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1. Background

1.1. Introduction

1.  Strategic Evaluations focus on strategic and systemic issues of corporate
relevance, including new WFP strategic direction and associated policy, operations
and activities. They evaluate the quality of the work being done related to the new
strategic direction, its results, and seek to explain why and how these results
occurred.

2.  This evaluation is part of a series of three strategic evaluations! addressing the
theme of emergency preparedness and response (EPR). This evaluation will analyse
the use and benefits of pooled funds (PF) in WFP’s preparedness and response,
including its work with implementing and coordination partners. The PF included in
the evaluation are: the Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF), the Emergency
Response Funds (ERF) and the common humanitarian funds (CHF).

3. The Terms of Reference (TOR) were prepared by the WFP Office of Evaluation
(OEV) evaluation manager Anne-Claire Luzot, Senior Evaluation Officer, based on a
document review and exchanges with internal and external stakeholders.

4. The purpose of these TOR is to provide key information to stakeholders about
the proposed evaluation, to guide the evaluation team and specify expectations that
the evaluation team should fulfil. The TOR are structured as follows: Chapter 1
provides information on the context; Chapter 2 includes the rationale, objectives,
stakeholders and main users of the evaluation; Chapter 3 presents an overview of the
various PFs’ utilisation in WFP as well as the scope of the evaluation; Chapter 4 deals
with the evaluation approach and methodology; and Chapter 5 indicates how the
evaluation will be organized.

5. The Annexes include the list of people met, the bibliography, a preliminary list
of country selection criteria, the reference groups’ membership and other key
information.

1.2. Context

6. In 2003, 17 donors endorsed the Principles and Good Practice of Good
Humanitarian Donorship. These were drawn up to enhance the coherence and
effectiveness of donor action, as well as their accountability to beneficiaries,
implementing organisations and domestic constituencies, with regard to funding, co-
ordination, follow-up and evaluation2.

7. Following this initiative, the humanitarian reform induced, among others,
major developments in the humanitarian financing. In an effort to enhance its
predictability and reliability, several PFs mechanisms were set up or strengthened
over the period. The PFs rely on donors providing un-earmarked contributions to a
common source from which allocations are made. While the CERF can cover all
countries affected by an emergency, the CHFs and ERFs are country-based PFs that
respond to specific humanitarian situations, currently, in 18 countriess.

! The other two evaluations are the evaluation of the joint FAO/WFP Global Food Security Cluster and the
evaluation of the Preparedness and Response Enhancement Programme.

? For further details see http://www.goodhumanitariandonorship.org/gns/home.aspx

® For further details on the PF see Annex 5
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8. Pooled Funds Objectives. The CERF and CHF were both set up as a result of
the humanitarian reform agenda, while the ERF exists since 1997. Each PF has its
own objectives and characteristics but they also share common aspects as shown in
their results frameworks (See table 1 below and for further details see Annex 5).
Indeed, all these funds are meant to address critical humanitarian needs in a timely,
coordinated and predictable manner. Effective partnership is at the core of all PFs.

Table 1: Key facts about the PFs

CERF CHF ERF
Established in 2005 2006 1997
Objectives* Promote early action and Provide early and Provide rapid and
response to reduce loss of predictable funding for | flexible funding for
life; enhance response to their response to critical | unforeseen, sudden-
time critical requirements; humanitarian needs. onset humanitarian
and strengthen core emergencies.

elements of humanitarian
response in underfunded

crises.’
Management Centrally managed. Country based. Country based.
Main recipients | United Nations (UN) UN agencies and the NGOs.
agencies and the Non-Governmental
International Organisation Organisations (NGOs).

on Migration (IOM).

9. Allocations and Funding. Globally, the CERF and CHF disburse the largest
allocations and both are regularly increasing as shown in Fig. 1 and 2. The CERF can
provide funding through loans (minimal amount) and grants. Within the grants, the
Rapid Response Window represents about 70% of allocations and the Underfunded
Emergencies Window, about 30% (see Fig. 3). Allocations to PFs represent between
5 and 7% of the total yearly humanitarian funding.
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4 CERF, CHF and ERF logical frameworks are available in Annex 5.
> It has to be noted that the CERF Performance and accountability framework included in Annex 5 is currently
under review.




Fig. 3: Yearly distribution of CERF global allocations (Smin)
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Sources: OCHA-CERF website (http://www.unocha.org/cerf/cerf-worldwide/allocations-window;
http://www.unocha.org/cerf/resources/information-products/annual-reports).

10. As shown in Fig. 4, WFP has been consistently the largest PF recipient
alongside with UNICEF. The main donors to these three PF are the United Kingdom,
Sweden, Norway and the Netherlands (Fig. 5).

Fig. 4: Top-5 Recipient Agencies of Fig. 5: Top-5 Donors to CERF-CHF-ERF
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Source: Based on data from OCHA Financial Tracking Service (http://fts.unocha.org)

11. Roles and Responsibilities. The CERF is centrally managed by the UN
Emergency Relief Coordinator (ERC) supported by the CERF secretariat.
Immediately following a disaster, the United Nations Resident Coordinator or
Humanitarian Coordinator (RC/HC) can make a CERF application for humanitarian
funding for priority, life-saving activities. The CHF¢ and ERF, being country based,
are under the humanitarian coordinator’s (HC) authority and managed by the Office
for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA). In these cases, the HC can
immediately release available funds upon agreed priorities at the country level. While
the CEREF is only accessible by UN agencies, the CHF is also open to NGOs and the
main ERF recipients are NGO partners.

12. Pooled Funds Transaction Costs. A 2009 study?, coordinated by UNICEF
on behalf of FAO, UNHCR, WFP and UNICEF, defined the transaction costs
associated with PFs as “the cumulative cost of adapting to, and integrating, the
specific characteristics of the humanitarian PFs, both in terms of time, energy and

6 To be noted that the CHF financial management is under the responsibility of the United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP) through the Multi-Partner Trust Fund (MPTF)

’D. Salomons, 2009, ‘A study of transaction costs associated with humanitarian pooled funds’, The Praxis
Group LTD.



money spent, and in terms of opportunities missed’. While recognizing the impact of
PFs on the work of donors, UN agencies and NGOs, the study identified a number of
challenges associated with their transaction costs briefly summarised below:

“An accelerated decentralisation of resource mobilisation from Headquarters
(HQ) to field, increased workload and competency demands on human
resources. While traditional resource mobilisation mechanisms are
maintained, new management models are created in parallel to deal with the
actions required in the countries. This means to develop or enhance Agencies’
capacity to compete for funds at the country level. This also leads to the
emergence of two parallel reporting systems to meet both the donors and the
PFs’ requirements.

Shift in accountability from donors to the PF recipients. In pooling resources
for humanitarian actions, donors are giving up a large part of their direct
oversight role, largely transferring it to the PFs recipients.

Weakened predictability of funding at individual agency level. While overall
annual allocations from humanitarian PFs can be predicted, no agency can
actually predict what their share will be.

Difficulties in balancing a participatory approach with the need to plan
strategically. Allocations are very often piecemeal rather than strategic. It
places pressure on the cluster leads, thereby testing the limits of democratic
and transparent management.

Irreversible interdependency of the cluster approach and the PF, handicapped
by conflicting management assumptions. Collegial and authoritative
management styles demanded by the two respective underlying reform
concepts are somehow challenging to reconcile”s.

13. Pooled funds global evaluations. UN OCHA commissioned a global
evaluation of each PF over the last few years: the CERF and the CHF in 2011 and the
ERF in 2013. These evaluations’ key conclusions and recommendations are
informing the TOR. In particular:

2011 CERF evaluation9: the importance to assess UN agencies’ use of funds,
to determine what internal factors, including partnership policies and
practices, influence the effectiveness of CERF projects; the timeliness of funds
disbursements to implementing partners; and use of internal advance
mechanisms to establish interactivity and complementarities between these
and the CERF to speed up start-up of response.

2011 CHF evaluation!©: the articulation between the various PF within a
country, timeliness of funds utilisation and appropriate understanding by the
agencies of CHF objectives and procedures.

2013 ERF evaluation'': the appropriateness of use versus ERF objectives and
the progress made in terms of performance standards development for
monitoring purpose.

& Summarized d from D. Salomons, 2009, ‘A study of transaction costs associated with humanitarian pooled
funds’, The Praxis Group LTD

° For further details see Channel Research, 2011, ‘5-Year Evaluation of the Central Emergency Response Fund’.
% Eor further details see Channel Research 2011, Evaluation of the Common Humanitarian Fund’.



14. The Transformative Agenda and the Humanitarian Reform. The
recognition by the ERC in 2009 for a strengthened inter-agency programming cycle,
led to an inter-agency agreement on coordinated needs assessment which has been
codified and is being rolled out globally. Within the humanitarian programming
cycle, all CAPs (now called strategic response plans) are more evidence based and are
screened to promote gender equality in programme design. CERF and country-based
pooled-fund processes are aligned with needs assessments and priorities set out in
CAP and flash appeals. The focus on improved programme cycle management is a
priority for the Transformative Agenda (TA) launched by the Inter-Agency Standing
Committee (IASC). Initiated in 2011, the TA establishes parameters for improved
collective action in humanitarian emergencies, which include empowering country-
level leadership strengthening coordination mechanisms, improving the
humanitarian programme cycle and becoming more accountable to affected
populations. It also defines clear triggers for CERF allocations in the context of Level
3 emergencies.

2. Reasons for the Evaluation

2.1. Rationale

15. As mentioned earlier, the CERF evaluation recommended that the UN agencies
“conduct an evaluation of their use of the CERF funds (within the following 18
months) to determine what internal factors, including partnership policies and
practices, influence the effectiveness of CERF projects”. Since then, FAO and IOM
conducted such evaluations and UNHCR is doing one at the moment.

16. During the 2011 second session of the WFP Executive Board (EB), discussions
around the Paper “Efficiency at WFP”, led the EB to urge WFP “to consider
evaluating the efficiencies resulting from its use of disbursements from the CERF
and other pooled funds”. To address these requests, OEV included in its work-plan
the evaluation of WFP’s use of pooled funds (CERF, CHF and ERF) for humanitarian
preparedness and response.

17. The evaluation is intended to provide a strategic analysis of the use and benefits
of pooled funds in WFP’s emergency preparedness and response (as an operational
agency and as a cluster lead), within the context of the good humanitarian donorship
and of the transformative agenda. This evaluation will assess the added value of and
challenges associated with each PF to WFP’s response to emergency, including its
work with implementing and coordination partners, in countries and globally. It will
also assess how the PFs are used together with WFP internal financing
mechanisms?2.

18. The inclusion of three PFs in the evaluation scope will provide a unique
opportunity to analyse their complementarity and coherence at country level from a
single agency perspective.

2.2. Objectives

19. All evaluations serve the dual objectives of accountability and learning. As such
the evaluation will:

" For further details see UNIVERSALIA, 2013, ‘The global evaluation of the Emergency Response Fund’.
2 For further details on these internal mechanisms, see Evaluation Question 3.



e Assess and report on WPF’s use of pooled funds for humanitarian
preparedness and response; Analyse their potential added value and possible
challenges (for instance transaction costs) to the effectiveness and efficiency of
WEFP’s response as an operational agency and cluster lead (accountability);
and

e Analyse the internal and external factors affecting the use of these funds, the
efficiency gains and the role of partnership; Assess the complementarity,
coherence and coordination of all three PF’s from a single agency’s perspective
in so far as overall contribution to enhanced emergency and preparedness
response can be adduced (learning).

20. While the initiative for this evaluation came from a request to account for the
use of the PFs by WFP, this is also a unique opportunity for WFP to contribute
strategically to their relevance and usefulness within the transformative agenda and
the good humanitarian donorship, by providing evidence, from a single agency’s
perspective, of the actual added value of these PFs.

2.3. Stakeholders and Users of the Evaluation

21. It is expected that the evaluation team will undertake a full stakeholder:s
analysis during the inception phase of the evaluation. Members of various
stakeholder groups will also be part of the evaluation reference and advisory groups
(for further details see Annex 7). Internal and external stakeholders have initially
been identified as follows:

22. Internal stakeholders. WFP Management and the Executive Board are the
primary audience to the evaluation as recipients of, and donors to the PFs. In WFP,
Budget, Finance, Inter-Agency Partnerships and Government Partnerships are key
corporate stakeholders alongside the global cluster coordinators (Logistics,
Emergency Telecommunications and Food Security) and all the country offices (COs)
accessing these PFs. Indeed, the preparation of funding requests, coordination with
other partners responding to the emergencies and allocations and implementation
are all country based. They will be expected to inform the evaluation throughout its
process.

23. External stakeholders. At global level OCHA, the CERF secretariat, the
MPTF Office and the IASC humanitarian financing task team are key stakeholders
considering their roles in the PF management at various levels. Similarly at country
level the HC/RC and the partner agencies in the humanitarian response are the key
stakeholders. The PF working Group of donor agencies, in particular the United
Kingdom, Sweden, Norway and The Netherlands, who are major contributors, will
certainly have a keen interest in the evaluation findings as these will be part of their
evidence base for their future contributions to and expectations from the PFs. All
these external stakeholders will also be key informants to the evaluation and will be
expected to contribute their perspective on the PFs and their use by WFP.

24. Expected users. The primary expected users are: i) WFP management who
will be responsible for taking action, on the basis of the evidence and
recommendations provided by the evaluation, to further improve its use of the PF;
ii) Donors supporting the PFs, who will be informed in a transparent and credible

 To be noted that considering the subject of the evaluation a gender sensitive stakeholder analysis is not
possible.



manner on the results achieved with their support; and iii) WFP Executive Board,
who will have the opportunity to review and discuss the evaluation conclusions and
recommendations as well as the corresponding Management Response.

25. Another important audience for this evaluation are OCHA, the CERF
secretariat, the IASC Humanitarian Financing Task Team, the PF Working Group
and the key actors of humanitarian response in countries.

3. Subject of the Evaluation

3.1 Pooled Funds in WFP 14

26. WFP is an active player in the humanitarian reform and is active in the IASC
Humanitarian Financing Task Team, whose main objective is to review potential of
the current funding architecture to respond to the evolving nature of humanitarian
action.

27. The CERF is the seventh® largest contributor to WFP and WFP is the largest
recipient agency, representing between 25% and 30% of CERF yearly funding
allocations as shown in Table 2. WFP also receives funding from the CHF in all
countries (between 3 and 5) where there is a CHF active. Funding from ERF is much

more limited.

Table 2: Summary of pooled funding since 2010*

2010 2011 ‘ 2012 2013
CERF
Total CERF funding to UN agencies 415,223,792 | 426,157,020| 477,342,407 | 493,916,966
Total CERF funding to WFP 120,284,949 | 126,152,447 | 136,788,354 | 139,556,192
Proportion of WFP in total CERF funding to
UN agencies 29.0% 29.6% 28.7% 28.3%
Number of WFP recipient countries of CERF 32 38 40 40
CHF
Total CHF funding to UN agencies 139,655,842 | 158,006,293 | 169,533,964 | 117,799,732
Total CHF funding to WFP 20,223,674| 26,043,866| 32,907,068| 11,161,096
Proportion of WFP in total CHF funding to
UN agencies 14.5% 16.5% 19.4% 9.5%
Number of WFP recipient countries of CHF 3 4 5 5
ERF
Total ERF funding to UN agencies 64,745,140 21,743,274| 22,174,148| 31,934,859
Total ERF funding to WFP 11,809,950 6,311,805 6,388,743 6,239,327
Proportion of WFP in total ERF funding to
UN agencies 18.2% 29.0% 28.8% 19.5%
Number of WFP recipient countries of ERF 0 2 3 4

Sources: Financial Tracking Service (FTS) - OCHA [http://fts.unocha.org] and WFP Donor
Contribution & Forecast Stats (weekly data retrieved on 19 January 2014)

Y For further data tables see Annex 4.
> WFP Government Partnership Division data.

'® No data for 2009 as there was no disaggregation available for the CHF and the ERF




28. WFP considers that the PFs “have helped WFP to harmonize responses, to
increase sectoral coverage of needs and to improve field level coordination. They
mainly support food operations, but also WFP’s leadership of the logistics and
emergency telecommunication cluster”7. The majority of funding logically supports
Emergency Operations (EMOP), Protracted Relief and Rehabilitation Operations
(PRRO) and the Special Operations (SOP).

Fig. 6: Distribution of PF funding (Smlin) by type of WFP operations (2009-
2013)

B EMOP mPRRO mSOP ' DEV

ERF 1I58 13.31 17.60

CHF | 2452 2427 89.78
cerr ST

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Source: WFP Donor Contribution & Forecast Stats as of 19 January 2014

29. On average, the CERF contributions represent 30% of the total directed
multilateral contributions of the corresponding WFP operations; the CHF
contributions represent 15% and the ERF, 7%. Fig. 7 below shows that this
proportion can vary greatly form operation to operation. For instance, out of a total
of 217 operations which have received PFs contribution over the period 2009-2013,
142 of them received PFs contributions representing between 0 and 25% of the total
directed multilateral contributions. Only 30 operations benefitted from PFs
contribution amounting between 76 and 100% of the total directed multilateral
contributions.

Fig. 7: Proportion of CERF-CHF-ERF contributions in total directed multilateral
contributions of WFP operations (2009-2013)

76%-100% 30
51%-75% 9
26%-50% 36 Nr. of operations
0-25% 142

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160

Source: WFP Donor Contribution & Forecast Stats as of 19 January 2014

Y WFP, EB.1/2010/5-C, “WFP’s Role in Humanitarian Assistance System’.



30. WFP as a cluster (co)lead agency is also accessing some PFs to ensure provision
of cluster services'8 through some of its special operations.

3.2. Scope of the Evaluation

31. The evaluation will assess the extent to which WFP’s use of the PF is aligned
with their respective strategic intent (as described in their logical / results
frameworks available in Annex 5). In particular, the assessment of timeliness,
predictability, quality and partnerships will be prioritized. It will also take note of the
progress made in overall implementation of these PFs following the recent global
evaluations results and recommendations.

32. To the extent possible, the evaluation will distinguish between PF received for
its own operations and those accessed to ensure provision of cluster activities.

33. This evaluation covers the period 2009 to 2013 and the 62 countries which
received CERF, CHF and ERF funding over the period. Though PFs were established
prior to 2009, a 5-year evaluation period is considered adequate to identify relevant
trends and key issues to meaningfully inform the evaluation. If, in some countries
selected for the case studies, there are other active humanitarian PFs (that WFP is
accessing or not) these will also be included in the analysis®9, to understand the
added value for WFP to use them or not.

34. The evaluation will take into consideration the findings, conclusions and
recommendations of the various global PFs evaluations which took place during the
period under consideration. It will also take into consideration the on-going CHF
global evaluation initiated by OCHA to maximise complementarity between both
exercises and to avoid duplication of efforts20. The evaluation will also liaise with the
UN High Commission for Refugees (HCR) who is also planning an evaluation of its
use of the CERF. After consultation with UNHCR and OCHA evaluation colleagues, it
was decided to keep each other informed of our respective progress. However, the
scopes and approaches being different, there were no efficiency gains to conduct
joint evaluations2t.

35. Considering the low average contributions of the PF to specific operations, the
evaluation will not assess the overall effectiveness of PF supported WFP operations
(as recommended by the 2011 five-year evaluation of CERF). It is indeed impossible
to establish any causal link between operation results and PF contributions. For the
11.5% of the operations where the PF contributions represented 100% of the directed
multilateral funding, the evaluation will assess the rationale for this, and ensure that
the countries selected for the desk review will include some of these operations.

B WEPis jointly conducting with FAO a joint evaluation of the Food Security Clusters. It will assess the ability of
the cluster to leverage funds for the cluster activities and to some extent the ability to leverage funds for
cluster partners,

* Information on humanitarian PFs active in countries is available here:
http://mptf.undp.org/factsheet/agency/002065

% Consultations with OCHA Office of Evaluation led to the conclusion that, considering the specific
expectations of each evaluation, they could not be undertaken jointly. It has nevertheless been agreed that
both Offices of Evaluations would keep each other informed of the progress and time their respective
missions in countries in such a way that they would happen at the same time in order to reduce demands on
the time of the stakeholders in countries whenever relevant.

! In order to ensure complementarity and avoid duplication, WFP is including both OCHA and UNHCR
evaluation colleagues in the external advisory group of this evaluation (see Annex 7).
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36. The nature of this evaluation does provide very limited scope to examine gender
dimension. It will however be given due attention whenever possible within specific
evaluation questions.

4. Evaluation Approach, Questions and Methodology

4.1 Evaluation Approach

37. It is proposed to undertake a theory-based evaluation using the relevant
elements of each PF logical/result frameworks to guide the evaluation design,
approach and key evaluation questions. The methodological approach and associated
tools will, to the extent possible, assess a series of cases (country-level humanitarian
financing) on a range of key results and performance measures. With the overall
limitations to evaluability described below, the evaluation will use a mix of methods
to answer the evaluation questions.

4.2 Evaluability Assessment

Evaluability is the extent to which an activity or a programme can be evaluated
in a reliable and credible fashion. It necessitates that a policy, intervention or
operation provides: (a) a clear description of the situation before or at its start that
can be used as reference point to determine or measure change; (b) a clear
statement of intended outcomes, i.e. the desired changes that should be observable
once implementation is under way or completed; (c) a set of clearly defined and
appropriate indicators with which to measure changes; and (d) a defined
timeframe by which outcomes should be occurring.

38. A preliminary evaluability assessment informs the TOR. At the inception stage,
the evaluation team will have to review this preliminary assessment and critically
assess data availability and quality to inform its choice of evaluation methods to
address each of the evaluation questions developed in section 4.3.

39. This evaluation, for the reasons explained earlier, will not attempt to undertake
a systematic analysis of the results achieved within the operations supported by PF.
Furthermore, as WFP was receiving contributions from the PFs prior to 2009, it will
not be possible to compare the situation before and after the evaluation period.
Finally, 81% of WFP countries received PFs contributions over the proposed
evaluation period. The remaining countries have not been facing major emergencies
over the evaluation period and therefore cannot serve as counterfactual to analyse
effectiveness of PFs’ use by WFP. Compensating somewhat the absence of
counterfactual, the recent global PFs evaluations and key studies will serve as
benchmarks for this evaluation.

40. The evaluation will focus on the potential added value for WFP to access these
PFs and on some of their key expected outcomes identified in their respective result
frameworks such as timeliness, predictability and partnerships. The evaluation will
also assess the complementarity, coherence and coordination between the PFs from a
single agency perspective. Each of these outcomes will be assessed through specific
indicators to be defined during the inception phase in the evaluation matrix to be
developed around each of the evaluation questions in section 4.3. The analysis of

10



efficiency and, in particular of transaction costs, will primarily be qualitative
following the definition developed in the 2009 study referred to in section 1.2.

41. The evaluation will have to rely on both quantitative and qualitative data. While
some are available globally, others are mainly found at country level. For instance, a
large number of these financial data are available globally in the Financial Tracking
Service maintained by OCHA and the MPTF gateway22. Within WFP, the Standard
Project Reports, the weekly Contributions database and WINGS II will also be very
important sources of information. On the other hand, the narrative of emergency
reporting and other reporting/monitoring documents are usually only available at
country level. Considering the large amount of countries covered by the evaluation,
it is neither possible within the time and budget available nor necessary to address
meaningfully the evaluation questions developed below, to undertake a
comprehensive analysis of all the PFs contributions in the 62 countries. Instead, it is
proposed to undertake a three-stage approach as developed in section 4.4. Both
qualitative and quantitative data will be used at these three stages to address each
evaluation question.

4.3 Evaluation Questions

Important to note: while as formulated the evaluation questions do not differentiate
between the PFs, it will be important that when addressing the evaluation
questions, the evaluation team does make, whenever relevant, the distinction
between the three PFs covered by the evaluation.

42. Overarching question: Is there an added value for WFP to access the
PFs both as an operational agency and as a cluster lead? If yes, what does
it consist of? If not, why?

1. Do the PF add value to WFP’s effective humanitarian preparedness and
response, especially in the context of objectives of the current humanitarian
reforms under the transformative agenda?

2. Do they add value compared to other sources of funding?

3. Do they add value compared to WFP advance financing mechanisms such as
the Immediate Response Account (IRA)23, Forward Purchase Facility
(FPF)24 and the Working Capital Financing (WCF)25?

For each of these questions the evaluation will assess if there is or not a value
added for WFP and explain what it is, if there is some added value, and in cases
some PFs do not add value, why is it the case.

?? http://fts.unocha.org/ and http://mptf.undp.org/factsheet/agency/002065

2 The IRA is a multilateral fund facility that enables WFP to provide immediate food aid, as well as fund
logistical and other non-food costs, in an emergency situation. It is a revolving account to which donors make
cash contributions (Extract from WFP Programme Guidance Manual)

** The Forward Purchase Facility (FPF) enables WFP to: i) improve the on-time delivery of food by reducing
supply lead-times; ii) Procure commodities at the best time or season; and iii) Shorten the response time
(during emergency response). It is a mechanism to procure commodities based on the aggregated global
demand in advance of a confirmed contribution. FPF stocks are considered global WFP inventory and may only
be released to a project against a confirmed contribution or an advance financing grant. (FPF intranet page)
®|tisan advance funding mechanism authorizing spending against forecasted contributions rather than
confirmed contributions, to maximize, on-time availability of food aid (Directive OD/2005/005).
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43. What is the contribution of the PF to quality WFP interventions and
to enable WFP as cluster lead agency?

e Appropriateness:

4. Is WFP’s use of PFs strategically relevant to meet the requirements of a
humanitarian response (including setting up and running cluster activities)
in line with WFPs mandate and the objectives set-up by the three PFs under
consideration?

5. Are the PF allocations to WFP aligned with WFP’s needs and requirements?
Are some PFs better suited to some WFP programme categories or types of
activities?

e Timeliness :

6. How timely are the requests, decisions and confirmations (to be compared
also with other funding sources) compared with the expressed/prioritised
humanitarian needs?

7. What is the ability of WFP to spend the funds received in a timely manner
(requests for grant extension and return of funds)?

8. What is the timeliness (and volumes, to the extent possible) of PFs released
by WFP to cooperating partners?

9. Are the PFs contributions predictable? How do they influence the access to
internal advance financing mechanisms and therefore increase the
timeliness of response?

o Utilisation:
10. What are the PF mainly used for? (Types of interventions supported (WFP

programme categories — cluster activities), types of activities within
interventions, gender dimension, consistency between plans and reporting,
ete.).

44. How do the PFs partnership and coordination mechanisms
contribute to WFP’s capacity to prepare and respond to emergencies

effectively and efficiently?

11. From WFPs perspective, what 1is the level of coherence
with/complementarity between various PFs within a country? (More than
60 WFP countries receive the CERF contributions. Among them, 5
countries are recipients from the CHF and the CERF and another 4 from the
ERF and the CERF). When active at the same time in a country, do they
contribute to improved effectiveness and efficiency of WFP’s response?

12. To what extent do the existing partnerships and coordination mechanisms
(Humanitarian / Resident Coordinator, clusters other participating
agencies, implementing partners, country versus global levels) affect WFP’s
access (competition, complementarity) to and use of PFs (focus on WFP
operations, on clusters activities, participation to larger response)?

45. What are the main contributing/explanatory factors affecting WFP’s
effective and efficient use of the PFs?

13. Do specific WFP policies, standard procedures and fundraising guidelines
facilitate a systematic, harmonized and relevant use of PFs? Do they guide
adequately the discussion with the UN or Humanitarian Country Team,
thereby facilitating WFP access to the PFs?
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14. How do the PFs transactions’ costs2¢ (especially in terms of reporting
requirements, coordination, negotiations, administrative and financial
monitoring, earmarking, etc.) compare with those of other sources of
funding?

15. What are the roles of WFP’s COs, RBs and HQ in submitting PFs proposals?
Is a transparent and effective communication and coordination mechanisms
in place? Including (programme and finance) reporting?

16. From a WFP perspective, how transparent is the decision-making process to
allocate contributions to various agencies?

17. What is the performance of the existing WFP and other stakeholders’ M&E
systems to track results?

46. Closing question: lessons learned

18. What are the main lessons learned for WFP, in terms of accessing and using
the PFs, to prepare and respond effectively and efficiently to emergencies?

19. From a single agency perspective, what are the main lessons to be shared
with OCHA at global and country level in terms of the PFs coordination,
complementarity and coherence?

20.What are the main lessons learned to further strengthen the current
humanitarian reform initiative and the good humanitarian donorship?

4.4 Methodology

47. Participation. The approach followed from the onset of the evaluation will be
as participative as possible. Stakeholders will participate to the evaluation through
discussions, consultations and comments on draft documents. Some stakeholders
will also reply to the recommendations made by the evaluation in the Management
Response to be presented to the Executive Board together with the evaluation report.
In gathering data and views from stakeholders, the evaluation team will ensure that
it considers a cross-section of stakeholders with potentially diverse views to ensure
that the evaluation findings are as impartial /representative as possible.

48. Methodology. The evaluation team at the inception stage will develop the
most rigorous and transparent methodology to address the evaluation questions in a
way that serves the dual objectives of accountability and learning. The methodology
should:

e Be geared towards addressing the evaluation questions presented in section
4.3.

e Take into account the limitations to evaluability pointed out in 4.2 as well as
budget and time constraints.

49. The methodology should demonstrate impartiality and lack of biases by relying
on a cross-section of information sources (from various stakeholder groups) and
using a mixed methodological approach (e.g. quantitative, qualitative and
participatory) to ensure triangulation of information through a variety of means.

50. Benchmarking. It will be used to locate WFP’s efforts within those of the
wider humanitarian response, focusing on the identification of commonalities and
differences and on the extraction of learning and good practice.

?® For further details on transaction costs please refer to Para 12.
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51. Data collection and analysis. Considering the nature and diversified
locations of the data required to address the evaluation questions, it is proposed to
follow a 3-stage approach as described below.

Stage 1 — Desk analysis of corporate data systems and documents: The
evaluation will start with a review of the relevant literature related to

humanitarian financing, the PFs (studies, evaluations, etc.) as well as the recent
evolution as translated in the transformative agenda. This will inform the
benchmarking exercise.

Some quantitative data collection and analysis will cover the 62 countries which
benefited from PFs during the period 2009 to 2013. The FTS, the MPTF
gateway and the Standard Project Reports do provide a lot of data covering the
62 countries. The data available in these corporate systems will inform the
volume and weight of various PFs compared with other contributions, the type of
operations supported, the ability of WFP to use the funds within their respective
windows of expenditures, the use of PFs as collaterals to internal advance
mechanisms, etc. While this level of analysis will provide some insights to the
PFs timeliness and use it will need to be completed by more in depth analysis
taking place in stages 2 and 3.

Fig. 8: 3-stage approach data collection and analysis

Desk Analysis of Country Level Data
and Documents

Coverage: subset of 20 countries
( to be defined at inception phase)
Focus: desk review of documents

available at country level
N\ Va

Country Case Studies
Coverage: 5 countries
Focus: Qualitative data
collection and triangulation of
information in countries

Stage 2 — Desk analysis of country level data and documents: the
evaluation team will, at the inception phase, on the basis of transparent selection

criteria, identify a subset of countries (about 20) for a more in-depth analysis of
relevant country level documents and data such as the Consolidated Appeal
Process (CAPs), the monitoring and evaluation reports, the contributions’
timelines, etc.

The country selection criteria should include the following: geographic regions,
types of PF, funding windows within the CERF, size of contributions, proportion
of contribution to size of operations, types of operations supported, COs size,
etc. The 62 countries are mapped against these criteria in Annex 6 allowing for
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the pre-identification of a certain number of countries. Countries2” having a CHF
or an ERF will all be included in the desk study as well as those with a level 3
system-wide emergency28. The final selection will be confirmed during the
inception phase.

The evaluation team will proceed to a systematic analysis of documents and data
sets for each of the 20 selected countries. This analysis will complement the
evidence generated at stage 1 and will provide additional evidence to inform
evaluation questions which could not be covered at that stage. It will start
informing, in particular, the questions related to the appropriateness and use of
PFs, those related to the partnership and coordination mechanisms as well as the
questions focusing on the transaction costs.

Stage 3 - Country case studies: Finally, the evaluation team will proceed to
an in-depth analysis of the added value of the PFs in 4 to 5 of the countries which
were included in stage 2. The evaluation will undertake 4 to 5 country visits to
inform these country case studies. Countries visited will be purposefully selected
on the basis of findings and information gaps identified during stages 1 and 2.
The final list of countries to be visited will be finalised jointly with OEV ensuring
that diversity of experience is well captured. One of the countries selected should
have a CHF29. The country visits will focus on meeting key stakeholders to the
emergency responses: WFP colleagues, main humanitarian actors (humanitarian
coordinators, UN agencies, Clusters, donors, NGOs, etc.). The main purpose of
these visits will be to triangulate the evidence generated through stages 1 and 2
and to fill any information gaps and will mainly focus on the evaluation
questions related to partnership and coordination mechanisms and linkages with
transformative agenda and on those related to the factors contributing to
effective use of the PFs.

52. The number of countries to be covered in stages 2 and 3 takes into account the
overall number of countries having benefited from the PFs as well as the evaluation’s
time and budget constraints.

53. The evaluation team will also proceed to key informant phone interviews and
explore the possibility of undertaking an on-line survey.

54. Primary data collection will be guided by potential gaps in the information
available to address the evaluation questions, triangulation purposes as well as by
budget and time limitations. Data, whenever relevant and possible, will be
disaggregated by sex.

4.5 Quality Assurance

55. WFP’s evaluation quality assurance system (EQAS) is based on the UNEG
norms and standards and good practice of the international evaluation community
(ALNAP and DAC). It sets out processes with in-built steps for quality assurance and
templates for evaluation products. It also includes quality assurance of evaluation
reports (inception, full and summary reports) based on standardised checklists.
EQAS will be systematically applied during the course of this evaluation and relevant

%7 Central African Republic, Colombia, Democratic Republic of Congo, Ethiopia, Haiti, Irag, Republic of South
Sudan, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Yemen and Zimbabwe.

% The Philippines (Central African Republic, South Sudan and Syria already included)

*® As mentioned earlier all efforts will be made to have this mission timed with one of the country visits
planned within the CHF global evaluation happening at the same time.
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documents will be provided to the evaluation team. The evaluation manager will
conduct the first level quality assurance, while the OEV Director will conduct the
second level review. This quality assurance process does not interfere with the views
and independence of the evaluation team, but ensures the report provides the
necessary evidence in a clear and convincing way and draws its conclusions on that
basis.

56. The evaluation team will be required to ensure the quality of data (validity,
consistency and accuracy) throughout the analytical and reporting phases. The team
will be backstopped by their firm under Long Term Agreement with OEV which is
responsible for ensuring high quality evaluation process and deliverables as detailed
in EQAS.

57. To enhance the quality and credibility of this evaluation, an external advisory
group has been created. It is composed of relevant external stakeholders from
relevant UN agencies as well as of key donors to the PFs being evaluated. This
external advisory group will comment on the draft TOR, inception and evaluation
reports.

5. Organization of the Evaluation

5.1. Phases and Deliverables

58. These TOR are prepared following the EQAS templates. The final version of the
TOR takes into consideration results of consultations with key internal and external
stakeholders (for further details see section 5.3)

= Final TOR

59. The inception phase will start with a first review of key documents prior to the
inception mission to HQ. The mission to HQ will be completed by a joint inception
mission by the Team Leader (TL) and Evaluation Manager (EM). The inception
mission should take place in a country having benefited from both the CERF and the
CHF. During the inception phase the evaluation team will assess the various logical /
results frameworks and their underlying Theory of Change. The inception report will
close this phase. Its draft will be quality assured by OEV and shared with the Internal
Reference Group (IRG) and other internal stakeholders for their feedback.

= Inception Report (IR) to be prepared according to EQAS template, it
focuses on methodological and planning elements. It will present, taking into
account the various logical / results frameworks and the evaluation questions,
a detailed evaluation framework and the evaluation matrix. The evaluation
team will also strengthen the stakeholder analysis and include an assessment
of the reliability of the data. It will identify the countries to be included in the
desk review with corresponding criteria and justification used for their
selections©. It will also identify the potential countries to be visited (including

30 . . . . I . .
A primary list of selection criteria is available in Annex 6.
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rationale for the choice). Data collection tools and approaches to be used for
the desk review and field visits will be clearly identified and related to the
evaluation matrix.

60. This phase will cover stage 1 and 2 of the proposed data collection approach
described earlier.

61. The evaluation team will conduct one-week missions in 4 to 5 countries as part
of the stage 3 of the data collection and analysis approach presented earlier. They
will start with a joint pilot mission and then will continue separately in each country.
The pilot mission will be the opportunity to ensure that team members do apply the
methodology in the same way. Each mission will start with a briefing and end with a
debriefing with the CO and key stakeholders on the key findings. The EM and
members of the internal reference group may connect via teleconference. The
country missions will include meetings with key partners. Considering the nature of
the evaluation there are no expectations of field work or direct engagement with the
final beneficiaries.

= Aide memoire of key findings to be prepared at the end of each country
mission to be used to support the debriefing with the stakeholders.

62. This phase is dedicated to the in-depth analysis of the results of the data and
documents analysis and of the data collected through the field work. The results of
this analysis will be presented in the Evaluation Report (ER).

63. This phase will include a workshop with the Internal Reference Group and
other key internal stakeholders. This will be the opportunity for the stakeholders to
have an exchange around the main findings, conclusions and preliminary
recommendations presented by the evaluation team. It will take place once these
stakeholders will have seen a first draft of the Evaluation Report.

64. Draft 1 Evaluation Report will be cleared by OEV/D before being circulated with
internal stakeholders. Draft 1.1 of the Evaluation Report will be circulated to the
EAG. Draft 2 of the ER and draft 1 of the Summary Evaluation Report (SER) will be
cleared by OEV/Dir before being shared with the Executive Management Group
(EMG). The OEV/Dir does the final approval of both the ER and the SER following
final revisions of both documents by the evaluation team

= Evaluation Report will be prepared according to the EQAS template; it will
provide an assessment of the results according to the evaluation questions
identified in section 4.3. It will include conclusions based on the evidence
generated in the findings and draw actionable recommendations.

= Summary Evaluation Report will be based on the executive summary of
the evaluation report and will follow the relevant EQAS template.

65. To be noted: Submission of revised versions of any of the deliverables by the
evaluation team will be accompanied by a feedback on each comment provided.
This feedback will succinctly summarize if and how comments were addressed and
if they were not it will justify why.
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66. This will mainly include the summary evaluation report and the finalisation of
the Management Response to the evaluation recommendations, initiated as soon as
the recommendations become available.

Table3: Timeline summary of the key evaluation milestones>’

Main Phases Timeline Tasks and Deliverables
1. Preparatory Nov 2013 — | e Last draft and Final TOR following consultations with
Jan 2014 various stakeholders as described in 5.3
e Evaluation Team and/or firm selection & contract.
2. Inception Feb — e Briefing at HQ

April 2014 | ¢ Inception Mission
e Inception report.

3. Documents and May 2014 e Review corporate documents and databases
data review ¢ Conduct analysis of country level data for a subset of
countries
4. Country visits May -June | e Pilot mission
2014 e Evaluation missions and data collection

e Exit debriefing after each mission and after
completion of field work

e Analysis
5. Reporting / July - Nov Report Drafting
communication 2014 Comments Process

Workshops with internal stakeholders
Final evaluation report

6. EB follow up Summary Evaluation Report editing/Evaluation
For EB.1 /2015 Report formatting
e Management Response and EB Preparation

5.2. Evaluation Team

67. To ensure the independence of the evaluation and the credibility of the findings,
the evaluation will be conducted by a team of external consultants identified through
a transparent selection process. The team will include about 3 members with an
appropriate balance of expertise in evaluation methodologies and relevant technical
skills as detailed below.

68. The Team Leader will report to the Evaluation Manager. S/he will have strong
evaluation experience in international development. S/he will be knowledgeable
about Emergency Response, CAPs, the CERF and other PFs and their functioning in
countries.

69. His/her primary responsibility will be: setting out the methodology and
approach; guiding and managing the team during each phase of the evaluation
process; consolidating and quality assuring team members’ contribution to the
evaluation deliverables; representing the evaluation team in meetings with
stakeholders and delivering the reports aligned to EQAS.

70. Team members report to the team leader. They should collectively have strong
expertise in: emergency response; humanitarian financing; economic (efficiency) and

*! Detailed timeline available in Annex 1.
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financial analysis; and ability to process large amount of qualitative and quantitative
data.

71.  Team members should have good interpersonal skills, ability to work effectively
as part of a team and good analytical and writing skills. The report will be written in
English.

72. Members of the team will act impartially and respect the code of conduct of the
profession notably the 2005 UNEG norms and Standards and the 2007 UNEG
ethical guidelines.

5.3. Roles and Responsibilities

73. This evaluation is managed by OEV. Anne-Claire Luzot, Senior Evaluation
Officer, has been appointed as evaluation manager. The Evaluation manager has not
worked on issues associated with the subject of the evaluation in the past. S/he is
responsible for drafting the TOR; selecting and contracting the evaluation team;
preparing and managing the budget; setting up the review group; organizing the
team briefing in HQ); assisting in the preparation of the field missions; conducting
the first level quality assurance of the evaluation products and consolidating
comments from stakeholders on the various evaluation products. S/he will also be
the main interlocutor between the evaluation team, represented by the team leader,
and WFP counterparts to ensure a smooth implementation process.

74. Two key stakeholders groups have been constituted for the purpose of this
evaluationsz.

e Internal Reference Group (IRG): composed of key stakeholders in WFP, they
will be the first line of consultations on all draft documents (TOR, IR and ER).

e External Advisory Group (AEG): composed of key stakeholders to the PFs
from other UN agencies and from the donors, they will be consulted on the
TOR and the ER.

75. WFP stakeholders at CO, RB and HQ levels are expected to provide information
necessary to the evaluation; be available to the evaluation team to discuss the
programme, its performance and results; facilitate the evaluation team’s contacts
with stakeholders for country visits; set up meetings and field visits, organise for
interpretation if required and provide logistic support during the fieldwork. A
detailed consultation schedule will be presented by the evaluation team in the
Inception Report.

76. The WFP Performance Management and Monitoring Division (RMP) will be
responsible for coordinating the Management Response to the evaluation and
concerned stakeholders will be required to provide inputs.

77.  The COs selected for country visits will also be responsible to set up meetings,
assist in the identification of sites to visit, provide administrative support, facilitate
logistics of the field work and identify a translator if required. To ensure the
independence of the evaluation, WFP staff will not be part of the evaluation team or
participate in meetings where their presence could bias the responses of the
stakeholders.

3 See Annex 7 for membership of each group.
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5.4. Communication

78. A communication plan will be developed during the inception phase and
articulated around the following elements:

79. Briefs. To facilitate communication about the evaluation process, the
evaluation manager will prepare briefs on the TOR and inception report to be shared
with relevant stakeholders for information prior to visits or interviews.

80. Briefings and debriefings. These will be organised all along the evaluation
process especially at the inception stage as well as at the start and end of each
country visit.

81. Workshop. In order to elicit feedback on the findings and exchanges around
the conclusions emerging from the data analysis a first workshop will be organised
with the Internal Reference Group and the External Advisory Group.

82. Dissemination of the findings. As mentioned earlier, a SER and an
evaluation brief will be prepared by the evaluation manager to enhance the
dissemination of the findings. The ER, SER, the Management Response and the
evaluation brief will be public and posted on the WFP external website
(www.wifp.org/evaluation).

5.5. Budget

83. The evaluation will be financed from OEV’s Programme Support and
Administrative budget. Based on the team composition presented in section 5.2, the
total cost of the evaluation is US$ 265,552, excluding OEV’s costs.
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6. Annexes

Annex 1: Detailed Timeline

Pooled Funds Evaluation timeline

31/01/2014

Phases Responsibility Deadline Nr of
weeks

Draft O TOR shared with OEV/D EM 22/11/2013 1
Feedback OEV/D OEV/D 29/11/2013 1
Draft 1 TOR shared with IRG EM 06/12/2013 1
Comments from IRG Stakeholders 20/12/2013 2
Draft 2 TOR shared with External Advisory Group )
(EAG) EM 10/01/2014
Comments from external stakeholders Stakeholders 24/01/2014 2
Draft 3 TOR sent to OEV/D for clearance EM 31/01/2014 1
Final TOR approved by OEV/D OEV/D 06/02/2014 1
Final TOR Shared EM 07/02/2014 0
Contracting evaluation team/firm EM 07/02/2014 in//
Team preparation prior to HQ briefing Team 21/02/2014 1
HQ briefing (WFP Rome) EM & Team 25-27 Feb 1
Work on data and methodology Team 03-07 March 1
Inception Mission - country to be defined EM +TL 10-14 March 1
Submit draft O Inception Report (IR) to OEV TL 28/03/2014 2
Comments on draft 0 EM 04/04/2014 1
Submit draft 1 Inception Report (IR) to OEV TL 11/04/2014 1
Comments on draft 1 from IRG and EAG + consultation Stakeholders+O 25/04/2014 )
with OEV/D EV/D
Submit draft 2 Inception Report (IR) to OEV TL 02/05/2014 1
Review of draft 2 + consultation with OEV/D EM+OEV/D 09/05/204 2
Final IR shared with IRG and AEG EM 09/05/2014 0

Phase 3 - Document and data review

‘

Secondary data collection and desk analysis Team

Phase 4 - Fieldwork

Pilot field mission Team
Field visits RB and COs Team
Exit debrief for each visit TL
Final debriefings after all missions in HQ EM&TL

Phase 5 - Reporting and Communication

Submit draft 0 Evaluation Report (ER) to OEV TL
Comments on draft 0 EM
Submit draft 0.1 ER to OEV TL
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12-16 May 1
End May- June 3
ongoing
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25/06/2013 0-5
11/07/2014 2.5
17/07/2014 1
25/07/2014 1



OEV/D clearance of draft for comments
Comments on draft 1 ER from IRG

Workshop

Submit draft 1.1 to OEV

Sharing draft 1.1 ER to EAG

Comments draft 1.1. ER from EAG

Submit draft 1.2 ER and draft 0 Summary Evaluation
Report (SER) to OEV

Review draft 1.2 ER and draft 0 SER

OEV/D clearance to send the draft 1 Summary
Evaluation Report (SER) and Draft 2 ER to EMG
Comments on SER from EMG

Submit draft 2.1 ER (with the revised SER) to OEV
Final approval by OEV/D

Submit SER/recommendations to RMP for
management response
Submit SER to ERBT for editing and translation

Tail end actions, OEV websites posting, EB Round
Table Etc.

Presentation of Summary Evaluation Report to the EB
Presentation of management response to the EB
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OEV/D

Stakeholders
Stakeholders+te

am+EM
TL
EM

Stakeholders

TL
EM
OEV/D

EM
TL
OEV/D

EM
EM
EM

D/OEV
D/RMP

01/08/2014
22/08/2014

2-4 Sept

12/09/2014
19/09/2014
27/09/2014

03/10/2014
10/10/2014
17/10/2014

24/10/2014
31/10/2014
07/11/2014

03/10/2014
07/11/2014

EB1/2015
EB1/2015

0.5



Annex 2: List of people met

Manoj Juneja
David Kaatrud
Denise Brown
Laurent Bukera
Calum Gardner
Gilles Cimetiere
Michael Hemling
Gordana Jerger
Marie-Lyne Joseph

Martin Kristensson
David Matern

Irving Prado
Otto Reichner
Maria Sfarra

Anthony Tyrrell
Denis Vidal

Thomas Yanga
Marian Ward
Shoko Arakaki
Tijana Bojanic
Juan Chaves-
Gonzalez
Andrea De
Domenico

Scott Green
David Hartstone

Yulca Hasegawa
Michael Jensen
Henriette Keijzers

Assistant Executive Director, Resource Management
Director of Emergencies

Regional Director OMD

Chief, Project Budget & Programming Service
Chief, Organizational Budgeting Service

Logistics Officer

Budget Officer, Organizational Budgeting Service
Deputy Director, Interagency Partnerships Division
Donor Relations Officer, Government Partnerships
Division

IT Officer

Senior Donor Relations Officer

Government Partnerships Division

Head of Alite (augmented Logistics Intervention
Team for Emergencies)

Chief, Financial Systems and Processes Support
Branch

Programme Officer, Operations Management
Department

Chief, Contributions & Project, Accounts Branch
Chief Programming Officer, Project Budget and
Programming Service

Director, Interagency Partnerships Division

Sr Regional Programme Advisor OMN

Chief, Funding Coordination Section
Humanitarian Evaluation Officer

Humanitarian Affairs Officer, Funding Coordination
Section

Humanitarian Affairs Officer,

Funding Coordination Section

Chief, Evaluation and Studies Section
Humanitarian Affairs Officer, Performance and
Monitoring Unit - CERF

Head of Programme - CERF

Head, Performance and Monitoring Unit - CERF
Deputy Executive Coordinator, Multi-Partner Trust
Fund Office
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Annex 4: Key data related to the various Pooled Funds

Table 1. Proportion of CERF-CHF-ERF allocations between 2009 and 2013 ($min)

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
CERF 397.4 415.2 426.2 489.5 493.9
CHF 223.6 250.7 355.3 365.8 267.4
ERF 28.6 151.3 98.6 72.9 103.0

Source: OCHA-CERF website (http://www.unocha.org/cerf/) and data from OCHA Financial Tracking Service

(http://fts.unocha.org/)

Table 2. Yearly distribution of CERF allocations ($min) 2009-2013

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Grant - Rapid Response 268.2 276.1 282.7 331.2 307.5
Grant - Underfunded Emergencies 129.2 139.2 143.5 158.2 174.5
Loan 2.6 9.9 6.6 0 27%
Total 400 425.2 432.8 489.4 509
Source: OCHA-CERF website (http://www.unocha.org/cerf/cerf-worldwide/allocations-window;
http://www.unocha.org/cerf/resources/information-products/annual-reports)
Table 3. Top-5 Recipient Agencies of CERF-CHF-ERF ($min) 2009-2013
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
WFP 176.3 152.3 158.5 175.1 157.0
UNICEF 149.7 152.7 167.7 178.0 159.6
UNHCR 46.5 57.9 64.9 93.4 76.1
FAO 52.0 72.3 58.1 61.8 50.9
WHO 46.1 57.9 54.4 64.1 64.2
Source: OCHA Financial Tracking Service (http://fts.unocha.org)
Table 4. Top-5 Donors to CERF-CHF-ERF ($min) 2009-2013
CERF CHF ERF
United Kingdom 3924 712.1 92.2
Sweden 332.0 250.4 74.0
Norway 3184 150.0 36.8
Netherlands 269.7 157.0 47.7
Canada 141.9 0.0 3.9
Denmark 75.9 54.7 34.3
Ireland 55.9 82.2 10.9
Source: OCHA Financial Tracking Service (http://fts.unocha.org)
Table 5. Distribution of PF funding (Smin) by type of operations 2009-2013
CERF CHF ERF Total
EMOP 320.97 24.52 1.58 347.07
PRRO 353.89 24.27 13.31 391.46
sopP 93.73 89.78 17.60 201.12
DEV 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.56
Total 769.14 138.58 32.49 940.20

Source: WFP Donor Contribution & Forecast Stats as of 19 January 2014

** Data from CERF Quarterly Update of Sept 2013, which states “the ERC also approved a loan request of $27 million from
the World Food Programme (WFP) to further address humanitarian needs in Syria and the region”
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Annex 5: CERF — CHF and ERF at a glance

Year of
establishment

Objectives

Eligible
Organizations

Contributions

Fund size

Grant size

Management
structure

Link to Consolidated
Appeal Process
(CAP)

Allocation process

CERF

2005

- Promote early action and response to
reduce loss of life;

- Enhance response to time-critical
requirements; and

- Strengthen core elements of humanitarian
response in underfunded crises.

- Eligible recipients: UN humanitarian
agencies and IOM.

- NGOs can receive funds as implementing
partners (through UN agencies)

- Voluntary contributions from governments
and the private sector

- Contributions managed by UN secretariat
A 30 $mln loan element plus an annual
fundraising target for the grant element of
450 $min

Generally less than $1 mln

Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian
Affairs and ERC who manages the CERF on
behalf of the UN Secretary-General.

Complementary to CAP funding.

Grant facility

- $450 million target, depending on
voluntary contributions received.
- Established in 2006 by UN General

CHF

2006

- Early & predictable country-based funding

- Mainly protracted crises, but also
emergency reserve

Eligible recipients: NGOs, UN agencies,
IOM, Red Cross/Red Crescent

- Voluntary contributions of UN Member
States mainly
- Contributions managed by UNDP-MPTF

$50-120 mln per year per country

Generally larger than ERFs

- Under HC’s authority

- OCHA: day to day management

- UNDP: financial administration (except
for Somalia)

Exclusively established to support

emergencies in countries where there is a
CAP, and to provide core funding to projects
within the appeal

Two allocation modalities:

- Standard allocation
- Emergency reserve

Usually, two standard-allocation rounds per

26

ERF

1997

- Rapid and flexible country-based funding

- Unforeseen, sudden-onset humanitarian
emergencies

- Complementary to CERF and CHF, fill
critical gaps and avoid duplication

- Known also as Humanitarian Response
Funds

Eligible recipients: NGOs, UN agencies,

IOM, Red Cross/Red Crescent. Main

recipients: NGOs

- Voluntary contributions of UN Member
States mainly
- Contributions managed by OCHA

Less than US$10 million per year per
country

Generally small- to medium-size grants
(less than $500,000)
- Under HC’s authority

- OCHA: day to day management plus
financial administration

Usually meet unforeseen needs not included
in the CAP. Exceptionally ERFs may provide
funding to critical gaps in the CAP

When needs emerge, partners submit
funding proposals to OCHA. The HC makes
the final allocation decision, supported by a
Technical Review Board



Assembly. year are undertaken, allocating the bulk of
- Allows ERC to ensure coverage of life- funds.
saving programmes when funds are not
available from other sources.
Used to allocate funds to UN operational
agencies to address critical humanitarian
needs based on priorities established
under the leadership of the RC/HC in the
field.
Each applicant must justify the need for
funds, taking into consideration other
available resources. If a donor pledge is
forthcoming, the loan facility should be
used.
Two grant mechanisms:

- Rapid response — for life-saving
humanitarian activities during the initial
days and weeks of a sudden-onset crisis or
deterioration of an existing crisis

- Underfunded emergencies - in two rounds
yearly (emergencies that do not attract
sufficient funding for life-saving activities)

Loan facility

- $30 million available

- Established in 1991 as the Central
Emergency Revolving Fund. Now
managed as part of the upgraded CERF

- Used to make loans to UN agencies for
emergency programmes based on
indications that donor funding is
forthcoming

- Loans must be reimbursed within 1 year

- Primarily used as a cash-flow mechanism
allowing UN agencies to access funds
rapidly while they wait for donor pledges
to be transferred

Inter-relations CHF/ERF and CEREF intending to complement each other. In countries with a CHF/ERF, CERF uses established consultation and review
processes to align with funding priorities identified in-country.

Source: OCHA [Country-Based Humanitarian Pooled Funds at a Glance; CERF Facts 2012; Performance and Accountability Framework (PAF) for
the Central Emergency Response Fund]
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Diagram 1. Logic Model for the Central Emergency Response Fund

QOutcomes/
Operational Effects

Outputs

Inputs

Resources to Jumpstart Quality|| ||Essential Coverage of Core Humanitarian
Humanitarian Response to Support to Underfunded
Time-Critical Requirements Countries/Sectors

Humanitarian
Reform Process

Supported

Predictability
Enhanced

) !

Time Critical
Lifesaving Activities
Supported

Timely Response

Streamlined
Allocation
Procedures

Coherent
Country

Submission

Transparent and
Inclusive Decision

Making

Source: CERF secretariat, 2010, Performance and Accountability Framework (PAF) for the Central Emergency Response Fund.
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Diagram 2. Results Hierarchy for CHF

Links to Humanitairan

Additional Elements of CHF Grants

Core CHF Results Framework

Reform

Operational Impact

T

Operational Effects

Strategic
Humanitarian
Focus

Critical Humanitarian Needs Addressed in a Timely and Effective

Manner
Predictability Flexibility %‘;}ﬁf:;‘::n:: Cluster Functioning

Improved Implementation of Common Plans

Process

CHEF Funds Distributed
Timely Allocation M/R &E Collective
e ] Prioritization of
and Distribution Formalized
Needs

Source: Alexander, J., 2009, Common Humanitarian Fund Evaluation Framework.
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Diagram 3. ERF Simple Theory of Change (Provisional)

Long Term Outcome
Critical and Unforeseen
Humanitarian Needs

Assumptions: Sufficient coverage and scope (critical
mass) to produce outcomes

Sufficient timely to do so

High degree of relevance to long-term needs

Risks: Lack of above

Need may have changed/evolved

supplies and
services provided

intervention by OCHA
and partners

Addressed Indicators: | see below)
External Factors Disruption
Work of other partners also contributes
Mediumn Term Medium Teri Medium Term Assumptions: Projects have scope and mass to
Outcome Outcome Outcome %‘c.hlel\fe e
iti i Partnershi marmnces
Cm:;;:e;; - Léao:er;ihn:::: Slrengthengtsi New skills have been translated into on-going
Strengthened oopacsy ) A 32
Needs have not changed (desired outcomes
ﬁ ! remain the same)
Risks: Lack of above
Short Term Short Term Outcomes Short Term Outcomes Indicators ( see below)
Outcomes New skills are acquired New alliances forged External Factors: Overlap with others
Life-SaVing for humanitarian External factors change need over time

Assumptions: Timely execution of projects
Sufficient delivery capacity to do so

17

Projects meet real needs
Risks: Capacity shortfalls

A

Outputs

ERF supported projects delivered

primarily by NGOs

1T

Inadequate targeting of projects
Delivery shortfalls/delays

Indicators ( see below)

External factors: Delivery Disruption
Overlap with other activities

Need changes since inception

Assumptions: Efficient transparent selection
Timely allocation and distribution

Inputs

assessments/CAP

Applications/ERF resources/needs

Sensitive to real need and priorities
Risks: Loss of timely delivery:
Insensitive selection process

Inadequate delivery capacity

Lack of resources to meet needs
Indicators ** See CHF Framework paper”

Source: Thompson, D., 2013, The Global Evaluation of Emergency Response Funds (ERFs) — Final Report.
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Annex 6: WFP operations 2009-2013* including CERF/CHF/ERF contributions by country

CERF CHF ERF
Total Directed N " .
Total nr. of Multilateral g Proportion .of CERF g Proportlon'of CHF g Proportlon' of ERF
operations | Contributions® to Total ;é vs. Total Directed ;E vs. Total Directed ;E vs. Total Directed
. L. CERF+CHF+ERF o Multilateral o Multilateral o Multilateral
Country RB CO size which include | WFP operations L 2 A o Lo 2 It
CERF/CHF/ERF | that include contrlbutlon.s to = RR/UF Contrlbutlon.s to = Contrlbutlon.s to = Contrlbutlon‘s to
contributions | CERF/CHF/ERF WEFP operations . x V\{FP.operatlons . = W.FP ?peratlons . = W.FP ?peratlons
contributions > c| Q| e s which include CERF | g o | o ® which include CHF o| 2| o s which include ERF
o = I ) ° grants? sl /2|52 grants® 2| £ 2| 8 grants®
Afghanistan OMB Very Large 2 556,980,414 4,648,000 1 2|UF 9.06%
Algeria omMC Medium 1 30,425,933 2,073,336 1 1|UF 6.81%
Bangladesh OMB Large 1 10,632,047 1,000,835 1 1|UF 9.41%
Benin OMD Small 1 6,327,205 1,808,111 1 1|RR 28.58%
Bolivia OMP Small 2 6,013,095 3,416,248 1 1 2|RR 76.03%
Burkina Faso OMD Medium 5 58,909,088 8,298,796 4 1 5|RR/UF 41.02%
Burundi OMN Medium 2 99,033,460 5,557,350 2 2 |RR/UF 5.73%
Cambodia OMB Large 1 5,976,408 2,507,914 1 1|RR 41.96%
Cameroon OMD Medium 3 21,438,187 4,711,255 1 2 3|RR/UF 20.75%
Central African R OMD Medium 7 103,021,953 15,704,178 1 2 7|RR/UF 34.29% 4 3.97% 1 1 1.81%
Chad OMD Very Large 9 789,685,158 18,406,905 3 3 9|RR/UF 4.69%
China n/a n/a 1 449,999 449,999 1 1|RR 100.00%
Colombia OMP Medium 2 96,125,757 6,159,461 2 2 |RR/UF 5.12% 1 1 0.93%
Congo oMJ Small 4 27,655,076 5,571,692 2 1 4|RR/UF 42.23%
Congo, Dem. Rep/OMJ Very Large 9 842,052,860 98,130,092 2 3 8|RR/UF 16.23% 7 15.78%
Cote d'lvoire OMD Large 4 103,072,060 15,107,635 1 2 4|RR/UF 15.60%
Cuba OMP Very small 2 2,321,793 1,782,832 2 2[RR 82.36%
Djibouti OMN Medium 2 51,389,465 5,817,273 2 2 [RR/UF 12.08%
El Salvador OMP Small 1 423,720 423,720 1 1|{RR 100.00%
Ethiopia OMN Very Large 4 2,061,268,592 80,046,481 3 3|RR/UF 5.41% 2 1 3 11.59%
Gambia OMD Small 4 10,568,177 3,720,189 4 4|RR 80.24%
Ghana OMD Medium 1 2,055,610 1,005,610 1 1|{RR 48.92%
Guinea OMD Medium 1 29,918,842 4,855,670 1 1|RR/UF 16.23%
Guinea-Bissau OMD Small 2 5,889,758 2,849,503 1 1 2|RR 65.37%
Haiti OMP Very Large 5 589,192,630 32,185,371 1 2 5|RR/UF 7.94% 1 2 3 11.21%
Indonesia OMB Medium 2 29,042,004 2,491,584 1 2|RR 44.86%
Iran omMC Very small 1 3,094,154 1,499,818 1 1|UF 48.47%
Iraq omMC Large 2 79,941,396 1,900,000 1|{RR 27.27% 1 1 0.54%
Kenya OMN Very Large 4 1,030,901,920 27,319,021 4 4|RR/UF 2.27%
Korea DPR OMB Medium 4 156,288,953 43,427,164 2 2 4|RR/UF 30.24%
Kyrgyzstan OomMC Medium 3 25,224,821 4,321,505 2 3|RR 32.62%
L. America & Caril OMP [RB] 2 55,923,794 9,718,809 2 2|RR 17.74%
Lao PDR OMB Small 1 23,172,472 2,398,055 1 1|RR 10.35%
Lesotho OoMJ Small 4 30,823,270 4,048,648 1 2 1 4|RR 16.60%
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CERF CHF ERF
Total Directed N : :
. a Proportion of CERF 2 | Proportion of CHF 2 | Proportion of ERF
Total nr. of Multilateral o . ) . o .
operations | Contributions to Total = vs. Total Directed % | vs. Total Directed % | vs. Total Directed
X p X CERF+CHF+ERF ] Multilateral @ Multilateral @ Multilateral

Country RB CO size which include | WFP operations e & Lo g = Lo g = Lo g

i contributions to o |[RR/UF Contributions™ to - Contributions™ to o Contributions™ to

CERF/CHF/ERF that include X o X <) . ° .
. WEFP operations o WFP operations o WEFP operations e WEFP operations
contributions | CERF/CHF/ERF o H L a c B A a c i h
T ol Q| a |l s which include CERF | 5§ | © = | whichincludeCHF | 5| © = | which include ERF
contributions = s 4 o & 5 s 13 [-% ] 5 S < a| 8 A
alz|&|a|R grants S| 2|2 |2 grants S | Qe grants'

Liberia OMD Large 1 50,990,717 600,000 1 1|UF 1.18%
Libya n/a n/a 1 5,549,344 1,000,000 1 1|RR 18.02%
M. East & East Eu OMC [RB] 3 546,924,295 11,464,583 2 1 3|RR 4.75%
Madagascar OoMJ Small 3 42,934,912 9,767,238 1 2 3|RR/UF 47.90%
Malawi omJ Medium 1 59,300,825 5,835,472 1 1|RR 9.84%
Mali OMD Large 5 173,093,467 9,446,193 2 1 2 5|RR 22.03%
Mauritania OMD Medium 5 94,299,001 6,015,096 1 2 1 5|RR/UF 6.83%
Mozambique oMJ Large 3 78,937,135 5,123,112 2 1 3|RR 24.14%
Myanmar OMB Very Large 4 176,560,106 14,621,848 3 1 4|RR/UF 30.60%
Namibia OoMJ Very small 2 164,952 80,187 2 2|RR 71.60%
Nepal OMB Large 3 181,590,775 17,172,284 3 3|RR/UF 7.42%
Niger OMD Very Large 9 539,779,278 58,080,768 3 2 4 9|RR/UF 28.23%
Pakistan OMB Very Large 7 1,314,240,661 43,406,604 2 2 3 7|RR/UF 6.62%
Palestine OoMC Very Large 3 215,119,511 3,900,353 1 1 1 3|RR/UF 14.50%
Paraguay OMP n/a 1 1,317,002 1,197,002 1 1|RR 90.89%
Philipinnes OMB Large 10 238,119,664 19,164,725 3 2 5 10|RR/UF 18.60%
Rep. of South Sud OMN Very Large 5 513,266,033 27,666,135 1 1 2|RR 11.11% 4 5 19.09%
Rwanda OMN Large 1 28,980,350 2,232,907 1 1|RR 7.70%
Senegal OMD Large 1 65,754,913 5,552,990 1 1|RR 8.44%
Somalia OMN Very Large 5 732,130,980 72,116,182 2 1 2 5|RR/UF 13.34% 1 3 5.92% 1 1 1.53%
Sri Lanka OMB Medium 3 131,223,728 17,398,559 1 2 3|RR/UF 29.26%
Sudan omMC Very Large 13 2,468,124,986 110,373,738 5 1 6|RR/UF 4.87% 8| 12 28.30% 1 1 0.02%
Swaziland OoMJ Small 1 5,810,669 1,320,110 1 1|RR 22.72%
Syria omMC Medium 3 524,096,529 16,822,223 2 2|RR 3.95% 1 1 2 1.74%
Tanzania OoMJ Large 1 144,720 144,720 1 1|UF 100.00%
Togo OMD Very small 3 1,083,055 1,083,055 3 3|RR 100.00%
Uganda OMN Very Large 2 103,825,850 4,038,293 2 2 |RR/UF 3.91%
Uzbekistan n/a n/a 2 541,270 541,270 2 2|RR 100.00%
W. Africa RB OMD [RB] 4 106,058,219 11,426,056 1 3 4|RR/UF 18.20%
WFP HQ HQ HQ 1 2,756,341 1,729,819 1 1|RR/UF 56.27% 1 1 6.49%
Yemen omMC Very Large 8 254,185,127 19,488,989 5 2 1 8|RR/UF 22.32% 1 1 39.34%
Zimbabwe omJ Large 4 557,746,084 18,028,648 3 1 4|RR/UF 27.42% 1 1 0.41%
Grand Total 217| 16,159,890,569 940,202,219 77| 76| 48| 203 30.90% 19| 31 14.61% 2 5 9| 16 6.87%

Source: Data based on WFP Weekly Contribution Statistics of 19 January 2014 (Note: Data related to RR/UF are based on the OCHA FTS website)
* All operations with CERF/CHF/ERF contributions in years 2009-2013 were considered. Totals may include contributions in previous years.

I NB: Only directed multilateral donor contributions; does not include multilateral contributions.
2 Average of the proportions of CERF in the total directed multilateral contributions of operations including CERF grants.
3 Average of the proportions of CHF in the total directed multilateral contributions of operations including CHF grants.

4Average of the proportions of CHF in the total directed multilateral contributions of projects including CHF grants.
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Annex 7: Key stakeholder groups membership

Internal Reference Group

Denise Brown

Regional Director OMD

Laurent Bukera

Chief, Project Budget and Programming Service

Calum Gardner

Chief, Organizational Budgeting Service

Gordana Jerger

Deputy Director, Interagency Partnership Division

Marie-Lyne Joseph

Donor Relation Officer, Government Partnership Division

David Kaatrud

Director Emergencies

David Matern

Senior Donor Relation Officer, Government Partnership Division

Otto Reichner

Chief, Financial Systems and Processes Support Branch

Anthony Tyrrell Chief, Contributions and Project, Accounts Branch
Robert Van Der Zee Chief Finance and Treasury
Denis Vidal Chief Programming Officer, Project Budget and Programming Service

Darlene Tymo

Director Geneva Liaison Office

Anne Callanan

Sr Programme Officer - Emergency Food Security Cluster

Gilles Cimetiere

Logistics Officer - Logistics Global Cluster

Irving Prado

Head of Alite (augmented Logistics Intervention Team for
Emergencies)

Martin Kristensson

IT officer - Emergency Telecommunication Global Cluster

Delphine Dechaux

Reporting Officer, Ethiopia

Koffi Akakpo

VAM Officer, Democratic Republic of Congo

External Advisory Group

Juan Chaves-Gonzalez

OCHA - Humanitarian Affairs Officer, Funding Coordination Section

Andrea De Domenico

OCHA - Humanitarian Affairs Officer, Funding Coordination Section

Scott Green

OCHA - Chief Evaluation and Studies Section

Lisa Doughten

OCHA - CERF secretariat, Chief

Michael Jensen

OCHA - CERF secretariat, Head of Performance and Monitoring Unit

Guido Ambroso

HCR - Office of Evaluation

Henriette Keijzers

UNDP - Deputy Executive Coordinator, Multi-Partner Trust Fund Office

The United Kingdom

Abigail Perry, Humanitarian Advisor - DFID

Norway

Torgeir Fyhri, Senior Advisor, Humanitarian Affairs Ministry Of Foreign
Affairs

Sweden

Delegation in Rome (tbc)

The Netherlands

Martijn Adelaar, Alternate Permanent Representative - Rome




CAP
CERF
CHF
CO
DEV
EAG
EB
EM
EMG
EMOP
EPR
ER
ERC
ERF
FPF
HC
HCR
HQ
IASC
IOM
IR
IRA
IRG
M&E
MPTF
MTE
NGO
OCHA
OEV
PF
PRRO
RB
RC
RMP
SOP
TA
TL
TOR
UN
UNDP
WCF
WFP

Acronyms
Consolidated Appeal Process
Central Emergency Response Fund
Common Humanitarian Fund
Country Office
Development Operation
External Advisory Group
Executive Board
Evaluation Manager
Executive Management Group
Emergency Operation
Emergency Preparedness and Response
Evaluation Report
Emergency Relief Coordinator
Emergency Response Fund
Food Purchase Facility
Humanitarian Coordinator
High Commission for Refugees
Head Quarter
Inter-Agency Standing Committee
International Organisation on Migration
Inception Report
Immediate Response Account
Internal Reference Group
Monitoring and Evaluation
Multi-Partner Trust Fund
Mid-Term Evaluation
Non-Governmental Organisation
Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs
Office of Evaluation
Pooled Fund
Protracted Relief and Rehabilitation Operation
Regional Bureau
Resident Coordinator
Performance Management and Monitoring Division
Special Operation
Transformative Agenda
Team Leader
Terms Of Reference
United Nations
United Nation Development Fund
Working Capital Financing
World Food Programme
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