for an integrated package 
encompassing the response to immediate time-critical needs and the simultaneous 
protection and reinforcement of the livelihoods of vulnerable households, thereby 
strengthening their resilience to shocks. The added benefit of this approach is that 
agencies worked together under the leadership of the RC/HC to prepare the response, 
which catalyzed the establishment of humanitarian coordination mechanisms in 
countries where there were none. 

Main Recommendations 

To the Regional Humanitarian Coordinator 

Recommendation 1: The Regional Humanitarian Coordinator, with the support of the 
OCHA regional office, should consider playing an active role with respect to the 
timeliness of the humanitarian response in countries in the region in the event of early 
warning indications of a food security and nutrition crisis. This could involve helping 
RC/HCs resolve constraints for early action, stepping up fundraising efforts at Dakar-
level, and recommending that CERF funding be requested. 

To the FAO Sub-regional Emergency and Rehabilitation Office in Dakar 

Recommendation 2: The FAO Sub-regional Office in Dakar should consider 
systematically prompting country offices to step up advocacy and fundraising efforts 
and discuss with the RC/RCs and HCTs the possible need for triggering a CERF request 
when the preliminary results of the CILSS/FAO/WFP/FEWS-NET/Government 
assessments of harvests, usually available in November, indicate that the food security 
and nutrition situation is likely to deteriorate. This would give FAO and its partners the 
lead time necessary to ensure that project activities are carried out at the optimal time of 
the year and reduce the risk of mismatch between FAO project timeframes and 
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agricultural and pastoral calendars if CERF six-month RR grants or donor contributions 
are received too late in the season.  

To RC/HCs 

Recommendation 3: In line with their leadership and coordination function, which 
“entails building consensus among relevant organisations involved in humanitarian 
action and actively facilitating cooperation among them” (HC TOR) and given the 
crucial importance of RR funding in responding to new time-critical needs, RC/HCs 
should ensure that CERF processes are transparent, open and inclusive, in particular at 
cluster/sector-level, and systematically remind cluster/sector lead agencies to involve 
implementing partners in project design and formulation. 

Recommendation 4: In countries where this is not yet the practice, RC/HCs should 
consider asking OCHA to prepare an update on funding - contributions, commitments 
and likely pledges - based on the FTS and information collected by (humanitarian) 
donors at country level prior to or in the initial stage of a CERF process in order to 
better inform the funding gap analysis and CERF prioritization. Furthermore, dialogue 
between UN agencies and (humanitarian) donors should be strengthened around the 
time of CERF processes. 

Recommendation 5: RC/HCs should consider discussing with the HCT the possibility of 
conducting, with the support of OCHA, a stock-taking exercise four or five months after 
the approval of a CERF RR allocation in order to find out if projects are on track and 
achieving their objectives1. In its simplest form this could be achieved by circulating an 
excel table requesting recipient agencies to provide a simple update on project status by 
indicating progress against targets, the approximate percentage of funding utilised and 
highlighting any challenges or delays related to implementation.  This would enable the 
RC/HC to gauge if CERF implementation is on track and to prompt agencies to submit 
no-cost or reprogramming requests if required. 

Recommendation 6: RC/HCs should consider bringing up with the HCT the possibility 
of organizing, with the support of OCHA, an After Action Review after the 
implementation of each CERF allocation in order to draw lessons-learned while they are 
still fresh in people’s minds. This exercise would be tied to the preparation of the annual 
report or chapters on distinct allocations for the annual report and contribute to joint 
lessons learning and the quality of reporting. 

To UN agencies 

Recommendation 7: Agencies should ensure that in addition to their routine monitoring 
activities, CERF project performance indicators are periodically measured in order to 
assess progress toward objectives. 

Recommendation 8: When submitting project reporting to the annual RC/HC CERF 
report, agencies should ensure that inputs are in line with the approved project proposals 
and amendments (reprogramming and no-cost extensions), if any. 

                                                             
1 Section 5.2 of the Secretary‐General’s Bulletin on the “Establishment and Operation of the Central 
Emergency Response Fund” (ST/SGB/2010/05) of 23 April 2010 states that “Resident Coordinators or 
Resident/Humanitarian Coordinators shall oversee the monitoring of and narrative reporting on projects 
funded by the Fund.” 
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To the CERF secretariat 

Recommendation  9: The CERF secretariat should consider systematically suggesting to 
RC/HCs that a stocktaking exercise on project implementation be carried out a couple 
of months before the end of project implementation so as to spot implementation 
problems and take timely and appropriate action, including requesting no-cost 
extensions or reprogramming. A template based on the Excel table developed by the 
OCHA Regional Office for Southern Africa could be shared with them to this effect.  

Recommendation 10: The CERF secretariat should consider requiring that agencies 
include a chronogramme of activities in their project proposal to help them better assess 
their capacities to implement within the RR timeframe and help them verify if the 
project is on track during project implementation. The application template contains a 
suggestion that a timeline be included, but many project documents do not. The 
chronogramme could also help report on whether CERF funds enabled a fast delivery of 
assistance in the common narrative of the annual report. In this connection, the CERF 
secretariat should consider adding the question “Did CERF funds lead to a fast delivery 
of assistance to beneficiaries” currently included in the common narrative to the project 
summary template given the relevance of the question for the CERF RR grants. 

Recommendation 11: The CERF secretariat should change the periodicity of reporting 
from annual reports to reports for each CERF allocation to be prepared a few months 
after the end of the implementation period. This would ease the process for agency and 
OCHA CERF focal points / reporting officers, since the information would still be 
readily available, as well as their workload. 

Recommendation 12: The CERF secretariat should consider systematically suggesting 
to RC/HCs that an After-Action Review be undertaken in connection with the reporting 
exercise. This would provide an opportunity for the HCT to jointly reflect and draw 
lessons learned. It would also facilitate the preparation of inputs for the report and 
presumably improve the quality of first drafts sent to the CERF secretariat.  

Recommendation 13: The CERF secretariat should consider providing training to 
OCHA country-level CERF focal points on aspects of project cycle management 
directly relevant to CERF, namely project design/formulation and reporting, so as to put 
them in a better position to rapidly verify the consistency and quality of project 
documents and reports (including results indicators) and provide the necessary guidance 
to agency staff. 

Recommendation 14: The CERF secretariat should consider including a gender marker 
in the ‘agency project proposal’ section of the application template, where it would 
contribute to mainstreaming gender into projects, requesting a short description of why 
a particular code has been given in order to avoid cosmetic replies, and modifying the 
question in the reporting template so as to avoid a possible misperception that the IASC 
gender marker coding system only applies to CAP projects. 
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CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Methodology 

26. This report is the result of an independent review of the value added of CERF funding 
provided in response to the drought and the resulting food insecurity and nutrition crisis 
in 2012 in the Sahel. The Terms of Reference are in Annex A. The review was 
undertaken on the basis of the CERF Performance and Accountability Framework 
(PAF). The findings are based on two sources of information:  

• A review of documents from Burkina Faso, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Senegal 
and The Gambia, including country submissions to CERF, project documents, 
and the annual reports of the UN Resident/Humanitarian Coordinators on the 
use of CERF grants; 

• Interviews conducted during visits to Burkina Faso, Niger and Senegal between 
5 and 28 May 2013 and over the telephone in the case of key stakeholders who 
were not available at the time of the visit or had left the country; 

• The draft report was circulated to those interviewed by the OCHA offices in the 
countries visited in order to give them an opportunity to provide feedback while 
focal points for the other three countries in the OCHA Regional Office were 
given the opportunity to comment on the findings for the other three countries. 

 
27. Field work consisted of semi-structured interviews at capital-level with UN staff, 

government officials, donors, and NGOs involved in CERF processes and project 
implementation in 2012, either as direct or indirect recipients of CERF funding or as 
observers (see Annex B for the list of  those interviewed or consulted). The interviews 
were carried out using the same list of questions in all countries. Two questions 
concerning a possible change of periodicity of the reports on the use of CERF funds and 
the organization of After Action Reviews were added to the list of PAF-related 
questions. 
 

28. In Burkina Faso and Senegal2, one-day field visits were made to locations where CERF 
projects had been implemented in order to meet with the local authorities, some of the 
beneficiaries, project managers, and implementing partners. In Burkina Faso, the visit 
was to FAO and WFP project sites in the North Region. In Senegal, the visit was to 
Diourbel Region to a WFP project site and a nutritional recuperation and education 
centre (CREN) that had been supported by UNICEF and WHO.  
 

29. A summary report on the main findings, conclusions and recommendations was 
prepared and presented to the RC/HC, or in their absence, the acting RC/HC, and the 
OCHA Head of Office prior to leaving each country. The consultant was accompanied 
by a staff member of the CERF secretariat’s Performance and Monitoring Unit for the 
visits to Burkina Faso and Senegal. 

1.2 Structure of the report 

30. This report contains an Executive Summary followed by a regional chapter, separate 
chapters for each of the countries visited and a chapter grouping the three countries 
studied on the basis of a review of documents. Recommendations applying to all of the 

                                                             
2 A field visit scheduled in Niger was cancelled for security reasons following two suicide attacks on 23 
May 2012. 
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countries and for the CERF secretariat were included at the end of the regional chapter, 
whereas country-specific recommendations for the countries visited were included at the 
end of each country chapter. A list of projects supported by CERF in 2012 in the six 
countries reviewed can be found in Annex C and a list of drought-related projects 
supported in 2011 in Niger in Annex D.  



 

18 

 

Chapter 2: Regional Context 

2.1 Background 

31. The Sahel is a semi-arid transition belt of land about 5,400 kilometres long and several 
hundred to a thousand kilometres wide located between the Sahara desert and tropical 
Africa. It stretches from the Atlantic Ocean to the Red Sea across parts of The Gambia, 
Senegal, Mauritania, Mali, Burkina Faso, Niger, Nigeria, Cameroon, Chad, Sudan, and 
Eritrea3. The mean temperature is higher than 18ºC throughout the year. Rainfall over 
the past 50 years has declined and is unpredictable and most of it occurs between July 
and September. The region is becoming dryer as a result of climate-related and man-
made factors including changing sea surface temperatures, deforestation, and over-
grazing.  
 

32. In 1973, nine West African countries4 established an intergovernmental mechanism for 
drought response, the Permanent Interstate Committee for Drought Control in the Sahel 
(CILSS), active in the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) space. 
The six countries under review are CILSS members. These countries share similar 
climatic conditions and livelihood strategies, including “agriculture, livestock herding, 
fishing, short- and long-distance trading”5.  

 
33. A large proportion of the working age population depends on seasonal rain-fed 

agriculture and livestock rearing (the major source of income in some areas), both of 
which are highly vulnerable to natural disasters such as drought and floods, and more 
generally, climate change.  

 
34. The most difficult time of the year is the lean period when household food stocks 

decline or dry up altogether. Families resort to coping mechanisms to survive, such as 
cutting down their food intake, consuming the seeds reserved for the next planting 
season, selling off animals, and borrowing. For pastoralists, the lean period generally 
takes place between March, when pastures are exhausted, and July, when they grow 
back, and for subsistence farmers, between April and the harvest in October. In crisis 
years, the lean period can start earlier and last longer than usual and households facing a 
precarious food security situation year-round are the first to suffer. 

 

Figure 1: Seasonal calendar and critical events timeline in CILSS Sahel countries - Source: FEWS NET - 

http://www.fews.net/Pages/timelineview.aspx?gb=bf&tln=en&l=en 

                                                             
3 This list is not exhaustive.  
4 Burkina Faso, Cape Verde, Chad, Gambia, Guinea Bissau, Mali, Mauritania, Niger and Senegal. 
5  “Climate Change and Variability in the Sahel Region: Impacts and Adaptation Strategies in the 
Agricultural Sector”; UNEP & ICRAF; 2006 
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35. Even in years when rainfall is adequate, levels of global acute malnutrition (GAM) fall 
in the WHO ‘serious’ to ‘critical’ emergency classification. In 2011, GAM levels in 
Burkina Faso, Mali, Mauritania, Niger and Senegal were those of a ‘serious’ emergency 
(≥10 per cent–<14 per cent), but these levels do not reflect internal variations: some 
areas in Mali, Mauritania, and Senegal exceeded the ‘critical’ emergency threshold (≥15 
per cent).  
 

36. Climate change is exacerbating the frequency and intensity of natural disasters in West 
Africa, in particular drought and floods6. Sahel countries have been affected by three 
severe drought-related humanitarian crises in the past few years (2005, 2010, and 2012). 
The 2009/2010 drought affected over 10 million people in eastern Sahel: north-eastern 
Burkina Faso, Chad, eastern Mali, Niger (the most affected), and north-eastern Nigeria. 
In addition, the region has become increasingly insecure due to the activity of 
transnational terrorist and criminal networks. 

 
37. Vulnerability to shocks in the Sahel is due to structural, ‘underlying’, and cyclical 

factors7 . Structural factors include demographic growth rates outpacing economic 
growth, high poverty rates, and poor access to basic services. All six countries under 
review are classified in the ‘Low Human Development’ category in the 2012 Human 
Development Index8 and Mali, Burkina Faso, and Niger are among the very last with 
rankings of 182, 183, and 186 respectively out of 186 countries. Underlying factors 
include low household capacity to withstand shocks due to successive crises in a short 
period of time. Cyclical factors9 include insufficient rainfall resulting in poor harvests, 
poor pasture development and low water levels; increases in the price of cereals, fodder 
and agricultural by-products; and civil strife. 

 
38. In recognition of the need to address the structural causes of vulnerability, the 

strengthening of resilience (or the capacity to manage and resist shocks) has become a 
key objective of regional and national strategies for the Sahel. A ‘Global Alliance for 
Resilience Initiative’ (AGIR) was launched in June 2012 in order to promote resilience 
by creating synergies between emergency response and long-term development 
strategies, while the UN launched a ‘Common UN Approach on Resilience Building in 
the Sahel’ in July 2012. While the above strategies were not formulated at the time of 
the 2011/2012 CERF allocations in response to the drought, the need to strengthen 
resilience is not new and UN agencies have taken it into account at the time of strategic 

                                                             
6 2011 West Africa CAP ; p. 21. 
7“Préparation pour une crise alimentaire et nutritionnelle au Sahel et les pays limitrophes – Document 
stratégique 2012 »; Regional Food Security and Nutrition Working Group; Inter-Agency Standing 
Committee (IASC) ; Dakar ; 15 December 2011. 
8 “The Rise of the South: Human Progress in a Diverse World; Human Development Report 2013”; 
UNDP. The Human Development Index was introduced in 1990 as an alternative to conventional 
measures of national development such as level of income and the rate of economic growth. It provides a 
composite measure of three basic dimensions of human development - health, education and income - as a 
measure of well-being. 
9 Other structural factors include the proportion of a country’s territory lying in the Sahel; the proportion 
of the population living in rural areas and dependent on agriculture for their subsistence; soil degradation 
and deforestation. See also: “The food and nutrition crisis in the Sahel - Urgent action to support the 
resilience of vulnerable populations”; Regional strategic response Framework; FAO; July 2012. 
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planning and programming. It has guided CERF prioritization processes and project 
formulation.  

2.2 The 2011/2012 food security and nutrition crisis 

39. In 2011/2012, insufficient and unevenly distributed rainfall affected an estimated 18 
million people in nine countries and caused a food security and nutrition crisis. Cereal 
production greatly decreased compared to 2010 in all countries and fodder production 
dropped in pastoralist areas of Burkina Faso, Mauritania and Niger in particular. The 
income of farming and pastoral households was reduced and their purchasing power 
further diminished by rises in food prices, meaning that they had to spend a greater 
proportion of their income to buy food and animal feed, or borrow money. The lives of 
more than one million children under five were threatened due to severe acute 
malnutrition (SAM) and three million children under five were at risk of moderate acute 
malnutrition (MAM). 

 
 
Figure 2: Affected zones and populations - Source: Special Humanitarian Bulletin, Sahel Food Security and Nutrition 
Crisis, Issue 01, 15 June 2012, OCHA 

 
40. Conflicts in the region exacerbated the situation: returning migrants from Côte d’Ivoire 

and Libya in 2010, the internally displaced within Mali, and Malian refugees in Burkina 
Faso, Mauritania, and Niger in 2012 put additional pressure on under-developed and 
vulnerable receiving areas. The return of migrants, particularly in Niger, also meant a 
considerable drop in remittances from abroad for the households concerned.  

2.3 Response preparedness and coordination 

41. Early warning systems detected the risk of a crisis at an early stage and assessments 
starting in the second half of 2011 confirmed the deteriorating situation. In Mali, 
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Mauritania, and Niger, governments acknowledged the crisis in 2011 and played an 
active role in assessing the needs, planning the response, and mobilizing assistance. 
Burkina Faso and The Gambia only requested assistance in the beginning of March 
2012, and Senegal in early April 2012. Burkina Faso, Mali, Mauritania, and Niger all 
issued national response plans around the time of their request for international 
assistance, while The Gambia developed one at a slightly later stage.  

 
42. In the absence of a regional CAP for West Africa10, the regional hub in Dakar played a 

leadership role for the response11 . An Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) 
regional strategy for Preparedness and Response to a Food, Nutrition and Livelihood 
Crisis in the Sahel and neighbouring countries was launched on 15 December 201112. It 
outlined as key objectives the reduction of excessive mortality and morbidity and 
strengthening the livelihoods of vulnerable households in areas affected by food, 
pastoral, and nutritional crises through (i) an integrated response, including WASH, to 
acute malnutrition, (ii) food aid (food distributions or cash transfers), and (iii) 
reinforcing livelihoods (agriculture and livestock rearing). A revised plan13 issued in 
February 2012 presented the needs, the response required and the financial requirements 
for a total of US$724 million (66 per cent for food security and 34 per cent for 
nutrition)14 . It signalled the need to switch from an early warning and disaster 
preparedness mode to a rapid response to clear humanitarian needs and to reduce the 
impact of the crisis on vulnerable populations. It was also to serve as a reference should 
appeals be prepared in the region.  
 

43. A Regional Humanitarian Coordinator for the Sahel was appointed in April 2012 to 
oversee and coordinate the humanitarian response at the regional level and ensure the 
coherence of assistance across the various countries, but all of the CERF allocations for 
drought response had been made by then.  

 
44. Over the course of 2012, three of the six countries issued consolidated appeals (CAPs). 

Niger had already launched a CAP for 2012 in 2011, which had to be revised rapidly to 
tailor it to the scope of the crisis. In this respect, the RC/HC in Niger pointed out that 
CAP timeframes are not appropriate for the region because the CAPs are prepared 
before the results of key surveys and assessments are known. The Regional 
Humanitarian Coordinator is consulting RC/HCs in the region and OCHA Headquarters 
regarding possible ways of reflecting the validated figures of CILSS/FAO/WFP/FEWS-
NET/Government harvest assessments in the CAP. Preliminary figures are available in 
November but are validated by CILSS, government and partners in mid-December, 
which is when the CAPs are launched. 

 

                                                             
10 The IASC Sub-Working Group on CAP (Geneva) decided to discontinue the West Africa CAP. 
11 « From early warning to reinforcing resilience: Lessons learned from the 2011-2012 Sahel response”; A 
report for the IASC Principals; François Grünewald, Groupe URD and Jock Paul, UNOCHA Evaluation 
Section; 26 November 2012. 
12 «Préparation pour une crise alimentaire et nutritionnelle au Sahel et pays limitrophes » ; Document 
stratégique 2012 ; Version 1 ; Regional Food Security and Nutrition Working Group; IASC ; Dakar ; 15 
December 2011. 
13 «Plan de réponse face à la crise alimentaire et nutritionnelle au Sahel » ; Document stratégique 2012 ; 
Version 2; Regional Food Security and Nutrition Working Group; IASC ; 9 February 2012. 
14 It covered Burkina Faso, Chad, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Senegal, the north of Cameroon and the north 
of Nigeria. 
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Country Appeal and launch date Period covered Financial 
requirements 
(US$) 

Burkina 
Faso 

Consolidated Appeal - 15 April 2012 May-December 2012 126,062,151 

Gambia N/A15   

Mali Consolidated Appeal - 31 May 2012 May-December 2012 213,822,578  

Mauritania  Consolidated Appeal – 15 April 2012 May-December 2012 94,236,507 

Niger Global Appeal – 14 December 2011 January-December 2012 229,150,372 

 Revised Global Appeal-April 2012  450,859,659 

Senegal N/A   
Table 1: 2012 Planning figures and financial requirements – EHAP and Financial Tracking Service (FTS) 

 

2.4 CERF allocations to countries in the Sahel in 2011-2012 

45. The total contribution of CERF to Sahel countries in 201216 is captured in the table 
below: 

Food&Nut. Crisis

Mali Crisis

Other Emergencies

110 785 286 

(in million $US)

Funds disbursed in 2012 in $US

2012 CERF contributions to Sahel Countries

62%
20%

18%

30,6

17,8

14,9

14,0

11,0

10,8

6,9

4,8

0,0

Niger

Chad

Burkina Faso

Mali

Mauritania

Northern Cameroon

Senegal

The Gambia

Nigeria
 

Figure 3: 2012 CERF contributions to Sahel countries – Source: OCHA ROWCA 

                                                             
15 From 2004 to 2011, Burkina Faso, Gambia, and Senegal were included in a regional appeal for West 
Africa. Separate appeals were issued during the same period such as the 2007 and 2009 Burkina Faso 
Flash Appeals in response to floods, the 2010 Burkina Faso Emergency Humanitarian Action Plan in 
response to floods, and the 2010 Niger Emergency Humanitarian Action Plan in response to drought. 
16 This total includes the RR allocation made to Niger in October 2011 for drought response. 



 

23 

 

46. In 2012, CERF was one of the main sources of funding for the six countries selected for 
this review: the main for The Gambia, the third largest for Burkina Faso, Mauritania, 
Niger and Senegal, and the fourth largest for Mali (FTS 2012 data). In the last quarter of 
2011 and 201217, CERF allocated 82 Rapid Response (RR) grants for a total amount of 
US$82,172,921 to these six countries, as follows:  

Month CERF 
Window 

Country / Emergency Number 
of grants 

Amount / US$ 

November 2011 RR Niger (drought) 4 6,001,432 

December 2011 RR Mauritania (drought) 5 4,005,971 

March 2012 RR Burkina Faso (refugees from 

Mali) 

8 3,990,300 

March 2012 RR Gambia (drought) 5 4,834,117 

March 2012 RR Mali (drought + support services) 4 7,057,932 

March 2012 RR Mauritania (refugees) 11 5,490,696 

March 2012 RR Niger (refugees from Mali and 

returnees) 

6 4,937,917 

March 2012 RR Niger (drought) 3 15,933,118 

March 2012 RR Senegal (drought) 4 6,932,070 

April 2012 RR Burkina Faso (drought) 5 9,188,845 

June 2012 RR Burkina Faso (meningitis) 1 1,690,442 

July 2012 RR Mali (conflict + support services) 17 6,896,415 

September 2012 RR Niger (cholera) 2 1,099,770 

October 2012 RR Niger (floods and cholera) 4 2,638,911 

November 2012 RR Mauritania (desert locusts) 1 751,993 

December 2012 RR Mauritania (Rift Valley Fever) 2 722,992 

TOTAL   82 82,172,921 
Table 2: CERF funding in response to drought in the Sahel in 2011-2012 – Source: CERF database  

 
47. Of the above total, US$53,953,485 (i.e. 66 per cent) went to responding to the drought. 

This figure, however, does not include three September 2011 grants from the 
Underfunded Emergencies (UFE) window18 to address the already deteriorating food 
security and nutrition situation for a total of US$4,049,99519. Taking these into account, 
CERF’s contribution to these six countries in 2011/2012 goes up to US$86,222,916. 
 

48. Even though humanitarian actors were determined to avoid the error made in 2011 in 
the Horn of Africa where the humanitarian response “was widely criticized for having 
done “too little, too late20”, a certain scepticism about the severity of the crisis 
hampered resource mobilization. This was partly due to the use of different assessment 

                                                             
17 Given its relevance for this review, the RR allocation to Niger in October 2011 for drought response 
was included in Table 2. 
18 The entire allocation was for a total amount of US$5,988,195 for seven projects (see Annex D). 
19 Sum of three UFE food security/nutrition grants for Niger made in September 2011 for a total of 
US$4,049,995 and US$6,001,432RR allocation for Niger for drought response in October 2011 (see 
annexes C and D). 
20 « Quelles leçons tirer ? » Un bilan de la réponse à la crise alimentaire 2012 au Sahel pour construire la 
résilience » ; Oxfam, ACF  and Save the Children; Document d’information d’Oxfam 168 ; 16 avril 2013. 
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methodologies, the frequently late publication of assessment findings21  and an 
optimistic forecast by FEWS-NET. The absence of a humanitarian fundraising culture 
among the UN in countries where they are essentially development-oriented might have 
also played a role. The following table shows that there were significant funding 
shortfalls in the sectors concerned in most of the countries under review at the time of 
the CERF requests for drought response in December 2011 (Mauritania and Niger) and 
2012: 
 

Country/Year % of funding shortfall // 
requirements at time of 
request for CERF funding 

CERF allocation as % 
of funding shortfall at 
time of request 

CERF allocation as % 
of total requirements 
at time of request 

Gambia 2012 92 24 22 
Mali 2012 88 11 9 
Mauritania 2011 8522 17 13 
Senegal 2012 84 15 12 
Burkina Faso 
2012 

81 10 8 

Niger 2012 6023 12 7 
Niger 2011 41 13 5 
Table 3: CERF allocations as a proportion of funding requirements and shortfalls - Source: RC/HC 
funding requests and CERF data 

 
49. The above table reflects coherence with Rapid Response guidelines, according to which 

the RR window should jump-start the response, and coherence and some flexibility in 
the apportionment of funding to the different countries. CERF is believed to have 
catalyzed resource mobilization due to its credibility as a funding mechanism 
responding on the basis of evidence of need. 
 

50. While CERF funding was rapidly made available once requested, country submissions 
were not all as timely as they could have been considering the timeline of food security 
and nutrition crises in the region, the time required to mobilise and distribute assistance, 
and the fact that in the last quarter of 2011 there was awareness in the region of a 
deteriorating food security and nutritional situation and that the lean season was going 
to start ahead of time. The timeliness with which governments recognised the crisis, 
requested international assistance and issued response plans, as well as their proactivity, 
were determining factors in terms of early resource mobilization. The Government of 
Niger played a remarkable role in this respect. Once the crisis was acknowledged, UN 
Country Teams were asked by governments to actively support the response, but in 
Burkina Faso, The Gambia and Senegal, this acknowledgment came late and UN 
Country Teams felt unable to openly and actively start mobilising resources or turning 
to CERF, as can be seen in the table below: 

  

                                                             
21 “From early warning to reinforcing resilience: Lessons learned from the 2011-2012 Sahel response” - A 
report for the IASC Principals; François Grünewald, Groupe URD and Jock Paul, UN-OCHA, 26 
November 2012. 
22 There was a considerable discrepancy between the funding shortfall calculated on the basis of funding 
received as per the RC’s submission (49 per cent) and the average shortfall of the agencies’ project 
proposals (85 per cent), as a result of which the latter was retained on the assumption that the projects 
provided the most accurate picture of funding. 
23 The CAP was subsequently revised (in April 2012) and its requirements nearly doubled.  
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Country (Approximate) Date of Call for 
International Assistance 

(Approximate) Date of 
Response Plan  

Request for CERF 
Funding 

Niger August 2011 (Prime Minister) 
September 2011 (President) 

October 2012 (preliminary) 
support plan) 

25 October 2011 
23 March 2012 

Mauritania 10 November 2011 November 2011 8 December 2011 

Mali December 2011 (after the CERF request) 22 February 2012 

Burkina 
Faso 

2 March 2012 December 2011 (revised in 
February 2012) 

11 April 2012 

The 
Gambia  

6 March 2012 June 2012 14 March 2012 

Senegal 2 April 2012 N/A 15 March 2012 

Table 4:   Approximate dates of government requests for international assistance - Source: CERF data and country 

submissions 

 
51. As a consequence, their requests were made as the lean season was starting or after it 

had started in March in Burkina Faso, March/April 2012 in Senegal, and March in most 
areas in The Gambia, except in the most-affected areas where it started in 
January/February24.  
 

52. In the six countries under review, CERF enabled the UN system and its partners to 
provide an integrated response to the needs of the most vulnerable populations through 
country-specific combinations of the following types of activities: food security, with 
WFP providing food/cash and FAO support to agricultural (including pastoral) 
livelihoods; nutrition , with WFP distributing supplementary food, UNICEF therapeutic 
food and medicines, and WHO ensuring the treatment of severely malnourished 
children with medical complications, and WASH, usually by UNICEF with the 
exception of Mauritania where WHO also included a safe water component in its 
project. In Gambia and Mauritania, a reproductive health response was also included 
by UNFPA (with a SGBV and HIV prevention component in Mauritania), and in Mali, 
a protection component (UNICEF).  

 
53. While malnutrition levels worsen during the lean period, food insecurity is not the only 

cause of malnutrition. The quality of drinking water, hygiene practices, feeding 
practices, difficult access to health services, etc. are other factors that need to be taken 
into consideration when responding to a nutrition crisis. WASH was therefore included 
as part of a regional strategy to systematically integrate a minimum WASH package in 
nutrition humanitarian programmes (‘WASH in Nut’)25 in order to prevent diarrhoea - 
an aggravating factor in malnutrition - caused by unsafe drinking water and poor 
sanitation and hygiene. 

 
54. The relative weight of the sectors supported for the drought response in the larger West 

African Sahel region is reflected in the figure below: 
 

                                                             
24 Information found in the country requests submitted to the CERF. 
25 “WASH in Nut” Strategy; Sahel Nutritional and Food Crisis 2012; Regional WASH Working Group 
2012. 
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Mali Crisis

Other Emergencies

2012 CERF contributions to Sahel Countries per Sector

(in million $US)

Food&Nut. Crisis

Funds disbursed in 2012 in $US

110 785 286 
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Figure 4: 2012 CERF contributions to Sahel Countries per Sector - Source: OCHA ROWCA 

 

55. Judging from the level of project funding shortfalls per sector/agency in the different 
countries under review, the CERF came as a particularly early source of funding in the 
case of health (nutrition and reproductive health) in Burkina Faso, The Gambia and 
Mauritania, agriculture in Burkina Faso, Mali, Niger and Senegal, and humanitarian air 
services in Mali and Niger. 
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MAP OF BURKINA FASO  
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CHAPTER 3: BURKINA FASO 

Executive Summary 

56. CERF was the third largest source of funding for Burkina Faso in 2012 with three Rapid 
Response allocations representing 17 per cent of the contributions to the 2012 Burkina 
Faso  CAP.  
 

57. The CERF was one of the earliest sources of funding for drought response, as shown by 
the 81 per cent average funding shortfall of the projects at the time of the request. 
Nevertheless, the request for CERF funding on 11 April 2012 was not made at the 
optimal time considering the timeline of food security and nutrition crises in the region, 
the time required to mobilize assistance and reach beneficiaries, the fact that the lean 
season was about to start and that the UN Country Team (UNCT) had been aware of the 
deteriorating food security and nutrition situation since October 2011. The UNCT 
would probably have turned to CERF in late 2011 had it been possible but found it 
difficult to do so without a request for international assistance, which the government 
only made on 2 March 2012. The CERF grants were made early enough for most of the 
activities to be carried out during the lean season but slightly too late to enable FAO to 
implement some of them at the optimal moment in the pastoral and agricultural 
calendar. 

 

58. CERF funding for drought response was rapidly mobilised; the entire process from the 
submission of the initial request to the disbursement of funds took only 16 working 
days. Given that CERF is considered a reliable source of funding, WFP country offices 
can borrow from an internal advance funding mechanism available if there is a high 
probability that a pledge will materialize, which is the case with CERF, enabling them 
to speed up procurement.  
 

59. CERF enabled agencies to rapidly start or scale up operations to address key gaps in the 
response at a time when funding was still limited or unavailable, and while looking for 
additional funding. 
 

60. Given that there had been no major emergency in Burkina Faso in previous years, most 
agencies were development-oriented and ill-equipped for humanitarian operations. 
CERF funds enabled a few of them to reinforce their emergency response capacities and 
those of government services.   
 

61. By enabling the UN to be active in the field and thereby build its credibility, CERF 
funding helped catalyze funding from donors. There may be a lack of pro-activeness on 
the part of a couple of UN agencies with respect to fund-raising and a general tendency 
for agencies to look at CERF as a first resort for resource mobilization.  

 
62. The CERF process for drought response lacked inclusiveness and transparency. The 

request was developed by UN agencies for key gaps in the government response plan. 
They selected geographic areas, sectors, and types of beneficiaries to be included in the 
CERF request on the basis of need, under the leadership of the RC. The allocation of 
funding to the different sectors did not follow any particular methodology; the approach 
was consensual and took into account agency mandates and capacities. The RC’s 
recommendation that UN leads for the key thematic or sector coordination mechanisms 
for regular programmes consult NGOs for the identification of activities seems to have 
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been followed only in the nutrition sector. The absence of systematic and inclusive 
consultations of NGOs at the time of the CERF process made it difficult for them to 
step forward and propose partnerships. Humanitarian donors were informed that a 
CERF allocation had been made but were not associated to CERF processes and would 
have welcomed a greater level of operational detail. 
 

63. The CERF process reinforced the RC’s leadership role within the UN system as well as 
inter-agency coordination and the credibility of the RC and UN agencies with the 
government and donors. However, except for the nutrition sector, the CERF allocation 
process does not seem to have fostered “equal footing” dialogue and partnerships 
between UN agencies and NGOs. 
 

64. The projects submitted to CERF aimed to contribute to the government response plan, 
which also served as a basis for preparing the 2012 CAP. This is consistent with CERF 
RR guidance and ensured strategic and operational coherence between the CERF 
submission and the government response plan. However, CERF projects were not 
included in the CAP, but the Financial Tracking System (FTS) linked the CERF grants 
to projects in the CAP. This caused confusion because the status of funding and unmet 
requirements was inaccurate.  
 

65. When CERF projects do not focus outright on the reinforcement of livelihoods, they 
include resilience-building components such as partnerships with national structures and 
community-based organizations for implementation and capacity-building to improve 
the humanitarian response.  

 
66. The common narrative on drought response in the annual RC/HC report on the use of 

CERF funds provides a good description of the humanitarian situation and needs at the 
time and how these were prioritized, but it does not provide answers to the questions 
about the value added of CERF for all of the sectors.  

3.1 Context  

67. Burkina Faso is one of the poorest countries in Africa and was ranked 183rd out of 186 
countries in 2012 in the 2013 Human Development Index. Desertification in drought-
prone areas is rapidly spreading and the availability of water and pasture decreasing. 
The country is prone to natural disasters, in particular drought, floods, and locust 
invasions. About 92 per cent of the population of approximately 17 million makes a 
living from agriculture and animal husbandry, but agricultural productivity is poor. 
Despite an average annual economic growth rate of 5 per cent, an annual population 
growth of 3 per cent hampers economic development. Poverty levels are high with 43 
per cent of the population living below the poverty line. Food insecurity affects 
approximately half of the low income households, in particular in the central regions, 
the Sahel, the North, the East, and the Boucle du Mouhoun, making them highly 
vulnerable to natural disasters.  

 
68. The prevalence of Global Acute malnutrition (GAM) among children under five (10.9 

per cent) is above the 10 per cent WHO ‘serious’ (i.e. alert) threshold. The moderate 
acute malnutrition (MAM) rate and severe acute malnutrition (SAM) rate were of 7.8 
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per cent and 2.4 per cent respectively according to the 2011 national nutritional survey26 
conducted in August-September 201127.  

 
69. The first pockets of drought were detected as early as August 2011. A rapid food 

security survey carried out by the government’s Early Warning System (SAP) in 
October 2011 revealed that 10 out of the country’s 13 regions were affected. A joint 
CILSS/FAO/WFP/FEWS-NET/Government mission carried out between 16-22 
November 2012 forecast that the lean period would start as early as March 2012; a 
Government-led food security monitoring survey in February 2012 indicated that 170 
districts were affected and a crop assessment carried out between December 2011 and 
February 2012 indicated that insufficient rains had caused a production drop of 154,462 
tons of cereals. This represented a decrease of 19.6 per cent compared to the previous 
agricultural campaign. Finally, an in-depth household food security assessment was 
carried out in February-March 2012 in the 170 at-risk communes found high levels of 
food insecurity, in particular in the Sahel (68 per cent), the Plateau Central and East 
(60%), the Centre (55%) and the Boucle du Mouhoun (54%). The influx of refugees 
from Mali generated additional challenges for the communities in which they had 
settled.    
 

70. By February 2012, 2,800,000 people were at risk of food insecurity, in particular in the 
Sahel region where over 90 per cent of the population depends on either agriculture or 
animal husbandry for a living28. The communities in the Sahel were further affected by 
the arrival of thousands of refugees from Mali29, many of them with livestock.  

 
71. Food insecurity was exacerbated by an increase in cereal prices in the last quarter of 

2011 resulting from the reduced offer of cereals on the market and speculation. 
Livestock threatened by starvation and disease was being sold off at a low price ahead 
of the optimal time in order to help cover household food needs, which meant that 
households would lose a substantial part of the income usually generated from livestock 
sales during the lean period. The situation of livestock was worsened by a fodder deficit 
of 10 million tonnes and the high price of agro-industrial by-products. An estimated 
425,000 children under five suffering from moderate acute malnutrition (MAM) and 
another 100,000 from Severe Acute Malnutrition (SAM) were at a high risk of death.  
 

72. The government initially attempted to respond to the crisis through measures such as the 
purchase of cereals in surplus areas for sales at a subsidized price through government 
stores, the cultivation of an off-season maize variety to partially offset the production 
deficit, which eventually yielded 20,000 tons, and the mobilization of 10,000 tons of 
agro-industrial products for animal feeding, all of which contributed to alleviate food 
insecurity. Nevertheless, a number of organizations started providing discrete disaster 
mitigation assistance in late 2011. A turning point was reached when the Comité de 
Prévision de la Situation Alimentaire (CPSA) met in February 2012 to take stock of the 

                                                             
26 Enquête Nutritionnelle nationale 2011, Ministère de la Santé, Janvier 2012 
27 The same survey found that the prevalence rate of chronic malnutrition was of 34.1 per cent and the 
moderate acute malnutrition rate of 24.4 per cent. 
28 Tableau de Bord Humanitaire, 2013, OCHA Burkina Faso. 
29 More than 56,000 refugees had been registered in Burkina Faso as of 26 April 2012 (CAP 2012). 
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situation. At the end of February 2012, the government launched a Response plan30 to 
mitigate the impact of the food security crisis on more than 2,800,000 vulnerable 
individuals and livestock and in light of the deteriorating situation, called for national 
and international solidarity on 2 March 2012.  

3.2 CERF funding to Burkina Faso 

73. CERF was the third largest source of funding to Burkina Faso in 2012. Three Rapid 
Response (RR) allocations were made in 2012: US$3,990,300 in March 2012 for the 
refugee influx from Mali, US$9,188,845 in April 2012 for the drought/food insecurity 
response, and US$1,690,442 in June 2012 for a meningitis outbreak. These allocations 
of a total of US$14,869,587 represent 17 per cent of all humanitarian contributions to 
the Burkina Faso CAP (US$85,550,913) as of 12 June 2013.  
 
 

 
 

Figure 5: Funding per Donor in 2012, starting at 0.5 per cent upwards, as of 12 June 2012 – FTS 

74. The CERF allocation for drought response represented 8 per cent of total requirements 
(US$115,939,985) and close to 10 per cent of the 81 per cent funding shortfall for the 
sectors concerned at the time (as per the RC/HC’s request). 

Cluster/sector Agencies Amount (US$) Percentage of total 
CERF contribution 

Agriculture FAO 2,878,472 31% 

Nutrition/food UNICEF, WFP, WHO 5,598,823 61% 

WASH UNICEF 711,550 8% 

Total contribution  9,188,845 100% 
 
Table 5: Share of Funding per Cluster/Sector for the US$9,188,845 drought response allocation of April 2012, based 
on CERF data 

 
75. The CERF grant for the rehabilitation of livelihoods/agriculture by FAO covered 17 per 

cent of its 97 per cent funding shortfall and 16 per cent of total requirements at the time. 

                                                             
30 “Plan opérationnel de soutien aux populations vulnérables aux crises alimentaires”, 28 February 2012. 
This one-year plan estimated at US$207 million focuses on three areas of intervention, namely food 
assistance, nutrition, and non-food (agriculture and livestock). A draft had already been shared with key 
partners in November 2011 and had been validated by the CNSA in December 2011. 
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The project aimed to assist vulnerable pastoral and agro-pastoral households through the 
provision of forage seeds, chickens and veterinary drugs and vaccines, ruminant feed for 
livestock, high-yield cereal seeds, and agricultural extension support. 
 

76. The largest portion of CERF funding went to the nutrition sector (UNICEF, WFP, 
WHO), but with a caveat as the WFP project includes food distributions that represent a 
significant part of the budget31. The grant to WFP represents 5 per cent of total 
requirements (US$ 77,219,675) and 6 per cent of its 80 per cent shortfall. The project 
consisted in providing supplementary feeding for the treatment of moderately 
malnourished children under five and food to food insecure households.  

 
77. The grant to UNICEF for nutrition covered 5 per cent of total project requirements 

(US$32,170,667) and 6 per cent of its 80 per cent shortfall for the purchase and 
countrywide delivery of therapeutic food and essential medicines for the treatment of 
25,000 severely malnourished children under five without medical complications.  

 
78. The grant to WHO covered 14 per cent of its total requirements (US$1,304,146) and 

100 per cent funding shortfall. The project consisted in providing essential drugs to 
hospitals for the treatment of 7,500 severely malnourished children with medical 
complications32, training for the management of SAM, the supervision of hospitals and 
the integration of SAM indicators in routine disease surveillance. 

 
79. The (UNICEF) WASH project included the rehabilitation of hand pumps, the provision 

of chloride tablets, training for water treatment, and hygiene promotion. At the time of 
the request, WASH in Nut had not received any funding and the CERF grant covered 38 
per cent of total requirements (US$1,853,133).  

 

Agency Number of projects Amount (US$) Percentage of total 
CERF contribution 

FAO 1 2,878,472 31% 

UNICEF 2 2,357,638 26% 

WFP 1 3,767,877 41% 

WHO 1 184,858 2% 

Total contribution  9,188,845 100% 
Table 65: Share of Funding per Agency for the US$9,188,845 drought response allocation of April 2012, based on 
CERF data 

 
80. According to information provided by agencies in the annual RC/HC CERF report for 

Burkina Faso the share of CERF funds channelled to NGOs (US$421,061) for the above 
allocation represents 5 per cent of the total, which may seem low but is partly due to the 
fact that UNICEF worked through national structures in order to avoid putting in place a 
parallel system. This total was calculated on the basis of the amounts reported in Annex 
1 of the annual report of the RC/HC on the use of CERF grants in 201233, additional 
data provided by UNICEF for a missing WASH partner34, and the amount indicated by 

                                                             
31 The purchase of cereals and oil alone (without associated costs) represents 19 per cent of the budget. 
32 This activity represented 61 per cent of the total grant. 
33 These are US$75,757 for project 12-FAO-020 and US$76,851 for project 12-CEF-044. 
34 US$29,956 were channelled to Association pour la Paix et la Solidarité for project 12-CEF-044. 
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WFP in its project proposal35, given that information about its implementing partners 
was not provided in the annual report.  

3.3 Inclusive and transparent prioritization and decision-making process 

81. The UN system decided to request funding from CERF36 towards the end of March 
2012. The CERF submission was largely developed by UN agencies for key gaps in the 
government response plan, which they had helped finalize37.  
 

82. The selection of geographic areas, sectors, and types of beneficiaries to be included in 
the CERF request was carried out by the UN Country Team under the leadership of the 
Resident Coordinator (RC) on the basis of need, using the government’s Response Plan 
and the needs assessments conducted between October 2011 and February 2012. In 
order to ensure the complementarity of the request with the March RR allocation for 
assistance to refugees, all agencies involved in the refugee response (FAO, UNFPA, 
UNHCR, UNICEF, WFP, and WHO) participated in the consultations. The allocation of 
funding to the different sectors did not follow any particular methodology; the approach 
was consensual and took into account agency mandates and capacities. 
 

83. Priority activities in each sector were identified by the lead agencies with the help of 
existing thematic or sectoral coordination mechanisms for regular programmes38. The 
RC recommended that UN leads for the key sectors consult NGOs. Whereas in the 
nutrition sector needs and gaps were discussed, FAO and WFP seem to have contacted 
NGOs outside the food security coordination framework, with an offer to take part or 
present an application for project implementation. The absence of systematic and 
inclusive consultations of NGOs at the time of the CERF process made it difficult for 
them to step forward and propose partnerships. Finally, implementing partners are not 
always aware that they have received CERF funding despite the ERC’s 
recommendation to agencies in this respect39.  

 
84. A close working relationship exists between the UN and the government, in particular 

the permanent secretariat of the National Food Security Council (CNSA)40 in the case of 
drought response. The CNSA had been holding monthly meetings with its key partners 
since October 2011 and was kept fully informed of CERF prioritization and outcomes 
by OCHA. Other government counterparts were informed of the CERF submission 
through ‘Troika’ meetings involving the RC and UN agencies, and bilateral and 

                                                             
35 US$168,800. 
36 The RC consulted the CERF secretariat concerning the amount that could be realistically requested, 
which enabled the RC to send a submission that did not need to be revised from a financial perspective.  
37 The agencies, in particular UNICEF, were instrumental in complementing its original focus on food 
security and non-food items (assistance for animals) with a nutrition component. 
38 Fifteen Sector dialogue frameworks (Cadres sectoriels de dialogue) chaired by the authorities are in 
place. Those relevant for the humanitarian response started acting as humanitarian coordination 
mechanisms around March 2012 and as they were deemed sufficient for the humanitarian response, 
clusters were not activated. The food security sector is co-chaired by the CNSA and WFP with CRS as 
co-lead; the agricultural sector by FAO with Oxfam as co-lead, and the nutrition sector by UNICEF with 
ACF as co-lead.  
39 The ERC encourages agencies to inform their cooperating partners “at their earliest convenience” in the 
email to the RC/HC confirming a CERF allocation. 
40 The « Conseil National de Sécurité Alimentaire », created in 2000 to supervise the establishment of a 
national food security strategy, mobilize resources, and coordinate food aid information. 
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multilateral partners of the government. The RC also sent the Ministry of Social Action 
and the Ministry of Economy and Finance a copy of the submission.  

 
85. Humanitarian donors were informed that a CERF allocation had been made but were 

not associated to CERF processes and would have welcomed a greater level of 
operational detail.  

 
86. The ECHO representative stressed that the CERF should open up to the possibility of 

funding NGOs given that they are usually the first or among the first to respond to 
emergency situations, as was the case with the refugee influx from Mali and the drought 
in 2011/2012 in Burkina Faso. 

3.4 Coherence of the submission 

Life-saving criteria 

87. In order to facilitate the preparation of the CERF submission, OCHA staff on surge 
from the regional office in Dakar organized a workshop to explain CERF guidelines and 
life-saving criteria and presented a calendar with the main steps and deadlines in the 
process. CERF life-saving criteria were adhered to and ensured that the activities 
presented were eligible. In a particular case, they were used to explain to a government 
department that staffing and equipment could not be provided. 

Integration of CERF into wider strategic planning  

88. The projects submitted to CERF all aimed to contribute to the government response 
plan, which also served as a basis for preparing the 2012 CAP (the CAP, however, was 
more comprehensive). This is in line with CERF RR guidance41 and ensured strategic 
and operational coherence between the CERF submission and the government response 
plan.  
 

89. Nevertheless, when a CAP was developed for unmet requirements, CERF projects were 
not included42 despite the recommendation that CERF funding be for projects in 
existing humanitarian appeals or (Flash) appeals under preparation43. Once the CAP 
was launched, the Financial Tracking System (FTS) included the CERF grants as 
contributions to projects in the CAP, which caused confusion on the ground because the 
status of funding and unmet requirements was inaccurate. As a likely result, several of 
these projects (WFP, UNICEF for nutrition, and FAO) ended up being more than 100% 
funded (FTS as of 14 June 2013). 
 

90. When CERF projects do not focus outright on the reinforcement of livelihoods, they 
include resilience-building components such as partnerships with national structures and 

                                                             
41 “Where relevant, CERF submissions should be based on the existing humanitarian strategic planning 
frameworks (i.e. CHAP, CAP, and Flash Appeals, country strategies)”; CERF Rapid Response Window: 
Procedures and Criteria; September 2011.  
42 Towards the end of April 2012, an analysis of the contributions to the government Response Plan 
showed that an estimated 60 per cent of the requirements were covered (including by the CERF) and the 
SNU decided to prepare a Consolidated Appeal for the missing 40 per cent and assistance for refugees 
from Mali. 
43 “ In situations where a Flash Appeal is planned, the development of both the Flash Appeal and CERF 
requests should start immediately and proceed in tandem”...“All CERF-funded projects should be 
included in the Flash Appeal”; Ibid. 
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community-based organizations for implementation and capacity-building to improve 
the humanitarian response (e.g. training and supervision of health workers for the 
management of cases of severe acute malnutrition, data collection and reporting, etc.). 
The priority, however, was response and mitigation. 
 
Complementarities between sectors and agencies 

 
91. ‘Upstream’ strategic and operational complementarities established between agencies in 

line with their mandates (e.g. WFP, UNICEF and WHO for nutrition and WFP and 
FAO for food security)44 or between sectors led by the same agency (e.g. UNICEF for 
nutrition and WASH) are well reflected in the CERF projects for the response to 
malnutrition. These complementarities fall within a wider and longer-term approach to 
optimize support to government efforts in these areas. 

Agency Activities and caseload 

WFP Provision of supplementary feeding for the treatment of 70,500 children under five with 
MAM through public health centres, including SAM cases taken care of by UNICEF once 
their condition improves  

UNICEF Provision of therapeutic food and essential drugs for the treatment of 25,000 children under 
five with SAM through the national health system and community level health resources 

UNICEF Distribution of hygiene kits to 50,000 families with a child suffering from SAM through the 
health centres managing SAM cases and hand washing kits for 61 CREN 

WHO Treatment of 7,500 children under five with SAM and medical complications 

Table 7: Complementarities between agencies in the nutrition sector – Source: project documents 

3.5 Support to the Humanitarian Reform 

92. The CERF process reinforced the RC’s leadership role45 within the UN system since the 
prioritization was carried out under his guidance. Inter-agency coordination was also 
reinforced. The CERF life-saving criteria provided an objective basis for the preparation 
of the submission.  
 

93. CERF enhanced the credibility of the Resident Coordinator (RC) and UN agencies with 
the government and donors. Put another way, had CERF funding not been made 
available after all the work invested in the response plan, the credibility of the RC and 
agencies would have been seriously compromised.  
 

94. Except for the nutrition sector, the CERF allocation process does not seem to have 
fostered “equal footing” dialogue and partnerships between UN agencies and NGOs, but 
it may have contributed to strengthening coordination as a basis for achieving better 
coverage with available (CERF and non-CERF) resources.  

                                                             
44 For instance, agencies have agreed that UNICEF is responsible for the procurement of ready-to-use 
therapeutic food for children under five with SAM while WFP is responsible for supplementary food for 
children with MAM.  
45 The RC had not yet been nominated HC at the time. 
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3.6 Timeliness of CERF 

95. The UN Country Team (UNCT)46 had been aware of the deteriorating food security and 
nutrition situation since October 2011, and had advised the government to seek external 
assistance and would probably have turned to CERF in late 2011 had it been possible 
but found it difficult to do so without a political green light and a humanitarian appeal 
of some sort. The timeliness of the request for CERF funding was therefore not optimal. 
 

96. The RR request on 11 April 2012 was triggered by: 
• The final results of a crop assessment carried out by the Ministry of 

Agriculture between December 2011 and February 2012 (mentioned above), 
which clarified the extent of the crisis; 

• The publication of the government’s response plan and the call for national 
and international solidarity a few days later (2 March 2012);  

• The imminent beginning of the lean period;  
• A funding gap of approximately 81 per cent (US$93,591,000) of the 

international humanitarian response requirements, for which contributions 
worth US$22,348,000 had been received, and of around 45 per cent of the 
requirements of the government response plan.  
 

97. The request was prepared and submitted to the CERF secretariat in slightly less than 
two weeks (between 31 March and 11 April 2012). The CERF secretariat had already 
indicated how much could be realistically requested, which was useful as there was no 
need to subsequently reduce the amount and modify project proposals. 
 

98. The grants were approved by the USG between 18 and 20 April, on average five 
working days after they were submitted, which is extremely rapid, and the 
disbursements made between 3 and 10 May 201247, i.e. an average of 12.2 working 
days after receipt of the final proposal, which is slightly over the 2011 CERF 
benchmark of 11 working days, but is due to one agency taking much longer than the 
others to counter-sign the allocation letter.  

 Official 
submission –final 
proposal 

Final proposal 
– ERC/USG 
approval 

ERC/USG 
approval 
allocation 
letter counter 
signed 

Allocation 
letter counter-
signed –
disbursement 
of funds 

Total (official 
submission to 
disbursement) 

Average 
number of 
working days 

3.8 1.2 5.2 5.8 16 

Table 8: Average number of working days between submission and disbursement, based on CERF data 

Agreements with implementing / cooperating partners 

                                                             
46A Humanitarian Country Team was established in May 2012 and includes the UN agencies involved in 
the humanitarian response, a few NGOs (ACF, CRS, HKI, Oxfam, Plan International), two donor 
representatives (ECHO and Sweden) since the beginning of 2013 and the ICRC as an observer. 2012 
seems to have been very much of a learning process with respect to humanitarian response and 
humanitarian coordination mechanisms. 
47 It took between 9 and 21 working days for the entire process depending on the agency. 
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99. FAO made the first disbursements to its implementing/cooperating partners, including 
government entities, in June 2012, which is fairly rapid considering that they started 
their activities in May. UNICEF, on the other hand, disbursed funds for the WASH 
project implemented in partnership with APS fairly late in the year (October 2012), but 
the activities themselves also started rather late (September). 
 

100. The speed with which WFP disbursed cannot be ascertained because implementing 
partners and related information were not included in Annex 1 of the RC/HC’s annual 
report on the use of CERF grants.  
 

101. Two of FAO’s implementing partners indicated that the funds they receive for the 
activities they perform are insufficient to cover their expenses for small but complex 
operations that require a great deal of communication at local level and are often 
affected by delays in the receipt of inputs, but that they are ready to co-finance because 
of the humanitarian nature of the activities. In the case of WFP, one NGO no longer 
responds to calls for applications because it cannot co-finance activities. 
 
No-cost extensions and reprogramming requests 

102. The only agency having requested an amendment to a CERF contract for drought 
response was FAO. The request, for a reprogramming of activities and no-cost 
extension, was submitted to the CERF secretariat in September 2012 and approved on 
14 September. FAO had carried out over 80 per cent of the activities and made savings 
of about 12 per cent of the budget due to lower purchasing prices and favourable 
exchange rates. FAO wished to use them to provide livestock assistance to Malian 
refugees. FAO had received a separate CERF grant to assist Malian refugees and host 
communities and the need for supporting the most vulnerable refugee households that 
had been forced to sell their animals by providing ruminants had arisen. The extension 
of the project completion date from 6 November to 31 December 2012 was needed in 
order to purchase the animals at a better time of the year (i.e. after the rainy season).  
 

103. The completion of all of the WHO activities within the six-month RR implementation 
period could not be ascertained. 
 

104. The completion of the UNICEF WASH project activities within the 6-month RR 
timeframe and the number of beneficiaries reached could not be verified either but 
according to an independent evaluation of UNICEF’s response48, the WASH in Nut 
activities had limited results. The information provided in the annual RC/HC report 
contains inconsistencies regarding the number of beneficiaries49 and mistakes. Annex 1 
indicates that Oxfam was the implementing partner for drought response whereas APS 

                                                             
48 Évaluation de la réponse de l’UNICEF à la crise alimentaire et nutritionnelle au Sahel; Etude de cas au 
Burkina Faso; Mirella Mokbel Genequand, Montserrat Saboya, and Marcel Daba Bengaly ; April 2013. 
49 There are inconsistencies between the final project document (12-CEF-044) and the ‘expected results’ 
in the project summary in the annual report. In the project document, under ‘main expected results’, the 
families of 50,000 children  were to be sensitized, while the project summary indicates under ‘results’ that 
the families of 20,000 children were sensitized and in a separate section, that the project was able to reach 
20,000 children instead of the 12,500 planned. Finally, no mention is made of the (beneficiary) refugee 
caseload (7,500) in the project summary for the refugee response project, the title of which was changed 
accordingly. 
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was and is only mentioned in the common narrative of the report. In addition, some of 
the information is presented in a way that masks poor achievements. One the expected 
results (Provision of hygiene kits to 50,000 families with a SAM child and 12,750 
children in Bisongo) is not clearly reported upon in the project summary, which states 
that WASH kits were supplied to 1,288 health centres out of an expected 1,658 but not 
how many families received a kit. The independent evaluation found that 20 of the 1658 
health centres actually delivered kits.  

 
105. The UNICEF and WFP projects for nutrition experienced delays resulting in either the 

postponement of some of the activities or changes in the number of distributions (e.g. 
the WFP food arrived too late for the July-September distribution timeframe and was 
hampered by access difficulties due to rain). As a result of the reduction in the number 
of monthly distributions, the number of beneficiaries was increased (food and 
supplementary feeding). 

3.7 Monitoring, reporting and accountability 

106. The agencies’ monitoring and evaluation mechanisms differ, but include monitoring 
and reporting provisions in agreements with partners, agreements with government 
counterparts for monitoring and the collection, compilation and transmission of 
essential data, field-level presence (sub-offices), staff presence during distributions, 
post-distribution monitoring, field visits by capital-based agency staff, joint field visits 
by agency, government, and implementing partners, surveys at the end of the 
implementation period (UNICEF), an impact evaluation and a food security assessment 
with the government towards the end of the year (WFP). FAO and WFP closely 
monitored the beneficiary selection process carried out by their partners in association 
with the local authorities and community leaders and representative on the basis of 
agreed criteria.  
 

107. The common narrative on drought response in the annual RC/HC CERF report 
provides a good description of the humanitarian situation and needs at the time, and 
how these were prioritized. With respect to the questions that would reflect the value 
added of CERF, they do not provide answers for all of the sectors concerned50.  

 
108. With respect to the project summaries of the RC/HC CERF report, the WFP and 

UNICEF nutrition summaries are detailed (please refer also to the previous section) and 
use the indicators included in the project document. Both of them reached a larger 
number of beneficiaries than foreseen. Nevertheless, the results as formulated in the 
nutrition summary seem to be copied from the expected results and do not provide the 
actual healing and death rates. The WASH project summary reports on three of the four 
expected results (the distribution of hygiene kits is not mentioned), while the 
rehabilitation of hand pumps and latrines, mentioned in the project document and 
included in the budget, is not included either in the expected results in the project 
document or the project summary. The FAO project summary includes more expected 
results than the project document, which is partly due to the reprogramming of 
activities, and reports on all of them (most are quantitative). The number of 

                                                             
50 While the general narrative is prepared by OCHA, inputs for these specific questions are provided by 
the agencies. 
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beneficiaries reached is higher than foreseen. Agencies did not all correctly or 
systematically list their implementing partners (e.g. WFP indicated in the project 
document that about US$168,800 would be channelled to cooperating partners but has 
not listed them in Annex 1).  

 
109. Most project summaries in the annual report on the use of CERF funds indicate under 

Point 13 that the projects were not tied to a CAP project using a gender marker code, 
but the FTS list of CAP projects categorized by gender marker code shows otherwise. 
This may stem from a lack of awareness at reporting level that CERF projects were 
included in the CAP or that CAP projects are gender coded. With respect to the five 
drought response projects, only FAO indicated the gender marker code. 

 
110. Agencies find the CERF reporting format simple to use and the timing of the report 

convenient. Agency CERF reporting focal points submitted inputs to OCHA for 
consolidation. Estimating the number of beneficiaries reached is regarded as one of the 
most difficult aspects. An unforeseen difficulty stemmed from the lack of clarity as to 
the language to use: two agencies provided inputs in English that had to be translated 
into French. Unlike the preparation of the submission to CERF, the drafting process did 
not involve any interaction between the four agencies and five sectors having received 
funding, which is a lost learning opportunity. The preparation of the annual report 
requires a lot of work from OCHA in terms of providing guidance, consolidating the 
information, and ensuring that the requested information is included. 
 

111. There were mixed views about a possible change in the reporting system from an 
annual report to a report for each CERF allocation. Whilst there is recognition that this 
would reduce the risk of losing information resulting from frequent staff turnover, there 
are fears that this would increase the workload. In the case of UNICEF, the current 
annual report combines well with an internal emergency report due on 30 March, but 
changing the system would not pose a problem for specific emergencies such as 
meningitis. For WFP, since the CERF annual report coincides with the standard project 
report per programme (EMOP; PRRO, etc.), an annual report is more convenient. 

3.8 CERF and OCHA guidance and support 

112. CERF guidance is viewed as helpful - although there seems to have been some 
confusion as to the kind of capacity-building that can be considered - and formats 
straightforward. CERF guidelines were useful not only for project formulation but also 
vis-à-vis government partners requesting support for ineligible activities. The CERF 
secretariat provided feedback rapidly following the submission. 
 

113. UN agencies have appreciated the support provided by OCHA’s regional office 
around the time of the CERF submission, i.e. sending staff on alternating surge capacity 
between February-April 2012 while setting up an office, but did not find this model 
very effective in terms of providing leadership and guidance to agencies that were not 
used to emergencies. An OCHA Humanitarian Advisors Team in the RC/HC’s office 
was eventually established at the end of April 2012. 
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3.9 Value added of CERF 

114. Interviewees regard the CERF Rapid Response window as an excellent funding 
mechanism for the following reasons: 

• CERF is reliable. In the case of WFP, country offices can borrow from an 
internal advance funding mechanism if there is a high probability that a pledge 
will materialize, which is the case with CERF, and repay the loan once the 
contribution is confirmed. This speeds up procurement. In the case of FAO, 
preparatory work (e.g. identifying partners, preparing contracts, preparing calls 
for tenders, etc.) starts as soon as a request is under preparation. 

• CERF funding can be rapidly mobilised; the entire process from the submission 
of the initial request to disbursement of funds took an average of 12 working 
days. 

• CERF enabled agencies to rapidly start or scale up operations51 to address key 
gaps in the response at a time when funding was still limited or unavailable, and 
while looking for additional funding. 

• Given that there had been no major emergency in Burkina Faso in previous 
years, most agencies were development-oriented and ill-equipped for 
humanitarian operations. A few of them used CERF funds to reinforce their 
emergency response capacities and those of government services.   

• By enabling the UN to be active in the field at an early stage and build its 
credibility, CERF funding helped catalyze funding from donors. Two 
agencies/sectors see a clear link between CERF and further funding (FAO for 
agriculture and UNICEF for nutrition).  

• There may be a lack of pro-activeness on the part of a couple of UN agencies 
with respect to fund-raising and a general tendency for agencies to look at CERF 
as a first resort for resource mobilization.  

• For WHO, CERF was essential as the only source of funding.  
• CERF formats, guidelines and procedures are straightforward when compared to 

other funding sources and agencies are increasingly familiar with them, which 
makes them easier still. 
 

115. CERF funding came early enough for most of the activities but slightly too late to 
enable FAO to implement some of them at the optimal moment in the pastoral and 
agricultural calendar given the time needed to mobilize partners, procure inputs adapted 
to the agricultural and ecological characteristics of each area and cultural preferences 
and organize the delivery of assistance (e.g. animal feed was provided in June, which is 
the end of the lean period for animals). Both UNICEF and WFP pointed out that it takes 
about three months for supplementary and therapeutic food procured abroad to reach the 
distribution points/health centres. 

3.10 Recommendations 

To the Humanitarian Coordinator 

Recommendation 1: The RC/HC should make sure, with the help of OCHA, that NGOs 
are informed of upcoming CERF prioritization and allocation processes so as to give 
them a chance to participate in the relevant sector meetings, contribute to the 

                                                             
51 The drought response had started on a modest scale in 2011 with funding from a few donors. 
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programming and position themselves as potential partners. Clear instructions to sector 
leads should be given to that effect. This would improve the inclusiveness and 
transparency of CERF processes as well as their effectiveness in terms of forging 
partnerships. 

Recommendation 2: OCHA should prepare an update on funding (contributions, 
commitments and likely pledges) based on the FTS and information collected by 
(humanitarian) donors at country level prior to or in the initial stage of a CERF process 
in order to inform the funding gap analysis and CERF prioritization. Dialogue between 
UN agencies and (humanitarian) donors should be strengthened around the time of 
CERF processes. 

Recommendation 3: As soon as the USG/ERC confirms an allocation, the RC/HC 
should consider discussing with the HCT the possibility of conducting a simple stock-
taking exercise four or five months after the approval of a CERF RR allocation in order 
to find out if projects are on track and achieving their objectives. In its simplest form, 
this could be done by circulating an excel table requesting recipient agencies to provide 
a simple update on project status by indicating progress against targets, the approximate 
percentage of funding utilised and highlighting any challenges or delays related to 
implementation.  This would enable the RC/HC to gauge if CERF implementation is on 
track and to prompt agencies to submit no-cost or reprogramming requests if required. 

Recommendation 4: After a CERF allocation is received, OCHA should consider 
circulating a summary of the reasoning behind allocation decisions at all coordination 
levels so as to improve the transparency of the process. 

Recommendation 5: The RC/HC should consider discussing with the HCT the 
possibility of organizing an After Action Review after the implementation of each 
CERF allocation in order to draw the lessons-learned while they are still fresh in 
people’s minds. This exercise would include preparing the inputs required for the 
preparation of the annual report (or chapters on distinct allocations for the annual 
report). 

Recommendation 6: The RC/HC should make sure, with OCHA’s help, that the relevant 
government structures and implementing partners receive the annual report on the use of 
CERF grants. 

To UN agencies 

Recommendation 7: Agencies should ensure that adequate project management systems 
are in place so as to be in a position to comply with CERF guidelines and in particular 
the requirement that an authorization be requested prior to reprogramming activities 
and/or to extend the implementation period. 

Recommendation 8: When submitting project reporting to the annual RC/HC CERF 
report, agencies should ensure that inputs are in line with the approved project proposals 
and amendments (reprogramming and no-cost extensions), if any. 

Recommendation 9: For the sake of transparency, agencies should inform their 
implementing partners at an early stage that they are receiving CERF funding.  

To the OCHA Humanitarian Advisors Team 
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Recommendation 10: When putting together the annual report, OCHA should verify 
that agency inputs, in particular project sheets, are in line with the approved project 
proposals and amendments (reprogramming and no-cost extensions), if any. 

To the CERF secretariat 

Recommendations to the CERF secretariat have all been included at the end of the 
Executive Summary. 
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Map of Niger 
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Chapter 4: Niger 
Executive Summary 

116. CERF was the third largest source of funding for Niger in 2012 (without counting un-
earmarked allocations by UN agencies).  
 

117. CERF was a particularly early source of funding for drought response in Niger. The 
RR allocation of November 2011 enabled agencies to start responding to needs before 
the beginning of the lean season, thereby mitigating the effects of the crisis at an early 
stage, while the March 2012 allocation helped agencies respond to the still deteriorating 
food security and nutrition situation.  

 
118. The 2011 request was made in late October, which was extremely timely considering 

the early warning indications that a major crisis was in the making, but the absence of 
recent food security and nutrition assessments made it difficult for the RC/HC and HCT 
to demonstrate a worsening of the situation justifying a RR allocation from the CERF. 
The request was revised and re-submitted on two occasions before the CERF secretariat 
felt in a position to respond positively to the request.  
 

119. CERF proved to be a rapid source of funding in the case of both allocations (the 
average number of days between the revised project proposals and disbursement of 
funds was within the CERF benchmark of 11 days for both). The speed of CERF is 
enhanced by its clear conditions and criteria, in-country familiarity with them, and the 
understanding of operational matters at the CERF secretariat. In the case of WFP, 
country offices can request loans from internal advance mechanisms as soon as there is 
a reliable indication of funding, such as with CERF. 
 

120. CERF is a responsive and flexible funding mechanism as evidenced by the November 
2011 RR allocation on the basis of early indications of a deteriorating situation and that 
a major crisis was in the making. WFP, FAO, and UNICEF were able to scale up the 
response at an early stage, thus mitigating the impact of the crisis and avoiding the 
unfolding of the worst case scenario.  
 

121. CERF enabled the HCT to prioritize the needs, which allowed agencies to provide an 
integrated response package combining emergency response and the strengthening of 
resilience. Government counterparts stressed the value of this approach. 
 

122. By providing funding for air transportation, which is the only reliable means to travel 
around the country for the entire humanitarian community, CERF UFE 2011 and RR 
2012 allocations strengthened common response capacities. Without air transportation, 
access problems due to insecurity, poor road conditions or distance would have 
seriously hampered operations and monitoring. 
 

123. CERF played a catalytic role with respect to resource mobilization because on the one 
hand CERF allocations signal a crisis early on and secondly, they provide the possibility 
for some donors reluctant to finance a project alone to join in (e.g. air transport).  
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124. CERF drought submissions in 2011 and 2012 were prepared under the strategic and 
technical guidance of the HC and the HCT. Cluster coordinators were involved in their 
preparation, but while cluster level consultations seem to have taken place for the 2011 
UFE submission (more time available) this does not seem to have been the case for the 
RR submissions. Clusters coordinators, however, conducted inclusive ‘upstream’ 
processes with government entities and NGOs for the preparation of the CAP. At the 
time of the March 2012 drought response allocation, the inter-cluster coordination 
mechanism had not yet been established and the HCT served as the forum for both 
strategic and technical discussions. This has now changed and the inter-cluster 
mechanism is involved in CERF prioritization processes at technical level. 
 

125. The joint preparation of integrated CERF requests under the leadership of the RC/HC 
reaffirmed the latter’s responsibility for leading and coordinating humanitarian action 
and reinforced inter-agency cooperation and coordination with the government.  
 

126. Agencies have standard mechanisms in place for monitoring their projects but there 
seems to be little mutual accountability with respect to the implementation of CERF 
projects and unless an agency requests a no-cost extension or a reprogramming of 
activities, implementation delays are not brought to the attention of the RC/HC. 
 

127. The preparation of the 2012 annual report on the use of CERF funds report was 
cumbersome for the agencies and OCHA because it involved reporting on six separate 
allocations and 26 projects. The common narrative of the chapter on the response to the 
drought of the (draft) annual report on the use of CERF funds reports on both the 
October 2011 and March 2012 allocations and provides a good overview of the 
humanitarian situation, CERF processes and geographic and sector prioritization, as 
well as the results of the October 2011 projects, but fails to clearly reply to a few 
general questions concerning the value added of CERF (e.g. fast delivery of assistance; 
response to time-critical needs; and improved coordination).  

4.1 Context 

128. Niger is ranked as the least developed nation in 2012 in the (2013) UNDP Human 
Development Index (186th out of 186 countries). Over 80 per cent of its land area lies in 
the Sahara desert. It has a population of over 16 million and the economy is largely 
based on subsistence rain-fed agriculture and some export agriculture, animal husbandry 
and uranium extraction. 82 per cent of the workforce makes a living from agriculture 
(53 per cent) and livestock (29 per cent). Recurrent droughts, desertification, a high 
population growth rate (2.9 per cent) and a drop in world demand for uranium have 
weakened the economy.  
 

129. An estimated 2.5 million people are chronically unable to meet their basic food 
requirements. During periods of constrained access to food, millions more can fall into 
transitory food insecurity such as during the 2010 crisis when more than seven million 
people became food insecure (Niger was the worst-hit country).  

 
130. Child malnutrition is high: 42 per cent of children are chronically malnourished. The 

national nutrition survey of June 2011 found a ‘serious’ GAM rate of 12.3 per cent 
(above the alert threshold) among children under five. During the peak of the 2012 
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crisis, the prevalence of GAM among children under five reached 14.8 per cent, 
exceeding the 15 per cent emergency threshold in four of eight regions of the country. 
Even during non-crisis years, rates of acute malnutrition can rapidly peak beyond 
emergency thresholds during the lean period. By mid-November 2011, the number of 
children treated for SAM (270,924 children as of 20 November 2011) was well above 
the expected caseload of 200,000 cases for 2011. 

 
131. In 2011/2012, unevenly distributed and sporadic rainfall from July-September 2011 

generated a cereal production deficit of 692,000 tonnes and a fodder production deficit 
of over 10 million tonnes, representing 50 per cent of livestock consumption needs. 
Significant increases in cereal prices and high levels of household debt exacerbated an 
already fragile situation and by the peak of the lean season, 22 per cent of the 
population was estimated to be severely food insecure. The country had not yet fully 
recovered from the 2009/2010 food security crisis, especially small farmers who had not 
been able to reconstitute their stocks. In Tillaberi and Tahoua in particular, the situation 
was exacerbated by the massive return of Nigeriens from Côte d’Ivoire, Libya, and 
Nigeria during the first half of 2011 and the arrival of refugees from Mali in 2012.  

 
132. The Prime Minister alerted the international community of an imminent food security 

and nutrition crisis as early as August 2011 and the President appealed for international 
assistance during the UN General Assembly in September 2011.  
 

133. Pending the results of the National Survey on Household Vulnerability expected in 
December 2011, the government launched an (emergency) preliminary support plan for 
vulnerable populations52 in October 2011 for 2.8 million people affected by cereal and 
fodder production deficits in areas where SAM rates were above the 10 per cent alert 
threshold (Tillaberi, Tahoua, Maradi, Zinder, and Diffa). The preliminary results of the 
survey, made public in January 2012, showed that in December 2011, 1.3 million 
people, or 34.5 per cent of the population, were food insecure, of whom 8.5 per cent 
severely (food stocks for less than one month). Since then, these numbers were believed 
to have increased. 

4.2 CERF funding to Niger 

134. In 2012, Niger received four RR allocations from CERF for a total of US$24,609,716, 
which represents 6 per cent of all humanitarian contributions. CERF was the third 
largest source of funding for Niger in 2012 (without counting un-earmarked allocations 
by UN agencies).  
 

                                                             
52 Plan de soutien préliminaire aux populations vulnérables 2011 – 2012, DNPGCA, Cellule de Crise 
Alimentaire (CCA), Octobre 2011 
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Figure 6: Funding per Donor in 2012, starting at 0.5 per cent upwards, as of 12 June 2012 – FTS 

 
135. One of these allocations, of US$15,933,118, was made in March 2012 for drought 

response. However, CERF funding for drought response was allocated as early as 
September 2011 for drought-related food security and nutrition projects as part of a 
US$6 million UFE submission and was followed by a US$6 million RR allocation in 
November 2011. These early requests/grants were made as a conscious effort to take 
early action in order to avoid the possibly dramatic consequences of late resource 
mobilization such as in the Horn of Africa the same year. 
 

136. The November 2011 RR allocation included grants for food, agriculture and 
health/nutrition (UNICEF and WFP), as shown in the table below. It represented 5 per 
cent of total requirements at the time (US$114,375,329) and 13 per cent of the 41 per 
cent funding shortfall for these 2011 CAP projects as per the RC/HC’s request. 
 

Cluster Agencies Amount (US$) Percentage of total 
CERF contribution 

Agriculture FAO 700,000 12% 

Food WFP 2,331,836 39% 

Health/nutrition UNICEF, WFP 2,969,596 49% 

Total CERF contribution  6,001,432 100% 
Table 9: Share of Funding per Cluster for the US$6,001,432 drought response allocation of October 2011, based on 
CERF data 

 
137. The grant to WFP for food was the largest and covered 5 per cent of total requirements 

for this project (US$48,470,938 as per the RC/HC’s submission53) and 17 per cent of 
the 28 per cent funding shortfall at the time. The project aimed to create and restore 
community assets in the areas affected by recurring shocks and vulnerability and 
improve the food consumption of the affected population through food for work for 
4,780 households in Tillabéri and cash for work for 5,157 households in Tahoua.  

 

                                                             
53 Overall requirements of this 2011 CAP project were subsequently revised to US$70.4 million to 
include increased needs (source: final project document). 
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138. The grant to WFP for nutrition covered 8 per cent of total requirements 
(US$13,297,491) and 68 per cent of the 11 per cent funding shortfall for a project to 
help prevent the deterioration in the nutritional status of children aged 6 to 23 months 
through the provision of a food supplement to at least 95 percent of the target group in 
the Tillaberi Region (44,250 children). 

 
139. UNICEF also received a grant for nutrition which covered 8 per cent of total 

requirements (US$24,129,000) at the time and 31 per cent of the 26 per cent funding 
shortfall. The UNICEF project consisted in ensuring the availability of Ready to Use 
Therapeutic Food (RUTF) for the treatment of at least 42,000 children under five 
affected by severe acute malnutrition (excess caseload) in food insecure regions 
(Tillaberi and Tahoua) and their access to quality treatment. 
 

140. The grant to FAO for agriculture covered 2 per cent of its total requirements at the 
time (US$28,477,900) and 3 per cent of its 87 per cent funding shortfall at the time, 
which seems very little given the importance of protecting livelihoods. This sector had 
the largest funding shortfall by far. The project consisted in supporting the livelihoods 
of small herders in Tillaberi and Tahoua regions (two of those most affected by animal 
losses in 2010) through the provision of a daily feed complement for 55,550 ruminants 
over a three month period.  
 

Agency Number of 
projects 

Amount (US$) Percentage of total 
CERF contribution 

FAO 1 700,000 12% 

UNICEF 1 1,950,000 32% 

WFP 2 3,351,432 56% 

Total CERF contribution 4 6,001,432 100% 
Table 10: Share of Funding per Agency for the US$6,001,432 drought response allocation of October 2011, based on 
CERF data 

141. The March 2012 RR allocation went to food security/agriculture and common support 
services (UNHAS). It represented 7 per cent of total requirements (US$229,000,000) 
and 12 per cent of the 60 per cent funding shortfall for these projects at the time54, as 
per the RC/HC’s request.  
 

Cluster Agencies Amount (US$) Percentage of total 
CERF contribution 

Agriculture FAO 2,412,896 15% 

Food WFP 12,520,222 79% 

Coordination/Support Services 
(UNHAS) 

WFP 1,000,000 6% 

Total CERF contribution  15,933,118 100% 
Table 11: Share of Funding per Cluster for the US$15,933,118 drought response allocation of April 2012, based on 
CERF data 
 

                                                             
54 The CAP was being revised and the revised CAP, launched in April 2012, almost doubled its 
requirements from US$229 million to US$451 million, i.e. a 97 per cent increase. 



 

49 

 

142. The grant to WFP for food covered 6 per cent of total requirements (US$209,892,409 
as per the final CERF project document) and 9 per cent of the 66 per cent funding 
shortfall. The project was to assist around 184,000 severely food insecure beneficiaries 
in the urban peripheries of Agadez, Tillaberi, and Tahoua through cash transfers. The 
grant to FAO for agriculture covered 10 per cent of total project requirements 
(US$23,344,200) and 12 per cent of its 85 per cent funding shortfall. The project 
consisted in restoring the livelihoods of the most vulnerable households through the 
provision of rain-fed crop seeds and animal feed to small cattle herders. 
 

143. A grant was also made to WFP in support of humanitarian flights, which covered 11 
per cent of project requirements (US$8,982,158) and 14 per cent of the 81 per cent 
funding shortfall. The project consisted in scaling up air transport capacities from one to 
two aircrafts and enhancing the operations support structure, so as to respond to 
increased demand.  

Agency Number of 
projects 

Amount (US$) Percentage of total 
CERF contribution 

FAO 1 2,412,896 15% 

WFP 2 13,520,222 85% 

Total CERF contribution  15,933,118 100% 
Table 12: Share of Funding per Agency for the US$15,933,118 drought response allocation of April 2012, based on 
CERF data 

144. According to information provided by agencies in the annual RC/HC CERF report for 
Niger the share of funding channelled to implementing partners for the 2012 RR 
drought response allocation, of 53 per cent (US$8,457,754) was exceptionally high. 
This is due to the fact that WFP implemented a cash transfer programme rather than 
food distributions. The share of the WFP grant channelled to its partners is of 68 per 
cent (US$8,401,249 for seven NGOs and micro-finance institutions), while the 
proportion for FAO is of 2 per cent (US$56,505). 

4.3 Inclusive and transparent prioritization and decision-making process 

145. CERF submissions in 2011 and 2012 were prepared under the strategic guidance of 
the HC and the HCT55, with OCHA’s assistance. The CERF secretariat was consulted 
ahead of time about the amount that could be realistically expected, which was helpful 
in terms of avoiding time losses resulting from the need to reduce budgets at a later 
stage56.  

 
146. Cluster coordinators57 were involved in their preparation, but while cluster level 

consultations seem to have taken place for the 2011 UFE submission (more time 
available) this does not seem to have been the case for the RR submissions. Clusters 

                                                             
55 The HCT comprises the HC, the UN agencies involved in the humanitarian response and IOM, 
ECHO/EU, French Cooperation, five NGO representatives on a rotating basis, and ICRC as an observer.  
56 This more effective and efficient approach, followed since 2011, is an outcome of lessons learned. In 
the past, one to two weeks could be lost as a consequence of sending unrealistic requests. This does not 
apply to UFE submissions, the amount of which is communicated in advance. 
57 Clusters were officially established in February 2010; these include food security; nutrition; protection; 
WASH; health; education; logistics; and there is a working group on early recovery.  
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coordinators, however, conducted inclusive ‘upstream’ processes with government 
entities and NGOs for the preparation of the CAP.  

 
147. At the time of the March 2012 drought response allocation, the inter-cluster 

coordination mechanism had not yet been established and the HCT served as the forum 
for both strategic and technical discussions. This has now changed and the inter-cluster 
mechanism is involved in CERF prioritization processes at technical level. 

 
148. The decision regarding which agencies should be included in a CERF request has 

occasionally required firmness on the part of the RC/HC as all agencies tend to want to 
be part of the response. The March 2012 RR allocation is a good example of a thorough 
prioritization since only two agencies requested funding: WFP for food/cash assistance 
and air transportation and FAO for seeds and fodder. At the time, the projects supported 
by the CERF allocations of October and December 2011 were still being implemented.  
 

149. Amounts to be allotted to each agency were agreed consensually and based on criteria 
such as the relative importance of a sector for a given crisis, funding gaps, requirements 
calculated on the basis of the number of beneficiaries, and the likelihood of obtaining 
funding from other donors.  
 

150. The donor community is closely knit and has good working relations with the 
government and the UN. The RC/HC, in his capacity as UNDP Resident 
Representative, chairs regular meetings of the OECD DAC committee, where 
humanitarian issues are sometimes discussed. While so far there has been no systematic 
periodic collection and consolidation of pledges and contributions from the government 
and donors, the RC/HC has tasked OCHA with doing so as an essential tool for the 
precise identification of financial gaps58, including for CERF processes. This would not 
only provide a more accurate picture of funding available and forthcoming but is also is 
expected to have a positive impact on humanitarian resource mobilization59. 

4.4 Coherence of the submission 

Life-saving criteria 

151. The CERF life-saving criteria were adhered to and did not present any particular 
problem for drought response given that there was consensus about the need to protect 
and strengthen livelihoods.  

 
Integration of the CERF into wider strategic planning  

152. The working relationship between the government and the UN in 2011 is so tight that 
the government has appropriated humanitarian coordination mechanisms and tools that 
were initially perceived as potentially competing with their own60. As a result the CAP 
is in line with the government response strategy (the CAP, however, includes sectors 
                                                             
58 There are delays in the updating of the Financial Tracking System.  
59 NB: Few donors have a humanitarian capacity; these include ECHO, USAID, French Cooperation, and 
AECID. 
60  The invitation by USG Valerie Amos of government representatives to the CERF fundraising 
conference in late 2011, which enabled them to draw attention to the situation in Niger and mobilise 
funding, seems to have played a key role in this respect. 
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that are not part of the government plan such as health, WASH, shelter etc.). Projects 
for which CERF funding is requested are priority projects of the CAP and the 
government is well informed of which projects receive CERF grants. 
 

153. WFP and FAO 2012 food security projects were in line with the regional strategy and 
the “3N” Initiative61 of the Government of Niger published in April 2012 (i.e. the month 
of the 2012 CERF allocation), which aims to "Strengthening national capacities for food 
production, supply and resilience to food crises and disasters" building on five priority 
axes. A key component of Priority 1 (Increase and diversification of agro-forestry-
pastoral and fishing) is to improve the productive capacity of land and water, which 
FAO contributed to through the distribution of improved seed varieties.  
 

Complementarities between sectors and agencies 
 

154. The preparation of the drought response (food security and nutrition) in 2011/2012 
required cooperation between WFP, FAO, and UNICEF and involved the identification 
of operational complementarities at the strategic and planning stages. In reality, 
operational complementarities seem to have been stronger between WFP and UNICEF 
for nutrition than for WFP and FAO for food security, except for the fact that the same 
areas were targeted62.  

4.5 Support to the Humanitarian Reform 

155. The joint preparation of integrated CERF requests under the leadership of the RC/HC 
reaffirmed the latter’s responsibility for leading and coordinating humanitarian action 
and reinforced inter-agency cooperation and coordination with the government.  

4.6 Timeliness of CERF 

156. The RC/HC submitted a request to CERF for drought response on 25 October 2011, 
which was prompted by: 
• Alarming warning signs from the country’s Early Warning System (SAP) regarding 

the food security outlook for the upcoming lean season; 
• A forecast by the Pastoral Development Office that fodder production would 

register a deficit estimated at around 10 million tons of dry matter, which would 
immediately affect pastoralists in the affected areas as they would not be in a 
position to feed their animals and would be forced to sell them at a very low price so 
as to avoid their starvation, and aggravate malnutrition of children under five; 

• The launch by the National Food Crisis Prevention and Mitigation Mechanism of a 
six-month preliminary support plan (November 2011 through April 2012) - pending 
additional information from the November/December food security assessments - 
for 2.8 million vulnerable people, including 750,000 already severely food insecure, 
affected by cereal and fodder production deficits in areas where SAM rates were 

                                                             
61 Resilience-building is one the strategic axes of the Initiative « 3N » for food and nutritional security 
and sustainable agricultural development « Les Nigériens Nourrissent les Nigériens » (Nigeriens Nourish 
Nigeriens); Presidency; April 2012. 
62 FAO prioritized areas and selected the communities most at risk of food insecurity and malnutrition on 
the basis of the WFP study carried out with its partners (“Evaluation de la sécurité alimentaire des zones à 
risque”) in February 2012. 
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above the 10 per cent alert threshold (Tillaberi, Tahoua, Maradi, Zinder, and Diffa) 
in October 2011; 

• The food production prospects and food security information suggested that 2012 
would worsen the already dire nutritional situation of the most vulnerable 
population if nothing was done; according to the June 2011 survey, the prevalence 
of acute malnutrition in all regions except in Agadez was above alert level (> 10%) 
and had almost reached the emergency level in Tillaberi region (14.8%). At the time 
of the CERF request, a nutrition survey was taking place in Tillabéri and Agadez 
regions, the results of which were expected by mid-November; 

• Agencies were preparing to scale up their assistance and WFP had already twice 
revised its PRRO, but funding was insufficient (41 per cent shortfall for CAP 
projects). 
 

157. The 2011 request was extremely timely considering the food security and nutrition 
timeline in the region and the early indications that a major crisis was in the making, but 
the absence of recent food security and nutrition assessments made it difficult for the 
RC/HC and HCT to demonstrate a worsening of the situation justifying a RR allocation 
from the CERF. The fact that most agencies were planning to start their project 
activities in January 2012 made it possible to wait for the results of the nutritional 
assessment in mid-November. The CERF secretariat also requested information on the 
linkages between the projects for which funding was sought and the September 2011 
UFE projects in the same sectors and on funding requirements since three of the 
projects seemed fairly well funded. The request was revised and re-submitted on two 
occasions (5 and 24 November) before the CERF secretariat felt in a position to respond 
positively to the request. As a consequence, it took an average of 34 working days from 
the initial request to the disbursement of funds, but only an average of 9 days from the 
final proposals to the disbursement of funds, which is within the CERF benchmark of 
11 days. 

 

 Official 
submission –
final 
proposal 

Final Proposal 
– ERC/USG 
approval 

ERC/USG 
approval – 
allocation letter 
counter-signed 

Allocation 
letter counter-
signed –
disbursement 
of funds 

Total (Official 
submission to 
disbursement) 

Average 
number of 
working 
days 

25.25 1.75 3.5 3.75 34.25 

Table 13: Average number of days between submission and disbursement for the 2011 drought response allocation, 
based on CERF data 

158. The March 2012 RR request was triggered by the following  factors: 
• The publication in January 2012 of the results of the National Survey on Household 

Vulnerability, which revealed that 5.4 million people, i.e. 34.9 per cent of the 
population63, were suffering from food insecurity and estimated that by April 2012 

                                                             
63 The survey estimated that 4.1 million people (26.4 per cent of the population) were suffering from 
moderate food insecurity (i.e. their food stocks covered their requirements for one month at the most), 1.3 
million people (8.5 per cent) from severe food insecurity (i.e. they had neither food stocks nor livestock), 
and 3.6 million (23.1 per cent) were at risk (i.e. in a fragile food security situation and likely to become 
food insecure before the next harvest). 
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this number would increase to 6.4 million people (i.e. 2.56 million people more than 
planned for in the CAP, which was subsequently revised). 

• The upward revision of the number of children aged 6-59 months in need of 
assistance for MAM (689,450) and SAM (393,737 instead of the 331,000 initially 
foreseen). 

• The arrival between January and March 2012 of approximately 20,000 refugees and 
10,000 returnees from Mali, mostly in the area of Tillaberi64; 

• The upward revision of estimated needs/requirements in the final version of the 
government support plan; 

• The 60 per cent funding shortfall (US$137 million) at the time of the CERF request. 
The CAP was being revised based on the revision of the government’s support plan. 
The revised CAP, launched in April 2012, almost doubled its requirements (from 
US$229 million to US$451 million, i.e. a 97 per cent increase). 

 
159. The WFP country office played an active role in triggering both the October 2011 and 

March 2012 RR requests65. For FAO, the 2012 allocation came a little late (the 
disbursement of funds was in early May) for the purchase of quality seeds in time for 
the optimal period in the planting season, even though FAO procures them locally from 
producers supported for the production of quality seeds. Fodder was also said to be 
difficult to procure, as in other countries of the region.  
 

160. The 2012 RR request was submitted to the CERF secretariat on 23 March 2012.  The 
CERF secretariat requested clarifications on 26 March 2012 and revised project 
proposals were submitted by WFP and FAO on 19 and 20 April respectively. From the 
final proposal to the disbursement of funds, it took an average of 11 days, which is 
broadly in line with the 2011 CERF benchmark of 11 working days. 

 

 Official 
submission –
final 
Proposal 

Final Proposal 
– ERC/USG 
approval 

ERC/USG 
approval – 
allocation letter 
counter-signed 

Allocation 
letter counter-
signed –
disbursement 
of funds 

Total (Official 
submission to 
disbursement) 

Average 
number of 
working 
days 

19.3 0.7 4.3 6 30.3 

Table 14: Average number of days between submission and disbursement for the 2012 drought response 
allocation, based on CERF data 

Implementing/cooperating partners 

161. For the March 2012 allocation, WFP cooperating partners started implementing in 
June and transfers were made in June; this is extremely rapid but was essential given 
that the programme consisted in providing cash assistance to vulnerable households. 

                                                             
64 The CERF made a separate RR allocation of close to US$5 million in support of the response to the 
refugee crisis. 
65 WFP needed to mobilize resources for kick-start blanket supplementary feeding in Tillaberi in January 
2012 and launched a new Emergency Operation in April 2012 (EMOPs are an indication of a new or 
deteriorating crisis). 
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FAO disbursements to implementing partners were made before partners started their 
activities. 
 
No-cost extension and reprogramming requests 
 

162. For the April 2012 RR allocation, the RC/HC asked the CERF secretariat on 31 July 
201266 that WFP be authorized to use savings resulting from a smaller than anticipated 
urban caseload in Agadez, Tillabera and Tahoua (78,000 people instead of 184,000) to 
assist more than 254,560 rural households in Diffa, Mosso, Maradi, Tahoua and Zinder 
through cash transfers. A Household Economy Analysis (HEA) carried out by WFP to 
refine the urban beneficiary caseload had revealed that 11,169 households needed 
assistance as opposed to 29,336 as originally planned. Another HEA in the rural areas 
had found a much higher caseload of 120,964 instead of 102,796. The government had 
included these areas in its response plan. The no-cost reprogramming request to expand 
the geographic scope of the project and increase the number of beneficiaries (from 
26,303 households to 36,366 households) was made post facto. By then, three of five 
distribution rounds had been completed. The increase in the number of beneficiaries 
was made possible by a reduction of distribution rounds for the urban caseload from six 
to five (monthly distributions had begun in May instead of April). Distributions to the 
rural caseload had started in June. The ERC approved the request, but stressed to the 
RC/HC that agencies should not carry out new activities prior to such requests being 
approved. 

4.7 Monitoring, reporting and accountability 

163. Agencies have different ways of monitoring their projects, which include provisions in 
the agreements with their partners, opening field offices, field visits by agency staff, 
regularly collecting performance indicators, etc.   

 
164. The current RC/HC, who was appointed HC in July 2012, i.e. after the drought 

response allocation, and led a CERF RR process in October 2012 in response to floods, 
took the initiative of organizing regular meetings on the CERF-supported response with 
the agencies concerned (UNICEF, UNDP, WHO) and OCHA. Despite this opportunity 
to report on implementation constraints, it only appeared at the time of reporting that 
UNDP had not implemented its activities (UNDP requested a no-cost extension that was 
denied). 

 
165. The government closely followed the timeliness of the response and the use of funds, 

including through field monitoring. This has enabled it to occasionally identify weak 
capacities, including at the level of implementing partners, and bring up implementation 
difficulties in the past, including for two CERF projects (UNICEF/Oxfam partnership 
for the response to the Libyan crisis in 2011 and UNDP post-floods early recovery 
project in 2012). Accountability is high on the agenda of the Comité Restreint de 
Concertation and the Comité Elargi de Concertation67. A template is being developed to 

                                                             
66 This was well before the project end date on 6 November 2012. 
67 The CRC, directly linked to the office of the Prime Minister, brings together the government, UN 
agencies and donors around food security and nutrition issues at the strategic and decision-making level, 
while the CEC brings together the government and its partners, including donors, the UN, the Red Cross 
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capture all the findings. The government has commissioned an independent evaluation 
of the impact of the interventions carried out in the framework of the 2011-2012 food 
security crisis, which is still provisional68.  

 
166. The chapter of the 2012 (draft) annual report on the use of CERF funds on the 

response to the drought reports on both the October 2011 and March 2012 allocations. 
The common narrative  provides a good overview of the humanitarian situation, CERF 
processes and geographic and sector prioritization, as well as the results of the October 
2011 projects, but fails to clearly reply to a few general questions concerning the value 
added of CERF (e.g. fast delivery of assistance; response to time-critical needs; and 
improved coordination). In addition, the whole paragraph included in response to the 
question “Did CERF funds help respond to time critical needs” takes as an example the 
original March 2012 WFP project and target population of 184,000 urban beneficiaries 
whereas the project was substantially re-programmed, as mentioned earlier.  
 

167. The WFP project summary for the March 2012 project does not make any reference to 
the reprogramming either and reports on results as if the original project had been 
implemented. The FAO project summary for the 2012 project reports on the expected 
outcomes as stated in the project document and includes findings from an assessment by 
the Ministry of Agriculture.  

 
168. The revised CERF annual reporting template is viewed as fairly straightforward (other 

reports, including internal ones, are more complicated). However, despite the fact that 
OCHA drafted the common section of the 2012 annual report, its preparation was 
cumbersome for the agencies, and even more so OCHA, because it involved reporting 
on six separate allocations and 26 projects69. To ease the reporting, as mentioned before, 
a single chapter was dedicated to the 2011 and 2012 RR drought allocations.  

 
169. As a consequence, the idea of replacing the annual reports by separate reports to be 

prepared two/three months after each CERF allocation and tying them to an After 
Action Review were generally positive. In Niger, this could be made to coincide with a 
quarterly update agencies are expected to submit on CAP project implementation and 
results and in a couple of cases would fit in well with internal agency reporting 
processes (FAO and WFP70). FAO carries out its own After Action Reviews and in 
2011, FAO organized an After Action Review by all clusters at the request of the Prime 
Minister’s office. 

                                                                                                                                                                                   
and NGOs at the technical level. These structures are part of the Dispositif National de Prévention et de 
Gestion des Crises Alimentaires (DNPGCA). 
68 « Evaluation des effets des interventions mises en œuvre dans le cadre de la gestion de la crise 
alimentaire 2011-2012” ; Provisional Report ; March 2013. 
69 These are the September 2011 UFE; October 2011 RR for food insecurity and nutrition; April 2012 RR 
for Malian refugees and returnees; April 2012 RR for food insecurity and nutrition; September 2012 RR 
for cholera; October 2011 RR for floods and cholera. 
70 The WFP Country Director, however, reiterated WFP’s corporate position on reporting, i.e. that the 
practice of preparing separate reports should be eliminated and replaced by a single annual report. 
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4.8 CERF and OCHA guidance and support  

170. OCHA71 facilitated CERF prioritization and decision-making process at all stages and 
provided guidance. The CERF secretariat is perceived as supportive and useful (relevant 
observations and well-founded requests for clarifications) and a good administrator of 
resources. The guidance available is viewed as satisfactory.  

4.9 Value added of CERF 

171. The value added of CERF in Niger can be summarized as follows:  
• As an early source of funding for drought response in November 2011, CERF 

enabled agencies to start responding before the beginning of the lean season, thereby 
preventing a further deterioration of the situation; the mean project shortfall for the 
CAP projects concerned was of 40 percent at the time of the October 2011 
allocation (i.e. close to the end of the calendar year and as new needs had been 
identified) and of 60 per cent at the time of the March 2012 allocation. 

• CERF was also a rapid source of funding (the average number of days between the 
official submission and disbursement of funds was of 30 working days and of 11 
working days from the revised project proposals to disbursement, which is in line 
with the CERF benchmark of 11 days.  

• CERF is straightforward and reliable. The speed of the CERF is enhanced by its 
clear conditions and criteria, in-country familiarity with them, and the understanding 
of operational matters at the CERF secretariat. In the case of WFP, speed is further 
increased by the possibility for country offices to request loans from internal 
advance mechanisms as soon as there is a reliable indication of funding; 

• CERF is a responsive and flexible funding mechanism as evidenced by the 
November 2011 RR allocation on the basis of early indications that the situation was 
deteriorating and that there could be a major crisis. WFP, FAO, and UNICEF were 
able to scale up the response at an early stage, thus mitigating the impact of the 
crisis and avoiding the unfolding of the worst case scenario. CERF’s flexibility was 
also demonstrated by the post-facto approval of a major reprogramming of activities 
by WFP;  

• CERF enables the HCT to prioritize the needs, as opposed to donors who pick 
which elements to support. This allowed agencies to provide an integrated package 
combining emergency response and the strengthening of resilience. Government 
counterparts stressed the value of this approach; 

• By providing funding for air transportation, which is the only reliable means to 
travel around the country for the entire humanitarian community, the CERF UFE 
2011 and RR 2012 allocations strengthened common response capacities. Without 
air transportation, access problems due to insecurity, poor road conditions or 
distance would have seriously hampered operations and monitoring; 

• CERF played a catalytic role with respect to resource mobilization because on the 
one hand CERF allocations signal a crisis early on and secondly, they provide the 
possibility for some donors reluctant to finance a project alone to join in (e.g. air 
transport).  

                                                             
71 OCHA opened an office in Niger in 2005 following a serious food security crisis affecting close to a 
third of the population. 
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4.10 Recommendations 

To the RC/HC 

Recommendation 1: The RC/HC should consider discussing with the HCT the 
possibility of conducting, with support from OCHA, a simple stock-taking exercise four 
or five months after the approval of a CERF RR allocation in order to find out if 
projects are on track and achieving their objectives72. In its simplest form this could be 
achieved by circulating an excel table requesting recipient agencies to provide a simple 
update on project status by indicating progress against targets, the approximate 
percentage of funding utilised and highlighting any challenges or delays related to 
implementation.  This would enable the RC/HC to gauge if CERF implementation is on 
track and to prompt agencies to submit no-cost or reprogramming requests if required. 

Recommendation 2: The RC/HC should consider discussing with the HCT the 
possibility of organizing, with support from OCHA, an After Action Review after the 
implementation of each CERF allocation in order to draw lessons-learned while they are 
still fresh in people’s minds. This exercise would be tied to the preparation of the annual 
report or chapters on distinct allocations for the annual report. 

To the agencies 

Recommendation 3: FAO should be more proactive in terms of triggering CERF 
requests so as to optimize the match between the CERF project timeframe and the 
agricultural and pastoral calendars.  

Recommendation 4: When submitting project reporting to the annual RC/HC CERF 
report, agencies should ensure that inputs are in line with the approved project proposals 
and amendments (reprogramming and no-cost extensions), if any. 

To OCHA 

Recommendation 5: When consolidating the annual report, OCHA should verify that 
agency inputs, in particular project summaries, are consistent and in line with the 
approved project proposals and amendments (reprogramming and no-cost extensions), 
if any. 

To the CERF secretariat 

Recommendations to the CERF secretariat have all been included at the end of the 
Executive Summary. 

 

  

                                                             
72 Section 5.2 of the Secretary‐General’s Bulletin on the “Establishment and Operation of the Central 
Emergency Response Fund” (ST/SGB/2010/05) of 23 April 2010 states that “Resident Coordinators or 
Resident/Humanitarian Coordinators shall oversee the monitoring of and narrative reporting on projects 
funded by the Fund.” 
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Map of Senegal 
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Chapter 5: Senegal 
Executive Summary 

172. CERF was the third largest source of funding for Senegal in 2012 and one of the 
earliest ones for drought response as indicated by the 84 per cent mean funding shortfall 
for the projects submitted to CERF. 
 

173. Nevertheless, considering the food security and nutrition crisis timeline in the region 
and the time required for mobilising and providing assistance, as well as the agencies’ 
awareness of a deteriorating food security and nutrition situation in the last quarter of 
2011, the country request was made belatedly due to the reluctance of the outgoing 
government to recognise the crisis. However, the CERF allocation enabled agencies to 
start responding during the lean season and even though seeds were distributed slightly 
later than the optimal time, they were still in time for the planting season in early July. 
 

174. Funding from CERF is quicker to mobilise than donors’. The entire CERF process, 
from the original request for funding to the disbursement of funds, indeed took only 18 
working days on average and disbursements were made within an average of 8.5 days 
from the receipt of the final proposal, which is well within the 2011 CERF benchmark 
of 11 days. This is enhanced by the straightforward guidelines, criteria and templates 
and the support from the CERF secretariat. The reliability of CERF made it possible for 
WFP and UNICEF to start procurement as soon as the CERF funding request was made. 
 

175. Another advantage of CERF is that it enables the UNCT to prioritize and present an 
integrated response proposal targeting the same areas, whereas donors tend to focus on 
specific sectors, in particular food and nutrition.  
 

176. CERF enabled agencies to scale up emergency response capacities in a country where 
they had none and reinforce government capacities through training and staff for 
supervision and surveillance assistance. 

 
177. The CERF allocation is perceived as having triggered resource mobilization for FAO, 

UNICEF and WFP as a result of the credibility of the CERF, more specifically its 
reputation of responding on the basis of evidence of needs and by enabling agencies to 
gain credibility as well as implementing a visibility strategy in the case of WFP.  

 
178. The CERF process lacked inclusiveness and transparency. In the absence of 

humanitarian coordination mechanisms at the time, the CERF request and project 
proposals were developed by UN agencies on the basis of food security and nutrition 
assessments, with no involvement of non-UN actors. The level of funding requested by 
each agency was determined consensually on the basis of outstanding requirements. The 
coordination of implementing partners took place on a bilateral basis instead of as a 
group and frequently at the field level. NGOs are not all aware that they have received 
CERF funding and that an annual report on the use of CERF funds had been prepared. 
NGOs wish they would be involved at the strategic planning level and project 
formulation stage so as to optimize the effectiveness of the assistance provided.  
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179. CERF made a contribution to the humanitarian reform in the sense that UN agencies 
engaged for the first time in joint inter-agency strategic planning, emergency response 
preparedness and project formulation under the leadership of the RC. The year 2012 
was a learning process, which benefited from CERF processes and guidelines as well as 
CERF project implementation. 

 
180. The annual report on the use of CERF funds provides a detailed picture of the 

humanitarian situation and needs at the time, the prioritization of sectors and 
geographical areas of intervention, and the value added of CERF, but with respect to the 
results achieved, the indicators are not always those used in the project document and 
results are often expressed as activities and outputs and therefore do not provide a clear 
picture of the qualitative difference made by the projects. 

5.1 Context 

181. Senegal is a low-income country that was ranked 154th out of 186 countries in 2012 in 
the (2013) UNDP Human Development Index. Its population is estimated at 13.7 
million, of which 58 per cent lives in rural areas. About 70 per cent of the rural 
population makes a living from rain-fed agriculture (cash crops and subsistence 
farming) and 43 per cent of rural households are poor. In Casamance, civil strife is 
another factor of vulnerability. Production is affected by drought, floods, and pests, as 
well as environmental degradation. The production of major staple food crops (millet, 
rice, corn, sorghum and fonio) covers barely 30 per cent of national consumption needs. 
Senegal therefore needs to import over half of its grain requirements, particularly rice, 
which represents almost 75 per cent of cereal imports. A fall in remittances from 
abroad73 as a consequence of the global economic crisis and high food prices in recent 
years have exacerbated problems of access to food. 
 

182. Livestock depends largely on pasture areas, which only provide adequate food during 
short periods. As a result, the government organises a livestock food assistance 
operation every year during the livestock lean period.  
 

183. In rural Senegal 11.4 per cent of the population are moderately food insecure and 3.7 
per cent severely food insecure74. In order to cover their food needs, most food insecure 
households spend 60 per cent of their total household expenditure on food. A high 
proportion of households contracts debts in order to purchase food75. 
 

184. Due to irregular and late rainfall and an early end of the rainy season, the 2011 
agricultural campaign experienced a 38 per cent cereal production drop (and a 59 per 
cent groundnut production drop) compared to the previous year. The limited offer 
generated an increase in the price of cereals. By February 2012, the price of maize, 
millet and sorghum was on average 20 per cent higher than the previous year.  

                                                             
73  According to the 2011 Comprehensive Food Security and Vulnerability Analysis for Senegal, 
remittances are a more stable source of income than other revenue sources for rural populations. 
74 Ibid. 
75 “In the year running up to the 2011 CFSVA survey, 62 per cent of rural households and 53 per cent of 
urban had contracted a debt. The main reason for borrowing is to buy food (56 per cent of households), 
which explains the seasonal nature of borrowing which peaks in times of drought (69 per cent of 
households have an outstanding loan in August)”. Ibid. 
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185. Early symptoms of a crisis were already detected in September 2011 and a 
Government /WFP/FAO assessment in November 2011 to identify areas at risk of food 
insecurity identified 85 zones at risk, affecting an estimated 850,000 people. A 
government/UNICEF nutrition survey by in November-December 2011 found a GAM 
rate above the WHO ‘serious’ threshold in Matam (14.1 per cent), a preoccupying 
situation in Diourbel (10 per cent), and precarious situations in Kolda, Louga, Saint 
Louis and Thiès.  It estimated that 500,000 children below the age of 5 were at risk of 
malnutrition and that 20,000 children would be acutely malnourished and 100,000 
moderately malnourished by the end of January 2012. A Government/WFP/NGO 
household food security assessment in the 85 zones at risk in February 2012 found that 
51 per cent of the population was food insecure, of which 22.3 per cent severely. More 
than 739,000 people were estimated to be food insecure in rural areas. Only 60 per cent 
of households still had cereal food stocks that would be exhausted in the beginning of 
March 2012. Another assessment carried out in March 2012 in urban areas identified 
67,000 people in a situation of food insecurity, bringing the total to 806,000 people. 

 
186. The government was reluctant to acknowledge the looming crisis due to the upcoming 

presidential elections76 . The four agencies of the UNCT involved in emergency 
response (FAO, UNICEF, WHO and WFP) strengthened inter-agency coordination but 
felt unable to prepare a humanitarian action plan77 that could be used to back up 
fundraising efforts. Donors perceived Senegal as a non-crisis country and agencies 
therefore found it difficult to mobilize resources despite joint efforts to do so.  

 
187. The above situation changed with the election of the current President  who, one day 

after being sworn in on 2 April 2012, called on technical and financial partners to help 
provide assistance to those in need. The Minister of Economy and Finance officially 
requested assistance from the UN system on 16 April 2012 for a US$81.9 million 
programme for emergency food, nutrition, livestock, and agricultural assistance.  
 
5.2 CERF funding 

 
188. The CERF was the third largest source of funding to Senegal in 2012. The April 2012 

RR allocation of US$6,932,070 for the response to the drought represents 16.5 per cent 
of all humanitarian contributions as reported by the FTS country summary (a little over 
US$42 million)78.  

                                                             
76 The election period also deprived agencies of their usual government counterparts. 
77 The preparation of a UN document specifying the roles and requirements of agencies, government and 
NGOs was started in mid-March 2012. 
78 This amount is not consistent with either the total received by WFP (around US$52 million) in 2012 or 
the US$35.3 million reported in the Sahel Food Crisis 2012 FTS funding summary, which indicates that 
food security received US$31.4 million and nutrition (including health) US$ 3.1 million (breakdown: 
health US$1,284,107 and nutrition US$9,539,150). On the basis of these latter figures, however, the 
CERF allocation represents 16 per cent of food security and nutrition contributions, i.e. almost the same 
proportion. 
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Figure 7: Funding per Donor in 2012, starting at 0.5 per cent upwards, as of 12 June 2012 – FTS 

 
189. The CERF allocation represented 12 per cent of overall requirements (US$56,336,910) 

and 15 per cent of the 84 per cent funding shortfall at the time as per the RC’s request 
for CERF funding. The level of funding to be requested by each agency was determined 
consensually on the basis of outstanding requirements. In the absence of a response 
strategy at the time, however, the way requirements were calculated is not clear79.   

 
190. WFP received eight per cent of its total requirements (US$50,000,000) and 10 per cent 

of its 84 per cent shortfall to carry out a general food distribution for 237,000 people 
while FAO received a grant covering 42 per cent of total requirements (US$5,100,000) 
or 44 per cent of its 96 per cent shortfall for the rehabilitation of agricultural livelihoods 
through the distribution of seeds and fertilizer. FAO was by far the agency that had 
received the least support from donors at the time. Food security received the bulk of 
the allocation, i.e. 88.5 per cent of the total. 

 

Cluster/Sector Agencies Amount (US$) Percentage of total 
CERF contribution 

Agriculture FAO 2,125,002 30.5% 

Food WFP 4,005,638 58% 

Health/nutrition/WASH UNICEF, WHO 801,430 11.5% 

Total CERF contribution  6,932,070 100% 
Table 15: Share of CERF Funding per Sector in Senegal in 2012, based on CERF data 

191. The grant to UNICEF for nutrition represented 59 per cent of total requirements 
(US$902,000) for the treatment of children under five with SAM, nutritional education, 
‘WASH in Nut’, and training. WHO received a grant representing 80 per cent of its total 
requirements (US$334,910) for the procurement of medical kits for the treatment of 
severely malnourished children under five with medical complications, the 
strengthening of nutritional surveillance and training. Together, these grants covered the 
entire 65 per cent funding shortfall of the common UNICEF/WHO project. While this is 
not in line with the CERF RR principle that grants should be sought to jump-start the 

                                                             
79 This total is substantially higher than the requirements in the February 2012 regional strategy.  This 
could not be clarified. 
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response and not in lieu of donor contributions80, UNICEF and WHO requirements 
seem to have been greatly underestimated at the time81. 

 

Agency Number of projects Amount (US$) Percentage of total 
CERF contribution 

FAO 1 2,125,002 30.5% 

UNICEF 1 535,000 7.5% 

WFP 1 4,005,638 58% 

WHO 1 266,430 4% 

Total CERF contribution  6,932,070 100% 
Table 16: Share of CERF Funding per Agency in Senegal in 2012, based on CERF data 
 

192. According to information provided by agencies in the annual RC/HC CERF report for 
Senegal the share of funding channelled to implementing partners was of 15 per cent: 
12 per cent went to FAO and WFP partner NGOs and three per cent to UNICEF and 
WHO government partners. 

5.3 Inclusive and transparent prioritization and decision-making process 

193. In the absence of humanitarian coordination mechanisms (HCT and clusters/sectors82) 
and given the need to rapidly send the CERF secretariat a request, its preparation did 
not involve NGOs or other humanitarian stakeholders, even though this was envisaged 
at the very beginning of the process. It was developed under the leadership of the RC by 
the four agencies involved in the humanitarian response (FAO, UNICEF, WFP, WHO) 
on the basis of food security and nutrition assessments83. One of the reasons put forward 
is that with a few exceptions, despite the fact that most UN agencies had been working 
with NGO partners for a number of years, they did not know which NGOs would be 
suitable partners for the emergency response. This was confirmed by the fact that for 
some of the targeted areas they had to actively seek partners. 
 

194. The nutrition sector coordinated with the authorities from an early stage and informed 
(technical and financial) partners of the conclusions of the nutrition survey.   In general, 
NGOs were contacted after the CERF process with an offer to take part in a project that 
                                                             
80  “CERF funds are not a replacement or alternative to voluntary contributions to humanitarian 
programmes or consolidated appeals processes (CAPs). Rather, CERF rapid response funds are intended 
to mitigate the unevenness and delays of the voluntary contribution system by providing seed money for 
life-saving, humanitarian activities in the initial days and weeks of a sudden onset crisis” - “CERF rapid 
response funds should “jump-start” rather than fully fund projects”; CERF Rapid Response Window: 
Procedures and Criteria; CERF secretariat/OCHA; September 2011. 
81 Their additional requirements in the final version of the UN Response Plan finalised in May 2012 were 
of US$5,184,150 and US$1,284,107 respectively. 
82 An HCT was only formally established in May 2012 and includes UN agencies involved in the 
humanitarian response, a few NGOs (ACF, ChildFund, Caritas, CRS, WV), two donor representatives 
(ECHO and USAID) and the ICRC as an observer. Sectors were officially established in May 2012 and 
include food security, co-chaired by WFP and FAO, with CRS as co-lead; health & nutrition, chaired by 
WHO with ACF as co-lead; and WASH, chaired by UNICEF with CARITAS as co-lead. The food 
security sector had started meeting informally earlier. 
83 The four UN agencies concerned developed a (UN) Emergency Response plan articulating how they 
would work together, which was finalised in May 2012. For 2013, the HCT developed a humanitarian 
strategy in consultation with NGOs and a few donors as a tool to ensure a coherent response and support 
resource mobilization efforts. 
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had already been formulated, although some of them had been aware that a request was 
under preparation. Consultation and coordination of implementing partners took place 
on a bilateral basis and frequently at the field level. NGOs wish they would not be 
merely seen as executing agents but as partners to involve at the strategic planning level 
and project formulation stage so as to optimize the effectiveness of the assistance 
provided.  

 
195. NGO partners are not always aware that they are receiving CERF funds except in the 

case of FAO, which indicates the source of funding/donor in the agreements. Several 
NGOs were not aware that an annual report had been prepared. 

5.4 Coherence of the submission  

Life-saving criteria 

196. The use of the CERF life-saving criteria ensured that the submission was coherent and 
fell in line with the CERF’s mandate. They did not present any particular problem and 
were even used to elaborate the response plan used for ulterior resource mobilization. 

 
Integration of the CERF into wider strategic planning  

197. The CERF submission is consistent with the strategy outlined in the four agencies’ 
joint response plan finalized subsequently (in April 2012) and the regional strategy 
prepared by the regional food security and nutrition working group84. It aimed to 
provide a humanitarian response that would also strengthen institutional capacities (e.g. 
competencies of service providers, data collection and analysis) and livelihoods in order 
to improve resilience to shocks. Resilience-building activities included protecting and 
strengthening livelihoods as well as strengthening national capacities (e.g. reinforcing 
the community system for nutrition screening and case management). 
 
Complementarities between sectors and agencies 

 
198. Agencies requested CERF funding for complementary activities that would enable 

them to provide an integrated package of assistance in the same zones at risk, i.e. food 
assistance (WFP), livelihoods (FAO), nutrition (UNICEF and WHO), and WASH 
(UNICEF), including by targeting the same communities. In particular,  

- WFP distributed food in areas where FAO was providing seeds in order 
to protect them from being consumed85; 

- WFP targeted children suffering from MAM while UNICEF targeted 
those suffering from SAM, and WHO those with medical complications.  

For nutrition, UNICEF and WHO made the additional effort of presenting a single 
project narrative presenting their common objectives and distinguishing between their 
respective activities, together with separate budgets.  

                                                             
84 NB: the Senegal HCT did not develop a humanitarian appeal. 
85 FAO used the presence of WFP as one of the selection criteria of where to intervene, but did not 
intervene in all of the areas where WFP did. The two agencies targeted the same communities in the 
Matam, Tambacounda and Ziguinchor regions.  
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5.5 Support to the Humanitarian Reform 

199. The CERF process made the agencies engage for the first time in joint inter-agency 
strategic planning, emergency response preparedness and project formulation, and 
fostered complementarities among them. It also indirectly helped establish partnerships 
between agencies and their implementing partners for emergency response. Individual 
sectors had to develop strategies (e.g. nutrition). The year 2012 was very much of a 
learning process, which benefited from CERF processes and guidelines as well as CERF 
project implementation. 

 
200. The RC’s role within the UN system was already well-established, but the CERF is 

likely to have familiarized the RC with a new humanitarian leadership and coordination 
function and global humanitarian coordination mechanisms. 

5.6 Timeliness of CERF 

201. The RC and UNCT turned to CERF in early March 2012 because:  
• The most recent needs assessments indicated that 806,000 people were 

affected by food insecurity;  
• The lean period was starting in March instead of July, i.e. four months ahead 

of time, the food stocks of vulnerable household were dwindling and the 
prices of cereals was 20 per cent higher than the previous year, all of which 
was contributing to a rapid deterioration of the situation; 

• Agencies had only been able to mobilise 16 per cent (US$8,763,480) of the 
amount required (US$56,336,910) for the humanitarian response and turned 
to the CERF as a last resort on the advice of FAO. 
 

202. Had they felt in a position to do so, UN agencies might have requested CERF funding 
in late 2011. However, the CERF allocation came early enough to enable them to start 
responding during the lean season and, even though seeds were distributed slightly later 
than the optimal time, they were still in time for the planting season in early July 2012. 
 

203. The request for drought response was prepared and submitted to the CERF secretariat 
in about two weeks (end February – 16 March). The submission had to be revised and 
was resubmitted on 23 March 2012. As can be seen from the table below, the 
disbursements were made within an average of 8.5 days from the receipt of the final 
proposal, which is well within the 2011 CERF benchmark of 11 days.  

 

 Official 
submission-
final proposal 

Final 
proposal – 
ERC/USG 
approval 

ERC/USG 
approval – 
allocation Letter 
counter-signed 

Allocation Letter 
counter-signed –
disbursement of 
funds 

Total (official 
submission to 
disbursement) 

Average 
number of 
working days 

9.25 1.25 3.25 4 17.75 

Table 17: Average number of working days between submission and disbursement, based on CERF data 

Implementing/cooperating partners 
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204. The speed with which first disbursements were made to NGO implementing / 
cooperating partners varied between agencies. While FAO partners86 were generally 
satisfied with the speed of the first disbursement, two of the WFP partners87 
experienced long delays (signature of agreements and / or start-up of activities in April 
and first disbursement in June 2012). In one of these cases, the partner could not start 
before administrative matters were settled, while in the other the partner had to pre-
finance operations for three months and came close to a critical financial situation. 
UNICEF disbursed funding to two government entities in mid-July 2012, which is when 
they started the activities. 

 
205. NGOs were satisfied of having had the possibility of taking part in the emergency 

response but find the conditions of FAO and WFP agreements rigid. Someone described 
WFP conditions as a ‘take it or leave it’. They leave too little room for either 
negotiation or compensation for additional costs resulting from, for instance, the late 
arrival of inputs and last-minute notification of changes. Another difficulty was the 
delays before receiving the first transfer. All of the above means that NGOs often have 
to either advance funds or co-finance the project.  

 
No-cost extension and reprogramming requests 
 

206. On 19 October 2012, the RC submitted a (late) reprogramming and three-month no-
cost extension request on behalf of FAO asking that the agency be authorized to use 
savings of close to US$63,00088 to assist 2,000 vulnerable pastoral households whose 
livestock-related needs had not been included in the original proposal due to budget 
limitations89. By then, FAO had finalized its original activities, which consisted in 
distributing cereal seeds and fertilizers to vulnerable agro-pastoral households. Since 
FAO partners and the agricultural services had brought up the needs of the pastoralist 
households whose animals had been suffering from a prolonged lack of fodder, FAO 
proposed using the savings to purchase a multi-vitamin and mineral supplement for 
livestock in order to help vulnerable households protect the health of their animals and 
thereby, their livelihoods. An extension of the project timeframe from 3 October to 31 
December 2012 was requested to enable these activities to take place. The ERC 
approved the request on 29 October 2012, i.e. within ten calendar days that had 
involved a three-day turnaround for the field to address comments made by the CERF 
secretariat on the original version.  
 

207. With respect to the WHO project, information collected during the country and field 
visits suggests that all CERF funded activities may not have been carried out within the 
six-month RR timeframe, in particular the delivery of medical kits. In Diourbel, for 
instance (one of the two regions targeted by the WHO project), MSF provided the 
medicines necessary for the treatment of SAM with medical complications during the 
height of the crisis (April to August) while WHO kits only arrived in 
                                                             
86 Three of the four FAO partners were interviewed. 
87 Only two of the four WFP partners were interviewed. 
88 These savings resulted from the unavailability of sufficient quantities of certified seeds of sorghum and 
their replacement by millet seeds purchased at a lower price and penalties imposed on suppliers for late 
deliveries of fertilisers. 
89 Vulnerable pastoral households had been identified in Kanel, Matam and Ranérou by the November 
2011 and February 2012 vulnerability assessments. 
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November/December 2012. In addition, one of the trainings foreseen took place in 
January 2013. Moreover, on two occasions in the annual report, WHO indicates the 
training provided but makes no mention of the kits90. 

5.7 Monitoring, reporting, and accountability 

208. Project monitoring is ensured through provisions in the agreements with implementing 
partners - such as the submission of reports -, opening field offices, field visits by 
agency staff, joint government/agency field visits, monitoring by the decentralized 
technical services of the Ministry of Agriculture, strengthening the capacity of national 
institutions to monitor and report, weekly detailed reports by nutritional recuperation 
centres, the establishment of field monitoring cells (e.g. in Matam), post-distribution 
monitoring during the lean period and at the end of the programme, the results of which 
were made available (WFP), surveys of representative households (FAO). In the case of 
WFP, a Monitoring and Evaluation Unit with a field presence was established for the 
emergency response.  
 

209. FAO and WFP closely monitored the selection of beneficiaries carried out by 
implementing partners in collaboration with selection committees established at the 
community level, on the basis of criteria provided beforehand. In the case of FAO, the 
most vulnerable villages were identified with the chief of the ‘rural community’ (the 
administrative level above the village) and after the selection of the most vulnerable 
households in those villages, the Sous-Préfet validated the list.  
 

210. The government published a final report (´bilan´) of the 2011-2012 food security and 
nutrition response91. The succinct report was prepared on the basis of inputs from the 
agencies92 and describes the assistance they provided in support of the government’s 
response plan. It indicates that over one million people eventually received food/cash 
voucher assistance93 during a six-month period (end of April-end of October 2012). 
With respect to nutrition, in addition to a summary of the assistance provided, the report 
underlines the coordination and complementarities between the agencies involved in the 
response with the Ministry of Public Health and Social Action, the entity in charge of 
the response to malnutrition, and the radio-television of Senegal for sensitization. 
Finally, FAO’s support for the provision of seeds and fertilizers to vulnerable 
households with its NGO partners is described. No mention is made of WHO assistance 
in either the narrative or the financial summary.  

 
211. The 2012 annual CERF report for Senegal, including the project summaries, provides 

a detailed picture of the humanitarian situation and needs at the time, coordination, the 
prioritization of sectors and geographical areas of intervention, and the value added of 
CERF. With respect to the number of beneficiaries, however, UNICEF states in its 
                                                             
90 For instance in reply to the question about whether CERF funding enabled responding to the most 
urgent needs, even though the kits can certainly be considered as life-saving as the training. 
91 Bilan de la crise alimentaire et nutritionnelle 2011-2012; Ministère de la Femme, de l’Enfance, et de 
l’Entreprenariat féminin (undated, but probably finalised in November 2012). 
92 The WFP input was published: Bilan de la réponse du PAM à la crise alimentaire 2011-2012; WFP ; 
November 2012. 
93 The increase in the number of beneficiaries is due to factors including food distributions by ICRC in 
Casamance and the real number of people per household instead of the theoretical one at the time of 
programming. 
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project summary that the caseload indicated in the project document was for the entire 
country whereas only two regions had been targeted and that for these two regions, a 
higher caseload had been assisted than planned. The WFP project summary indicates 
that a much higher caseload had been assisted (320,000 instead of 237,000 individuals) 
because the targeted families were larger than foreseen, but does not explain how this 
was possible with the same amount of funding and a lower tonnage than foreseen. 

 
212. With respect to the results achieved, the indicators are not always those used in the 

project document and results are often expressed as activities and outputs (e.g. number 
of items or kilos distributed, training, etc.), even where they could be a little more 
ambitious and measure outcomes, and therefore do not provide a clear picture of the 
qualitative difference made by the projects. In the case of the UNICEF/WHO nutrition 
project, few of the initial indicators were used but this may be partly due to the lack of 
precise attribution of activities per agency in the project document. 

 
213. The coordination officer in the RC’s office prepared the general sections of the report. 

Finalizing the report required a lot of work from OCHA because the guidelines were not 
well followed, questions were left unanswered or agency inputs were much longer than 
requested. The consolidation of the report was done by email. The importance of 
reporting in French in a French-speaking country was underlined. 

 
214. The gender marker coding system was not used but a couple of agencies provided a 

rating post facto in reply to Point 13 of the project summary template. Judging from 
similar comments in two of the project summaries stating that “in the absence of a CAP 
process, it was not possible to use a gender marker”, the gender marker approach seems 
to be ill-understood.  

 
215. Views about a possible change of the timing of annual reports to having a report after 

each CERF allocation were generally positive as long as it was around three months 
after the end of the implementation period. For FAO, this might mean that the reporting 
would be limited to output indicators rather than outcomes (production) given the time 
required to assess harvests. Organizing an After Action Review would be well received 
as well as long as it is tied to the reporting.  

5.8 CERF and OCHA guidance and support 

216. Agencies are generally satisfied with CERF guidance and the objective feedback 
provided and value the support provided by OCHA’s regional office (e.g. explaining 
guidelines, reviewing and providing comments on the draft RR request).  

5.9 Value Added of CERF  

217. The value added of CERF can be summarized as follows:  
• CERF was one of the earliest sources of funding, in particular for FAO and 

WFP which each had an 84 per cent funding shortfall at the time; 
• CERF is the quickest funding mechanism - contributions from donors 

reportedly arrive much more slowly; 
• Agencies were able to scale up emergency response capacities in a country 

where agencies had none (FAO, WFP) as well as government capacities 
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through training and staff for supervision and surveillance assistance 
(UNICEF, WHO); 

• Agencies were able to launch emergency operations at a fairly early stage, 
thereby preventing a further deterioration of the situation;  

• It enabled the UNCT to prioritize and present an integrated proposal, 
whereas donors tend to focus on specific sectors, in particular food and 
nutrition;  

• Thanks to the reliability of the CERF, WFP was able to borrow internally in 
order to speed up procurement and UNICEF was able to order PlumpyNut 
with other resources; 

• Even though the President’s request for assistance played a key role, the 
CERF allocation is perceived as having triggered resource mobilization for 
FAO, UNICEF and WFP:  

i. As a result of the credibility of the CERF, more specifically its 
reputation of responding on the basis of evidence of needs;  

ii.  Enabling agencies to rapidly start operating on a significant scale 
enhanced their credibility, which put them in a position to 
advocate for expanding and continuing the response;  

iii.  By implementing a visibility strategy around food distributions, 
WFP strengthened its ability to advocate for, and obtain, 
additional resources; 

• The flexibility of the CERF which enabled FAO to re-programme some of 
the activities and assist another hard-hit caseload;  

• The straightforward guidelines, criteria and templates and the speed and 
support from the CERF secretariat. 

5.10 Recommendations 

To the Resident Coordinator 

Recommendation 1: The RC should ensure that CERF prioritization and decision-
making processes are transparent and inclusive of non-UN humanitarian actors, as per 
CERF guidelines in particular by ensuring that sector coordinators have a central role in 
identifying the most pressing needs with sector partners; in the case of drought, which is 
a slow-onset emergency, time constraints cannot not be a justification for not consulting 
partners and the calendar for the CERF process should factor in the time required for 
such consultations. 

Recommendation 2: The RC should entrust OCHA with periodically preparing updates 
on financial contributions, commitments, and pledges by circulating a table with the 
latest FTS funding information to agencies and donors with a request that changes be 
communicated in order to get a clear picture of the humanitarian funding status. Ideally, 
an update should be prepared close to the time of CERF requests so as to have the latest 
possible funding information to use as a prioritization criterion. 

Recommendation 3: The RC should consider suggesting to the HCT at an early stage 
that a simple stock-taking exercise be carried out four or five months after the approval 
of a CERF RR allocation in order to find out if projects are on track and achieving their 
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objectives94. In its simplest form this could be achieved by circulating an excel table 
requesting recipient agencies to provide a simple update on project status by indicating 
progress against targets, the approximate percentage of funding utilised and highlighting 
any challenges or delays related to implementation.  This would enable the RC/HC to 
gauge if CERF implementation is on track and to prompt agencies to submit no-cost or 
reprogramming requests if required. 

Recommendation 4: The RC should consider discussing with the HCT the possibility of 
organizing an After Action Review after the implementation of each CERF allocation in 
order to draw the lessons-learned while they are still fresh in people’s minds. This 
exercise would include preparing the inputs required for the preparation of the annual 
report (or chapters on distinct allocations for the annual report). 

To UN agencies 

Recommendation 5: In the absence of clusters, agencies should commit to functioning 
as sector leads with a cluster-like spirit rather than as privileged recipients of CERF 
funding. Sector lead agencies/coordinators should involve NGOs and the Red Cross in 
the identification of priority caseloads and activities and implementing partners in the 
design/formulation of CERF project proposals, as per CERF guidelines, in order to 
improve coverage95 , appropriateness and effectiveness of assistance and facilitate 
project cycle management.  

Recommendation 6: FAO should be more proactive in terms of triggering CERF 
requests so as to optimize the match between the CERF project timeframe and the 
agricultural and pastoral calendars.  

Recommendation 7: As recommended by the USG/ERC in the email informing the 
RC/HC that the requested grants have been approved96, UN agencies should inform 
their implementing partners that they will be implementing with CERF funding, ideally 
at the time of the signature of the agreements.   

To the CERF secretariat 

Recommendations to the CERF secretariat have been placed in the regional chapter. 

                                                             
94 Section 5.2 of the Secretary‐General’s Bulletin on the “Establishment and Operation of the Central 
Emergency Response Fund” (ST/SGB/2010/05) of 23 April 2010 states that “Resident Coordinators or 
Resident/Humanitarian Coordinators shall oversee the monitoring of and narrative reporting on projects 
funded by the Fund.” 
95 The pastoral caseload’s needs are not well known and as a group tend to be forgotten. This may 
improve with the current preparation of a national pastoral code. 
96 In the email to the RC/HC confirming the approval of the CERF allocation, the ERC encourages 
agencies to inform their cooperation partners “at their earliest convenience”. 
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Chapter 6: Desk Review (The Gambia, Mali, and 
Mauritania) 
THE GAMBIA 

Executive Summary 

218. CERF was the main source of funding for The Gambia in 2012 and one of the earliest 
ones for the response to the drought (the mean funding shortfall for the projects was of 
92 per cent at the time of the CERF request).  
 

219. The UNCT took rapid action after the government’s request for international 
assistance on 6 March 2012. This being said, the CERF request, sent on 14 March 2012, 
was made belatedly considering the timeline of food security and nutrition crises in the 
region, the time required to mobilise assistance and make it available to beneficiaries. 
The UNCT and the government had been aware of the deteriorating food security and 
nutrition situation and that the lean season would start earlier than normal already 
during the last quarter of 2011. 
 

220. The CERF secretariat handled the request rapidly (from the submission of the request 
and projects to the disbursement of funds, the process took an average of 17 working 
days) and the time lapse between receipt of the final project proposals to the 
disbursement of funds met the internal CERF benchmark of 11 days.  
 

221. CERF enabled agencies to jump-start the response and in the case of a couple of 
‘small’ projects, provided substantial funding compared to requirements. All prioritized 
activities simultaneously received funding, which enabled the UNCT to provide an 
integrated response to needs, including food, agriculture, nutrition and WASH, health 
(including reproductive health), and protection. This was the most comprehensive 
drought response in the region. 
 

222. Agencies were not familiar with fund-raising and therefore viewed CERF as the only 
resource mobilization mechanism available in-country. There might have been an over-
reliance on CERF as indicated by the level of funding requested initially as compared to 
overall requirements and the fact that initially, three agencies requested amounts meant 
to completely cover project costs.  
 

223. The CERF process was neither inclusive nor transparent. There were no humanitarian 
coordination mechanisms in place at the time of the CERF request, which UN agencies 
prepared with support from the OCHA Regional Office following a review by the 
UNCT and the UN Disaster Management Group and without involvement of non-UN 
actors, despite the participation of NGOs in the Detailed Post-Harvest Assessment of 
December 2011-January 2012. Sector working groups were activated upon receipt of 
CERF funds in March 2012, but coordination and inter-sector coordination seems to 
have been weak throughout 2012. The CERF contribution to the humanitarian reform 
therefore seems to have been limited to the triggering of the establishment of sector 
working groups. 
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224. While the common narrative of the annual report on the use of CERF funds provides a 
clear picture of the humanitarian situation, the prioritization of sectors and the CERF 
process, the value added of the CERF and in particular the questions on whether the 
delivery of assistance to beneficiaries was fast and whether CERF funds helped respond 
to time critical needs could have been more precise. In addition, some of the indicators 
included in project proposals were omitted in the project summaries, some of the results 
are in reality activities, and some indicators were not SMART. 

6.1 Context 

225. The Gambia, the smallest country of continental Africa, is geographically surrounded 
by Senegal except for a 50-kilometer stretch of coastline on the Atlantic Ocean. It is one 
of the least developed countries in the world and was ranked 165th of 186 countries in 
2012 in the (2013) Human Development Index. About three-quarters of its population 
of 1.7 million depend on agriculture, forestry, and fishing for their livelihood and 
around 63 per cent lives below the US$2/day poverty line. Most of the poor are rural 
families relying on small-scale farming for their livelihoods. Agriculture is mostly rain-
fed and for subsistence, and generates low incomes. Staple crops are sorghum, millet, 
maize, and rice. Domestic food production meets about 60 per cent of the annual food 
requirements and at least 30 per cent of cereal needs are met through rice imports. The 
country is therefore vulnerable to international market price fluctuations. The main 
export crop is groundnuts and animal husbandry constitutes another important economic 
activity. The Gambia is prone to drought, heavy rainfall and flash floods during the 
rainy season (June – October). Poor households have limited access to basic food 
commodities and are highly vulnerable to shocks. The incidence of vulnerability is 
highly related to poverty97. 
 

226. In 2011, 11 per cent of the population was food insecure or vulnerable to food 
insecurity (145,000), with wide variations across the country. Significantly higher 
proportions were found in the Lower Saloum (24 per cent), Foni (20 per cent) and 
Janjanbureh (18 per cent) districts98.  
 

227. Malnutrition had deteriorated in the past five years. The prevalence of wasting had 
increased from 6.4 per cent in 2005 to 9.5 per cent in 2010, while stunting had increased 
from 22.4 per cent to 23.4 per cent (with large regional disparities for both indicators). 
The routine nutrition surveillance system estimated that the proportion of malnourished 
children under five in rural areas was of 11.4 per cent in August/September 2011, 
representing a 1 per cent increase compared to the previous year and the highest record 
since 200699.  
 

228. In 2011, due to late and unevenly distributed rainfall, the country experienced a drop 
of 62 per cent in agricultural production compared to the previous year and of 50 per 
cent compared to the past five-year average. The production of rice, millet and 
groundnuts was particularly affected with drops of 74 per cent, 54 per cent, and 64 per 

                                                             
97 Comprehensive Food Security and Vulnerability Analysis; Executive Brief; 05 June 2011, WFP 
98 Ibid. 
99 Weekly Situation Report on Joint Emergency Response to address Severe Crop Failure in The Gambia 
in 2011/12; Issue nº 1; UN; 5–9 March 2012; and CERF request. 
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cent respectively. Farmers in the most affected areas were earning up to 67 per cent less 
from the sale of groundnuts than the farm gate price established by the Gambia 
Groundnut Corporation100. The quality of the seeds produced was low and their 
availability limited, jeopardizing the next planting season. Expectations in December 
2011 were that subsistence farmers would only be able to live off their production for 
three-four months, or as little as two months in the most affected areas, instead of the 
usual six-seven months. Around 428,000 agro-pastoralists in 19 rural districts (of a total 
of 39) of five regions were seriously affected. 

 
229. The lean period started in January/February 2012 in the areas most affected by crop 

failure and the most affected farming households experienced income shortfalls 
constraining their ability to purchase basic foodstuffs. This difficulty was exacerbated 
by the increase in the price of imported staple foods101 due to the combined effects of 
high international commodity prices and a depreciation of the national currency. 
Vulnerable households started resorting to coping strategies such as reducing their daily 
food consumption (quantity and frequency of meals) and the diversity of ingredients, 
borrowing, selling livestock, and withdrawing children from school.  

 
230. The government took an early lead of response preparedness and coordination. In 

December 2011 the National Disaster Management Agency (NDMA) was assigned the 
lead role for the coordination of the response, under the guidance of the Office of the 
Vice President, and organized regular meetings attended by UN agencies, the Red 
Cross, relevant government departments, NGOs, and other humanitarian actors102. On 6 
March 2012, the government declared a food and seed emergency and called for 
international assistance. Humanitarian partners were asked to support the most 
vulnerable segments of the population. Given the limited availability of resources, it 
was decided that UN agencies would focus on the 19 most affected districts and the 
government and other partners on six ‘borderline’ districts. 

6.2 CERF funding 

231. The CERF was the main source of funding for The Gambia in 2012 through a RR 
allocation of US$4,834,117 (34.1 per cent of all contributions103) in response to food 
insecurity and malnutrition in March 2012. 
 
 
 
 

                                                             
100 CERF request 
101 The nominal price of imported rice was 19 per cent higher in the fourth quarter of 2011 than in the 
same period in 2010. Ibid. 
102 Revised Emergency Appeal - Gambia: Food insecurity; IFRC; 2 July 2012. 
103 Brazil and the EU came next with 16.7 per cent and 16.1 per cent respectively. 
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Figure 7: Funding per Donor in 2012, starting at 0.5 per cent upwards, as of 14 June 2013 – FTS 

 
232. The CERF allocation represented 22 per cent of combined requirements of the 

submitted projects (US$21,682,681)104 and 24 per cent of the 92 per cent funding 
shortfall (US$19,962,473 calculated on the basis of amount reported as received in the 
CERF request).  
 

Cluster/Sector Agencies Amount (US$) Percentage of total 
CERF contribution 

Agriculture FAO 1,426,171 30% 

Food & Nutrition WFP 3,165,066 65% 

Health UNFPA, WHO 106,619 2% 

Nutrition & WASH UNICEF 136,261 3% 

Total CERF contribution  4,834,117 100% 
Table 18: Share of CERF Funding per Sector in The Gambia in 2012, based on CERF data 

233. The grant for food/nutrition (WFP) represented 21 per cent of overall requirements 
(US$15,278,304 - contributions so far were believed to cover 9 per cent of the 
requirements). The project consisted in carrying out a two-month general food 
distribution to 125,600 vulnerable people followed by targeted supplementary food 
distributions during four months for close to 59,000 children under five with MAM and 
food assistance for people living with HIV/AIDS. 
 

234. The grant for agriculture represented 28 per cent of total requirements (US$5,076,945) 
and 31 per cent of the 66 per cent funding shortfall. The project aimed at reinforcing the 
livelihoods of 11,808 households through the provision of seeds and fertilizers to 
farmers, feed supplements, vaccines, drugs and de-wormers to livestock farmers, and 
seeds, fertilizers and environment-friendly pesticides to horticultural producers (mostly 
women), and well rehabilitation and construction.  
 

235. The grant for nutrition, with a ‘WASH in Nut’ component, represented 66 per cent of 
total requirements (US$205,649) and the entire funding shortfall. The project consisted 

                                                             
104 The amount of US$30,000,000 indicated as required in the CERF request differs from the total of 
project requirements, which was used here. 
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in distributing Therapeutic Food and Vitamin A, promoting breastfeeding and hygiene, 
and training. The WASH component focused on treating water supply sources, 
promoting sanitation and hygiene, and water quality monitoring. The level of funding 
requested is not in line with the CERF RR principle that RR grants should provide seed 
money to enable agencies to jump-start the response in the early stages of an 
emergency, but since the only source of funding so far was UNICEF (UNICEF had 
provided US$70,000 or 34 per cent of requirements), one could consider that the CERF 
contribution had not received any funding so far, in which case the grant covered 66 per 
cent of the shortfall. The same can be said for the WHO nutrition/WASH project below, 
for which the only contribution had come from WHO.  

 
236. The health sector received two grants. One of them, for nutrition/WASH (WHO), 

represented 81 per cent of total requirements (US$79,212) or 84 per cent of its 96 per 
cent funding shortfall. The project aimed at strengthening the quality of medical care 
through the provision of medicines and health supplies for the treatment of WASH-
related diseases and case management training for SAM cases and breast-feeding 
mothers. UNFPA received a grant for 4 per cent of its total requirements 
(US$1,042,571) or 5 per cent of its 90 per cent funding shortfall for the provision of 
reproductive health kits and commodities, iron supplements, drugs for sexually 
transmitted infections, training and awareness-raising. The number of pregnant and 
lactating women targeted was of 26,750. 
 

Agency Number of 
projects 

Amount (US$) Percentage of total 
CERF contribution 

FAO 1 1,426,171 30% 

UNFPA 1 42,709 0,8% 

UNICEF 1 136,261 3% 

WFP 1 3,165,066 65% 

WHO 1 63,910 1,2% 

Total CERF contribution 5 4,834,117 100% 
Table 19: Share of CERF Funding per Agency in Gambia in 2012, based on CERF data 
 

237. According to information provided by agencies in the annual RC/HC CERF report for 
Gambia none of the agencies channelled CERF funding to NGOs, even though WFP did 
implement with NGO partners, as per the project document. Their costs must therefore 
have been covered by another source of funding. FAO, UNICEF and WHO all 
channelled funds to government bodies and the total (US$157,792) represents three per 
cent of the allocation. 

6.3 Inclusive and transparent prioritization and decision-making process 

238. There were no humanitarian coordination mechanisms in place at the time of the 
CERF request. UN agencies prepared it on their own with support from the OCHA 
Regional Office following a review by the UNCT and the UN Disaster Management 
Group of the findings of the Detailed Post Harvest Assessment and its recommendations 
on the response required. The UNCT decided that each agency would mobilise 
resources through internal mechanisms and that funding would be requested from the 
CERF in order to fill gaps. The sectors prioritized for the CERF included food security 
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and nutrition, water and sanitation, and health and protection. Non-UN actors were not 
involved despite the participation of NGOs in the Detailed Post-Harvest Assessment of 
December 2011-January 2012.  
 

239. Judging from the level of detail on resources mobilized and interventions planned in 
the situation report issued by the UN system for the period 12-16 March 2012105, there 
seems to have been good coordination among humanitarian actors, whose number was 
limited.  

 6.4 Coherence of the submission 

240. At the time of the CERF request, neither the government nor the UN system had 
developed a strategic humanitarian action plan. A joint humanitarian strategy “The 
Gambia Strategy in response to the Food and Nutrition Crisis” was prepared after the 
CERF allocation, under the guidance of the OCHA Regional Office, to prioritize needs 
and help with additional resource mobilization. It was published in June 2012, refers to 
CERF grants but does not include them and estimates outstanding funding requirements 
at US$27.4 million. Food security, nutrition & WASH, agriculture, and health are listed 
as the priority sectors and these are the sectors for which CERF funding had been 
requested.  
 

241. Staff of the OCHA Regional Office reviewed the CERF application and provided 
comments to the agencies before it was submitted to the CERF Secretariat in order to 
verify the internal coherence of the submission.  

Complementarities between sectors and agencies 

242. UN agencies took into account the outcomes of a multi-sector meeting convened by 
the NDMA to agree on a comprehensive response to food insecurity in the short-, mid- 
and long term and requested CERF funding for complementary objectives and 
activities, all of which were specified in separate project documents.  

6.5 Support for the Humanitarian Reform 

243. Sector working groups were activated upon receipt of CERF funds in March 2012106 
in order to guide the response. However coordination and inter-sector coordination 
seems to have been weak throughout the year 2012 judging from some of the lessons 
learned in the annual report.  

6.6 Timeliness of CERF 

244. The UN system had actively monitored the food security and nutrition situation, 
engaged in early warning since August 2011 through the publication of a joint Food 
Security and Market Information Bulletin, and taken part in impact and needs 
assessments. The UNCT turned to the CERF in March 2012 due to:  

                                                             
105 Weekly Situation Report on Joint Emergency Response to address Severe Crop Failure in The Gambia 
in 2011/12; Issue Nr. 2; Reporting Period 12-16 March 2012; UN 
106 Agriculture and Food Security (chaired by the Office of the Vice President and co-led by WFP and 
FAO); Health and Nutrition (chaired by the Ministry of health and co-led by UNICEF); Water and 
Sanitation (co-led by the Department of Water Resources and UNICEF).  
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• The earlier than usual beginning of the lean period in January-February 2012 in 
the areas most affected by crop failure and the fact that vulnerable households 
had started resorting to food-related coping strategies; 

• The government’s request for international assistance on 6 March 2012;  
• The funding shortfall. The UNCT estimated the cost of covering the food, 

nutrition, health, water and sanitation, livelihoods, and recovery needs of 
428,000 people at US$31,816,217 and had been able to mobilize US$1,570,000, 
leaving a funding gap of approximately 95 per cent. Donors had been 
approached and a couple of positive responses received (US and ECHO), but 
funding was needed rapidly to respond to time-critical needs. 

 
245. The CERF request was made late considering the timeline of food security and 

nutrition crises in the region and the time required to mobilise and make assistance 
available to beneficiaries, which can take two-three months or more. The UNCT had 
monitored the deteriorating food security and nutrition situation during the last quarter 
of 2011 and was aware that the lean season would start earlier than normal. The UNCT 
waited for the government’s request for international assistance on 6 March 2012 
despite the fact that the government had taken steps to plan and coordinate the response 
in December 2011 by assigning a lead role in this respect to the National Disaster 
Management Agency. 
 

246. The initial RR submission on 14 March 2012 was for US$7 million, i.e. 23 per cent of 
total requirements. The CERF secretariat pointed out that the CERF is not a primary 
funding mechanism but should rather jumpstart the response and recommended 
reducing the request to US$5 million. At the same time, the CERF secretariat provided 
feedback on the projects, including on the proportion of funding requested as compared 
to outstanding requirements (three of the projects were for the totality of outstanding 
requirements). As pointed out above, however, the latter issue was not entirely resolved, 
but in any event, the CERF secretariat leaves the final decision to the UN Country 
Teams as long as the overall amount requested can be viewed as jump-starting the 
response. 
 

247. The RC sent a revised submission on 19 March and after a new round of comments, a 
final one on 22 March 2012. The entire process took an average of 11.4 working days, 
or 8.4 days taking into account footnote nº107, from the final project proposals to the 
disbursement of funds, which is faster than the CERF benchmark of 11 days. 
 

 
Official 

submission –
final proposal 

Final proposal 
– ERC/USG 

approval 

ERC/USG 
approval – 
allocation 

letter counter- 
signed 

Allocation 
letter  counter-

signed –
disbursement 

of funds 

Total (official 
submission to 
disbursement) 

Average 
number of 
working 

days 

5.8 2.2 5107 4.2 17.2 

Table 20: Average number of working days between submission and disbursement, based on CERF data 

                                                             
107 This average is skewed by the large time lapse (27 working days) in the case of one agency. Without 
this agency, the average would be reduced to two working days. 



 

78 

 

248. The start-up of implementation by partners took longer than expected, but this is the 
only information available in this respect108. 
 
No-cost extension and reprogramming requests  

249. FAO requested a reprogramming of activities and a no-cost extension on 23 August 
2012 because by the time the procurement of seeds, tools, and equipment, and livestock 
feed, vaccines, and drugs, considered a priority, had been completed, the rain had 
started and caused water levels to rise, making it difficult to transport materials and 
heavy equipment to remote rural locations and rehabilitate wells as per the standards. 
FAO needed a three-month no-cost extension in order to be able to carry out these 
activities during the dry season from October-December and have more time for the 
distribution of the items already purchased. In addition, FAO had been unable to 
procure good quality groundnut seeds due to their scarcity in local and regional markets 
and after consulting the government, proposed purchasing additional urea (fertilizer) for 
an additional 1,530 vulnerable households to boost the production of rice, maize and 
vegetable crops. The request was approved on 30 August 2012. 

6.7 Monitoring, reporting and accountability 

250. While the common narrative of the annual report on the use of CERF funds provides a 
clear picture of the humanitarian situation at the time of the request, the prioritization of 
sectors and the CERF process, the section on the value added of the CERF and in 
particular the replies to the questions on whether the delivery of assistance to 
beneficiaries was fast and whether CERF funds helped respond to time critical needs is 
vague. Some of the indicators included in the CERF project proposals were omitted in 
the section on outcomes in the project summaries of the annual RC/HC CERF report, 
possibly because they may have been too ambitious or difficult to measure in a short 
timeframe. Some of the results are in reality activities, the outcome of which could have 
been measured. In addition, indicators used to measure results of the WFP, WHO and 
UNFPA project were not SMART. 

 
251. The gender marker coding system was not used, but the empowerment of women was 

mainstreamed in all of the projects. They were involved in the selection of beneficiaries 
(e.g. they constituted 75 per cent of the Food Management Committees) and in the 
planning and implementation of nutrition and WASH interventions, and their special 
needs were given special attention (e.g. reproductive health; main recipients of 
horticultural inputs and improved rice seeds).  

6.8 Value added of CERF  

252. The value added of CERF can be described as follows: 
• CERF was the main and one of the earliest sources of funding; the mean 

funding shortfall for the projects for which funding was requested was of 
close to 95 per cent at the time; 

• Rapid decision-making by the CERF secretariat and rapid disbursement of 
funds enabled agencies to jump-start the response 

                                                             
108 RC/HC Report 2012 on the use of CERF Funds – The Gambia. 
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• CERF  enabled a quick response to be provided to malnourished children – 
the most critically in need of assistance -; 

• All prioritized activities simultaneously received funding, which enabled a 
multi-faceted complementary response; 

• According to the lessons-learned section of the annual report, CERF was the 
only resource mobilization tool available in-country and agencies were not 
familiar with other tools. This and the fact that the amounts requested by 
UNICEF either completely or nearly completely covered the funding 
shortfall might indicate an over-reliance on CERF. 

 
253. Additional resources were mobilised subsequently, but whether the release of CERF 

funds helped in this respect could not be established.  

6.9 Recommendations  

To the agencies 

See recommendations 4, 5, 6, and 7 in the regional chapter. 

To the RC 

See recommendations 8 and 9 in the regional chapter. 
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MALI 

Executive Summary 

254. CERF was the fourth largest source of funding for Mali in 2012 and one of the earliest 
for drought response (the mean funding shortfall for the projects submitted was of 88 
per cent). Nevertheless, the request for CERF funding, submitted on 22 February 2012, 
was perhaps not as timely as it could have been considering that assessments conducted 
during the last quarter of 2011 indicated a worsening food security and nutrition 
situation and the government requested international assistance in December 2011. 
 

255. CERF funding was rapidly made available. All in all, the process took an average of 
16 working days from the submission of the initial request to the disbursement of funds. 

 
256. CERF enabled agencies ill-prepared for a humanitarian crisis of such a magnitude to 

strengthen their emergency response capacities and the grant for humanitarian air 
services, which had not received any funding so far, supported the collective capacity to 
respond. 
 

257. In the absence of a Humanitarian Country Team at the time, the UNCT handled the 
CERF prioritization and decision-making process without the involvement of non-UN 
actors but according to the request sent to CERF, the principle of sending a request to 
CERF was agreed with the Forum of International NGOs in Mali. UN agencies 
involved in drought response (FAO, UNICEF and WFP) had created an internal task 
force to help coordinate UN interventions. The drought response allocation does not 
seem to have contributed to the humanitarian reform. 

 
258. The draft annual report on the use of CERF funds (both the common narrative and the 

project summaries) seems to have been hastily prepared but may improve by the time of 
the final report. 

7.1 Context 

259. Mali is one of the least developed countries in the world. It was ranked 182d out of 
186 countries in 2012 in the (2013) UNDP Human Development Index. About 65 per 
cent of its land area is desert or semi-desert and it is prone to natural disasters, in 
particular floods, drought, and pests (insects). Sixty-nine per cent of the population lives 
below the national poverty line and frequent external shocks have weakened the 
resilience of chronically poor households. Around 68 per cent of its population of 15.8 
million lives in rural areas and about 10 per cent is nomadic. Agriculture, including 
animal husbandry, employs 80 per cent of the population. In normal years, the domestic 
production of cereals meets the population’s needs, but agriculture is vulnerable to 
natural disasters. An assessment in March 2008 found that before the lean period eight 
per cent of households were severely food insecure and 18 per cent moderately food 
insecure109.  

 
260. A SMART nutrition survey in June-July 2011 identified a rate of global acute 

malnutrition in children under five surpassing the 10 per cent threshold above which the 
                                                             
109 CFSVA findings of July 2007 and March 2008. 
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situation is considered severe. GAM rates had reached critical levels in the regions of 
Timbuktu, Gao, Kayes and Koulikoro (15.4 per cent, 14.1 per cent, 12.6 per cent, and 
12.4 per cent respectively). 

 
261. In 2012, Mali was affected not only by a food security and nutrition crisis resulting 

from the drought and a substantial drop in cereal and fodder production but also a major 
conflict that erupted in January 2012 in the northern regions. A political coup in 
Bamako on 22 March 2012 was followed by the occupation of around two-thirds of the 
country (Gao, Kidal, Timbuktu, and parts of Mopti regions) by non-state armed groups 
in the North while the southern part of the country was directed by a provisional 
government. The drought and the conflict provoked an unprecedented humanitarian 
crisis affecting four million people. Thousands fled to safer areas in the country110 and 
neighbouring countries, further eroding the coping capacities of host communities. 

 
262. A WFP/SAP emergency food security assessment in August-September 2012 found 

high levels of food insecurity in the northern regions (45 per cent in Kidal, 36 per cent 
in Gao, 31 per cent in Timbuktu, and 27.3 per cent in the occupied parts of Mopti). 
Subsequent assessments confirmed the deteriorating food security situation resulting 
from low household incomes, low food-stock levels, significant animal mortality, and 
aggravating factors such as the rise in cereal prices. In February 2012, the national early 
warning system confirmed that 111 communes in the Kayes, Koulikoro, Ségou, 
Timbuktu, Gao, and flooded areas of Mopti regions were food insecure and 84 facing 
economic hardship, i.e. a total of 195. Around 3.5 million people were estimated to be 
food insecure111. Populations in the three northern regions were particularly vulnerable 
due to the conflict. At the time of the CERF request on 22 February, the number of 
children between 6-59 months with MAM was estimated at 385,000 and those with 
SAM at 175,000, with a potential increase of SAM cases to 220,000112. In addition, at 
least 60,000 people were displaced at the time, principally in Kidal, Gao, and Timbuktu 
provinces.  

 
263. The government requested international assistance in December 2011 and developed a 

US$210 million national response plan, which included (cereal) food distributions, 
subsidized sales of food, food for work, the reconstitution of the national food stock, 
assistance for animal husbandry and fishing, nutrition, and education. The government 
response in the framework of the food security component of the plan came to a halt in 
March 2012 in the different purchasing centres (Ségou, Mopti et Kayes) due to a 
funding shortfall and the high price of cereals (Mali CAP 2012). 

7.2 CERF funding 

264. The CERF was the fourth largest source of funding (with the exception on UN un-
eamarked funding) to Mali in 2012 with two RR allocations: US$7,057,932 in March 

                                                             
110 By the end of May, more than 366,000 people were internally displaced.  
111 In April 2012, the national early warning system estimated that 3.47 million people were severely food 
insecure in 210 communes and 1.13 million more facing food-related difficulties in 56 communes; Mali 
2012 CAP. 
112 Over 35 per cent of child deaths in Mali are due to malnutrition (45,000 child deaths per year) (Mali 
CAP 2012). 
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2012 for drought response and US$6,896,415 in July 2012 for the response to the 
internal displacement crisis, i.e. a total of US$13,954,347. 
 

 
Figure 8: Funding per Donor in 2012, starting at 0.5 per cent upwards, as of 14 June 2013 – FTS 

 
265. The allocation for the response to the drought represented nine per cent of overall 

requirements (US$64,698,820) and 11 per cent of the 88 per cent funding shortfall. The 
following three projects were supported: 
 

Cluster/Sector Agencies Amount (US$) Percentage of total 

Agriculture FAO 800,000 13% 

Food WFP 2,642,012 44% 

Multi-sector 113 UNICEF 2,615,920 43% 

Total  6,057,932 100% 
Table 21: Share of CERF Funding per Cluster/Sector in Mali for the US$6,057,932 drought response allocation of 14 
June 2012, based on CERF data 

266. The grant for food covered 5.5 per cent of total requirements (US$47,666,448) and 6 
per cent of the 93 per cent funding shortfall for the project. The project consisted in 
carrying out general food distributions (3.5 months rations) targeting households having 
exhausted their food stocks in the regions where the food security situation was critical 
(Gao, Kayes, Koulikoro, Mopti, and Timbuktu). The nutrition component of WFP 
operations had already received support from donors.  

 
267. The grant for agriculture/livelihoods recovery represented 17 per cent of total 

requirements (US$4,600,000) and 21 per cent of the 83 per cent funding shortfall. The 
project targeted Kayes, where 245,000 people found themselves in a situation of food 
insecurity. It consisted in providing ruminants, livestock feed and veterinary kits to 
pastoral households, horticultural seeds, fertilizers and tools to farmers, and chicken to 
all beneficiary households in order to improve their nutritional status through increased 
protein intake.  

 

                                                             
113 This project includes activities in the nutrition, health, WASH, and protection sectors. 
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268. The grant to UNICEF represented 17 per cent of total requirements for six months 
(US$15,432,372) and 24 per cent of the 71 per cent funding shortfall for an integrated 
nutrition, WASH, and protection response combining the treatment of severely 
malnourished children and the prevention of malnutrition through the promotion of 
appropriate infant feeding practices, ensuring the supply of drinkable water in 
communities and health centres, improving hygiene practices, and reinforcing the 
protection of women and children.  

 
269. For drought response, the amount of CERF funding channelled to NGOs, according to 

the draft annual CERF report for Mali, was of US$1,201,309, i.e. 20 per cent of the total 
allocation. Most of this amount (US$1,165,309) was channelled by UNICEF to its 
partners and represents 45 per cent of the entire grant. FAO channelled US$36,000, i.e. 
five per cent of the grant, to an NGO partner. While the general food distributions 
component of the WFP project was to be implemented with six 
cooperating/implementing partners, related costs were not included in the project 
submitted to the CERF.   

 
270. In parallel, a US$1,000,000 grant was made to WFP for humanitarian air services 

following a stand-alone request endorsed by the RC on 19 February 2012. Humanitarian 
flights were a critical service at a time when major towns in northern Mali were no 
longer accessible by road for UN agencies and NGOs. The project had not received any 
funding and the CERF grant covered 48 per cent of total requirements for 10 months, 
thus enabling UNHAS to operate during five months. 

7.3 Inclusive and transparent prioritization and decision-making process 

271. The UNCT (there was no HCT at the time) identified the priority needs, after which 
agencies prepared projects that were then submitted to the RC/HC. UN agencies 
involved in drought response (FAO, UNICEF and WFP) had created an internal task 
force to help coordinate UN interventions and facilitate the flow of information. There 
was no involvement of non-UN actors, but according to the request sent to the CERF, 
the principle of sending a request to the CERF was agreed with the Forum of 
International NGOs in Mali and the WFP EMOP for 1 February 2012 – 31 December 
2012 had been developed with NGOs, FAO and UNICEF. A number of implementing 
partners and the Red Cross were asked if they would be available to implement some of 
the CERF-supported activities. 

 
272. Regular meetings were being held with donors and NGOs. WFP, as lead of the 

technical and financial partners in the food security sector, ensured the coordination of 
interventions together with the National Food Security Council and its operational unit, 
while the ministry of health chaired a working group on nutrition114.  

7.4 Coherence of the submission 

Life-saving criteria 

                                                             
114 OCHA, UNICEF and NGOs were preparing the establishment of a cluster as a more adequate 
coordination mechanism for the emergency situation. 
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273. Prior to project formulation, OCHA staff on surge capacity from the regional office115 
contacted the agencies concerned to ensure that they understood the life-saving criteria 
and circulated the project template. OCHA provided comments on the drafts and helped 
ensure the internal coherence of the request and inter-agency complementarities before 
it was sent to the CERF secretariat. 

 
274. The CERF requests were developed to support and complement the national drought 

response plan. WFP and FAO interventions were the outcome of intense coordination 
with the Government while nutrition programmes were discussed through a working 
group chaired by the Ministry of Health. 

7.5 Support to the Humanitarian Reform 

275. The draft annual report states that since CERF grants were given to CAP projects, the 
CERF allocation helped reinforce humanitarian coordination and a greater involvement 
of NGOs, but this is odd since the CAP was only published in May 2012 and may rather 
apply to the later CERF allocation in response to conflict.   

7.6 Timeliness of CERF 

276. An initial request for US$11.1 million was submitted on 22 February 2012 and 
included projects for the response to the internal displacement crisis and the food 
security and nutrition crisis116. The CERF secretariat recommended sub-dividing them 
into two separate batches117 since these were emergencies of a different nature, each 
requiring a tailored and coordinated response. In addition, information about the needs 
of IDPs was still being collected. The CERF secretariat recommended that a drought 
response request be submitted as soon as possible and that its overall amount be reduced 
by about one half to keep the cost per beneficiary consistent with that for drought 
response in other countries in the region. A revised request was submitted on 2 March 
and was approved on 13 March 2012. From the final proposals to the disbursement of 
funds, it took an average of 10.25 working days, which is close to the 11 day benchmark 
of the CERF secretariat. 
 

 
Official 

submission –
final proposal 

Final 
proposal – 
ERC/USG 
approval 

ERC/USG 
approval – 

allocation letter 
counter- signed 

Allocation 
Letter counter-

signed –
disbursement 

of funds 

Total (official 
submission to 
disbursement) 

Average 
number of 
working 

days 

6 1.5 4.75 4 16.25 

Table 22: Average number of working days between submission and disbursement, based on CERF 
data118 

                                                             
115 OCHA opened an office in Mali in April 2012, which is after the CERF drought response allocation 
was made. 
116 The request for funding for humanitarian flights was made separately. 
117 The request for a RR allocation for the internally displaced was eventually submitted on 11 June 2012.  
118 This includes the grant for humanitarian air services. 



 

85 

 

277. The request for CERF funding was perhaps not as timely as it could have been 
considering that assessments conducted during the last quarter of 2011 indicated a 
worsening food security and nutrition situation and the government requested 
international assistance in December 2011. 
 
No-cost extension and reprogramming requests 

278. On 3 September, the RC/HC requested a no-cost extension until the end of December 
2012 for the FAO project ending on 18 September 2012 because project activities had 
been delayed due to the political and security situation. By then, 84 per cent of the 
budget had been spent. Further to a request for clarification from the CERF secretariat 
regarding the security situation in Kayes, the project implementation area. FAO replied 
on 4 September that security was not a constraint in Kayes, but that procurement in 
Bamako and abroad had been delayed119  and all funds committed, except for a 
US$50,000 balance. The activities remaining were post-distribution monitoring to 
enable FAO to collect information on the harvest.  On 5 September, the CERF 
secretariat asked that the additional information be included in the no-cost extension 
request, but it is only on 19 September, after a reminder from the CERF secretariat, that 
FAO indicated that in the meantime all funds had been spent. A no-cost extension was 
nevertheless granted on 20 September 2012 to enable FAO to carry out post-distribution 
monitoring. 

7.7 Reporting, monitoring and accountability 

279. Annual reporting on CERF grants, at least for drought response, seems to have 
represented a challenge. One of the lessons-learned in the annual report on the use of 
CERF funds is that the change of reporting template complicated the reporting and that 
the sharing of the template would have been helpful. 

 
280. The chapter of the draft annual report on drought response is so succinct that it does 

not provide an understanding of the value added of the CERF. With respect to project 
summaries, the results  achieved are mostly outputs in the case of UNICEF (e.g. number 
of items purchased and distributed, number of children admitted for treatment or 
households having received assistance) and do not provide information on the 
proportion of the planned caseload that was assisted in each sector. This may be partly 
due to the fact that the SMART indicators in the project proposal were not used for the 
reporting and were not all realistically measurable in a short timeframe. In the case of 
FAO, the outcomes achieved are not directly linked to the outcomes expected and 
consist of an incomplete list of items distributed. The project summary does not provide 
a clear picture of achievements against objectives. 

 
281. With respect to beneficiaries, there are inconsistencies between the WFP project 

document and the project summary and within the latter. The number of planned direct 
beneficiaries indicated (185,000) in the summary is that of the entire project instead of 
the number to be assisted with CERF funding (47,100). The project summary states that 
43,438 people benefitted from the CERF grant, i.e. a number lower than planned. The 

                                                             
119 Even though CERF funds were disbursed on 19 March 2012, the FAO country office only received the 
first transfer from headquarters on 30 April 2012. 
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explanation provided in reply to the question “In case of significant discrepancy 
between planned and actual outcomes, please describe reasons” WFP states that it 
expanded its geographical coverage between the receipt of CERF funds and 
implementation, which is hardly an explanation. In the case of UNICEF, the number of 
beneficiaries reached is significantly lower than that foreseen, except for nutrition were 
the number was higher. A problem in the case of a multi-sector project is that ‘the 
number of beneficiaries reached’ section of the reporting template does not distinguish 
between beneficiaries per sector, which makes it difficult to understand where the 
overall number comes from. 

 
282. The above suggests that there may be a lack of project design/formulation and 

reporting capacity at the level of agencies as well as a lack of capacity or skills on the 
part of OCHA staff to carry out a rapid comparative analysis of project documents and 
project summaries at the time of consolidating inputs from agencies. 

7.8 Value added of CERF 

283. The CERF’s value added in Mali includes: 
• Early funding: the mean funding shortfall for the projects submitted to the 

CERF was of 88 per cent; the highest funding shortfall was for WFP for food 
(93 per cent at the time) followed by FAO (83 per cent funding shortfall), 
while WFP/UNHAS had received no funding for humanitarian flights; 

• The rapid mobilization of funding; 
• Support for an integrated response to  drought; 
• Strengthening of emergency response capacities in a country ill-prepared for 

a humanitarian crisis of such a magnitude: all agencies requested funding for 
human resources and WFP for establishing field offices;  

• Strengthening of the collective capacity to respond through support to 
humanitarian air services; 

• Helping with donor mobilization (no details provided in the annual report 
apart from this very statement). 

7.9 Recommendations  

To the agencies 

See recommendations 4, 5, 6, and 7 in the regional chapter. 

To the RC 

See recommendations 8 and 9 in the regional chapter. 
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MAURITANIA 

Executive Summary 

284. Considering the timeline of food security and nutrition crises in the region, the timing 
of the availability of findings of relevant assessments (towards the end of the calendar 
year), and the fact that the government officially declared a crisis on 10 November 
2011, the December 2011 request to CERF for drought response is one of the timeliest 
ones in the region. 
 

285. CERF was the third largest sources of funding for Mauritania in 2012 and one of the 
earliest for drought response (the mean funding shortfall of projects submitted was of 85 
per cent). CERF enabled agencies to build-up their emergency response capacities in 
time for the crucial first three months of the food security and nutrition emergency. At 
the time, UN agencies lacked skills and experience in emergency response. The 
capacities of government partners were boosted either through direct funding for 
specific activities or training to enhance the quality of the response.  

 
286. The CERF process was rapid and took an average of 25 working days from the 

original submission to the disbursement of funds (except for one project).  
 

287. The CERF allocation is perceived as having triggered the international response to the 
drought. It reportedly generated a lot of attention by fostering a common strategy for the 
response, which was later embedded in the CAP. 
 

288. In the absence of a Humanitarian Country Team at the time, the CERF prioritization 
and decision-making process only involved the RC and the requesting UN agencies. 
CERF (process and funding) catalysed the establishment of a Humanitarian Country 
Team and cluster-like sector groups in February 2012. Nevertheless, the annual report 
underlines the weakness of coordination mechanisms and information-sharing between 
agencies and with non-UN actors, including the government, and the resulting lost 
opportunity to strengthen linkages between humanitarian and longer term interventions. 
In addition, agencies failed to establish decentralised coordination mechanisms. A 
number of (national and international NGOs) are reportedly critical of the UN system 
for using the CERF as a proprietary tool rather than an opportunity to put in place a 
strong humanitarian coordination framework. 
 

289. A regional FAO funding request to respond to a desert locust threat in Chad and 
Mauritania was essentially handled without involvement of the UN Country Team and 
FAO country office. 
 

290. The CERF allocation saved lives and mitigated the effects of the drought on agro-
pastoral activities and livelihoods at an early stage. UN agencies indicate in the annual 
report on the use of CERF funds that results were achieved and occasionally exceeded 
those expected initially.  

 
291. With respect to project implementation, some of the projects (not drought-specific) 

reportedly started long after they were approved. UNFPA is the only agency having 
requested a reprogramming of activities and three-month no-cost extension for its 
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drought response project, which were granted. The annual report indicates that activities 
of other projects (not drought-specific) were not all completed within the six-month RR 
timeframe but that no no-cost extension was requested.  

 
292. Even though standard monitoring mechanisms were in place according to project 

documents, there was little actual monitoring of CERF projects.  

8.1 Context 

293. Mauritania, one of the world’s least developed countries, was ranked 155th out of 186 
countries in 2012 in the (2013) UNDP Human Development Index. It has a population 
of close to 3.4 million, 59 per cent of which live in rural areas and depend on animal 
husbandry and agriculture for a livelihood. Nevertheless, Mauritania produces only 30 
per cent of its food consumption needs and has to import the rest. About 42 per cent of 
the population lives below the poverty line and the poorest people live in rural areas. 
Close to 10 per cent of households in rural areas suffer from chronic food insecurity and 
during the lean period from April to September, 20-30 per cent of households can be 
affected by food insecurity120. Nomads, who make up about 10 per cent of the 
population, are chronically food insecure and have difficult access to basic necessities 
and sanitation facilities. Desertification, the degradation of natural resources, and 
repeated cycles of drought have negatively affected farmers and agro-pastoralists and 
accentuated food insecurity.  
 

294. In July 2011, a Food Security Monitoring Survey conducted by the government Food 
Security Commission (CSA) and WFP found that 21 per cent (428,000 people) of 
surveyed rural households were food insecure (12.9 per cent severely, 11.7 per cent 
moderately), which was three times as many as the previous year. The number of people 
likely to be affected was estimated at more than 830,000. The regions most affected by 
food insecurity were Hodh El Chargui (57.2 per cent), Hodh El Gharbi (44 per cent), 
Tagant (33.8 per cent), Gorgol (28.5 per cent), Guidimakha (26.5 per cent), and Assaba 
(26.4 per cent) in the South.  

 

295. A government-led SMART nutrition survey carried out in July 2011 showed that the 
global acute malnutrition rate in children between 6-59 months was of 10.9 per cent 
(58,000 out of 521,492 children) with important regional disparities. GAM rates in the 
southern regions of Assaba, Brakna, Gorgol, and Guidimakha were above the 15 per 
cent (WHO) emergency threshold, while it was close to it (14.8 per cent) in Hodh El 
Chargui. The SAM rate was found to be of one per cent. Pastoral and agro-pastoral 
areas were the most affected.  

 
296. In 2011, insufficient rainfall and its uneven distribution in space and time caused a 

significant drop in agricultural production, pasture growth and water availability for 
livestock and jeopardized the livelihoods of the large proportion of the population that 
depends on subsistence agriculture and pastoralist activities. The likely deterioration of 
the food security situation was predicted towards the end of September 2011 on the 
basis on early warning indicators. A CILSS /FAO/WFP/FEWS-NET/Government crop 
assessment in October 2011 forecast a 64 per cent production drop compared to the 

                                                             
120 WFP ‘Food Security Monitoring System’ post-harvest surveys. 
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previous year. Production figures were comparable to those of 2002, which was a year 
of drought in Mauritania and Western Sahel. FEWS-NET warned in November 2011 
that deteriorating pastoral conditions were aggravating food insecurity in agro-pastoral 
areas. Due to the armed conflict in Northern Mali, seasonal transhumance had begun in 
September-October instead of December-January, negatively affecting the coping 
mechanisms of the herders and cattle survival. Agro-pastoral zones experienced a 70 per 
cent fodder production deficit.  

 
297. The income of affected households significantly decreased. Their purchasing power 

was further eroded by a prolonged increase in the price of basic food commodities and 
fuel and the drop in the value of small ruminants due to massive sales. By January 2012, 
the crisis affected an estimated 700,000 people located mainly in the regions of Assaba, 
Brakna, Guidhimaka, Gorgol, and Hodh El Chargui. 

 
298. The arrival in the first months of 2012 of refugees and livestock from Mali121 in the 

Hodh El Chargui Region, which is the most food insecure (37 per cent of the 
population), put additional pressure on host communities and pasture areas122.  

 
299. The government officially declared a crisis on 10 November 2011 and presented a 

drought response plan (‘Emel’, i.e. Hope), the implementation of which was to start in 
January 2012. It included two components: food (free distributions to the most 
vulnerable groups and sales at subsidized prices in remote rural communities) and 
livestock assistance (sales of animal feed at below-market prices to farmers, veterinary 
care, and the drilling of additional wells in pastoral areas). The government estimated 
the financial requirements for the plan at 45 billion Mauritania Ouguiyas (US$157 
million), committed to cover 55 per cent of the costs (US$86,350,000), and asked its 
partners to cover the shortfall (US$70,650,000). A nutrition component was included in 
December 2011 (screening and treatment of malnourished children, expansion of 
nutrition and health coverage, promotion of breastfeeding, cash transfer programmes for 
urban residents and rural communities and distribution of nutritional supplements to 
children between 6-24 months) and partners were asked to cover the financial 
requirements. 

8.2 CERF funding  

300. The CERF was the third funding source for Mauritania in 2012 with four Rapid 
Response allocations: a US$4,005,971 allocation for drought response in 
December/January 2011 and three other RR allocations:, a US$5,490,696 allocation in 
April 2012 for the refugee influx from Mali, a US$751,993 allocation in November 
2012 for desert locust control, and a US$722,992 allocation in December 2012 to 
respond to an outbreak of Rift Valley Fever (see Annex C for details). These 
allocations, of a total of US$ , 10,971,652 represent 12 per cent of contributions to the 
CAP and outside the CAP (US$89,027,411)123.  

                                                             
121 Between the end of January 2012 and 10 June 2012, over 67,000 Malians arrived in this region and 
settled in M’Bera Camp. 
122 A RR CERF allocation was made in April 2012 to provide assistance to the Malian refugees. 
123 The 2012 CAP for Mauritania was launched in April 2012. FTS includes as contributions to the 2012 
CAP the January 2012 grant to WFP for drought response while the December 2011 grants for the 
projects submitted at the same time as the WFP drought response project are tied to the 2011 CAP for 
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Figure 9: Funding per Donor in 2012, starting at 0.5 per cent upwards, as of 24 June 2013 – FTS and CERF data124 

301. The CERF allocation for drought response in December 2011/January 2012 covered 
13 per cent of total requirements (US$31,878,861) and 17 per cent of the 85 per cent 
outstanding requirements (US$6,377,820) at the time according to the request for 
funding. The request focused on the four regions where the GAM rate stood above the 
WHO emergency ceiling (Assaba,  Brakna, Guidimakha, and Gorgol) and targeted 
119,938 people whose situation was known to be critical (out of 830,000 people 
affected by the crisis), except for UNFPA which targeted five regions (see below).  

 

Cluster/Sector Agencies Amount (US$) Percentage of total 

Food/nutrition WFP 2,000,139 50% 

Agriculture FAO 600,336 15% 

Health UNFPA 426,912 10,5% 

Nutrition UNICEF, WHO 978,584 24,5% 

Total  4,005,971 100% 
Table 23: Share of CERF Funding per Sector in Mauritania for the 2011/2012 allocation, based on CERF data 

302. The grant for food and supplementary feeding (50 per cent of the country request) 
represented eight per cent of WFP Drought EMOP requirements (US$26,198,952)125 
and 11 per cent of the 69 per cent outstanding requirements. The nutrition component 
aimed to respond to the needs of 25,460 children between 6-59 months, pregnant 
women, and lactating mothers with MAM through community-based nutritional centres 
during three months. The food security component aimed at improving the food security 

                                                                                                                                                                                   
West Africa and included in 2011 statistics. FTS also includes all of the April 2012 refugee response 
grants  as contributions to the CAP except the UNAIDS  grant) which is listed as a contribution to a 
project not listed in  the CAP, . The grants made for desert locust control and Rift Valley Fever response 
are tied to the 2013 CAP for Mauritania. 
124 This figure includes the December 2011 drought response grants and the 2012 desert locust and Rift 
Valley Fever response grants. 
125 Figure indicated in the project document. 
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of vulnerable households (32,550 beneficiaries) through Village Security Food 
Stocks126 and free food distributions. 

 
303. The grant for agriculture (FAO) represented 79 per cent of total requirements 

(US$763,347)127 and 97 per cent of the 81 per cent funding shortfall. The project aimed 
to improve nutrition  and the income of pastoral and agro-pastoral households through 
livestock destocking (2,500 households), the distribution of meat (7,000 households), 
the promotion of improved fodder production (250 households, and associations or 
women groups) and the provision of veterinary drugs. 

 
304. UNICEF and WHO both received a grant for nutrition. The grant for UNICEF covered 

17 per cent of total requirements for this project (US$3,598,624)128 and 20 per cent of 
its 82 per cent funding shortfall. The project aimed to improve case management and 
included three sets of activities: ensuring that at least 80 per cent of malnourished 
children with a high risk of dying be identified, sent to the appropriate structures, and 
taken care of as per the national protocol (3,970 children out of an estimated 4,962); that 
health and community structures document their activities; and that safe water was 
available. The WHO grant represented 49 per cent of total requirements (US$782,000) 
and funding shortfall129. The project aimed to (i) contribute to the treatment of 3,970 
severely malnourished children through the provision of essential drugs and medical 
supplies to the nutritional recuperation centres, training for screening and treatment, and 
technical support to strengthen data collection and compilation capacities and (ii) 
improve the quality of water at household level through the provision of supplies and 
the sensitization of 12,371 households on water treatment practices.  

 
305. UNFPA received a grant representing 80 per cent of overall project requirements 

(US$535,938)130 and 87 per cent of the 92 per cent funding shortfall. This project aimed 
at diminishing mortality and morbidity related to pregnancy and delivery in the five 
regions affected by food insecurity (including Hodh El Chargui, which was already 
receiving refugees from Mali), prevent the transmission of HIV, and protect women 
against sexual exploitation and abuse. It included the distribution of delivery hygienic 
kits, hygienic kits for young women of reproductive age, iron, vitamin and folic acid 
supplements, and preservatives. 
 

Agency Number of projects Amount (US$) Percentage of total 

WFP 1 2,000,139 50% 

FAO 1 600,336 15% 

UNFPA 1 426,912 10,5% 

UNICEF 1 596,230 15% 

                                                             
126 The SAVS (Stock Alimentaire Villageois de Sécurité) are part of a government strategy to improve 
access to basic foodstuffs and stabilize the price of cereals. 
127 This figure is substantially lower than the requirements of the 2011 West Africa CAP project put as a 
reference in the project document. 
128 Requirements of the 2011 West Africa CAP project referred to in the project document. 
129 Requirements of the 2011 West Africa CAP project referred to in the project document. This project 
had not received any funding. 
130 Requirements of the 2011 West Africa CAP project referred to in the project document. 



 

92 

 

WHO 1 382,354 9,5% 

Total  4,005,971 100% 
Table 24: Share of CERF Funding per Agency in Mauritania for the 2011/2012 allocation, based on CERF data 
 

306. According to the information provided in the annual report on the use of CERF funds 
in Mauritania, UN agencies (FAO, UNFPA and WFP) channelled 17 per cent of the 
December 2011/January 2012 grants for drought response to government services 
(US$428,259 or 11 per cent131) and NGO/Red Cross partners (US$190,132 or five per 
cent respectively). It should be noted, however, that the annual report states that 
agencies provided little information on the breakdown of funding to implementing 
partners, which made it impossible to present an accurate picture in Table 3 (Breakdown 
by type of implementation modality). FAO worked exclusively with government 
services, which received 51 per cent of the grant for destocking activities, while 
UNFPA worked with both government services, which received 28 per cent, and an 
NGO, which received 7 per cent (i.e. a total of 55 per cent of the grant) and WFP with 
10 NGOs, which received 8 per cent of the total grant. WHO was going to implement 
the water-related activities in cooperation with the relevant government services 
(Institut National de Recherches en Santé Publique) and had included costs in the 
project proposal, but did not report on this in the Annex 1 (CERF funds disbursed to 
implementing partners). 

8.3 Inclusive and transparent prioritization and decision-making process 

307. In the absence of a HCT at the time, the CERF prioritization and decision-making 
process only involved the RC and the requesting UN agencies. The prioritization was 
based on an analysis of the situation, national and regional trends, and the response the 
government was going to provide. Even though sector groups existed at the time and 
had been involved in the analysis of needs, the CERF process did not include non-UN 
actors.  
 

308. The prioritization is likely to have been fairly straightforward given the existence of a 
government plan, but the way funding was allocated to each sector/agency is not 
mentioned in the documents reviewed. In light of the proportion of CERF funding 
against outstanding requirements, the UNCT is likely to have apportioned funding 
based on the comparative importance of the activities for the response, the funding 
shortfall, and the likelihood of a project securing additional funding. In a few cases, the 
amount requested covered most of the outstanding requirements (FAO, UNFPA) or 
close to half of them (WHO). 

 
309. Whether the agencies jointly or separately attempted to mobilize funding from donors 

prior to turning to the CERF is not indicated in the documents reviewed, but the annual 
report states that CERF funds were requested as a ‘last resort’. 
 
8.4 Coherence 

310. The projects took into account the response of the government and the comparative 
advantage of participating agencies as well as inter-agency complementarities. The food 
                                                             
131 The annual report indicates a total of US$484,589 but this figure is not consistent with amounts 
reported in Annex 1 (CERF funds disbursed to implementing partners). 
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security response involved WFP and FAO, while the nutrition response included WFP, 
UNICEF, and WHO. Both UNICEF and WHO included a safe water component in their 
projects. According to the request for CERF funding, a joint targeting effort was carried 
out in order to ensure complementarities, synergies, and the effectiveness of the 
interventions. This exercise was to be further refined with Regional Coordinating 
Committees composed of government structures, leading NGOs, and UN regional 
offices. According to the annual report for Mauritania, agencies did not allunderstand 
that CERF projects should be included in the CAP or were not all aware that they had 
been linked to a CAP (lessons learned section of the annual report). 

8.5 Support to the Humanitarian Reform 

311. The CERF process for drought response in December 2011 catalysed the 
establishment of humanitarian coordination mechanisms. By the time of the CERF 
request for the response to the Malian refugee influx in mid-March 2012, the 
‘Emergency Coordination Forum’ in place in December 2011 had been transformed into 
a Humanitarian Country Team. Nevertheless, the annual report underlines the weakness 
of coordination mechanisms and information-sharing between agencies and with non-
UN actors, including the government, during  the implementation and the lost 
opportunity to strengthen linkages between humanitarian and longer term interventions. 
Agencies failed to establish decentralised coordination mechanisms for drought 
response in the four regions targeted and there was little interaction between Nouakchott 
and the field. Coordination was further weakened by a split in coordination leadership, 
with UNHCR coordinating in refugee camps. A number of (national and international 
NGOs) are reportedly critical of the UN system for using the CERF as a proprietary tool 
rather than an opportunity to put in place a strong humanitarian coordination 
framework. 

8.6 Timeliness of CERF 

312. The CERF request of December 2011 for drought response was prompted by the 
following factors:   

• The official recognition of a food shortfall and request for assistance by the 
government, which enabled the UNCT to openly take steps to address the 
humanitarian situation; 

• A recommendation from the Emergency Coordination Forum132 that CERF 
funding be requested in response to the government’s call for assistance;  

• The commitment of the UNCT to take action before the crisis peaked;  

• The deteriorating food security situation; 

• The funding shortfall (85%) for the sectors and projects concerned.  
 

313. Considering the timeline of food security and nutrition crises in the region and the 
timing of the availability of findings of relevant assessments, the December 2011 
submission to CERF for drought response is one of the timeliest ones.  

 
314. The RC submitted the RR request on 8 December 2011133. A period of consultation 

between the CERF Secretariat and the RC ensued134. On 24 December, the RC 

                                                             
132 The Emergency Coordination Committee, chaired by the RC, comprises UN agencies, government 
authorities, and NGOs - Situation Report-Mauritania; Food insecurity and nutrition crisis; Report #3; 
UNICEF; 10 February 2012. 
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submitted a revised version with a substantial increase in the WFP budget (from US$1.2 
million to US$2.8 million), which increased the amount requested from US$3.3 million 
to US$4.8 million. This is when the process for WFP became quite lengthy. WFP was 
asked to reduce its request from 2.8 million to 2 million, combine separate budgets 
presented for the food and nutrition components of the same 2011 CAP project (code 
WA-11/F/38029/561), reduce staff costs, and provide the clarifications requested135. 
The budget of a revised project submitted on 1 January 2012 had only been reduced to 
US$2.75 million and another version submitted on 12 January 2012 with a US$2 
million budget did not address CERF comments. The final version of the project was 
finally received and approved by the ERC on 16 January 2012. From the initial 
submission date to the disbursement of the funds, the process took 38 working days and 
54 calendar days. 

 
315. All other projects were approved by the ERC on 28 and 30 December 2011. It took 

10.75 working days from the receipt of final project proposals (except WFP’s) to the 
disbursement of funds, which is in line with the CERF benchmark of 11 days, as 
indicated by the following table:  
 

 
Official 

submission –
final proposal 

Final proposal 
– ERC/USG 

approval 

ERC/USG 
approval – 

allocation letter 
counter- signed 

Allocation Letter 
counter-signed –
disbursement of 

funds 

Total (official 
submission to 
disbursement) 

Average 
number of 
working 

days 

13.75 0.75 7 3 24.5 

Table 25: Average number of working days between submission and disbursement, based on CERF data 

316. The main difference between the above average and the time lapse for WFP is the 
number of days between the official submission and the final proposal, which took 27 
working days in the case of WFP. 
 
Implementing/cooperating partners 
 

317. According to information provided in the 2012 RC/HC CERF report on the use of 
CERF funds, FAO government partners started their activities upon receipt of the first 
transfer in February and March 2012. UNFPA transferred funds to its government 
partner one month before activities started and to its NGO partner the same month; both 
started in February 2012. WFP made the first transfers to its NGO partners before or on 
the day when the latter started activities in April 2012. 
 
No-cost extensions/reprogramming 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                   
133 A draft submission had been reviewed by the ROWCA and sent to the CERF at the end of November 
2011. 
134 The request for CERF funding was based on slightly outdated evidence of a degradation of the 
situation (publication of the results of the July 2011 food security and nutrition surveys). The CERF 
secretariat therefore needed clarifications in order to ascertain the eligibility of the request given that the 
RR response window of the CERF is for responding to new emergencies, a degradation of the situation or 
time-critical requirements. 
135 The latter request had to be reiterated twice (on 6 and 12 January 2012). 
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318. On 25 June 2012, i.e. before the end of the project implementation period on 5 July 
2012, UNFPA made a reprogramming and three-month no-cost extension136 request, 
which was approved on 23 July 2012137. After completing project activities, an 
outstanding sum of close to US$50,000 was still available due to more favourable 
purchasing prices than foreseen and the impossibility of purchasing Vitamin A in 
Mauritania for a second distribution. UNFPA proposed using these funds to 
complement another UNFPA CERF-supported project targeting Malian refugees in 
Hodh Echargui, where the number of refugees had been growing.  The reprogramming 
was to provide access to pre- and post-natal consultations to 4,000 refugee women and 
enable them to deliver in hygienic conditions and sensitize over 6,000 women on 
reproductive health. 

  
319. According to the annual report, some of the projects (not drought-specific)  started a 

long time after they were approved and in some cases, all activities were not 
implemented within the RR six-month timeframe but no no-cost extension was 
requested. 

8.7 Reporting, monitoring and accountability 

320. Standard monitoring and reporting systems seemed to be in place, judging from 
project documents, but the lessons learned section in the annual report states that none 
of the agencies monitored or evaluated the CERF projects and that their outcomes were 
not shared with the HCT. WFP indicates in its project summary that the ongoing EMOP 
to assist vulnerable drought affected populations will be evaluated by the end of June 
2013 in the framework of an evaluation of EU-funded operations. 
 

321. The 2012 annual report on the use of CERF funds covers the December 2011/January 
2012 drought response allocation, as well as the three subsequent ones (refugee, desert 
locusts, and Rift Valley Fever response). Given that the desert locusts and Rift Valley 
Fever projects started late in 2012, they will be reported on in more depth in the 2013 
report. The 2012 annual report provides a good overview of the humanitarian context at 
the time of the drought request, the needs, and the prioritization. However, the answers 
to two of the four questions more specifically related to the value added of the CERF 
are rather general (rapid assistance and response to most urgent needs).  

 
322. With respect to the project summaries in the 2012 report, FAO produced a detailed 

report explaining the difference between the expected number of beneficiaries and the 
actual one (although the overall number is higher than anticipated, the number of 
livestock farmers reached by the destocking activities was lower because they had 
started transhumance early). According to the common narrative in the annual report, 
however, the FAO project summary was prepared by FAO Headquarters138. The 
UNFPA project summary does not use all of the indicators mentioned in the project 

                                                             
136 No-cost extensions are of three months at the most. 
137 This may seem long but in reality, there was a two-week delay in the submission of the request to the 
CERF secretariat resulting from an internet communication problem. 
138 For each of the four allocations the lessons learned section of the annual report states that FAO 
Headquarters managed the projects and provided the inputs for the annual report, and in the case of the 
desert locust allocation, which was part of a lengthy regional submission for Chad and Mauritania, by-
passed the Humanitarian Country Team and to a large extent, the FAO country office. 
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document but adds other ones and states that reproductive health indicators have 
improved. In a few cases, the number of women reached is much lower than foreseen 
(e.g. distribution of hygiene kits and safe delivery kits), but no explanation is provided. 
The UNICEF nutrition project summary uses the indicators included in the project 
document, which combine outputs and outcomes, but fails to explain, for one of the 
results, why only 64 per cent of targeted health structures have improved their 
performance. The WFP project summary is detailed and uses the indicators included in 
the project document. In the case of WHO, the expected results and indicators included 
in the project document were few and tend to focus on outputs rather than outcomes. 
The project summary does not report on all of them, in particular when it comes to the 
improvement of drinking water.  

 
323. Surprisingly, neither the UNICEF nor the WHO project summaries provide 

disaggregated gender data. Agencies did not all use gender marker coding system but 
whenever not, have explained how gender was integrated, as required by the reporting 
template. 

8.8 Value Added of CERF 

324. The CERF’s value added in Mauritania can be summarized as follows: 
• CERF is a rapid funding mechanism; 
• As one of the earliest sources of funding (the mean funding shortfall of the 

projects submitted was of 85 per cent), CERF enabled a rapid build-up of 
emergency response capacities for the crucial first three months of the 
emergency (FAO, UNFPA, and WFP received around 10 per cent of the project 
budget for staff costs); at the time, UN agencies lacked skills and experience in 
emergency response and CERF funding enabled them to shift from a 
development to an emergency mode of working139;  

• The CERF allocation triggered the international response to the drought and as 
such, stimulated further contributions (no examples available). It reportedly 
generated a lot of attention by fostering a common vision of the response, which 
was later embedded in the CAP, and boosting humanitarian coordination 
through the establishment of a HCT and cluster-like sector groups in February 
2012; 

• The capacities of government partners were boosted either through direct 
funding (a sizeable portion of CERF funding was channelled by FAO to 
agricultural services for activities such as destocking) or training to enhance the 
quality of the response;  

• The CERF allocation enhanced the visibility of the UN agencies;  
• The CERF allocation saved lives and mitigated the effects of the drought on 

agro-pastoral activities and livelihoods at an early stage.  UN agencies indicate 
in the annual report on the use of CERF funds that results were achieved and 
occasionally exceeded those expected initially.  

                                                             
139 This shift was also supported by an intermittent presence of staff from the OCHA Regional Office 
starting in January 2012, which helped familiarise the country with humanitarian coordination 
mechanisms and tools; OCHA established a permanent presence in May 2012. 
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8.9 Recommendations  

To FAO 

Recommendation 1: In the event of another FAO regional RR response request, FAO 
should ensure that RC/HCs and FAO country offices are duly involved in the CERF 
process and in charge of developing the country input for the regional project. 

To the agencies 

See recommendations 4, 5, 6, and 7 in the regional chapter. 

To the RC 

See recommendations 8 and 9 in the regional chapter. 
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Annex A. Terms of Reference 
INDEPENDENT REVIEW OF THE VALUE ADDED OF THE CENTRAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE 

FUND (CERF) IN THE COUNTRIES OF THE SAHEL 

 

Terms of Reference 

 

1. Background to the CERF and Performance and Accountability Framework (PAF) 

It is widely recognized that the key strengths of the CERF lie in its ability to respond quickly and in 

the relatively high degree of flexibility it affords users compared with other sources of humanitarian 

funding.  Member States and private donors require appropriate assurances that the considerable 

funds involved are managed appropriately and meaningful results are being achieved.  The ERC 

function is charged with a formal fiduciary responsibility over the proper use of CERF funds, and 

relies upon the CERF Secretariat to assist with the proper discharge of these responsibilities.  In 

this context, the development of a PAF for the CERF is regarded as an effective tool.   

Paragraph 19 of General Assembly Resolution 60/124 calls for “the establishment of an 

appropriate reporting and accountability mechanism to ensure that the funds allocated through the 

Fund are used in the most efficient, effective and transparent manner possible.”  Consequently, the 

CERF Advisory Group at its meeting on 12 October 2006 called for the development of a 

Performance and Accountability Framework (PAF).  In addition, the 2008 CERF Two-year 

Evaluation gave as Key Recommendation 4:  “The multiple lines of accountability for CERF need 

to be clarified, in consultation with the UN Controller and the operational agencies, to specify the 

roles of each actor.” In response, the CERF Secretariat worked on developing a PAF, a first draft 

was circulated in 2009 and a PAF adopted in 2010.   

The CERF PAF proposes, among other things, the introduction of independent reviews to be 

conducted annually within a sample of three to five countries as determined by the ERC.   The 

CERF Advisory Group supported the inclusion of such an independent country-level mechanism. 

Following a pilot review conducted in Kenya in early 2010, the CERF AG met on 1 July and 

endorsed the PAF. Since then, the CERF secretariat has aimed to conduct between three and five 

country-level reviews per year140. 

2. Scope and Purpose 

The main purpose of the present country-level reviews will be to assess the value-added of CERF 

funding towards the humanitarian response to the food crisis in the countries of the Sahel during 

2012.  

A major aim of the review will be to provide the ERC with an appropriate level of assurance 

around the achievement of key performance benchmarks and planned results for the CERF 

mechanism.   The review will also include recommendations aimed at improving operational aspects 

                                                             
140 A full list of reviews conducted to date and final reports are available online at 
http://unocha.org/cerf/reportsevaluations/evaluations/country-reviews/performance-and-accountability-
framework 
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of the CERF and may also identify relevant policy issues which need to be addressed at a global 

level.   

3. Key issues  

The critical overriding question on which assurance is sought by the ERC is: Have CERF 

operations in the country successfully added value to the broader humanitarian endeavor?   

Using the PAF indicator sets, assurances will be sought around the following specific broad areas of 

concern to the ERC:   

1. CERF processes are achieving key management benchmarks in that:: 

� CERF submissions are based on an inclusive planning process and adhere to established 

quality criteria. 

� Transparent systems are in place for correct allocation, efficient flow and use of CERF by 

agencies. 

� Adequate monitoring and evaluation systems are in place at the agency level for measuring 

and reporting on results. 

 

2. There are reasonable grounds to believe that CERF operations favour the following results:  

� CERF consolidates humanitarian reform by empowering the RC/HC and enhancing the 

quality of coordination within the cluster approach and across clusters. 

� CERF facilitates adequate coverage, eliminates gaps and facilitates an effective division of 

labour among humanitarian (especially smaller) actors. 

� CERF contributes to a more timely response to needs.   

� CERF favors the delivery of relevant life-saving actions at critical moments. 

 

4. Review Methodology 

During the PAF development process, UN agencies emphasized that the formal assessment of 

agency performance vis-a-vis CERF-funded activities remains the prerogative of recipient agencies 

via their own internal oversight procedures (internal performance reporting, audit and evaluation 

etc.). The review approach will therefore be designed in a manner which avoids duplication with 

such procedures and meets only the immediate assurance needs of the ERC in relation to the PAF.    

Recognizing that CERF funds are often co-mingled with other donor funds by agencies and that 

the in-depth assessment of beneficiary-level impact is formally the charge of recipient agencies, the 

review will not attempt to link beneficiary-level changes to CERF activity, except where recipient 

agencies already have this data. The review mechanism will not seek to provide comprehensive 

coverage linked to detailed narratives and contextual analysis around how and why results are being 

achieved. Rather it will focus instead on providing an assurance around issues of the Fund’s 

operational impact.   

Key components of the methodology will include a rapid desk review and field visits by the 

consultant to the Burkina Faso, Niger and Senegal including interviews with key stakeholders. 

Additional desk research will be undertaken for Mali, Mauritania and the Gambia. Visits to one or 

more regional coordination hubs can be envisaged if these play a substantive role in CERF 

processes. The analytical approach will be deliberately kept rapid and light. CERF support to 

additional countries in the Sahel region will be analyzed by means of desk research.  
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Prior to leaving each country, the Consultant will leave with the RC/HC a short analytical report 

consisting of a series of short observations and recommendations in relation to the key assurance 

issues identified above.  The RC/HC, together with the HCT, will subsequently be requested to 

provide a “management response” to the recommendations contained in the report.       

Desk review: A quantitative analysis will be conducted on the data, reports and files available at the 

HQ and Country level. These include:  

• Funding data, including funding from sources other than the CERF (e.g. OCHA’s 

Financial Tracking System); 

• Timelines on sums requested, allocated from CERF database;  

• CERF country-level reports on context, needs, status of implementation, activities, results 

and lessons learned; 

• CERF meeting minutes at HQ and country-level and notifications of application decisions; 

• CERF Project files at HQ and country-level. 

 

Semi-structured interviews at country level will include: RC/HC, Cluster leads, Heads of Agencies, 

I/NGO partner implementing CERF projects and those without access to CERF funds, host 

government, donors. Interviews will also take place with selected CERF Secretariat staff to get 

further background and perspective. UN Agencies and IOM will be asked to provide relevant 

documents and indicate interview partners to facilitate the review.  

Select project site visits:  These may be included as appropriate and time permitting to help 

provide some limited anecdotal information regarding the use of funding at the affected 

population level and can provide a field-level snapshot and some direct contact with 

affected populations.    

 

In-Country briefings will be used as learning opportunities to discuss and validate the findings, 

explore possible recommendations and further refine the analytical approaches. 

5. Proposed Consultants 

It is anticipated that one consultant will be required to prepare the reviews for the countries of the 

Sahel. The consultant will be independent and he/she has not been previously involved with any 

aspects of the country-level operations being reviewed.  He/she should have the following skills: 

� Expertise in UN humanitarian reform & financing and knowledge of the CAP and Flash 

Appeal process; 

� Expertise and extensive experience in humanitarian evaluation; 

� Expertise in analyzing financial data in tandem with other types of information;  

� Expertise in project management and implementation; 

� Knowledge, including field experience with a broad range of humanitarian actors, such as 

UN agencies, Red Cross/Red Crescent Movement, local government disaster response 

structures and systems, and NGOs; 

� Fluency in written and spoken English and French; 

� Familiarity with slow onset natural disaster settings.  
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6. Management and Support 

The review will be managed by the CERF Secretariat, who will identify country-level focal points to 

support the review mission.  Their responsibilities will include: 

� Provide necessary administrative, coordination and logistical support to the consultants; 

� Facilitate the consultants’ access to specific information or expertise necessary to perform 

the assessment; 

� Monitor and assess the quality of the review and its process; 

� Ensure sufficient engagement by UNCT on initial findings prior to dissemination; 

� When appropriate, recommend approval of final report; 

� Disseminate final report; and 

� Facilitate management response to the final report and subsequent follow up. 

 

7. Deliverables 

The main output will be one concise report in English to the ERC, through the CERF Secretariat, 

of no more than 50 pages (excluding appendices) in an electronic version plus an Executive 

Summary (up to two pages). The report will be structured in the form of short observations and 

conclusions around the different assurance concerns linked to the PAF.  The reports will include, as 

appropriate, a set of specific, well targeted and action-oriented recommendations whose purpose 

should be to improve the performance of the CERF within the country or raising any policy issues. 

The annexes will include a brief description of the methods used and the tests performed and a list 

of persons interviewed. 
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Annex B. List of those interviewed 
BURKINA FASO 

Ba, Salamatou Humanitarian Affairs Officer, OCHA 
Barry, Ibrahima Head, Humanitarian Advisors Team, OCHA 
Cabral, Djamila Representative, WHO 
Courcier, Rémy Emergency Coordinator, FAO 
Dao, Fousséni Child and Adolescent Health/Nutrition Officer, WHO 
Gaillardou, Claire Deputy Director, ACF 
Gbetie, Prosper Operations Manager, IFRC Burkina Faso 
Hours, Maurice Chief, Health and Nutrition Programme , UNICEF 
Jadjombaye, Kémoral Humanitarian Affairs Officer, OCHA (now in Mali) 
Kambiré, Chantal Emergency Coordinator, WHO 
Karorero, Pascal UN Humanitarian Coordinator 
Kohlmus, Willi Regional Director, Deutsche Welthungerhilfe 
Konaté, Papa Sosthène In charge of Humanitarian Action Programme, Oxfam 
Kondombo, Salam Richard  Zootechnician, FAO 
Landiech, François First Secretary, Swedish Embassy 
Leprette, Clémentine Country Representative, Belgian Red Cross 
Long, Allain Director, Reach Afrique 
Nignan, Karim Permanent Secretary, “Secrétariat Permanent du Conseil 

National des Secours d’Urgence”, CONASUR 
Ouedraogo, Barou Oumar Chef de Division Organisation et Suivi, SECNSA 
Ouedraogo, Inoussa Monitoring and Communication Officer, Deutsche 

Welhungerhilfe 
Ouedraogo, Jean Paul Programme Officer, Water, Hygiene and Sanitation 

Programme, UNICEF 
Ouedraogo, Keivin Administrator and Programme Coordinator, APS 
Ouedraogo, Oussimane Director of Studies, Planning, and Control,  CONASUR 
Oumarou, Cissé Programme Officer, Association Nodde Nooto – A2N 
Pitois, Eric Representative, ECHO 
Ramdé, Tinga Executive Secretary, National Food Security Board (CNSA) 
Rasolo, François Representative, FAO 
Bayiha, Ruben Chief of Water, Sanitation and Hygiene Programme, 

UNICEF (consulted) 
Rudakubana, Angelline Representative and Country Director, WFP 
Sankara, Olga Programme Specialist Reproductive Health, UNFPA 
Tall, Aboubacry Representative, UNICEF 
Tapsoba , Sylvestre Nutrition Specialist, UNICEF 
Traoré, Diane  Monitoring and Evaluation Officer, FAO 
Van Lidth, Timon Head of Office, IOM 
Waldvogel, Ariane Deputy Country Director, WFP 
Zoungrana, Lazare National Red Cross, Red Cross of Burkina Faso 
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NIGER 

  
  
Adamou, Boureima Head of Niamey Sub-Office, WFP 
Alzouma, Amadou Programme Officer, ECHO Niger 
Ategbo, Eric-Alain Nutrition Manager, UNICEF 
Baraze, Sidibe Executive Secretary, Nigerien Red Cross 
Barmou, Saadatou 
Malan 

Special Advisor to the Prime Minister for Humanitarian and 
Social Affairs 

Bounford, Susan Programme Officer, WFP 
Brown, Denise Representative, WFP 
Casale, Nicolas Representative, ACTED 
Cornale, Guido Representative, UNICEF 
Diop, Amadou Senior Agronomist Expert, Emergency and Rehabilitation 

Coordination Unit, FAO 
Dontaine, Jean-
François 

Operations Coordinator, FAO 

Eyenga, Olivier Chief, Field Coordination Unit, OCHA 
Fransen, Wim Representative, ECHO 
Ibrahim, Toudjani Programme Officer, Rural Development, FAO 
Lucas, Pierre Chief Air Transport Officer, UNHAS 
Maidaji, Bagoudou Breeding Expert, Emergency and Rehabilitation 

Coordination Unit, FAO 
Munguambe, Mendes Senior Programme Officer, UNHCR 
Mounkaïla, Yayé Coordinator Programmes & Coordinator Food Security, 

Nigerien Red Cross 
NDiade, Ahmadou Food for Peace Officer, USAID Niger Office 
Ndiaye, Fodé UN Resident/Humanitarian Coordinator and UNDP 

Resident Representative 
Niasse, Moustapha Coordinator, Agricultural Emergency and Rehabilitation 

Programme, FAO 
Nzeyimana, Innocent Health Cluster Coordinator, WHO 
Pana, Assimawe Representative, WHO 
Paizano, Jairo Technical Coordinator , ACF-E 
Steinacker, Karl Representative, UNHCR 
Traoré, Modibo Head of Office, OCHA 
Waiss, Aboubaker Representative, FAO 
Wane, Abibatou Chief of Mission, IOM 
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SENEGAL 

Amouzou, Kokou Food Security and Nutrition Data Analyst, Vulnerability 
Analysis and Mapping, WFP 

Baldé, Moussa National Coordinator, Agronomes et Vétérinaires Sans 
Frontières 

Barberis, Giovanna Representative, UNICEF 
Battas, Sophie Technical Assistant for Mali, Mauritania, and Senegal, ECHO 
Boscher, Christophe West Africa Field Referent, AVSF 
Breuer, Inge Representative and Country Director, WFP 
Crespin, Xavier Chief, Health/Young Child Survival & Development, UNICEF 
Diarra-Nama, Alimata Representative, WHO 
Diop, Cathy Reports and Donor Relations Officer, WFP 
Diop, Mamadou Secretary General, Union pour la Solidarité et l’Entraide 
Dutertre, Yann Head of Mission, Acción contra el Hambre/ACF Spain 
Fernández, José Luis Representative a.i., FAO Senegal and Coordinator, Sub-

Regional Emergency and Rehabilitation Office, FAO 
Gonzalez, Manuela Humanitarian Affairs Officer, OCHA Regional Office 
Guissé, Alassane Executive Secretary, GADEC 
Kaaria-Ndoho, Wanja Deputy Country Director, WFP 
Lo, Maïmouna Secretary General, Ministry of Agriculture 
Malang, Coly Advisor, WHO 
Perenze, Maria Luigia Programme Officer, Vulnerability Analysis and Mapping, WFP 
Saeed, Amal Humanitarian Affairs Officer, OCHA Regional Office 
Samb, Ousseynou Project Officer, Africare 
Sarr, Aboubakrine Administration and Finance, AVSF 
Soumaré, Harouna National Agronomist, Reporting Officer, FAO 
Sounna, Kodo 
Hamadou 

Programme Officer, WFP 

Thiome, Ibrahima Laye Head of Operations and Logistics Department, Emergency 
Management Coordinator, Senegalese Red Cross  

Wade, Ousseynou Coordination Officer, UN System Coordination Office 
Young, Gwen Country Director, Africare 
  
REGIONAL LEVEL (DAKAR)  

Attinger, Beatrix Senior Gender Advisor, Gender Standby Capacity, in the Sahel 
for part of 2012 and 2013 

Baiocchi, Allegra Head of Regional Office for West Africa, OCHA 
Gressly, David Former Regional Humanitarian Coordinator 
Piper, Robert Regional Humanitarian Coordinator (consulted) 
  
CERF SECRETARIAT 

Sun, Victoria Programme Officer, Rapid Response, CERF Secretariat 
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Annex C. List of Projects per Country (by alphabetical order) 

Rapid Response Funding for Burkina Faso – March 2012 (refugees) 

 

  

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

UNHCR 

Protection and assistance of Malian refugees in 

Burkina Faso  

(12-HCR-020) 

Multi-sector 2,199,939 

WFP 

Emergency Food Assistance To Malian Refugees 

And Vulnerable Host Populations In The 

Northern Sahelian Regions Of Burkina Faso  

(12-WFP-023) 

Food 900,023 

UNFPA 

Provision of live saving reproductive health and 

gender based violence interventions to Malian 

refugees and host communities in Burkina Faso  

(12-FPA-015) 

Health 100,002 

FAO 

Emergency support of Malian Refugees and 

host communities livestock in Burkina Faso  

(12-FAO-014) 

Agriculture 300,000 

UNICEF 

Prevention and treatment of child malnutrition 

amongst Malian refugees and host communities 

in Burkina Faso  

(12-CEF-018-B) 

Health - Nutrition 158,467 

UNICEF 

Safe water supply and improved sanitation and 

hygiene for host population (25,000 people) 

leaving in zones receiving Malian Touareg 

refugees.  

(12-CEF-018-A) 

Water and 

sanitation 
154,990 

WHO 

Provision of basic health care services to 

Malians refugees and host communities in 

Burkina Faso  

(12-WHO-020) 

Health 105,607 

UNICEF 

Provision of basic health care services to 

Malians refugees and host communities in 

Burkina Faso  

(12-CEF-018-D) 

Health 71,272 

TOTAL 
  3,990,300 
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Rapid Response Funding for Burkina Faso – April 2012 (food insecurity) 

 

Rapid Response Funding for Burkina Faso – June 2012 (meningitis) 

 

Rapid Response Funding for Gambia (The) – March 2012 (drought) 

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

FAO 

Improvement of vulnerable households 

resilience in the context of human and animal 

food crisis in Burkina Faso  

(12-FAO-020) 

Agriculture 2,878,472 

WFP 

Reversing Undernutrition and Protection of 

livelihoods  

(12-WFP-036) 

Health - Nutrition 3,767,877 

UNICEF 

Safe water supply and improved hygiene for 

SAM children families affected by the food crisis 

in Sahel and North regions  

(12-CEF-044) 

Water and 

sanitation 
711,550 

WHO 

Reduction of mortality and morbidity related to 

severe acute malnutrition with medical 

complication in ten regions  

(12-WHO-033) 

Health - Nutrition 184,858 

UNICEF 

Addressing the needs of severely acute 

malnourished children under 5 in Burkina Faso  

(12-CEF-043) 

Health - Nutrition 1,646,088 

TOTAL 
  9,188,845 

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

UNICEF 
Response to the Meningitis outbreak  

(12-CEF-062) 
Health 1,690,442 

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

WFP 

Assistance to Vulnerable Populations in the 

Districts most affected by Crop Failure in The 

Gambia  

(12-WFP-028) 

Food 3,165,066 

FAO 

Emergency rehabilitation of the productive 

capacity of households affected by the 2012 

severe weather conditions in The Gambia  

(12-FAO-017) 

Agriculture 1,426,171 

UNICEF 
Nutrition and WASH interventions  

(12-CEF-029) 
Multi-sector 136,261 
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Rapid Response Funding for Mali – March 2012 (humanitarian flights) 

 

Rapid Response Funding for Mali – March 2012 (drought) 

 

Rapid Response Funding for Mali – July 2012 (conflict) 

WHO 

Health Interventions to prevent disease 

outbreaks and deaths related to food scarcity 

due crop failure  

(12-WHO-025) 

Health 63,910 

UNFPA 
Reproductive Health Services to Women  

(12-FPA-018) 
Health 42,709 

TOTAL 
  4,834,117 

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

WFP 
Provision of Humanitarian Air Services in Mali  

(12-WFP-011) 

Coordination and 

Support Services - 

UNHAS 

1,000,000 

TOTAL 
  1,000,000 

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

UNICEF 

Réponse intégrée à la crise alimentaire et 

nutritionnelle (Nutrition, Santé, Eau et 

assainissement, Protection)  

(12-CEF-009) 

Multi-sector 2,615,920 

FAO 

Restauration d’urgence du cheptel et de la 

productivité agricole de la Région de Kayes des 

ménages vulnérables affectés par la crise 

alimentaire  

(12-FAO-013) 

Agriculture 800,000 

WFP 
Assistance to Populations Affected by Drought  

(12-WFP-013) 
Food 2,642,012 

Total     6,057,932 

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

WHO 

Appui médical d’urgence aux populations 

victimes du conflit armé et de la crise de 

sécurité alimentaire au Mali  

Health 531,343 
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(12-WHO-040) 

UNICEF 

Appui médical d’urgence aux populations 

victimes du conflit armé et de la crise de 

sécurité alimentaire au Mali  

(12-CEF-067) 

Health 273,968 

UNFPA 

Appui médical d’urgence aux populations 

victimes du conflit armé et de la crise de 

sécurité alimentaire au Mali  

(12-FPA-028) 

Health 68,469 

UN 

Women 

Appui médical d’urgence aux populations 

victimes du conflit armé et de la crise de 

sécurité alimentaire au Mali  

(12-WOM-003) 

Health 64,200 

UNAIDS 

Appui médical d’urgence aux populations 

victimes du conflit armé et de la crise de 

sécurité alimentaire au Mali  

(12-AID-006) 

Health 27,927 

UNICEF 

Réponses des clusters WASH dans les régions 

nord et les sites des déplacés internes  

(12-CEF-068) 

Water and 

sanitation 
864,100 

WHO 

Réponses des clusters WASH dans les régions 

nord et les sites des déplacés internes  

(12-WHO-041) 

Water and 

sanitation 
136,440 

UNICEF 

Prise en charge psycho sociale et légale des 

femmes et protection des enfants victimes des 

violences du fait du conflit au Nord Mali  

(12-CEF-066) 

Protection/Huma

n Rights/Rule of 

Law 

200,636 

UNFPA 

Prise en charge psycho sociale et légale des 

femmes et protection des enfants victimes des 

violences du fait du conflit au Nord Mali  

(12-FPA-027) 

Protection/Huma

n Rights/Rule of 

Law 

150,084 

UN 

Women 

Prise en charge psycho sociale et légale des 

femmes et protection des enfants victimes des 

violences du fait du conflit au Nord Mali  

(12-WOM-002) 

Protection/Huma

n Rights/Rule of 

Law 

128,951 

UNICEF 

Réponses du cluster Nutrition dans les régions 

nord et les sites des déplacés internes  

(12-CEF-073) 

Health - Nutrition 600,012 

WFP 

Assistance to Populations Affected by Conflict in 

the North  

(12-WFP-042) 

Food 1,984,818 

FAO 

Rétablissement d’urgence de la capacité d’auto 

prise en charge des populations déplacées du 

Mali par la restauration de leur productivité 

agropastorale  

(12-FAO-025) 

Agriculture 496,536 

UNHCR 
Protection and assistance to IDPs in Mali  

(12-HCR-031) 

Protection/Huma

n Rights/Rule of 

Law 

629,677 

IOM 
Protection and assistance to IDPs in Mali  

(12-IOM-016) 

Protection/Huma

n Rights/Rule of 
70,275 
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Rapid Response Funding for Mali – July 2012 (Telecom) 

 

Rapid Response Funding for Mauritania – January 2012
141

 

                                                             

141 The grant to WFP in 2012 to respond to food insecurity was part of a country submission of five 
projects presented on 8 December 2011 but as the project proposal was only finalized in 2012, it has a 
2011 reference code. The other projects (FAO, WHO, UNFPA, UNICEF), which were finalized in 2011, 
have 2011 codes and appear in the list of 2011 grants on the CERF website. 

 

 

Law 

UNICEF 

Assurer l'accès à l'éducation de qualité des 

garçons et des filles déplacés et 

déscolarisés/non scolarisés à cause du conflit 

armé au Mali  

(12-CEF-065) 

Education 344,749 

TOTAL   6,572,185 

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

WFP 

Provision of Common Security 

Telecommunications and Data Communications 

services to the Humanitarian Community in 

Mali  

(12-WFP-051) 

Coordination and 

Support Services - 

Telecom and Data 

324,230 

TOTAL 
  324,230 

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

WFP 

Prise en charge de la malnutrition aiguë 

modérée chez les groupes vulnérables dans les 

régions d’urgence nutritionnelle de la 

Mauritanie  

(12-WFP-002) 

Food 2,000,139 

FAO 

Assister les ménages d’agriculteurs et éleveurs 

affectés par l’insécurité alimentaire dans les 

régions d’urgence nutritionnelle  

(11-FAO-045) 

Agriculture 600,336 

UNICEF 

Prise en charge intégrée d’urgence pour enfants 

malnutris en Mauritanie  

(11-CEF-066) 

Health - Nutrition 596,230 
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Rapid Response Funding for Mauritania - April 2012 (refugees) 

UNFPA 

Réponse d’urgence aux besoins prioritaires en 

santé sexuelle et reproductive des populations 

affectées par l’insécurité alimentaire et la crise 

nutritionnelle dans 4 régions de Mauritanie  

(11-FPA-053) 

Health 426,912 

WHO 

Assistance d’urgence aux enfants sévèrement 

malnutris des 4 régions du Gorgol, Guidimakha, 

Brakna et Assaba  

(11-WHO-073) 

Health - Nutrition 382,354 

TOTAL   4,005,971 

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

WHO 

Assistance d’urgence aux enfants sévèrement 

malnutris dans les camps de réfugiés du Hodh 

Echargui  

(12-WHO-021) 

Multi-sector 192,611 

UNHCR 

Programme d’urgence en faveur des réfugiés 

maliens à l’Est de la Mauritanie  

(12-HCR-021) 

Protection/Huma

n Rights/Rule of 

Law 

1,640,000 

FAO 

Programme d’urgence en faveur des réfugiés 

maliens / Préserver les moyens de subsistance 

des refugiés maliens à travers la santé animale  

(12-FAO-015) 

Agriculture 121,218 

OHCHR 

Programme d’urgence en faveur des réfugiés 

maliens: assistance et conseil en droits civils et 

politiques et urgente prevention de conflit  

(12-CHR-001) 

Protection/Huma

n Rights/Rule of 

Law 

85,000 

WFP 

Programme d’urgences en faveur des réfugiés 

maliens et des populations d’accueils par une 

assistance alimentaire  

(12-WFP-024) 

Food 1,640,000 

WFP 

Programme d’urgences en faveur des réfugiés 

maliens et des populations d’accueils par une 

opération spéciale logistique  

(12-WFP-025) 

Coordination and 

Support Services - 

UNHAS 

1,000,000 

UNICEF 

Prise en charge intégrée des enfants et de leurs 

familles réfugiés venant du Mali  

(12-CEF-020) 

Water and 

sanitation 
371,876 

UNICEF 

Prise en charge intégrée des enfants et de leurs 

familles réfugiés venant du Mali  

(12-CEF-019) 

Health 116,001 

UNAIDS 

Programme d’urgence en faveur des réfugiés 

maliens / Prévention du VIH/Sida dans les 

camps ciblés  

(12-AID-005) 

Health 38,078 

UNFPA 
Appui à la prise en charge des besoins 

d’urgence en santé sexuelle et reproductive des 
Health 228,771 



 

111 

 

 

Rapid Response Funding for Mauritania - November 2012 (desert locusts) 

 

Rapid Response Funding for Mauritania – December 2012 (Rift valley Fever) 

 

 

Rapid Response Funding for Niger - March 2012 (refugees and returnees) 

femmes Maliennes réfugiées en Mauritanie  

(12-FPA-016) 

UNICEF 

Soutien scolaire, psychologique et protection 

des enfants réfugiés venant du Mali  

(12-CEF-021) 

Protection/Huma

n Rights/Rule of 

Law 

57,141 

TOTAL   5,490,696 

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

FAO 

Emergency assistance for controlling a Desert 

Locust outbreak in the Sahel  

(12-FAO-046) 

Agriculture 751,993 

TOTAL   751,993 

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

FAO 

Contrôle de la Fièvre de la vallée du Rift en 

Mauritanie MRT-13/A/54374  

(12-FAO-047) 

Agriculture 277,884 

WHO 

Appui à la riposte à l’épidémie de FVR en 

Mauritanie en 2012  

(12-WHO-083) 

Health 445,108 

TOTAL   722,992 

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

UNHCR 

Protection and assistance of Malian refugees in 

Niger NIG-12/P-HR-RL/49547/R  

(12-HCR-023) 

Multi-sector 

 

2,000,000 

WHO 

Emergency rapid response to basic health needs 

of populations of four health districts hosting 

Malian refugees and affected by the food crisis 

in Tillabéri and Tahoua regions in Niger  

(12-WHO-029) 

Health 632,667 

WFP Emergency Operation - Saving lives and Food 996,790 
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preventing acute malnutrition for crisis-affected 

populations in Niger  

(12-WFP-032) 

UNICEF 

Assistance to Niger Returnee Nationals from 

Mali  

(12-CEF-031) 

Water and 

sanitation 
996,555 

UNICEF 

Ensuring the protection of women and children 

affected by the Crisis in Mali  

(12-CEF-032) 

Protection/Huma

n Rights/Rule of 

Law 

181,365 

UNICEF 

Reduce morbidity and mortality due to severe 

acute malnutrition among young children in the 

community of returnees from Mali and refugees  

(12-CEF-033) 

Health - Nutrition 130,540 

TOTAL   4,937,917 
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Rapid Response Funding for Niger - March 2012 (drought and food insecurity) 

 

Rapid Response Funding for Niger – September 2012 (cholera) 

 

Rapid Response Funding for Niger - October 2012 (floods and cholera) 

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

WFP 

Emergency Operation - Saving lives and 

preventing acute malnutrition for crisis-affected 

populations in Niger  

(12-WFP-030) 

Food 

 
 

12,520,222 

FAO 

Emergency Assistance to vulnerable pastoralist 

and agricultural households  

(12-FAO-019) 

Agriculture 

 

2,412,896 

WFP 

Provision of Humanitarian Air Services in Niger 

and in the region  

(12-WFP-031) 

Coordination and 

Support Services - 

UNHAS 

 

1,000,000 

TOTAL   15,933,118 

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

WHO 

Réponse rapide d’urgence à l’épidémie de 

choléra au Niger  

(12-WHO-059) 

Health 649,586 

UNICEF 

Réponse rapide d’urgence à l’épidémie de 

choléra au Niger  

(12-CEF-100) 

Water and 

sanitation 
450,184 

TOTAL   1,099,770 

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

UNDP 

Réhabilitation d’urgence suite aux inondations 

au Niger  

(12-UDP-011) 

Economic 

Recovery and 

Infrastructure 
359,170 

WHO 

Réponse sanitaire d’urgence aux inondations au 

Niger NIG-12/H/46661/122  

(12-WHO-071) 

Health 
699,901 

UNICEF 

Améliorer l’accès à l’eau potable, la promotion 

de l’hygiène et la communication en faveur des 

victimes et personnes à risque de choléra et 

inondations NIG-12/WS/46886/R/124  

Water and 

sanitation 367,010 
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Rapid Response Funding for Senegal - April 2012 

 

 

 

(12-CEF-116) 

UNICEF 

Assurer l’accès aux articles non-alimentaires et 

abris aux victimes des inondations au Niger  

(12-CEF-115) 

Shelter and non-

food items 1,212,830 

TOTAL   2,638,911 

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

WHO 

Appui à la prise en charge d’urgence des cas de 

malnutrition aigüe sévère (MAS) et des 

complications médicales associées dans les 

deux régions de Matam et de Diourbel touchées 

par la crise alimentaire et nutritionnelle  

(12-WHO-027) 

Health 266,430 

UNICEF 

Appui à la prise en charge d’urgence des cas de 

malnutrition aigüe sévère (MAS) et des 

complications médicales associées dans les 

deux régions de Matam et de Diourbel touchées 

par la crise alimentaire et nutritionnelle  

(12-CEF-030) 

Health - Nutrition 535,000 

WFP 

Assistance alimentaire aux populations 

affectées par le déficit de production national  

(12-WFP-029) 

Food 4,005,638 

FAO 

Restauration d’urgence des capacités 

productives des ménages affectés par les 

mauvaises productions agricoles de la 

campagne 2011-2012 au Sénégal  

(12-FAO-018) 

Agriculture 2,125,002 

TOTAL     6,932,070 
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Annex D. List of 2011 second semester CERF allocations for Niger (drought response) 

Under-Funded Emergency Funding for Niger - September 2011 (food security and 

nutrition projects in black print) 

 

Rapid Response Funding for Niger – November 2011 

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

FAO 

Assistance for vulnerable pastoralist household 

livelihood rehabilitation  

(11-FAO-033) 

Agriculture 2,600,000 

UNICEF 

Emergency Nutrition for child survival in Niger: 

scaling up and improving the quality of 

management of acute malnutrition among 

children under five  

(11-CEF-054-A) 

Health - Nutrition 749,996 

WFP 

Improve nutritional status of children under 5 in 

Niger  

(11-WFP-062) 

Health - Nutrition 699,999 

UNICEF 

Fight against the spreading of cholera in 20 

affected villages in the districts of Kollo, Niamey 

II Tera and Say and assist flood affected 

communities in the region of Tillaberi  

(11-CEF-054-B) 

Water and 

sanitation 
392,262 

WHO 

Reducing the risk of infection of STI /HIV/AIDS 

among children aged 15 to 24 (girls and boys) 

and migrants in the 3 communes of the 

Department of Tanout (Zinder Region)  

(11-WHO-053) 

Health 116,013 

WFP 
Provision of Humanitarian Air Services in Niger  

(11-WFP-056) 

Coordination and 

Support Services - 

UNHAS 

499,998 

WHO 

Emergency rapid response to prone epidemic 

diseases in Niger  

(11-WHO-054) 

Health 929,927 

TOTAL     5,988,195 

Agency Project Title Sector Amount/$US 

FAO 

Emergency assistance to vulnerable herders 

affected by 2011 fodder deficit  

(11-FAO-043) 

Agriculture 700,000 

UNICEF 

Ensuring adequate care to the excess caseload 

of sever acute malnutrition among children 

aged 6 – 59 months in Niger  

(11-CEF-062) 

Health - Nutrition 1,950,000 
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WFP 

Saving lives, reducing malnutrition and 

protecting livelihoods of vulnerable populations 

affected by shocks  

(11-WFP-070) 

Food 2,331,836 

WFP 

Saving lives, reducing malnutrition and 

protecting the livelihoods of vulnerable 

populations (PRRO 200051)  

(11-WFP-071) 

Health - Nutrition 1,019,596 

TOTAL   6,001,432 


