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Summary

The present report is submitted pursuant to General Assembly resolution 62/94
of 17 December 2007, and covers activities from 1 January 2007 to 30 June 2008.
Within the reporting period, a two-year evaluation of the Central Emergency
Response Fund was conducted, which concluded that the Fund has largely achieved
its objectives, and has become, in a short time frame, a valuable and impartial tool
for humanitarian action by helping to accelerate response and increase coverage of
needs, and by serving as a catalyst for improved field-level coordination and
evidence-based prioritization.

For the Fund to remain an effective tool, it must be adequately supported so
that it can reach the annual target of $500 million set by the General Assembly on a
consistent basis. All Member States are encouraged to contribute to the Fund to
ensure the Assembly’s “global engagement” and as a gesture of solidarity with those
affected by disasters around the world. A high-level conference on the Central
Emergency Response Fund in December 2008 will be an opportunity to increase
political and financial support for the Fund.
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I ntroduction

1. The present report is submitted pursuant to General Assembly resolution
62/94, in which the Assembly requested the Secretary-General to submit a report to
the Assembly on the independent review of the Central Emergency Response Fund
in 2008. Findings and recommendations from that review, as well as activities
related to the Fund from 1 January 2007 to 30 June 2008,1 are included in the
report.

Use and management of the Fund

Funding commitments

2.  During a period of increased climate-related natural disasters, and continuing
complex emergencies, the Central Emergency Response Fund made it possible for
humanitarian agencies to carry out their work more effectively by providing funding
quickly to where it was most needed. In total, the Emergency Relief Coordinator
approved about $600 million in projects to 13 United Nations funds, programmes
and specialized agencies, and the International Organization for Migration (I0M)
(collectively referred to as “agencies’) during the reporting period. Of that,
$375.1 million was committed to support rapid response, and the remaining
$224.9 million for underfunded emergencies. Funding committed through the rapid
response window amounted to 63 per cent of total commitments, which is broadly in
keeping with the Fund’s mandate to provide two thirds of the grant component for
rapid response activities (see ST/SGB/2006/10).

3. With respect to natural disasters, approximately $183.6 million was provided
from the rapid response window to jump-start humanitarian response to over 50
events in 36 countries (see figure 1 for the funding breakdown per natural disaster
type). About 80 per cent of natural disaster funding was split evenly between Asia
and Africa. The Fund provided funds to all but two of the 15 flash appeals launched
in 2007, contributing 33 per cent of the total funding received and making it the
single largest funding channel to those flash appeals to which it contributed. Eighty-
seven per cent of Central Emergency Response Fund funding to 2007 flash appeals
was provided before or within two weeks after the launch, enabling partners to scale
up operations quickly.

1 All financial information reflects funds approved by the Emergency Relief Coordinator as at
30 June 2008.
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Figurel
Percentage of Central Emergency Response Fund funding to natural disasters
per type, 1 January 2007-30 June 2008
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4. The rapid response window also has been utilized to fund essential needs
stemming from the unprecedented rise in food prices. Given the magnitude of the
crisis and the fact that there was a sharp increase in demand for funds from the
Central Emergency Response Fund, the Emergency Relief Coordinator set aside a
reserve of $100 million in May 2008 for humanitarian projects related to that global
crisis. This was to cover not just food and agriculture but also health, water and
sanitation, nutrition, and logistics to ensure a multisectoral approach. Within the
reporting period, about $35.1 million was committed from the reserve; most of the
remaining funds were allocated in July 2008. Funding was allocated in line with
criteria set out in a strategy document2 and after consultations with agencies.

5. Complex emergencies and countries with humanitarian needs stemming from a
variety of factors received a combined total of $381.3 million from the rapid
response and underfunded windows during the reporting period. Of the allocations
made from the underfunded window, 28 countries benefited from three rounds of
funding, with about 85 per cent provided to sub-Saharan Africa Underfunded
allocations were used to support humanitarian activities within existing response
efforts, including several refugee programmes. For example, the United Nations
High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) used Central Emergency Response
Fund funding to improve the living conditions and physical security for some of the
27,000 Myanmar refugees in Bangladesh by replacing 85 dilapidated shelters, and
providing essential health, nutrition and protection services. Funding allowed for the
uninterrupted provision of health and nutrition services, leading to increased
coverage, as well as the continuation of protection monitoring services for an
average of 15 to 20 cases per day. According to a report by the Resident Coordinator
in Bangladesh, Central Emergency Response Fund funding enabled UNHCR to

2 See “CERF’s response to the effects of the current food price crisis — criteria and
considerations”, May 2008.
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demonstrate concrete results and attract sustained funding from donors for their
ongoing work.

6. The Fund's loan element, which was the original component of the Central
Emergency Response Fund when it was established in 1991 as a revolving fund,
continues to be utilized as a cash flow mechanism when funds from elsewhere are
expected but not yet received. During the reporting period, over $71 million was
provided in loans to agencies in two countries (see annex |11 to the present report).
In 2007, six United Nations entities requested loans to enable the continuing
implementation of activities in the Sudan, some of which was used to cover the lag
time between donor pledges and the receipt of funds for projects financed from the
Common Humanitarian Fund. In 2008, the World Food Programme (WFP) requested
aloan to support its programmes in countries at particular risk in view of food price
increases.

Key results based on objectivess

7. The Fund was established to ensure a more predictable and timely response to
humanitarian emergencies, with the objectives of promoting early action and
response to reduce loss of life, enhancing response to time-critical requirements, and
strengthening core elements of humanitarian response in underfunded crises, based
on demonstrable needs and on priorities identified at the field level (see General
Assembly resolution 60/124). In support of those objectives, the Emergency Relief
Coordinator granted funding to agencies implementing humanitarian programmes in
60 countries during the reporting period (see annex Il). Figures 2 and 3 display
Central Emergency Response Fund funding by agency and sector.

8. Humanitarian partners, including non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and
Governments as indirect recipients, used funds from the Central Emergency
Response Fund to implement life-saving activities and to improve access to affected
populations. The Fund has been particularly effective at jump-starting critical
common humanitarian services for relief operations. In Madagascar in 2007,
funding contributed towards the WFP special air operation to facilitate access to
beneficiaries, after extensive flooding from a succession of cyclones and tropical
storms washed away road access. According to a report provided by the Resident
Coordinator in Madagascar, that air operation enabled about 14,000 beneficiaries to
receive over 130 metric tons of food and non-food items over a four-week period.
Other common services funded from the Central Emergency Response Fund have
included the establishment of logistics cluster cells for coordinated aid delivery, as
well as the provision of telecommunications and security services for humanitarian
partners.

3 The present section includes a snapshot of funded activities. More detailed information may be
found on the Fund's website (http://cerf.un.org).
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Figurell
Per centage of total Central Emergency Response Fund funding per agency,
1 January 2007-30 June 2008
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Promote early action and response

9. The Fund has been used to launch and support relief operations in sudden
onset emergencies, and in rapid deteriorations of existing crises. After Cyclone
Nargis struck Myanmar in May 2008, an initial tranche of funding from the Central
Emergency Response Fund was approved within one day of receipt of the grant
request, enabling agencies to provide assistance quickly. A total of $22.4 million
was approved from the Fund for that emergency within the reporting period. Among
a number of agencies, IOM received funding to establish up to 10 temporary
primary health-care clinics and to provide shelter and non-food items for up to
120,000 people in the affected region. IOM has so far provided health assistance to
thousands of people in Myanmar through mobile medical teams, greatly reducing
loss of life in areas where existing health infrastructure was damaged, inaccessible,
or overburdened.

10. In the wake of two severe tropical storms in the Dominican Republic in late
2007, the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) received part of a
$3.9 million allocation from the Fund to remove rubble and conduct other clean-up
activities to assist returning families, in addition to improving access points washed
away or damaged by the prolonged rainfall and flooding. In partnership with the
national authorities and local NGOs, and with the direct involvement of affected
communities, UNDP contributed to improving access to the worst-hit areas through
the rehabilitation of 320 kilometres of roads, in addition to cleaning essential water
drains, reinforcing river banks, and removing mud and rubble in schools and
hospitals. The implementation of those activities had a secondary effect of providing
basic temporary income to almost 2,000 severely affected families. The World
Health Organization (WHO) also received funds for that response in order to
minimize the risk of outbreaks of communicable diseases owing to the lack of
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access to clean water and health care. In partnership with the health authorities and
local community organizations, a disease surveillance system was established in the
temporary shelters, emergency sanitation kits and complementary medicine and
laboratory kits were distributed, and epidemiologists put in place control measures
and provided essential treatment. Over 112,000 people benefited, and an outbreak of
leptospirosis in flood-affected areas was successfully contained.

Figure Il
Percentage of Central Emergency Response Fund funding by window and sector,
1 January 2007-30 June 2008
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air support, as well as mine action.

11. Following civil unrest in Kenya as a result of the presidential elections in
December 2007, part of a $7 million alocation from the Fund enabled the United
Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) to set up a rapid-coordination mechanism which
ensured a multisectoral approach in responding to the needs of survivors of gender-
based violence. Funding also enabled the procurement of post-rape treatment kits in
all crises areas to cover a population of 400,000 people, and support to the
reproductive health needs of displaced populations, including emergency obstetric
care. In the Sudan, after intense military operations in May 2008 led to the levelling
of the town of Abyei, over $5 million was provided from the Fund for the urgent
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needs of more than 50,000 displaced people. Efforts of humanitarian partners to
respond to that crisis are continuing.

Enhancetime-critical response

12.  With improvements in the timeliness of approvals — down to less than three
days on average for rapid response grants* — the Fund has enabled agencies to
respond quickly to time-critical crises. A noteworthy example was the intervention
of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) in 2007 to
control a fast spreading outbreak of desert locusts in Yemen with a grant of
$2.4 million from the Fund approved by the Emergency Relief Coordinator within
one working day. A time-critical response was needed to prevent damage to
livelihoods and to prevent the outbreak from spreading into neighbouring countries,
which would have impacted severely on the already difficult food security situation
and potentially cost hundreds of millions of dollars in aid. With funding from the
Central Emergency Response Fund, FAO was able to control the spread of locusts
from its starting point, which was the first time in its history that it had stopped an
outbreak before it started to spread. Previously, funding had never arrived in time.

13. Another example of a time-critical response was the programme of the United
Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) to control a significant outbreak of measles
affecting over 3,000 people in the Democratic People's Republic of Korea in 2007.
In partnership with WHO, the International Federation of Red Cross and Red
Crescent Societies (IFRC) and the Government, UNICEF conducted an emergency
national vaccination campaign with a grant of $3.1 million from the Fund. The
timely implementation of that project was enhanced by the UNICEF internal
emergency reserve, which was used to immediately start the campaign while the
Fund’s disbursement process was under way. Some 16 million people, including
6 million children under the age of 15, were vaccinated within eight weeks, making
it one of the most effective campaigns worldwide in terms of speed of response and
success in halting an outbreak. Existing partnerships and access to technical advice,
as well as the immediate confirmation of Central Emergency Response Fund
funding facilitated the response.

Srengthen response in underfunded crises

14. The Fund has been used to address acute humanitarian needs in underfunded
emergencies in countries with or without consolidated appeals,5 in addition to
raising the profile of “forgotten” humanitarian crises. The most notable example is
that of the Central African Republic. After receiving allocations from the
underfunded window in 2006, the Central African Republic again received
$6.8 million in underfunded grants in 2007, which equalled about 10 per cent of
funding received against requirements in the consolidated appeal and was the
second largest source of funding. According to a report provided by the

IN

Thisisin reference to the period of time between the final submission of a grant request from
the field and the approval of the Emergency Relief Coordinator. This period is particularly
relevant as often agencies use internal reserves or reprogramme existing funds to cover the time
between Central Emergency Response Fund funding approval and disbursement. The processing
time for rapid response approvals has decreased from an average of 5.3 daysin 2006 to 3.4 in
2007 to 2.7 in 2008. Similar trends of improved timeliness can be noted for the underfunded
window.

5 See “CERF procedures for grant allocations to underfunded emergencies”, January 2008.
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Humanitarian Coordinator in the Central African Republic, Central Emergency
Response Fund funds enabled agencies and NGOs to assist over 1.2 million people
with life-saving support. As a secondary effect, Central Emergency Response Fund
funding — coupled with strengthened humanitarian leadership and coordination —
enabled agencies to demonstrate to donors the severity of the humanitarian crisis, as
well as their capacity to respond, thereby attracting significant additional resources.
As a result, the Central African Republic received more humanitarian funding in
2007 than in the previous four years combined. While the humanitarian situation
remains critical, there was no need to provide the Central African Republic with an
underfunded allocation in 2008 owing to steady and increasing support from donors.

15. The underfunded window has also served to improve a balance of sectoral
funding levels within better funded consolidated appeals by contributing funds to
those underresourced life-saving activities to enable a more comprehensive
response. For example, the Fund provided funding to Chad, where despite a well-
funded consolidated appeal, predictability of resources for key sectors had been
limited. The Fund covered protection and security activities, which may not have
been funded otherwise, despite their critical importance for the overall response.

Administration and Management of the Fund

16. The Emergency Relief Coordinator as Fund Manager (see General Assembly
resolutions 46/182 and 60/124) is supported by a secretariat as well as by other units
of the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (see ST/SGB/2006/10).
In addition to assessing and processing proposals, which total approximately 500
per year, the Central Emergency Response Fund secretariat has a wide-range of
tasks, which include training and coaching on the application process, public
information functions, inter-agency coordination, support to the Advisory Group,
Member State briefings and reporting, budget administration, database and website
management, and policy/guidance development. On the basis of the first year of
operation, as well as recommendations from the Advisory Group, the size of the
Fund secretariat expanded in 2007 by seven new posts in addition to the five
initially established positions.

17. The Advisory Group met three times during the reporting period to provide
policy guidance and advice on the use and impact of the Fund and to examine the
Fund's performance. The Advisory Group took note of the increased needs which
are placing increased demand on humanitarian financing tools such as the Fund, and
underscored the importance of interlinking the elements of the humanitarian reform
and of greater collaboration among partners to meet those needs. They continued to
recommend that ways to foster greater engagement of NGOs be explored as NGOs
have not been involved as much as would be desirable. Finally, they stressed the
need to increase the capacity of the Central Emergency Response Fund secretariat
from its current size of 12 posts to enable it to carry out its functions and further
realize the potential of the Fund within the broader context of humanitarian
financing. In accordance with the terms of reference of the Advisory Group, one
third of its members will rotate by fall 2008.

18. Consultations with agencies on the use and management of the Fund continue
to take place regularly through Inter-Agency Standing Committee structures as well
as at the working level through the inter-agency group on the Central Emergency
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Response Fund, which is chaired by the Director of the Office for the Coordination
of Humanitarian Affairs New York and serves as a useful forum for the discussion of
operational and policy issues related to the Fund. Twenty-five inter-agency meetings
took place during the reporting period. Key achievements reached through this
group include the finalization of guidance on “life-saving criteria’, guidelines for
regional submissions, guidelines for grant requests for emergency
telecommunications equipment and services, procedures for underfunded
allocations, and a strategy for allocations from the Fund for the food price crisis.

19. In addition to the inter-agency group, a Central Emergency Response Fund
partnership task force was established in June 2007 to examine issues regarding
partnership arrangements between agencies and implementing partners with an aim
to improve the timeliness and predictability of funding from the Central Emergency
Response Fund. While the work of this task force is ongoing, it has had three
notable achievements. the development of a matrix mapping agencies
administrative frameworks for partnership arrangements; the development of a
series of recommendations focused on improving partnerships through enhanced
communications and training, as well as improved sub-agreement and disbursement
arrangements; and expanded information-sharing channels between agencies and
NGOs. In line with the work of the task force, several agencies have undertaken
initiatives to review and improve their partnership arrangements. The Inter-Agency
Standing Committee Working Group also has taken up Fund partnership issues
related to the Central Emergency Response Fund at its meeting in June 2008 in
order to provide strategic guidance; a follow-up Inter-Agency Standing Committee
meeting to discuss partnership issues within the wider context of humanitarian
financing is planned for November 2008. These activities are in complement to the
work of the Global Humanitarian Platform.

Two-year evaluation

20. Asrequested by the General Assembly (see resolution 60/124), the Secretary-
General commissioned an independent review of the Fund at the end of the second
year of operation. The complete evaluation report is available on the Fund's website.
The sections below include summaries of the background, key findings, and
recommendations, and are based on the text of the evaluation report. As the
evaluation report was officially circulated in September 2008, there was insufficient
time to discuss the findings and recommendations with key stakeholders, including
agencies, humanitarian and resident coordinators, and other partners (see sect. 111.D
below for next steps).

Background

21. Thetwo-year evaluation was conducted during the first half of 2008 by a team
of four independent consultants. The team focused on the areas set out in the
General Assembly resolution for the review, namely to assess both the grant and
loan elements of the Fund; its administration; criteria for resource allocation;
actions and responses supported by it; and its ability to meet its objectives. The team
employed a wide range of methods for gathering and assessing information,
including interviews with relevant stakeholders; a survey of perceptions on key
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aspects of the Fund; field visits to seven countries (Afghanistan, Bangladesh, the
Democratic Republic of the Congo, Dominican Republic, Haiti, Peru and the
Sudan); telephone interviews/desk reviews of an additional seven countries (Bolivia,
Chad, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Ethiopia, Mozambique, Pakistan
and Somalia); and areview of 66 project proposals from the countries sel ected.

22. The evaluation was limited by several constraints, in particular the difficulties
in attributing outcomes and results directly to the Fund given that grants from the
Fund constituted usually a fraction of the requirements, the short time frame for the
evaluation, and the Fund having existed only for two years. Since the Fund is part of
the humanitarian reform, examination of the interlinkages between different
elements of the reform enabled the team to assess the contribution that the Fund was
making to humanitarian response, and to the overall reform agenda

Key findings of the evaluation

23. The evaluation found that the Central Emergency Response Fund has proven
itself as a valuable and impartial tool, becoming in a short time frame an essential
feature of international humanitarian action and complementing other humanitarian
financing mechanisms. It has helped to accel erate response and increase coverage of
needs, in addition to serving as a catalyst for improved field-level coordination, and
evidence-based prioritization. Several challenges, however, exist in order to ensure
that the Fund continues to meet its objectives.

Impact of the grant and loan elements

24. The evaluation team reviewed the performance of the Fund against its
objectives and noted that the Fund made considerable progress towards improving
the timeliness of the initial response to sudden-onset emergencies, and correcting
the inequities of humanitarian financing of “neglected” crises.

25. With respect to the rapid response window, stakeholders widely recognized it
as a valuable and successful addition to humanitarian financing given its ability to
accelerate humanitarian response. This is demonstrated by the Fund’s contribution
to the funding of flash appeals in the first weeks after a disaster (see figure 4). The
percentage of timely funding received for an appea (up until two weeks after its
launch) increased from 21 per cent in 2004 to 55 per cent in 2007.

08-50188
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Figure IV
Timeliness of funding to flash appeals as a per centage of
total fundina received
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26. While the rapid response window has been particularly effective for response
to large-scale crises, its use in small-scale incidents with limited needs and funding
requirements has been less timely and clear. The evaluation recommended that the
Fund's role in responding to small-scale emergencies should be clearly defined,
after taking into account the comparative advantages of other funding mechanisms
like the IFRC Disaster Relief Emergency Fund, which may be better suited for those
response efforts. Other issues affecting the rapid response window, which were
pinpointed by the evaluation team, included the existing capacity for timely
implementation (see para. 34 below).

27. Regarding predictability and equity in funding for underfunded emergencies,
the evaluation found that the Fund has established itself as an impartial
humanitarian financing mechanism. Through field visits and the survey, the team
noted that there was a general perception that the Fund increased funding for
“forgotten” crises. The fact that 72 per cent of consolidated appeal requirements
were funded in 2007, the highest percentage of funding coverage in the last decade,
may also demonstrate that the Fund has had a positive effect on the predictability of
funding. The evaluation highlighted several examples that illustrated how Central
Emergency Response Fund funds played a key role in providing vital assistance and
protection support to communities, while at the same time drawing attention to
those protracted crises.

28. While the underfunded window has strengthened humanitarian response in
chronic crises, the evaluation highlighted some areas for improvement, including
communications on and transparency of the underfunded decision-making process
and data utilized. It also recommended that the underfunded window be renamed the
“underfunded protracted crisis” window.

11
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29. Asfor the loan element, the evaluation noted that while the overall level of use
was not affected by the introduction of the grant component, only a few
countries/agencies have requested loans. The evaluation recommended the
revitalization of the loan element, potentially expanding the country usage, by
streamlining the administrative process for requesting short-term loans, including
changing the current practice of asking agencies to provide a pledge letter. The
evaluation also observed that potential uses for this element have not been
sufficiently explored and recommended using the loan element to finance common
services, such as logistics or security-related projects for which costs are recovered
when partners use the service.

Timeliness of funding

30. The evaluation touched upon several dimensions regarding the timeliness of
Central Emergency Response Fund funding: the length of time taken to develop
proposalsin the field, for the Emergency Relief Coordinator to approve requests and
the Office of the Controller to disburse funds, for agencies to provide funding to
implementing partners (where applicable), and for assistance to reach communities
affected by disasters. These issues are explored below.

31. The evaluation observed that in some cases the preparation of proposals in the
field took considerable time, highlighting the cases of the Sudan and Mozambique,
where it took three weeks for final proposals to be submitted to the Emergency
Relief Coordinator. In order to improve the timeliness of grants requests from
humanitarian/resident coordinators, the evaluation recommended the establishment
of an “envelope” by the Emergency Relief Coordinator in the first days following a
disaster to avoid the redrafting and resubmission of grant requests for the amount
available. Training, as well as support to the humanitarian/resident coordinator and
country team from the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs country
office (if present) or through the deployment of trained surge support, were
pinpointed as essential in ensuring a timely, transparent, and needs-based approach
to the development and review of proposals.

32.  With respect to the speed with which the United Nations Secretariat handles
grants at various stages, namely appraisal and approval of proposals, counter-
signing of letters of understanding, and the disbursement of funds to agencies, the
evaluation noted that this has progressively improved. The implementation of an
umbrella letter of understanding® may serve to further improve timeliness.
Regarding disbursements, the evaluation took the view that while timeliness has
improved, performance has been inconsistent as, in their view, the Office of the
Controller had not been designed to handle emergency operations, which had
resulted in occasional delays.

33. The evaluation observed that delays were encountered with the disbursement
of funds from agencies to their country offices, and then in forward disbursements
to implementing partners.” Delays in funding to non-governmental organizations

Currently, letters of understanding are signed on a per grant basis. A draft umbrella letter of
understanding was circulated to agencies in July 2008 for review.

Agencies have noted that a distinction needs to be made when providing funding to NGOs on a
programme versus project basis. For programme-based agencies, funds from various sources are
pooled together, making it difficult to attribute timeliness of funding to implementing partners to
one source.
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were attributed to the negotiation of administrative aspects of agencies partnership
arrangements, which were reportedly often done on a case-by-case basis.
Non-governmental organizations noted that overhead costs were not consistently
applied, and in some cases adequate administrative costs were not provided by
agencies for the implementation of projects funded by the Central Emergency
Response Fund. The evaluation recommended that agencies ensure consistent
arrangements for the provision of overheads to non-governmental organizations, in
addition to improving timeliness by “pre-qualifying” competent national and
international non-governmental organizations, forwarding  funds to
non-governmental organizations within a target number of days and publishing
tables of performance in the same way as the secretariat of the Fund.

34. With respect to funding reaching beneficiaries in a timely manner, the
evaluation observed that this was heavily dependent on the pre-existing response
capacity of each agency in each country, regardless of how fast funds were
disbursed. The Fund helped agencies to respond in a timely manner if they already
had capacity to do so. Weak capacity on the ground, inability to find implementing
partners, and delayed procurement owing to cumbersome internal systems were
some factors pinpointed by the evaluation team which delayed response and reduced
the effectiveness of Central Emergency Response Fund funding. The evaluation
found that when agencies used the Fund in combination with their own emergency
reserves, and where complementary country pooled funds such as common
humanitarian funds existed, the effectiveness of agency response, as well as of the
Fund, was greatly enhanced. The evaluation recommended that the appraisal of
Fund proposals take into account response capacity of the requesting agency.

Field-based application process

35. As a result of its emphasis on decision-making at the field level,8 the
evaluation noted that the Fund has played a catalytic role in gearing the
humanitarian system towards providing better value for money in terms of response.
Carrying out project prioritization closer to the point of implementation has made a
difference by limiting duplication of interventions, bringing attention to the
diversity of needs among specific affected populations, and creating a stronger push
for evidence-based decision-making based on joint or coordinated needs
assessments. As agencies have to determine priorities and justify them in a* court of
peers’ (rather than just raise funds), the prioritization process has become joint,
competitive and consensual. This is different from multiple agencies petitioning
multiple donors to fund projects in isolation from each other.

36. The evaluation further noted that the Fund's field-based process had a
significant impact on improving coordination, particularly among United Nations
actors and between the United Nations system and host Governments. The Fund
served to strengthen the credibility of United Nations operations, as the
Organization was able to deploy “its own resources’ and become a more predictable
partner of the affected Government, especially when the national response was
strained by the scale of the disaster. In several cases, most notably Afghanistan and
Ethiopia, the Governments played a significant role in the Central Emergency
Response Fund process and in prioritizing needs. Strengthened relationships and

8 Under the stewardship of the humanitarian/resident coordinator, agencies devel op projects for
funding based on assessed needs, as well as capacity and access to implement.
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improved coordination in turn enabled better prioritization and targeting.
Coordination with NGOs, however, continued to be weak in most countries, and the
evaluation noted that the Fund had not influenced improvement in that regard.

37. The field-based application process is where the other elements of the
humanitarian reform interact with the Fund and where assessments can be made
about the manner that the reform elements work together. The evaluation
underscored that key to the Fund, as well as to the effective functioning of the
reform, was the humanitarian/resident coordinator. In countries such as the
Democratic Republic of the Congo and the Sudan, strong humanitarian leadership
reinforced tools such as the Fund and the clusters. In those cases, the Fund had a
positive impact on the role of the humanitarian/resident coordinator and their own
position in facilitating discussions regarding prioritization and joint action.
However, in sudden-onset disasters where resident coordinators had to quickly
assume humanitarian coordination functions without prior knowledge or much
institutional support, the Central Emergency Response Fund process did not work as
well and implementation of the other components of the reform tended to add
confusion or contention. The evaluation recommended that lines of accountability of
humanitarian/resident coordinators to the Emergency Relief Coordinator should be
strengthened and that surge capacity should be deployed to help improve their
performance.

38. The evaluation looked at the use of clusters/sectors with respect to the Fund,
and noted that the key to a transparent allocation of resources was the proper
functioning of cluster/sectoral coordination mechanisms. The evaluation highlighted
examples which illustrated how the use of clusters/sectorsin the Central Emergency
Response Fund process enabled partners to develop a joint strategy to ensure the
greatest coverage of needs with available resources, as well as examples where there
was limited transparency in the identification of projects as meetings to discuss
funding priorities were held at short notice with a limited group of partners. Key to
improved and transparent decision-making was the impartial and objective nature of
cluster/sector leadership, which oftentimes was dependent on the lead agency. The
evaluation recommended that cluster/sector meetings should be chaired by
representatives without agency management responsibilities, particularly when
Central Emergency Response Fund funding allocations were discussed. Where this
was not possible, the evaluation noted that sector/cluster leads should consider
inviting their co-leads or other members to chair funding discussions.

39. In terms of partnerships between agencies and NGOs, the evaluation found
that in the countries receiving Central Emergency Response Fund funds, the general
consensus at the field level continued to be that involvement of NGOs in funding
discussions was not essential, as they were not eligible for Central Emergency
Response Fund funding. The evaluation highlighted several ways in which NGOs
could be more meaningfully involved with the Fund, both by taking an active part in
its decision-making processes, and by receiving funding from agencies quickly,
more predictably, and with lower transaction costs. It also encouraged the wider use
of emergency response funds in protracted crises, and for the Fund to regularly
contribute to such mechanisms, in order to provide access to funding for small,
localized initiatives mainly implemented by NGOs. Promotion of the Principles of
Partnership between United Nations and non-United Nations partners was also
encouraged.
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Administration and management of the Fund

40. The evaluation found that the secretariat of the Fund had done a remarkable
job in launching the Fund, despite limited staff and inadequate office space. Support
from the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, both at the
headquarters and country level, was key to that success. To be able to continue to
adequately manage the Fund and complete an increasing number of tasks, the
evaluation emphasized that the secretariat of the Fund needed sufficient staff with
the requisite levels, seniority and experience to advise the Emergency Relief
Coordinator and interact effectively with the relevant stakeholders. It specifically
recommended that the post of the chief of the Fund secretariat be upgraded to the
level of director.

41. To meet the costs associated with the functioning, management and oversight
of the Fund, the evaluation recommended that two thirds of the programme support
costs retained by the United Nations Secretariat should be made available to the
Emergency Relief Coordinator. This should also cover costs related to the
strengthened capacity of Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs field
offices, and the deployment of surge support to assist humanitarian/resident
coordinators and agencies in the planning, design and coordination of humanitarian
response, as well as in preparing Fund requests and reports. The evaluation
recommended that delegated authority be provided to the Emergency Relief
Coordinator to enable him to approve adjustments to the budget of the secretariat of
the Central Emergency Response Fund and finance requirements from savings in
other areas.

42. Associated with changes to the secretariat of the Fund, the evaluation noted
that structural adjustments need to take place within the Office for the Coordination
of Humanitarian Affairs to ensure appropriate oversight and policy guidance of
humanitarian financing mechanisms as these responsibilities have been dispersed
within the Office. In recognition of the fact that increasing numbers of staff of the
Office are involved in the management of funds for emergency response, the
evaluation recommended that these arrangements be rationalized, so that the
Emergency Relief Coordinator receives consistent advice, prepared under the
supervision of adirector dedicated full-time to the task of humanitarian financing.

43. With respect to the Advisory Group,® the evaluation team noted that it has

served a valuable role in identifying and debating important issues relating to the
management of the Fund and providing policy guidance and advice to the
Emergency Relief Coordinator. Its mandate should be extended for two years, and
its members should rotate regularly, in keeping with its status as a group of
members serving in their individual capacities. The evaluation recommended that
the Advisory Group should consist of 16 members, as the practice of designating
alternate members should be discontinued. A wider information platform involving
all contributing Member States was also recommended in order to ensure a broad
forum for engagement and to enable the Emergency Relief Coordinator to report
systematically on the Fund’s progress, challenges and funding needs.

44. Related to the administration of funds, the evaluation team reviewed the use of
overhead charges on Fund grants as this impinges on the cost-effectiveness of
delivery of the response funded by the Central Emergency Response Fund. While

9 The Advisory Group was established as part of General Assembly resolution 60/124. Twelve
members, and four alternates, serve in their individual capacities and meet twice a year.
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noting that this was a complex issue, the evaluation recommended that the value-
added through the various tiers of overhead charges (United Nations Secretariat —
3 per cent, agencies — up to 7 per cent, NGOs — variable) needed to be rationalized
and related specifically to services provided. The evaluation recommended that the
Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs seek agreement with the
agencies on ways to categorize projects depending on the level of administrative
support and oversight required, and based on the indirect support cost structure of
the agency concerned. It further recommended that an agreement be sought in the
context of the Inter-Agency Standing Committee to standardize the provision of
appropriate overhead charges for NGOs.

45. Related to cost-effectiveness, several agencies expressed concern at the level
of “projectization” in Fund allocations leading to an increase in transaction costs.
The evaluation concluded that a project approach is required for rapid response
grants to target Central Emergency Response Fund funds at the key priorities
identified by the humanitarian/resident coordinator and country team, but that
opportunities may exist for a more programmatic approach for the underfunded
window. To facilitate this change, the evaluation noted that the financial reporting
issues needed to be resolved, and that agencies would need to maintain and make
available appropriate information at the country level, which has been limited to
date.

Funding and additionality

46. The evaluation commended the prior and current Emergency Relief
Coordinators for mobilizing about $1.1 billion in funding from an unprecedented
coalition of Member States, noting that this “global engagement” has allowed
Member States to take part in the response to every major humanitarian emergency.
The evaluation underscored the importance of the achievement of the Fund's
$500 million target in 2008 and encouraged the General Assembly to consider
inviting all Member States to contribute as a gesture of solidarity with those affected
by disasters around the world. The future success of the Fund remained dependent
on the continued support of Member States in the Assembly and as contributors to
the Fund, and on robust financing for other parts of the humanitarian system, both
through country-based pooled funds and direct funding from donors. The evaluation
recommended that the size of the Fund should be allowed to increase progressively,
in line with demands, and in parallel to improvements in implementation capacity of
eligible agencies, and management capacity of the secretariat of the Fund.

47. While funding to the Central Emergency Response Fund has been significant,
the evaluation team had difficulties in determining precisely the Fund's impact on
overall humanitarian funding as by some estimates it constitutes no more than 4 per
centl0 of global humanitarian funding per year. Despite this, the evaluation
concluded that the Fund's added value comes from its ability to work with other
elements of the humanitarian reform, and thereby “improve humanitarian outcomes
and get better value for money from each humanitarian dollar given by donors’. So
far, the Central Emergency Response Fund and the country-based pooled funds
appear to be changing humanitarian financing significantly, by putting funding

10

A $450 million Fund represents about 3 per cent of the $14.2 billion Global Humanitarian
Assistance figure for humanitarian funding in 2006, and 5 per cent of the $9.2 billion
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development figure for humanitarian funding
for 2007.
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decisions “closer to the point of delivery”, improving their relevance and
appropriateness.

48. Though the Fund accounts for only a small fraction of global humanitarian
funding, the evaluation noted that it has made a much more significant impact on
humanitarian funding requested by agencies and their partners through consolidated
and flash appeals. Overall levels of humanitarian funding for agencies have
increased with the introduction of Central Emergency Response Fund and country-
based pooled funds, and funding from the Fund constituted from the first to the
ninth largest source of funding for the five main humanitarian agencies. The Fund
has also had a positive impact on the predictability of funding with appeals funded
at their highest percentage in a decade. The evaluation found no evidence that the
Fund has impacted negatively on NGO funding.

49. With respect to additionality, the evaluation reviewed funding flows of the top
seven donors to the Fund, which collectively contributed 85 per cent of funds in
2007. For those donors, their contributions to the Fund came from additional
budgets and not at the expense of bilateral or direct funding of humanitarian work.
The evaluation report nevertheless noted that this was not the case for other
contributors.

I mproving accountability

50. The evaluation explored several factors with respect to accountability and how
these factors may affect the ability of the Fund to meet its objectives. Part of the
complexity of this issue results from the dual lines of accountability of the Fund:
agency country offices through the humanitarian/resident coordinator to the
Emergency Relief Coordinator, and agency headquarters to the Office of the
Controller (seefigure V). Those relationships affect reporting, as well as monitoring
and evaluation of projects. The evaluation noted that opinion is divided on how
accountability lines should work, among donors, agencies, and humanitarian/
resident coordinators, and recommended that roles should be clarified in
consultation with the relevant stakeholders. The establishment of a performance and
accountability framework, which outlines accountability lines according to these
two parallel tracks, may be away to move forward on this issue.

17



A/63/348

18

FigureV
Lines of accountability for Central Emergency Response Fund grants

Financial

United Nations United Nations United
agency country agency Nations
(0)i[ef] headquarters controller

Outcomes

United Nations Resident/ Emergency
agency country humanitarian Relief
office coordinator Coordinator

51. For this system of parallel accountability to work effectively, the evaluation
recommended that agencies' monitoring and reporting systems needed to be clearly
detailed and included in all proposals, with the outcomes routinely shared with the
humanitarian/resident coordinator and country team. As a second step, it noted that
the Emergency Relief Coordinator, as Manager of the Fund, needed to make use of a
range of “quality assurance’ instruments — such as independent programme audits
and real-time evaluations — that allow him to be confident that projects are being
implemented to an appropriate standard and that funds are being used efficiently.
Such a system would also respond to the evaluators' concerns that there was little
evidence of any systematic monitoring and evaluation being undertaken for Central
Emergency Response Fund-funded projects,11 despite the fact that a substantial
number of projects had monitoring and evaluation budget lines. The evaluation also
recommended that another independent review of the Fund be commissioned in
early 2011.

52. The quality of narrative reports has been generally weak and uneven, although
the secretariat of the Fund has taken steps in 2008 to introduce a new narrative
reporting template, which may ensure better quality. As for financial reporting, the
evaluation team found that the multiple reportsi2 required from agencies have
entailed heavy transaction costs, without necessarily improving accountability. This
had been compounded by incompatible financial reporting systems being used by
the United Nations Secretariat and the agencies. The evaluation advised the
Emergency Relief Coordinator to ask the Controller to work with the agencies to
rationalize the financial reporting system of the Fund. It also recommended that
agencies be granted flexibility to amend budgets, with the approval of humanitarian/
resident coordinators, to reflect changing conditions and priorities within the same
emergency.

53. In terms of transparency, the evaluation recommended that a communications
strategy be developed for the Fund, which would design systems for information

11 Agencies follow their internal monitoring and evaluation systems to ensure delivery of results of

Central Emergency Response Fund-funded projects.

12 Financial reporting follows United Nations financial rules and regulations, and is managed by

the Office of the Controller.
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dissemination. This would aid in improving transparency and accountability to
primary stakeholders of the Fund, in addition to promoting knowledge and
appreciation for this instrument. It would also address concerns of Member States
regarding the receipt of more regular information, apart from the Fund's website and
the monthly newsletter. The production of an annual report on the Fund was also
recommended.

Contribution of the Fund to humanitarian performance

54. As part of the evaluation, the team looked at the Fund's contribution to
improved humanitarian performance. Although it was difficult to attribute outcomes
to the Fund owing to the interrelated nature of humanitarian funding and the lack of
reliable baseline data in many emergencies, the evaluation noted that the volume,
timeliness, and coherence of humanitarian activity improved as a result of the Fund.
In addition, evidence from the case studies illustrated that the Fund, and the
country-based pooled funds, reinforced the practice of ensuring that humanitarian
response is based on assessed needs. Access to the Fund provided a strong incentive
for humanitarian/resident coordinators and country teams to conduct coordinated
needs assessments in order to inform fund decision-making.

55. With respect to performance, the team reviewed the application of the Fund’s
guidelines on “life-saving criteria’, which were developed in consultation with
agencies to assist in defining acceptable activities for Central Emergency Response
Fund funding and endorsed by the Emergency Relief Coordinator in August 2007.
The evaluation noted that the guidelines were a positive development, but that more
attention needed to be paid to the context in which activities took place. While a
broad definition of life-saving provided agencies with flexibility to respond to
needs, the evaluation noted that prioritization and targeting of assistance had to be
strengthened to ensure that funds were used for activities arising out of
humanitarian emergencies.

56. The evaluation team came across some projects which they did not deem
relevant or appropriate for humanitarian response, either because of delays in
implementation, poor targeting of beneficiaries, or the activity sought to address
long-term issues of underdevelopment. Apart from those cases, the evaluation found
that overall funding from the Central Emergency Response Fund has been highly
relevant and appropriate to disaster-affected communities, although more attention
needed to be paid to gender-sensitive programming. There also was evidence to
suggest that decentralized decision-making and the rapid availability of funding led
to projects that were more likely to respond to actual needs in an appropriate time
frame.

57. The evauation did not find that the Fund had a noticeable impact on the
quality of agency performance. Quality remained variable, depending on the agency
and the country, but this was not attributable to the Fund. The same can be said with
respect to accountability to beneficiaries. Where agencies were pursuing good
practice in this area, there were strong accountability lines; where this did not
feature in programme design, there was less direct accountability to beneficiaries. In
general, the Fund tended to accentuate already positive developments, but had little
or no impact in situations where practice was poor.
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C. Recommendations of the evaluation

58. In accordance with the terms of reference for the evaluation, the team sought
to provide recommendations to Member States and the United Nations system at
strategic and operational levels on whether the Central Emergency Response Fund
should continue in its current form, and if so, how it should be improved. The
evaluation team presented four strategic recommendations (see box below) and 33
operational recommendations as part of its report.

Two-year evaluation: strategic recommendations

Recommendation 1. The Central Emergency Response Fund should
continue under its current mandate. The size of the Fund should be
allowed to increase progressively, in line with demands, and in parallel to
improvements in the implementation capacity of the United Nations
agencies/IOM and the management capacity of the Central Emergency
Response Fund secretariat.

Recommendation 2: The quality of the Central Emergency Response
Fund-funded programmes needs to become more consistent. To that end,
and without affecting the timeliness of decision-making, the criteria for
project approval and their application need to be further refined,
including the application of the “life saving criteria’ assessments of
agencies’ capacity, the time frame for implementation and the use of
needs assessments.

Recommendation 3: The capacity of the Central Emergency Response
Fund secretariat and Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs
field teams needs to be strengthened, to ensure timely review of
applications and high-quality decisions, and onward disbursement of
funds to implementing partners needs to be speeded up, thereby
guaranteeing faster response and better value for money. In addition,
overhead charges need to be reviewed and the mandate of the Central
Emergency Response Fund Advisory Group should be extended for a
further period.

Recommendation 4: The multiple lines of accountability for the Central
Emergency Response Fund need to be clarified, in consultation with the
United Nations Controller and the operational agencies, to specify the
roles of each actor; the Emergency Relief Coordinator needs to ensure
that the operational agencies have in place appropriate monitoring and
reporting systems, and to make use of quality assurance mechanisms for
evaluation of Central Emergency Response Fund projects, without
increasing the bureaucratic burdens of implementation.

D. Evaluation: next steps

59. As mentioned above, there was insufficient time to discuss the findings and
recommendations of the evaluation with key stakeholders. A detailed response to the
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evaluation will be compiled and provided to Member States at the time of the
General Assembly plenary session on humanitarian affairs. However, the broad
thrust of the evaluation is welcomed and accepted.

60. It is important to note that some recommendations have been partially or
completely implemented, while the application of others needs to be further
reviewed. For example, the secretariat of the Fund in consultation with the agencies
has already planned to undertake a review of the method for underfunded
allocations to see where improvements can be made. While the evaluation
highlighted some concerns, it did not capture adequately that underfunded
allocations have followed a rigorous process in accordance with established
procedures for this window developed in consultation with the agencies. By using
various types of data and consulting widely, the Emergency Relief Coordinator has
made funding judgments based on a range of factors to determine which countries
should benefit, with due emphasis placed on humanitarian needs and principles.

61. Some findings of the evaluation also highlight long-standing concerns of the
humanitarian response system, and need to be taken up in a broader context. In
particular, agencies have noted that the issues concerning partnership arrangements
need to be discussed at a broader level as these are not specific to the Fund. Others
have noted that the evaluation did not take into account sufficiently recent
discussions on this topic that have taken place through the Inter-Agency Standing
Committee. The lack of data on the timeliness of disbursements to NGOs also
makes it difficult to pinpoint common bottlenecks and target specific improvements.

62. For other issues, such as overhead costs, agencies have pointed out that any
changes cannot be made outside of their executive boards (where applicable).
Agencies have expressed concern with both the establishment of information
management frameworks at the country level to enable programme-based
allocations, noting that this may result in increased transaction costs, as well as with
the evaluation’s conclusion that a programmatic approach was not possible for the
rapid response window, noting that this is contradiction to the principles of Good
Humanitarian Donorship and the programme-based approach of a number of
agencies. The view of the evaluation team regarding the application of the life-
saving criteria also was not shared by some Fund stakeholders.

63. The Office of the Controller does not accept the comments on its ability to act
rapidly in emergency operations and contests the evaluation’s recommendations
about allocation of the programme support costs retained by the United Nations
Secretariat, as well as other points made in the report.

Funding levels

64. During the reporting period, 89 Member States, one Permanent Observer, one
local government and six private organizations — as well as individual
contributions through the United Nations Foundation — contributed $809 million to
the Fund (see annex 1). A high-level conference on the Fund to solicit support for its
2009 operations will take place in New York on 4 December 2008. The event will be
an opportunity for Member States and other partners to make new pledges, and to
increase broad-based political and financial support for the Fund. Contributions to
the Fund should be additional to commitments to humanitarian programming and to
resources made available for international development cooperation.
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65. A few Member States have opted to make multi-year commitments, and other
Member States are encouraged to do the same in order to enhance the predictability
and sustainability of Central Emergency Response Fund funding. The future success
of the Fund depends on maintaining support so that it consistently reaches the
annual target set by the General Assembly of $500 million.

Conclusions and recommendations

66. The two-year evaluation of the Central Emergency Response Fund found that
the Fund has proven itself as a valuable and impartial tool and in a short time frame
has become an essential feature of international humanitarian action. It has largely
achieved the objectives set by the General Assembly, enabling agencies to kick-start
response to sudden-onset crises, intervene quickly when situations suddenly
deteriorate or when humanitarian activities require time-critical action, and respond
predictably to life-saving needs in underfunded emergencies. Areas of improvement
pinpointed by the evaluation will be taken up expeditiously in order to ensure that
the Fund continues to build on its track record. Strengthening the Secretariat of the
Fund, and ensuring that the Emergency Relief Coordinator has sufficient resources
to meet the costs associated with the functioning, management and oversight of the
Fund are key in that regard.

67. For the Fund to remain an effective response tool, it must be adequately
supported so that it continuously reaches the annual target of $500 million set by the
General Assembly. In that regard, all Member States are encouraged to contribute to
the Fund to ensure the Assembly’s “global engagement” and as a gesture of
solidarity with those affected by disasters around the world. The Fund should be for
al, and from all, according to their means. Early and multi-year commitments to the
Fund would ensure predictable and sustainable access to resources for humanitarian
response. The size of the Fund should be allowed to increase progressively, if
demands justify this.

68. The Fund can only be successful if it is complemented by robust financing in
other parts of the system, including traditional sources of funding for humanitarian
programmes as well as funding for preparedness and early recovery activities.
Member States should continue to support agencies’ individual emergency reserves,
in addition to country-based humanitarian pooled funds such as emergency response
funds and common humanitarian funds, which have been highlighted by the
evaluation as essential complements to the effectiveness of the Fund.

69. Finaly, the General Assembly may wish to keep the Fund’'s progress under
review. In that regard, Member States may consider requesting the conduct of
another independent review of the Fund in early 2011.
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Total contributionsto the Central Emergency Response Fund,
1 January 2007 to 30 June 2008

(United States dollars)

2007

2008

Donor Received Pledged Received
Albania 3000.00 3 000.00
Algeria 10 000.00 10 000.00 10 000.00
Andorra 29 735.20 29 499.00

Antigua and Barbuda 5 000.00 5 000.00 5 000.00
Argentina 30 000.00 30 000.00
Armenia 5 000.00 5 000.00

Australia 8 760 000.00 9517 000.00 9517 000.00
Austria 401 430.00 673 905.00 673 905.00
Azerbaijan 20 000.00

Bahamas 50 000.00

Bangladesh 5 000.00 5 000.00
Belgium 2988 913.90 3115 264.80

Bhutan 1480.00 1480.00
Bosnia and Herzegovina 5 000.00 5 000.00
Botswana 5 000.00 5 000.00
Brazil 30 000.00 50 000.00 50 000.00
Brunei Darussalam 50 000.00

Bulgaria 10 000.00 10 000.00 5 000.00
Canada 35 116 374.03 39 037 522.76 39 037 522.76
Chile 30 000.00 100 000.00 100 000.00
China 500 000.00 500 000.00 500 000.00
Colombia 20 000.00

Croatia 20 000.00 34 000.00 34 000.00
Cyprus 30 000.00

Czech Republic 121 353.33 153 847.56 153 847.56
Denmark 8 742 383.64 9931 472.84 9931 472.84
Djibouti 2 000.00

Ecuador 20 000.00

Egypt 15 000.00 15 000.00 15 000.00
Estonia 39 739.00 91 200.00 91 200.00
Finland 6 726 000.00 7 791 000.00 7 791 000.00
France 1312 100.00 1566 500.00 1566 500.00
Germany 6 597 500.00 14 790 000.00 14 790 000.00
Ghana 5 000.00
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2007

2008

Donor Received Pledged Received
Greece 300 000.00 300 000.00
Guatemala 10 000.00 10 000.00
Guyana 5 000.00

Haiti 5 000.00

Hungary 10 000.00 20 000.00 20 000.00
Holy See® 5 000.00 5 000.00
Iceland 558 618.16 560 000.00 250 000.00
India 1 000 000.00

Indonesia 100 000.00 100 000.00

Ireland 26 273 974.00 33301 074.00 33301 074.00
Israel 30 000.00 15 000.00 15 000.00
Italy 2 670 400.23 3500 000.00

Jamaica 5 000.00

Japan 1 000 000.00 1 000 000.00
Kazakhstan 50 000.00 50 000.00

Kuwait 50 000.00 50 000.00
Latvia 20 000.00 20 000.00
Lebanon 3 000.00

Liechtenstein 123 243.78 175 562.00

Lithuania 20 844.62 20 844.62
Luxembourg 5610 800.00 6 190 400.00 6 190 400.00
Malaysia 100 000.00 100 000.00 100 000.00
Maldives 1 000.00

Malta 10 000.00

Mexico 50 000.00 100 000.00

Monaco 35 000.00 139 313.48 139 313.48
Mongolia 10 000.00

Montenegro 2 500.00 2 500.00
Morocco 5 000.00 5 000.00
Netherlands 53 400 000.00 63 900 000.00 63 900 000.00
New Zealand 762 700.00 1 000 000.00 1 000 000.00
Norway 55 066 049.29 55 258 765.36 55 258 765.36
Pakistan 19 967.16 20 000.00

Peru 5 000.00 10 000.00

Philippines 5 000.00 5841.68 1478.24
Poland 510 000.00

Portugal 268 540.00 312 400.00 312 400.00
Qatar 100 000.00

Republic of Korea 1 500 000.00 2 000 000.00 2 000 000.00
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2007

2008

Donor Received Pledged Received

Romania 359 625.00

San Marino 441274 4412.74

Saudi Arabia’ 50 000.00 50 000.00

Slovenia 50 000.00 50 000.00 50 000.00

South Africa 240 000.00 221 538.45 221 538.45

Spain 20 692 484.00 30915984.00 30915 984.00

Sri Lanka 10 000.00 10 000.00

Sweden 51 045 497.93 56 264 400.17 56 264 400.17

Switzerland 8194 982.25 7 241 824.57 7 241 824.57

Syrian Arab Republic 5 000.00

Thailand 10 000.00 20 000.00 20 000.00

The former Yugoslav Republic of

Macedonia 2 000.00 2 000.00

Trinidad and Tobago 20 000.00 20 000.00 20 000.00

Tunisia 5 000.00

Turkey 300 000.00 300 000.00 300 000.00

United Arab Emirates 50 000.00 50 000.00

United Kingdom 83 726 040.00 80 239 000.00 80 239 000.00

Alexander Bodini 10 000.00 10 000.00

Disaster Resource Network 9 978.00 10 000.00 5 000.00

Humanity First 10 000.00

Hyogo Prefecture, Japan 435 578.01

Private donations through

United Nations Foundation® 117 959.00 707 678.00 207 678.00

SCOR Group 200 000.00 200 000.00
Total 385089 965.91 432102 258.03 423 974 568.79

& The Holy Seeis an Observer State.

P Saudi Arabiawill contribute $50,000 per year for the next 17 years.

¢ Includes contributions from Western Union and PriceWaterhouseCoopers.

Note: (1) Amounts received are recorded at the exchange rate in effect on the day the deposit is
received and may differ from amounts pledged due to fluctuations in exchange rates.
(2) Amounts stated do not constitute official United Nations financial records.
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Total committed funds from the Central Emergency Response

Fund, 1 January 2007 to 30 June 2008

(United States dollars)

2007 2008

Country Rapid response Underfunded Total committed Rapid response Underfunded Total committed
Afghanistan 5434 407 5434 407 9 446 560 4175 162 13621 722
Angola 3216 435 4 499 828 7716 263 1498 653 1498 653
Armenia 299 787 299 787
Bangladesh 25 747 096 1 000 000 26 747 096 1 000 000 1 000 000
Bolivia 2 000 000 2 000 000 2271874 2271874
Burkina Faso 1796 080 877 908 2673988 3399 999 3399 999
Burundi 8 500 000 8 500 000
Cameroon 4720 260 2 000 006 6 720 266
Central African Republic 6778 722 6778 722 3387014 3387014
Chad 7 280 842 979 050 8 259 892 4 353 540 4 353 540
China 8045 731 8045 731
Colombia 2253044 2253044 1838 333 1838 333
Comoros 534 037 534 037
Congo 881 701 1099 971 1981672 2011 654 2 011 654
Cote d'Ivoire 1677 450 6 817 410 8 494 860 2012 459 7 002 959 9015 418
Democratic People's Republic of Korea 6 100 000 4998 577 11 098 577
Democratic Republic of the Congo 5 000 000 47506 578 52 506 578 38 106 996 38 106 996
Djibouti 1575570 1575570 2579 639 2579 639
Dominican Republic 3879 893 3879 893
Eritrea 3000 909 3000 909 996 245 996 245
Ethiopia 3367 543 8998 116 12 365 659 9651 153 9 651 153
Georgia 161 599 161 599
Ghana 2 496 956 2 496 956
Guinea 10821 314 10821 314
Haiti 591 817 3276 605 3 868 422 5 846 936 5 846 936
Indonesia 1255042 1255042
Iraq 3533 359 3533 359 6 636 654 6 636 654
Jordan 3543119 3543119
Kenya 1944 057 3002 501 4 946 558 7 022 854 6 406 348 13 429 202
L ebanon 5676 248 5676 248
Lesotho 4742 070 4742 070 239 438 239 438
Liberia 2 199 555 1461 597 3661 152
M adagascar 3431553 3431553 5001 769 5001 769
Mali 1017103 1017 103 3198972 3198 972
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2008

Country Rapid response Underfunded Total committed  Rapid response Underfunded Total committed

Mauritania 846 889 854 731 1701 620

Mexico 1693 550 1693 550

Mozambique 12 232 995 12 232 995 4 839 160 4 839 160

Myanmar 1803 312 1803 312 22 417 366 2019 979 24 437 345

Namibia 999 999 999 999

Nepal 1 000 000 1 000 000 5997 698 5997 698

Nicaragua 4 975 500 4 975 500

Niger 2000 023 2000 023 1755870 6 499 999 8 255 869

Occupied Palestinian Territory 2525949 3659 510 6 185 459 4 988 364 4 988 364

Pakistan 5 806 965 5 806 965 6 808 525 6 808 525

Peru 9591 713 9591 713

Philippines 938 214 938 214

Rwanda 416 325 416 325

Senegal 348 285 348 285

Somalia 14 664 775 1 000 000 15664 775 6 039 251 6 039 251

Sri Lanka 10 888 085 10 888 085 6915915 6915915

Sudan 19 475033 6 000 000 25475033 15 014 515 15014 515

Swaziland 3136 815 3136 815

Syrian Arab Republic 4999 654 4999 654

Tajikistan 119 814 119 814 5647 721 5647 721

Timor-Leste 1 300 564 1 300 564

Togo 3802 932 3802 932

Uganda 13001 015 13001 015

United Republic of Tanzania 1200 061 1200 061

Yemen 3434576 3434576 3718 109 3718 109

Zimbabwe 8 000 000 3999 076 11 999 076 4 493 657 4 493 657
Total 227780576 123114422 350894999 147311040 101773107 249084 147

* Committed — Funding approved by the Emergency Relief Coordinator.
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Central Emergency Response Fund loans, 1 January 2007 to

30 June 2008

(United States dollars)

Agency Country Amount
2007
Department of Peacekeeping Operations
Mine Action Service Sudan 3 000 000
UNICEF Sudan 15 000 000
FAO Sudan 9679 925
WFP Sudan 10 000 000
UNDP Sudan 2660 510
OCHA Sudan 1 000 000
Total 41 340 435
2008
WFP Democratic Republic of the Congo 3 750 000
WFP Ethiopia 26 250 000
Total 30 000 000
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