Independent Reviews of the Value Added by the CER#® the Humanitarian Response in
the Horn of Africa, the Ivoirian Refugee Crisis andthe Philippines

Summary by the CERF secretariat, October 2012

Introduction

Following endorsement by the CERF Advisory Group tbé draft Performance and

Accountability Framework (PAF) at its July 2010 riieg, the CERF Secretariat finalized the
PAF in August 2010. Amongst other things, the PAFe$ees three to five country-level

reviews of the value added of the CERF per yedret@onducted by independent evaluation
experts.

In 2012, the CERF secretariat commissioned Tasmédewjee, Glyn Taylor, Barnaby Willitts-
King and Marie Spaak, independent humanitarian wtensts, to review the value added of the
CERF to the humanitarian response to the Horn ocAfdrought, the Ivoirian refugee crisis
and the complex needs in the Philippines. Fieldtsvior the reviews to Djibouti, Ethiopia,
Kenya, Somalia, Cote d’lvoire, Ghana, Libérand the Philippines took place between May
and July 2012.

The reviews employed the methodology tested inpite study of the value added of the
CERF in Kenya in early 2010. The reviews largelgussed on activities in 2011 based on the
2011 annual report of the RC/HCs submitted in M&0th2. Countries were chosen so as to
reflect recipients of both large and small amowitSERF funding and natural as well as man-
made disasters. In a departure from previous ydaesCERF secretariat included two regional
reviews.

* Horn of Africa: A review of CERF’s value added in the region wasmissioned
for a number of reasons. Notably, the drought &figcDjibouti, Ethiopia Kenya
and Somalia, amongst other countries, was a relgprvoblem. It was, therefore, of
interest to determine how different countries hétised the CERF and to what
extent a regional approach emerged. In additiorREEBad provided considerable
funding over the course of 2011 - US$128.2 milligvhile several reviews and
evaluations of the humanitarian response had tgace, none provided much
meaningful information on the CERF or its contribatto the response.

» Cote d’lvoire and neighbouring countries: Similar to the Horn of Africathe
review of Cote d’lvoire, Liberia and Ghana offerad opportunity to examine how
different countries responded to a regional chghkenn this case, this was the
forced displacement resulting from post-electioolemce in Cote d’lvoire in early
2011 the response to which the CERF provided $24l®n.

* Philippines: The CERF secretariat had originally intended to massion a study
of CERF’s value added to the complex, conflictd®ia humanitarian needs in

1 Additional desk research and telephone interviews were undertaken to review a regional grant to UNHCR covering Benin,
Guinea and Togo.
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Yemen. Due to security considerations, howevesas$ not possible to conduct the
study in Yemen as planned. The Philippines wasaras a replacement in light of
the mix of needs due to rapid onset natural dissste well as a longer-standing
conflict-related emergency. In addition, this alemivfor the first PAF study to be
conducted in Asia.

Common Findings

Although the studies each focussed on a specifimtcy, several common findings emerged
across the reviews:

* OCHA and CERF secretariat support key in preparaticn of CERF requests:
The presence of an OCHA office was associatétl an overall stronger CERF
process, from prioritization to reporting. OCHA gey for example by an OCHA
regional office, to countries without a permanenCHA presence was also
appreciated. Correspondingly, smaller countrieghsas Djibouti, expressed a
desire for more CERF-related guidance and an OCkgnce in the form of a
Humanitarian Advisor. A number of field level pagta also expressed a desire to
receive information from the CERF secretariat oailable funding envelopes for
rapid response submissions earlier in the subnmg®iocess.

» CERF as a rapid source of funds:Reviews consistently highlighted that the
CEREF secretariat was quick to process applicatioiee formally submitted. Where
applications were submitted early in the crisis REEHunds thus enabled a timely
response. This was, however, not always the casmeekample, the review for
Somalia argued that although CERF funding arrivieghgy before the general
upswing in funding a CERF submission could havenbreade earlier in the year.

» CERF key for smaller emergencies:CERF support was crucial in enabling a
humanitarian response in smaller and less visillergencies, such as Philippines,
Djibouti and Ghana, where there is a limited in&ional donor presence. In those
countries, CERF acted as one of the largest soofdasmanitarian funds

» Limited distinction between RR and UFE window in protracted emergencies:
In countries with slow-onset or protracted emergEs)cmany interviewees saw
little difference between the RR and UFE window<&RF. The reviewers agreed
that in those circumstances, they were essentiegd interchangeably by field
staff.

* Need to maximize complementarity between CERF andoantry-based pooled
funds: In keeping with findings from previous PAF revievand the five-year
evaluation of CERF, several reviews noted thatethaas a certain complementarity
between CERF and country-based pooled funds (CBRRa) it came to selecting
recipients (e.g. prioritizing CERF for UN agenciasd CBPFs for NGOs) and
timing allocations. There was, however, scope riereasing complementarity even

® CERF was the largest source of humanitarian funding for Djibouti in 2011 representing more than 30 per cent of all funding
recorded by the Financial tracking Service (FTS), In Ghana CERF was the second largest funding source in support of the
refugee crises with 44 per cent of total funding and in the Philippines CERF was found to be one of three top humanitarian
donors since 2006.
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further, for example by using CBPF structures, sashAdvisory Boards, for
supporting CERF processes.

Lack of common monitoring: A number of reviews noted that there could be
substantial collaboration during the assessmentsiegfds and prioritization of
interventions when preparing CERF submissions. Tdo#laboration did not,
however, necessarily extend to common monitoringomijects once they were
funded. In addition, sharing of information on ihglementation status of CERF-
funded projects in inter-agency forums rarely ocedir

Lack of a joint process surrounding the preparation of the annual CERF
report: Reviews noted that the preparation of the anne@bnt by the RC/HC on
the use of CERF funds largely revolved around aigesneubmitting inputs into the
report for compilation. It was not treated as apafunity to jointly review the
response.

Limited involvement of NGO partners in CERF procesgs: A number of the
reviews noted limited engagement of NGOs in the EfpRocess at country level.
This was found to be due to factors related to trgydavel structures and processes
as well as to a general lack of interest since CHERIS perceived as a UN
mechanism. This is in line with findings from preus PAF reviews.

Linkages between Findings and the CERF Secretariag’Workplan

The common issues identified in the PAF reviewsrlapewith the existing priority areas of
the CERF secretariat’'s workplan for 2012-2013. Ashs initiatives seeking to address a
number of the issues identified are already undgrviia addition, a number of specific
deliverables in the CERF workplan for fourth quarté 2012 are directly related to the
findings of the reviews:

The CERF secretariat is working on developing dmeguidance to support
country-level CERF prioritisation processes. Depelent of the guidance is
underway and field testing is expected to be uadtert in the fourth quarter of
2012 after which the guidance will be finalized anfficially launched.

The CERF secretariat has also developed guidartta gamplate for country-level
CERF After Action Reviews (AAR). The aim of AARs i8 encourage country-
level joint learning and to strengthen the coll@boe process around the
preparation of the annual CERF report. The AAR4 bal piloted and tested in a
few selected countries during fourth quarter of 2@fter which a broader roll-out
is expected.

The CERF secretariat is also in the process ofgpimegp improved guidance on
harmonisation between CERF and country-based pdotets (CBPFs). To inform

the development of the guidance the CERF secretfaais prepared an overview
paper taking stock of the main findings on CERF @BPF complementarity from

a variety of reports, studies and evaluations, bexternally mandated and
commissioned by the CERF secretariat or OCHA.
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* In addition, the CERF secretariat has for some tarplored opportunities to
establish appropriate funding envelopes for rapgbonse requests based on the
type of emergency, the number of beneficiaries, gpecific country context, the
funding prospect and other factors. The recent FAtews have highlighted a need
by field-level actors to get an accurate indicatafnan eventual rapid response
funding envelope as early in the process as peasdibl order to make the
preparation of a CERF submission more effectivefaster. The CERF secretariat
will, during last quarter of 2012, try to identipossible options for achieving this
and test this with selected field focal points.

Summary of Findings and Recommendations by Report

The sections below outline the main findings antcbnemendations across the eight country
reports. Additional information is available in tleuntry reports themselvesThe views
expressed are the consultants’ own.

Cote d’'lvoire, Ghana and Liberia

The country review focused on the use of CERF fund®011. These amounted to close to
US$24.5 million from the RR window in response tgpthcement resulting from post-election
in Cote D’lvoire.

Main Findings:

The CERF was found to have played an essentialianadly role in enabling agencies to
strengthen their response capacities and scalbeupumanitarian response to address
pressing life-saving needs across a broad rangeabbrs.

The CERF was said to have been perceived as aluabla funding mechanism in all
countries, because it was reliable, flexible, ra@dd straightforward and came at
critical times.

The reviewer noted that the CERF secretariat redgubrpositively to all country
requests and was appreciated for its responsivemesspeed. Application formats were
seen as well suited to emergency contexts and GfiREance was regarded as helpful.

CERF funding came at a critical time. Resident/Hoita@ian Coordinators (RC/HCs)
requested CERF funds due to extremely low fundiagels of the Emergency
Humanitarian Action Plans (EHAPS) (3 per cent fdraB@a, 6 per cent for Liberia, 21
per cent for Cote d’lvoire and nothing for Guindago and Benin) and once it was
clear that existing contributions and agencies’ sasources were highly insufficient to
address existing and expected emergency needs.

As a result, the CERF was the major donor for reéugesponse in Ghana and the only
external source of funding for the UNHCR project8enin, Guinea and Togo. In these
two cases in particular, the CERF clearly represgbatlifeline. There was, however, no

3 http://www.unocha.org/cerf/reportsevaluations/evaluations/country-reviews/performance-and-accountability-framework
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clear evidence that CERF funding made it easierafygncies to leverage additional
funding from donors for their projects, even thoaghumber of emergency projects did
receive subsequent donor contributions.

The quality of CERF allocation processes in allrdaes was found to be tied to the
strength of the humanitarian coordination mechasisnplace, the commitment of the
RC/HC and cluster/sector lead agencies to condudnelusive process. Contextual
factors, such as insecurity in Céte d’lvoire at timee of the first allocation, were also
highly significant.

OCHA offices, both regional, through surge sup@ord in-country, were said to have
been key in facilitating the CERF processes in etppf the RC/HCs. OCHA staff -
and UNHCR staff in the case of Liberia - playedoawening and advisory role at key
steps in the process.

In terms of CERF’s support to humanitarian refotine, review found that CERF had to
varying extents strengthened the position of theHZTS by putting non-earmarked
funding at their disposal at a critical time to uskategically. CERF grants had
strengthened the cluster coordinators insofar ay there able to take part in and
conduct inclusive processes. Inter-agency and -oitester/sector planning and
coordination were strengthened through the formaraaind implementation of joint
projects in the same cluster/sector or involvingenian one cluster/sector. However,
CERF prioritization processes had tended to be“top down” and insufficiently
inclusive of NGOs except for the formulation of j@at proposals.

The CERF secretariat was found to be highly reggenis reviewing proposals and
preparing them for approval by the Emergency Ré&iebrdinator (ERC). However, the
step requiring the most time was found to be thesi@n of proposals. In the sub-region
this included reprioritizing needs and activitiesdareducing budgets because the
amount available from CERF was lower than that estged initially.

Agencies were found to have a variety of accouhtalmechanisms in place, including
reporting and monitoring clauses and performancécators in sub-agreements with
partners, and monitoring activities. However, moritg information remained largely
internal, even though updates on project implentemanay be a standard feature of
coordination meetings.

Recommendations;

To Participating Countries:

The reviewer recommends that RC/HCs prepare ameutf the initial prioritization
and estimate of costs as a basis for consultingQlBRF secretariat on the amount
available before project proposals are developed.

HC/RCs should ensure that cluster/sector coordisdtave a central role in identifying

the most pressing needs and which clusters/seatatsgeographical areas should be
prioritised by giving clear instructions in thisgeed. Humanitarian Country Teams
(HCT) should prioritise on the basis of inter-ckrstecommendations.
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Agency country offices should better take into ecdesation their capacity to implement
in a relatively short (six-month Rapid Responsejeframe when they select activities
to include in their project. The HCT should identifisks in this respect, including
taking into account an agency’s past performancd,apenly discuss them in order to
ensure that essential resources are effectively aisé to avoid poor performance.

RC/HCs should agree with the HCT, within one montha CERF allocation, on
minimum monitoring activities and a system to regiyl share project implementation
updates and monitoring information.

To the CERF secretariat:

The CERF secretariat should contribute to improvivginclusiveness and transparency
of processes by transforming the “Project prioatian and selection” section of its
Rapid Response guidelines into more detailed “StahdProcedures” for all CERF-
related tasks with an indicative timeframe for etagk and prepare a short overview of
good practice in different types of emergency amardination settings.

The CERF secretariat should systematically recondmerthe RC/HC that a review of
project implementation be organised, involving ages and their implementing
partners, at mid-term or a couple of months befbie end of the implementation
timeframe.

The CERF secretariat should recommend that RC/i#Cbé preparation of the annual
report to an inter-agency workshop in order to nmase learning.

The Philippines

The country review focused on the use of CERF fun@911. These amounted to about $11.3
million from the RR and UFE windows in responsenttural disasters. The review also
covered the prioritization process for the firstBJFound of 2012 in which the Philippines

received about $3.9 million.

Main Findings:

The CERF was found to have added value to the hitanzm response of UN agencies
and IOM in several ways:

by providing timely and flexible funding for emergsy response,
by enabling agencies to leverage other funding,
by complementing other donor funding and

o O O O

by setting an example to other donors, by suppprimesponse to a “forgotten”
crisis and filling critical gaps, and

0 by supporting coordination at Humanitarian Coufiteam (HCT) level.

However, UN agencies also highlighted the diffigwdf financing relevant training and
capacity building exercises. Agencies were alsa ssegoing through a lengthy review
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and comment process on proposals for UFE fundinbfelh it would be helpful if the
CEREF secretariat said “no” earlier in cases wheogepts couldn’t be funded.

A number of interviewees argued that it would bdéphu to have a country-based
pooled fund that could support quick disaster rasppparticularly by NGOs, and also
finance preparedness activities, like pre-positigrstocks.

In terms of the inclusiveness and transparencylotation process, the Humanitarian
Country Team (HCT) allocated CERF funding, with B&/HC playing a strong role in
proposing options (based on analysis by OCHA, Hutaaan Action Plan priorities

and requests from the government). NGO memberseofHCT were present at the
CERF allocations but, as observers on the HCT, atiotlonors were said to have
participated in thesad hoc HCT meetings.

In keeping with other review, the study found ttiee CERF secretariat was generally
quick to ensure approval of final proposals antbalisal of funds.

Main Recommendations:

OCHA should work with the Philippine government $apport it in reporting its
contributions to humanitarian response within thentry to FTS.

OCHA and the CERF secretariat should explore waysreamline the CERF proposal
review process.

Humanitarian actors in the Philippines should cdeisthe establishment of a country-
level ERF, managed by OCHA, to facilitate quickp@sse to small-scale disasters.

CERF-recipient agencies should ensure that theg haschanisms in place to provide
comprehensive reporting on CERF funding.

CERF-recipient agencies have undertaken a numbessdns-learned exercises. Where
these have included CERF-funded projects, they ldhslare the outcomes with the
CERF secretariat.

OCHA Philippines should provide briefings on theRFE as part of wider briefings, not
only to UN agency staff but also to interested gomeent representatives and NGOs.

CEREF recipient agencies should ensure that reqem&relating to CERF grants, for
example, requesting permission to re-programmesfiant prioritising CERF funding
within clusters, are shared with all programme ngangand cluster leads.

UN agencies should highlight the contribution of RFE funding to humanitarian
response in the Philippines to build support foe tfund, particularly amongst
government partners.
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Horn of Africa Regional Overview

In a regional synthesis paper covering the HorAfdta review$, the authors noted a number
of common findings across the countries, differenoecontext notwithstanding:

* For the most part, CERF allocations were perceigdppropriate and in line with
CEREF criteria.

* CERF was timely in filling funding gaps in the tifsalf of 2011, but should have been
used earlier.

* For the RR window, speed of process was prioritisgdr inclusivity of decision-
making and transparency was consistently less éixpected by CERF guidance. That
the trade-off of speed over inclusivity worked e tadvantage of UN Agencies, through
whom the bulk of funding flows, cementing the sené¢he CERF as an internal UN
funding channel.

* In the three countries with established countrelgyooled funds, several prior rounds
of allocation had led to the development of mechasi to interface with local
authorities or, in the case of Somalia, to deahwle consequences of the access issues.
The two larger funds showed elements of synergh tine CERF, and more so for the
UFE.

» Additionally, there was reasonable adherence torteywy requirements but limited
added value of the HC’s annual report to learnimgduntry, and no follow up of
previous PAF reviews.

* CEREF secretariat was widely perceived as respomsideprofessional in overseeing and
facilitating the process.

In terms of the regional nature of the crisis aggponse, the authors state that, at its most basic
level, the crisis could be described as “regionalthe sense that multiple countries were
affected in the Horn of Africa. Many of the undénly drivers of climate, poverty and conflict
were similar across the region. Economies were dtlymand informally linked across the
region. Although displacement across borders cbeldlescribed as a regional issue, it was
possibly better viewed as one of cross-border Bagmce between two (or sometimes three)
countries.

The reality of the response, however, was an explacus and centre of gravity and
coordination structure in each country. Each cquimirthe region had a very distinct political
make up and complex relationships with its neiglmbo&ach response competed as well as
cooperated with the others. A regional appeal wasdhed but this was more a compilation of
each country’s response rather than an attemptild & strategy across the region.

Institutionally, agencies and the system foundffiadilt to establish cross-border monitoring,
information sharing and programming. Better earfrmng and pre-emption of cross-border
flows would have helped with programming and carammping.

4 Only a draft version of the regional synthesis paper was available at the time of writing.
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Further use could have been made of a regional Hitanean Coordinator — as appointed to
the Sahel crisis in 2012 — to provide opportunitiesfocus on practical regional steps.
However, in the Sahel the affected countries weagensimilar than those in the Horn of
Africa.

Djibouti

The Djibouti review, along with the ones on EthepKenya and Somalia, was part of a
regional review of the value added of CERF to hutaaan needs in the Horn of Africa. The

review focused on the use of CERF funds in 201Ickvlaimounted to $6.1 million from the

RR and UFE windows. Projects aimed to respond @dHbrn of Africa drought and meet the
humanitarian needs of refugees from Somalia.

Main Findings:
* In 2011, CERF was the largest humanitarian donddjtioouti, ahead of the USA and
ECHO, providing around 30 per cent of humanitafiarding received in the country.
 CERF was found to have added value to the huméamtagsponse in Djibouti by:
0 Serving as donor of last resort in resource scamegonment.
o Filling gaps while agencies mobilize funds fromeatkources.
o Responding rapidly to a worsening situation.
o Establishing humanitarian response capacity.
o Enabling agencies to leverage other funds.

» Allocations were viewed as appropriate in term$ath priorities and sums allocated.
However, interviewees pointed to a need for moidance and support from the CERF
secretariat on how to manage the prioritisatiorc@ss.

» CERF had played a crucial role in catalysing thacstires of humanitarian reform in
Djibouti, which did not exist before 2011, and sgthening the HC's role in
coordinating humanitarian action among agenciesaaivdcating with the Government.

» Timeliness benchmarks on the CERF process weramigfibouti. Taken as a whole,
these showed a rapid process once proposals hadibaksed.

* Djibouti had benefited from being included in therk of Africa Appeal, both by
drawing attention to Djibouti in comparison to lgsger neighbours and in attracting
regionally earmarked funds that could be directedards the country. There was,
however, limited regional coordination between Dijib and UN country teams in other
countries.

Main Recommendations:
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The CERF secretariat should develop further mdtesiad guidance to support
prioritisation and allocation discussions, provgliexamples of good practice and
options for processes and criteria to be used.

OCHA should provide a full-time Humanitarian AffaiOfficer to support the RC and
coordination through the HCT and clusters as wegllC&AP processes and advocacy
towards the Government.

Relevant OCHA sections should consider further supaining on CERF, clusters and
CAP to benefit the development of these mechanamdgools.

Ethiopia

As part of the Horn of Africa regional review, tB¢hiopia study focused on the use of CERF
funds in 2011. These amounted to about $56.5 milffrom the RR and UFE windows in
response to drought and to meet the humanitariedsnef refugees hosted in Ethiopia.

Main Findings:

CERF was found to have played an important rolEtimopia, particularly in the close
coordination with funding from the Humanitarian Besse Fund (HRF) also managed
by OCHA. It added value in terms of the absolutailability of resources, filling gaps
in time and in specific underfunded sectors. CERIS Wound to respond in a timely
manner, meeting PAF performance benchmarks.

However, the review also found low levels of owhgusof CERF in Ethiopia arguing
that agencies see it as an entitlement becausemietl a relatively small part of some
agencies’ resource mobilisation strategies.

While the process of CERF allocation reflected fqityoneeds and gaps, it was not as
inclusive a process as envisaged in the CERF gnétel There was, however, little
appetite to integrate CERF more with the HRF, tioggod alignment occurred at a
practical level.

More had to be done in terms of regional coordomato address cross-border concerns,
such as the Horn of Africa drought. For examplesstborder early warning and
information sharing had to be improved. For the EEfpecifically, for large crises
there could be a benefit to more frequent shorh tdeployments to support decision
making in New York.

The merit-based approach for allocating half ofthE funds instituted by the HC was
seen as the foundation of a sound approach b tix@s room for further strengthening
it, particularly in terms of greater clarity andemmess over the process and the rules.

Main Recommendations;

UN agencies should develop stronger regional coatitin based on where this could
add value to country responses.
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OCHA Ethiopia should ensure that CERF processegliarissed in clusters, among
cluster leads and by the EHCT, and that these sssmous are explicitly connected to
OCHA planning.

CERF Secretariat should continue to offer shomnteleployments/surge capacity to
support regions/countries experiencing major criseorder to strengthen context
awareness and decision making in New York.

OCHA Ethiopia should circulate and discuss drafitpeols for the UFE merit-based
approach.

CERF Secretariat should communicate via agency CteB& points how much detalil
is expected in proposal narratives and the prdoesliscussing proposals.

CERF should minimise the multiple rounds of “backl dorth” between New York and
the country through strategic use of teleconferenoeesolve issues which are often of
perception relating to the country context

CERF Secretariat should explore annual advancedshops for experienced CERF
country focal points.

Kenya

As part of the Horn of Africa regional review, tKenya study focused on the use of CERF
funds in 2011. These amounted to $22.6 million ftbmmRR and UFE windows in response to
humanitarian needs related to drought and refugfaexes from Somalia.

Main Findings:

The author argued that CERF in Kenya could be densd an effective tool for the part
of the system it principally served, that is the -l¢8, sector based system for non-
refugee programming.

Allocation processes were largely perceived tortmusive and transparent through the
system of sectoral groups. Where the CERF was tduleto refugee programming,
UNHCR'’s internal systems and field level coordinatfunctions were the default. By
definition these were less inclusive and transpgaesrd sit apart from “reformed”
processes.

The CERF was well regarded by its interlocutorgavernment, although they played
little part in the technical process of allocati@verall, there was a strong sense that the
lack of consistent leadership on the part of gowvemt undermined the possibility of
more alignment with UN response mechanisms moradbyo

Interviews for the Kenya and Somalia PAF studiesthie field and in Headquarters,

acknowledged that at some point the operationalezts in the Horn of Africa made
the RR and UFE windows almost interchangeable.
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« The CERF secretariat met, or was close to meetight deadlines for processing,
especially for the RR window. When placed in tlomtext of the drought response
overall, the CERF was acknowledged as having hadngact in disbursing money
marginally ahead of the upswing of donor fundindloiwing the declaration of
emergency. There was a consensus among interviewikdindsight, that the request
for RR funding should have been made earlier inytes.

* The author noted a lack of joint processes surrimgpithe preparation the preparation of
the annual RC/HC report on the use of CERF funds.

Main Recommendations:

* The author recommended that OCHA Kenya and the CE&dfetariat review and
follow up the recommendations from the Kenya coustudy of the CERF five-year
evaluation. Notably, recommendations about engurigher complementarity between
CERF and the Kenya ERF, consultations with goventraeunterparts in prioritization
and a more pro-active approach to sharing results government and donors were
highlighted.

e The author noted limited follow-up to the 2010 piRAF study conducted in Kenya.
He, therefore, recommended that CERF secretarmatrerthat recommendations from
PAF country studies which are accepted by boths#wetariat and country offices be
followed up formally.

* Even though the CERF secretariat was quick to gaeplications once submitted, the
author concluded that the overall response ancesponding application to the CERF
RR window should have been launched earlier inydee. He, therefore, recommended
that OCHA Kenya and the CERF secretariat evaldaeuse of the CERF in 2012 for
early response, with a view to learning lessonsfiiture events in Kenya and similar
contexts.

Somalia

As part of the Horn of Africa regional review, tBemalia study focused on the use of CERF
funds in 2011. These amounted to $52.9 million ftbmRR and UFE windows in response to
drought-related humanitarian needs.

Main Findings:

* In terms of timeliness, the UFE allocation at tlegibning of 2011 was found to have
gone some way to offsetting a critical funding $fadlrin combination with the Somalia
Common Humanitarian Fund (CHF).

* Funds from the RR window came marginally, but cailliy, ahead of a general upswing

in funds, due largely to responsive and quick psetrgy by the CERF Secretariat. The
request to the RR window, however, should have begte earlier.

Page 12 of 13



» Allocations from the UFE were made in conjunctioithvihe CHF and as such, through
a gap analysis. Allocations from both windows weerceived to have filled gaps,
including the need for significant expansions, witthe programmatic responses of UN
agencies. The large allocations to WFP and UNICEfFewused to fill large pipeline
gaps. Other CERF recipients, notably WHO and FAIDtFat they were able to use
CERF funding from both windows to fill critical gap

» A clear majority of actors felt that the CERF stydrened the hand of the HC but there
was no sense that the broader humanitarian refoas) strengthened directly by the
CERF. However, coordination in Somalia was stromgrall and participation in the
clusters and the CAP, a prerequisite for accefiset@HF, was high. That the CAP and
the clusters provided the over-arching frameworkhiw which the CERF operated, was
taken as evidence that the CERF supported refadirently.

* Given the extreme challenges of access in Sommabay agencies could not undertake
first hand monitoring or evaluation of partners.gedcies had responded to this
challenge in a number of ways, including the extengse of third party monitoring.

 There was no current link between monitoring andleation of CHF and CERF
projects. Monitoring and evaluation had long baeknowledged as a critical weakness
in country-level pooled funds. The Somalia CHF Rewvimade a number of
recommendations to OCHA Somalia’s Funds Coordinatioit, including looking for
ways to make concrete links to CERF projects aneixtend monitoring arrangements
and evaluation plans where at all feasible.

* The author noted a lack of joint processes surrimgnthe preparation of the annual
RC/HC report on the use of CERF funds.

Main Recommendations;

» Complementarity between future CERF allocationsp@nticular UFE allocations) and
the CHF should be formalised and continue to thiedtuextent possible. This should
include ensuring that any future UFE allocatiorketplace at the same time as standard
allocation rounds for the CHF.

» Special attention should be played by the OCHA Siantaunds Coordination Unit in
extending enhanced monitoring and evaluation psaefor the CHF to CERF projects.

* By way of increasing transparency of CERF allocetjdhe role of the clusters in CERF
allocations should be examined. Again, this shobé&l undertaken alongside the
examination of the clusters’ role in CHF allocasprecommended by the review.

By way of increasing transparency of CERF allocatjothe CHF Advisory Board (which
contains donors and NGO representatives) shoulahdidy review CERF allocations. The
Board should consider the strategic justificatifmsthe CERF allocations (geography, sector
and responding agency) rather than the programrdet&l.
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