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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This evaluation report is one of three country studies for the review of the Common 

Humanitarian Funds (CHFs). Two external consultants did the fieldwork for this study in 

November 2009. The fieldwork was largely based on interviews with stakeholders, a review 

of documents and an observation of CHF processes. The evaluation was constrained by the 

timing of the fieldwork and the general lack of monitoring data. 

The CHFs are a mechanism by which donors contribute to a pooled fund from which, in 

theory, the Humanitarian Coordinator (HC) allocates grants to priorities identified at the 

country level. CHFs are one of the three UN humanitarian pooled funds. The others are the 

Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) which operates at the global level and the 

Emergency Response Fund (ERF). Part of the CHF for Southern Sudan forms an ERF, but in 

Northern Sudan the Emergency Reserve of the CHF fulfils the same function.  

The CHF is closely tied into the whole humanitarian reform agenda. It is one of four finance 

pillars of the reform process (finance, coordination, leadership, and partnership). The reform 

agenda is closely linked with Sudan; it was here that performance led to some of the 

strongest calls for reform. 

The CHF is a work in progress and it has developed every year since its inception. The 

biggest improvements have probably been made in the 2010 allocations with increased 

transparency and a more rational setting of allocation regions. However, the CHF remains a 

complex process with applicants having to submit projects to the annual common appeal, 

called the “Work Plan” in Sudan, in order for them to be considered for CHF funding. 

Almost three quarters of the CHF funding is allocated through the relatively transparent and 

inclusive standard allocations. The remainder is divided between the special allocations, 

made at the start of the year for key pipelines and common services, and for emergency 

reserve allocations. These processes are less transparent, in particular the allocations from 

the emergency reserve, which have been used not only to fund emergencies, but to fund 

projects which have initially failed to get funding at the sector level. 

The administration of the CHF is effectively split between OCHA and UNDP. Although 

fund recipients praise the support they get from both of these, there is some duplication 

between both these roles as well as insufficient communication between them. 

The UK has been the largest funder of the CHF providing almost half the total CHF funding. 

The CHF fund value has shown a declining trend, in part due to unfavourable exchange rate 

movements, particularly against the UK pound. 

The CHF depends on a participative allocation process, where the agencies bidding for 

funding act as judges in their own cases. This has sometimes led to cake-sharing rather than 

strategic allocation, but this has improved with the coalescing of some relatively small 

regions into a single one for North Sudan. 

The Health and Nutrition sector is the largest recipient of CHF funding, accounting for 

nearly one-quarter of all allocations. This is followed by Food Security and Livelihoods, 

Water and Sanitation; and Common Services and Coordination. However, in terms of the 

relative funding for sectors as a proportion of their overall WP budget, the picture is 

different, with the Non Food Item and Common Services sectors getting a larger share of 
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their funding from the CHF than other sectors. This is appropriate given the traditional 

difficulty of funding these sectors. 

The key humanitarian sectors of health, water, and protection all get more than the average, 

and the more development-related sectors such as governance and basic infrastructure get 

the least. This suggests that the CHF is giving priority to the key humanitarian sectors. 

There is no central systematic monitoring of CHF projects, so it is not possible to make any 

general statement about overall effectiveness. However, the inclusive nature of the vetting 

process for CHF standard allocations suggests that these projects are likely to be at least as 

good as the average across the sector.  

The same is not necessarily true of the special and emergency reserve allocations. CERF 

applications from Sudan (which, like CHF grants of these two types, are drafted by the 

agencies without detailed overview in the sectors) are far less likely to be approved without 

changes than CERF applications from other countries. 

The CHF has been very effective at enhancing humanitarian coordination. This has been the 

strongest impact overall of the CHF. The CHF is increasingly funding National NGOs, 

increasing the strength of this part of the humanitarian infrastructure. The timescales of the 

CHF funding, and the way in which it operates mean CHF funding is more suitable for on-

going projects with low staff costs and high procurement costs.  

CHF projects have paid no more attention to gender than other humanitarian projects in 

Sudan, but the recent introduction of the Gender Marker (a tool for looking at the gender 

dimension of projects) should improve this. 

CHF funding is reliable, in that it is available for new emergencies throughout the year. It is 

not predictable, in that agencies cannot predict whether they will get CHF funding or not. 

The large variations in the CHF funding pool are one factor driving unpredictability. 

The CHF is subject to a 1% administrative agency charge by UNDP. Grants to non-UN 

agencies are subject to a further 7% management agency fee by UNDP, The actual costs to 

UNDP are far less than this, but the 7% fee is in line with standard UNDP policies. The 

funding of the OCHA unit that deals with the CHF is also drawn from the CHF.  

NGOs face significantly higher transaction costs than do UN agencies accessing the CHF. 

This is not only due to the smaller average grant size, but also to the more detailed 

procedures (including submitting a completely new proposal for the project they have 

already been granted funding for).  

The CHF is a work in progress. It has been effective at promoting a coherent humanitarian 

community, but needs to reverse the fall in the value of the fund to maintain this role. Some 

adjustments are needed to the CHF including improving the management arrangements, 

increasing transparency, and a more thorough approach to monitoring. 

In all, the CHF has served the humanitarian community well in Sudan, not just through the 

allocations made, but at acting as lubricant for improved coordination and transparency 

both within sectors and across the whole humanitarian response. 
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MAP SHOWING AREAS VISITED BY THE TEAM 

Areas visited by team shown in Green. 
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1. METHODOLOGY SUMMARY 

This section provides a brief summary of the methods used by the evaluation. An annex 

presents a more detailed description of the approach and the tools used. 

The evaluation team of two external consultants visited Sudan in November 2010. The team 

had originally planned to visit Khartoum in October, but delayed the visit at the request of 

the country team. As a result, the Muslim festival of Eid ul-Adha1 fell in the middle of the 

fieldwork. This, together with flight postponements to Darfur meant that the team 

conducted fewer interviews and visited fewer projects than planned. 

The Evaluation team used a range of methods in this evaluation including: 

• Document research. The team researched relevant documents about humanitarian 

financing and humanitarian needs in Sudan. A list of the main documents is 

presented in the annotated bibliography annexed to this report. In addition, a 

number of interviewees provided emails as additional evidence of the points that 

they made. 

• Key informant interviews. These were the main source of information for the 

evaluation. They conducted interviews with OCHA and UNDP staff responsible for 

managing the fund, other OCHA staff, UN sector2-leads, Donors, and staff from 

INGOs and NNGOs. All interviews were conducted on a variant of the Chatham 

House Rule and interviewees were assured that their views and information 

provided would not be attributed directly or be indirectly attributable to them. 

• Data analysis. The team subjected the data available on the CHF grants to an analysis 

to identify trends. 

• Observation. This played a limited role in the evaluation, but the team did watch one 

Working Group meeting. 

• Survey. The team did not conduct a survey as this would have repeated recent 

surveys conducted by a member of the OCHA staff and by a consultant drawing up 

lessons learned from the FMU. The team had access to the results of these surveys. 

The main means of ensuring accuracy and reliability in such a study as this is through 

triangulation. This means the team gathered information using different methods, different 

researchers, and different sources and compared them to see whether they supported one 

another. 

The main limits on the evaluation research were the following: 

• The limited time for the evaluation. Between time and security constraints it was 

possible to visit only a very small number of projects. The time constraint was 

significantly increased by the coincidence of the fieldwork with Eid ul-Adha. 

                                                      
1 This festival commemorates the sacrifice of Abraham and marks the culmination of the annual pilgrimage to 

Mecca. November 16 and 17 were holidays in the North of Sudan and many people took the whole week 

off. 

2 Sudan is not “clusterised” except for Darfur, where there is a cluster coordination system but has “enhanced 

sectors” which are similar to clusters. 
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• The lack of monitoring data on the CHF funded projects. There has been no 

systematic centralised monitoring of the CHF projects making any broad conclusion 

difficult. 

• The lack of documentation on allocation processes. For example, the minutes seen of 

sectoral allocations only recorded the scoring of different proposals against the sector 

criteria and contained no details on the discussions or on the reasons underlying 

those scores. This means that the data on the allocation process comes principally 

from those interviewees who have been involved in it. 

One consequence of the constraints is that this evaluation concentrates on processes rather 

than the overall effectiveness of the CHF in meeting beneficiary needs. Another constraint is 

that while this report draws on evidence from specific cases, the details are not presented as 

the interviews were conducted on a non-attributable basis and identifying specific cases 

would allow the attribution of information to particular informants. 

The team used an evidence tool to tabulate the pieces of evidence gathered around each 

issue, to decide what the weight of evidence was and to immediately identify any conflicts. 

The report is laid out along the lines of the framework set out in the ToR with some changes. 

• Chapter 2 sets out the operational context of the CHF in Sudan, briefly setting out the 

Country Context, the CHF Operational Context, and the CHF Management 

arrangements. 

• Chapter 3 looks at the Processes and Inputs of the Fund. 

• Chapter 4 addresses the relevance, appropriateness and quality of the projects both 

at fund and at project level. This is a process issue that impinges on the outcomes. 

• Chapter 5 looks at the Operational Effectiveness, Coherence and Connectedness of 

the CHF. These are central to the operational effects of the fund 

• Chapter 6 looks at the Efficiency of the Fund. 

• Chapter 7 presents conclusions and looks at Operational Effectiveness, the highest 

level of the hierarchy of outcomes set out in the ToR. This topic is presented in the 

conclusions chapter as this is based on the underlying outcomes. 

• Chapter 8 presents recommendations for the future. 
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This is one of three country report

(CHFs). The evaluation covers the three oldest CHFs

Congo (DRC) CHF (founded in 2005)

Republic (CAR) CHF (2008). This report covers the Sudan CHF which is the largest of all the 

CHFs, being bigger than the other three combined (

Figure 1: Country CHF funding as a proportion of all CHF funding in 2010

Country Context 

Sudan is the largest country in Africa

north to rain forests in the South. Formerly part of the Ottoman Empire, Sudan was 

effectively a British colony (though nominally under joint Egyptian

from 1899 to 1955.  

Independence in 1956 was quickly followed by a military coup in 1958, setting a pattern for 

the future. In 1962 a ten-year civil war began between the Government and groups in the 

South. This was eventually settled in 1972 by the Addis Ababa peace 

the South a self-governing region of Sudan.

Oil was discovered in Southern Sudan in 1978, but difficult logistics and ongoing conflict 

meant that Sudan did not become a net oil exporter until 1999. A new civil war began in the 

South as the Government introduced Sharia law in 1983. This conflict raged for two decades 

until a Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) was signed in January 2005. The conflict is 

estimated to have cost more than two million lives with another four million displaced

South has suffered from new displacement as groups within the South jostle for position.

The recent referendum means that Sudan will no

Conflict began in Darfur, in the West of Sudan in 2003

including perceptions that the West of the country was being marginalised, and growing 

resource conflict between settled populations and herders. The central government was 

                                                      
3 The Somalia CHF was only established in 2010.

 SUDAN COUNTRY 

OPERATIONAL CONTEXT OF CHF  

This is one of three country reports for an evaluation of the Common Humanitarian Funds 

(CHFs). The evaluation covers the three oldest CHFs3; The Democratic Republic of the 

Congo (DRC) CHF (founded in 2005); the Sudan CHF (2006); and the Central African 

Republic (CAR) CHF (2008). This report covers the Sudan CHF which is the largest of all the 

CHFs, being bigger than the other three combined (Figure 1). 
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north to rain forests in the South. Formerly part of the Ottoman Empire, Sudan was 

effectively a British colony (though nominally under joint Egyptian-British administration) 

Independence in 1956 was quickly followed by a military coup in 1958, setting a pattern for 

year civil war began between the Government and groups in the 

South. This was eventually settled in 1972 by the Addis Ababa peace agreement that made 

governing region of Sudan. 

Oil was discovered in Southern Sudan in 1978, but difficult logistics and ongoing conflict 

meant that Sudan did not become a net oil exporter until 1999. A new civil war began in the 

the Government introduced Sharia law in 1983. This conflict raged for two decades 

until a Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) was signed in January 2005. The conflict is 

estimated to have cost more than two million lives with another four million displaced

South has suffered from new displacement as groups within the South jostle for position.

The recent referendum means that Sudan will now split into two. 

Conflict began in Darfur, in the West of Sudan in 2003. This was driven by a range of factors, 

cluding perceptions that the West of the country was being marginalised, and growing 

resource conflict between settled populations and herders. The central government was 

The Somalia CHF was only established in 2010. 
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for an evaluation of the Common Humanitarian Funds 

The Democratic Republic of the 
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Republic (CAR) CHF (2008). This report covers the Sudan CHF which is the largest of all the 

: Country CHF funding as a proportion of all CHF funding in 2010 
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meant that Sudan did not become a net oil exporter until 1999. A new civil war began in the 
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until a Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) was signed in January 2005. The conflict is 

estimated to have cost more than two million lives with another four million displaced. The 

South has suffered from new displacement as groups within the South jostle for position. 
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resource conflict between settled populations and herders. The central government was 
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accused of arming the herders leading to an unequal conflict that left more than 200,000 

dead and two million people displaced. The crisis in Darfur is overlain on a precarious 

livelihood base, where drought has led to severe hunger several times in the last three 

decades. 

While the South and Darfur attract the greatest attention, there are occasional humanitarian 

crises in other parts of Sudan due to chronic poverty and under-development.  

Thus Sudan encompasses a huge humanitarian crisis in Darfur, humanitarian issues in other 

parts of the North, enormous reconstruction needs in the South, overlain with humanitarian 

needs where there has been renewed conflict. 

Sudan is the original home of the UN humanitarian reform process. It was poor performance 

in Darfur that provided the final push for the Humanitarian Reform process. The then UK 

Secretary of State for International Development was one of the most vocal advocates among 

donors for reform. He spoke of the need to strengthen the humanitarian system because 

“vulnerable people deserve much better of us than we have given them in Darfur” (Benn, 2004). 

CHF Operational Context 

Jan Egeland, the UN’s Emergency Response Coordinator (ERC) from August 2003 to 

December 2006, launched a broad review of humanitarian response in early 2005. The 

review (Adinolfi et al., 2005), made 36 recommendations which were then translated into the 

three pillars of the humanitarian reform process (Loupforest, 2006). The three pillars were: 

• Improved coordination through the cluster approach; 

• Stronger humanitarian leadership through strengthened Humanitarian Coordinators 

(HCs); 

• More reliable and predictable funding through pooled funding at the global level - 

the Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF), and at the country level – the CHFs 

and the Emergency Response Funds (ERFs) (OCHA, 2010)4. 

Partnership was later added as a fourth pillar (OCHA, 2007). 

CHF Management and Governance 

There are three broad technical management roles in a pooled fund like the CHF: 

• Technical Secretariat (TS). The technical secretariat provides technical support to the 

board of the fund. In particular it may prepare drafts of policy papers for 

consideration, review project proposals, allocate in accordance with policies 

established by the board, and oversee the technical quality of projects. This role is 

partially filled by OCHA in Sudan and partly by the clusters. 

                                                      
4 ERFs existed in 16 countries in February 2010: Afghanistan, Columbia, DRC, Ethiopia, Haiti, Indonesia, Iraq, 

Kenya, Myanmar, Nepal, Occupied Palestinian Territories, Somalia, Sudan, Uganda, Yemen and Zimbabwe 

(OCHA, 2010). The balance of ERF funds in Somalia were transferred to the CHF there and it is presumed 

that the CHF there will replace the ERF. ERFs are typically less than $10 million, are managed by OCHA 

rather than UNDP and they make small grants mostly to NGOs. ERFs are normally administered by OCHA 

directly rather than by UNDP, although UNDP administers the ERF in South Sudan. 
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• Administrative Agent (AA). The administrative agency manages the fund finances, 

records contributions and reports on the financial status of the fund. This function is 

fulfilled by UNDP in Sudan. 

• Management Agent (MA). The management agent manages grants made by the 

fund, ensuring that the grant recipients meet the rules set down by the board, and 

monitoring and reporting on implementation of the projects. UNDP acts as the 

management agent for grants to NGOs, as UNDP financial rules apparently preclude 

direct payments to NGOs from UNDP- managed funds without passing-through a 

UN agency. 

In practice these three roles are often mixed and sometime such funds have a Financial 

Management Agent who incorporates all three roles. In Sudan, the management of grants 

under the leadership of the Humanitarian Coordinator assisted by the following:  

• The OCHA Humanitarian Funding Section is the main administrative support for 

the CHF. They provide part of the technical secretariat Function. The section drafts 

the initial allocation paper, coordinating input from the different sectors. It also 

manages the collation of data from the overall allocation process and deals with 

notifications to grantees etc. 

• The Sector Leads in conjunction with the sector members also provide part of the 

technical secretariat function. They establish the priorities at the sector level, 

contributing to the overall priority setting. They also manage the allocation process 

within the sector level and coordinate reporting to the HC at the end of the year. 

• UNDP’s Multi-Donor Trust Fund Office (MDTFO) supports the Administrative 

Agent role for the fund. It processes all contributions to the fund, maintains financial 

records and makes disbursements.  

• The UNDP Fund Management Unit in Sudan acts as Administrative Agent (with the 

Support of the MDTFO) and as Management Agent for all grants made by the CHF 

to NGOs. For administrative reasons, grants made to NGOs are not made directly, 

but via UNDP. 

• The CHF Advisory Board with UN, Donor, and NGO representatives advises the HC 

on policy issues and the strategic direction of the fund. A working group of the 

Advisory Board acts as a final review board and for allocations. However, the HC is 

not bound by their recommendations. 
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3. PROCESSES AND INPUTS

The processes of the fund are complex. They have evolved over time and have significantly

improved due to the efforts of both UNDP and OCHA. UN grants are straight

UNDP pays them to the UN agency once the letter of acceptance is received. 

BOX 1. POOLED FUNDS ARE COMP

The CHF is a complex pooled fund. It is com

• Projects have to be part of the Work Plan to be considered for CHF standard 

allocations. The Work Plan is developed through a process that lasts from August to 

November. 

• The allocations of funding 

Within sectors they are based on a participative collaborative process. This involves 

setting sector priorities, submitting project sheets, scoring the project sheets, and then 

allocating the grants. 

The allocation process is complex to try to ensure fairness as those deciding on who gets the 

funding in the sector are eligible for funding themselves. However as noted earlier there is a 

basic tension in the allocation process (confirmed by many intervie

individual’s duty to their organisation (to secure the resources to continue work) and 

between their duty as a member of the allocation system (to ensure a fair allocation of 

resources).  

 

Figure 2: WP and CHF timeline for 2011. Note that the time

of the CHF timetable in 2010, as the allocation policy for 2010 was only set in February 2010.
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OF THE FUND 

The processes of the fund are complex. They have evolved over time and have significantly 

improved due to the efforts of both UNDP and OCHA. UN grants are straight-forward: 

Projects have to be part of the Work Plan to be considered for CHF standard 

allocations. The Work Plan is developed through a process that lasts from August to 

between regions, and then between sectors. 

are based on a participative collaborative process. This involves 

setting sector priorities, submitting project sheets, scoring the project sheets, and then 

The allocation process is complex to try to ensure fairness as those deciding on who gets the 

funding in the sector are eligible for funding themselves. However as noted earlier there is a 

wees) between an 

individual’s duty to their organisation (to secure the resources to continue work) and 

between their duty as a member of the allocation system (to ensure a fair allocation of 

 

table is more than two months in advance 

of the CHF timetable in 2010, as the allocation policy for 2010 was only set in February 2010. 
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• Special Allocations (14.3% in 2010). These are made at the beginning of the year for 

priority sectors that need funding early on, such as procurement of seeds, and for 

common services such as UNHAS. These allocations are made by the HC (who may 

be advised by the CHF advisory board). Special allocations may be country-wide or 

for either North or South Sudan. 

• Standard Allocations (74.4% in 2010). These are made in a participative way with the 

full involvement of the sector leads and sector members. These allocations are made 

from sectoral envelopes set for each region by the HC. 

• Emergency Reserve Allocations (11.3%). These are made during the year for projects 

that don’t have funding. These allocations are made by the HC (who may be advised 

by the CHF advisory board). In some cases these allocations are for new needs, in 

other cases they have been used to support activities which failed to get funded in 

the standard allocation process. 

Prior to 2010, regional allocations were allocated to 8 regions in Sudan (in order of size): 

• Darfur 

• Southern Sudan 

• National Programmes (for projects covering the whole country) 

• Khartoum and Northern States 

• Southern Kordofan 

• Eastern States 

• Blue Nile 

• Abyei 

Within these regional allocations (made by the HC with the advice of the HCT), the 

envelopes for the different sectors for the smaller ones were also established (this was not 

the case for South Sudan, which always controlled the sub-allocation) so that the sectors in 

the regions had the task of allocating the sectoral budgets between the different agencies.  

In 2010, regional allocations were allocated to North Sudan and South Sudan only, greatly 

simplifying the process and reducing the number of allocation meetings needed (as each 

sector in each region has its own envelope of funding to allocate). Interviewees also stated 

that this meant that allocation meetings were now attended by more senior staff that were in 

a better position to take a more strategic view than the more junior staff in the regions. 

Although the decision to make a CHF grant is made by the HC against the CHF project 

sheet, non-UN grantees then have to fill in a new UNDP-style project proposal. This 

eventually results in a Project Partnership Agreement under which the cash transfers are 

made. This is to meet the administrative requirements of UNDP5.  

Thus every NGO project funded by the CHF has two proposals, one in the form of a project 

sheet submitted to OCHA and one in the format of a project proposal submitted to UNDP. 

                                                      
5 UNDP note that this requirement is made to meet the rules for MDTF and not specifically due to UNDP rules. 

However NGOs point out that some aspects of UNDP requirements are stricter than from some other UN 

agencies.  
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The UNDP proposal format is far more detailed than the project sheet on which the 

allocation is made. It has a logical framework or a resources and results matrix as well as a 

projects work-plan, and so provides a far better basis for monitoring than the project sheet. 

While the target numbers and activities may stay the same (or may be varied due to getting 

less funding than originally) the budget composition and indicators may be different.  

Every NGO project prior to 2011 also has two budgets. Comments on the first draft of this 

report suggest that this has changed and there is now a single budget, however, it is not 

clear if this is the case as UNDP have informed the team that there have been no changes in 

the operation of the CHF since the visit of the evaluation team. One budget was submitted 

with the original project sheet and was the basis for the allocation. Once the allocation was 

made, agencies then had to submit a different budget in UNDP’s format which formed the 

basis for the actual transfer of funds. The UNDP format budget is more detailed than the 

budget on which the allocation is made. 

Interviewees reported that some recipients had changed their budget significantly between 

the allocation decision and the submission to UNDP. No specific examples were offered to 

support this assertion. UNDP works from the allocation letters signed by the RC, and these 

do not contain the original budget details, so UNDP has no official sight of the original 

budget. A survey conducted for the 2010 review of the FMU found that respondents were 

very positive about the support received from UNDP. This view was supported by NGO 

interviewees in the present study. This positive rating is in marked contrast to the negative 

comments made about UNDP management of the funds in earlier research (Cosgrave, 2009), 

and reflects a significant improvement in the performance of the unit. 

Both OCHA and UNDP maintain separate databases for the CHF. UNDP maintains the 

database on the UNDP MDTF Gateway site. This provides an overview of the fund, but does 

not provide details on the individual allocations. UNDP also maintains a non-public 

database of the projects for which it is acting as management agent.  

OCHA maintains a local database of all allocations made and CHF allocations are also 

posted on the Financial Tracking Service (FTS) website. This database is available on-line up 

to 2009, but a change of staff then meant that no-one in the OCHA office had the skills to 

update the database. More recent projects are included in summary tables published by 

OCHA on the http://www.unsudanig.org website. UNOCHA is currently revising the 

database to return to an on-line model. 

OCHA and UNDP occasionally engage in reconciliation exercises of their databases. This 

updates the allocation figures, where agencies have returned funds, or where an allocation 

has not been taken up. It also helps to identify if any allocations have fallen through the 

cracks. Clearly it would be much more efficient to have a single database for all projects 

containing both the OCHA data and the UNDP data. 

UNDP receives both financial reports and narrative reports from NGOs. These are not 

automatically shared with OCHA, nor are they posted on the UNDP MDTF gateway site 

(http://mdtf.undp.org). 

In theory, a wide range of reports on the CHF should be available on the UNDP MDTF 

gateway site, but repeated searches on the website6 shows only 8 documents, four certified 

                                                      
6 Most recently on 2 January 2011 
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financial reports, the 2010 Work Plan for Sudan, and 3 miscellaneous documents.

these are progress reports of any sort. 

Building Fund, which has over 1,000 documents on the UNDP Gateway site.

Donor support for the CHF

Unsurprisingly, given its key role in calling for the fund i

biggest supporters of the CHF in Sudan (

percentage of total funding) as well as 

advocacy for such pooled funding mechanisms under the then Labour government.

Figure 3: Donor support for the pooled funds as percentage of total funding

However, funding for the CHFs has been falling over time (

Figure 4: Funding for the Sudan CHF by year and donor

 SUDAN COUNTRY 

financial reports, the 2010 Work Plan for Sudan, and 3 miscellaneous documents.

these are progress reports of any sort. Contrast this with other funds such as the Peace 

Building Fund, which has over 1,000 documents on the UNDP Gateway site. 

Donor support for the CHF 

given its key role in calling for the fund initially, the UK has been one of the 

biggest supporters of the CHF in Sudan (Figure 3: Donor support for the pooled funds as 

) as well as for other pooled funds. This reflects the UK’s strong 

advocacy for such pooled funding mechanisms under the then Labour government.
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the CHFs has been falling over time (Figure 4).  
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financial reports, the 2010 Work Plan for Sudan, and 3 miscellaneous documents. None of 

s with other funds such as the Peace 

the UK has been one of the 

: Donor support for the pooled funds as 

the UK’s strong 

advocacy for such pooled funding mechanisms under the then Labour government. 

: Donor support for the pooled funds as percentage of total funding 
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The figures do not include the pledge

FTS7 (such as the approx. 5 million USD pledge by Norway in late November 2010).

Falling funding is a concern as a larger CHF lowers the relative transaction cost of 

participating in the CHF process. 

137 NGOs from 2009 to 2010 (Figure 

interest in the CHF due to the lower likelihood of getting CHF funding after funding fell 

below 120mn in 2009. Only 63 NGOs (International and National) got funding in 2009 

against 76 in 2008, a fall from 66% of the number engaging in the WP process to 42%.

Some of the variability seen in the funding is due to timing artefacts, for example, Spain paid 

their 2008 contribution in 2009 and both their 2009 and 2010 contributions in 2010. Exchange 

rate variations have also been a large cause of variability 

Figure 5: Changes in the US$ exchange rates for the currencies of the main donors to the CHF

However, when compared with trends in other pooled funding 

CERF, or overall WP funding for Sudan, the CHF shows a downward trend (

                                                      
7 The team examined data from the OCHA FTS, data from the UNDP MDTF Gateway website,

Sudan website, and data provided by the OCHA humanitarian funding section in Khartoum. The team 

found that for their purposes, the OCHA FTS data was superior to the UNDP MDTF, as it reflected 

contributions made for the following year (e.g

recorded the data of actual transfer (e.g. 2009).
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The figures do not include the pledges recorded by UNDP but not net notified to the OCHA 

(such as the approx. 5 million USD pledge by Norway in late November 2010).

Falling funding is a concern as a larger CHF lowers the relative transaction cost of 

participating in the CHF process. NGO participation in the WP process reduced from 150 to 

Figure 13) and interviewees stated that this was due to falling 

to the lower likelihood of getting CHF funding after funding fell 

Only 63 NGOs (International and National) got funding in 2009 

against 76 in 2008, a fall from 66% of the number engaging in the WP process to 42%.

ty seen in the funding is due to timing artefacts, for example, Spain paid 

their 2008 contribution in 2009 and both their 2009 and 2010 contributions in 2010. Exchange 

rate variations have also been a large cause of variability (Figure 5). 

: Changes in the US$ exchange rates for the currencies of the main donors to the CHF

However, when compared with trends in other pooled funding mechanisms such as the 

CERF, or overall WP funding for Sudan, the CHF shows a downward trend (Figure 

The team examined data from the OCHA FTS, data from the UNDP MDTF Gateway website, data from the UN 

Sudan website, and data provided by the OCHA humanitarian funding section in Khartoum. The team 

found that for their purposes, the OCHA FTS data was superior to the UNDP MDTF, as it reflected 

contributions made for the following year (e.g. 2010) as being for that year, whereas the UNDP system 

recorded the data of actual transfer (e.g. 2009). 
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Figure 6: Trends in humanitarian funding compared to 2006

Interviewees repeatedly raised concerns about the declining value of the CHF. 
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funding compared to 2006 

concerns about the declining value of the CHF.  
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4. RELEVANCE, APPROPRIATEDNESS AND 
PROJECT QUALITY  

This chapter examines relevance, appropriateness and quality issues at the level of the Fund, 

and at the project level. 

Fund Level 

The CHF standard allocations are based on a collective prioritisation of need within the 

sector envelope for the region. This collective prioritisation brings together the main actors 

in the sectors to decide first what the sector priorities are, and then, through the sector 

review group to assess the projects against these priorities. 

Interviewees stated that recent changes to the standard allocation process had made it more 

transparent. Collective prioritisation of needs was seen by interviewees as one of the major 

advantages of the CHF. This is seen as a way of getting the whole humanitarian community 

engaged with coordination and setting priorities. However, in some cases, interviewees 

reported that allocations were more of a “cake-sharing” exercise than a strategic one. 

Interviewees stated that this was inevitable as those sitting around the table all want CHF 

funding, and collectively decided on who should get it.  

BOX 2. CAKE-SHARING 

 Table 1 illustrates one example of cake-sharing with all five agencies receiving a number of 

thousands plus $145. Interviewees said that in this particular case, after the initial allocation, 

the balance of the funds was divided evenly among the five agencies. This case illustrates 

another common feature of CHF allocations with the largest allocations to the sector lead or 

co-lead. 

Table 1: CHF allocations for the health and nutrition sector in Blue Nile Province in 2008 

CHF allocations (USD) for Health and Nutrition in Blue Nile in 2008 

GOAL 127,145 

Malaria Consortium 127,145 

Samaritan's Purse 127,145 

Unicef (Sector co lead) 427,145 

WHO (Sector co-lead) 289,145 

 

The sector leads don’t always take the biggest share as shown in Table 2 for the allocation 

for Health and Nutrition in South Kordofan in 2009. Here the available funds were divided 

almost exactly equally between one NGO and the two co-leads. 

Table 2: CHF allocations for the health and nutrition sector in South Kordofan in 2009 

CHF allocations (USD) for Health and Nutrition in South Kordofan in 2009 

Medair 125,000 

Unicef (Sector co lead) 125,000 

WHO (Sector co-lead) 124,000 
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The pattern with the sector lead taking a large share of the cake prevents a simple analysis of 

standard deviations across the sectors. The fact that the sector leads have the largest share is 

not necessarily corrupt. Sector leads are often the biggest agency in a particular sector and 

also have to bear the costs of sector coordination. 

CHF envelopes that are significantly less than the outstanding needs, and the $200,000 

notional minimum grant size also lead to the situation where many agencies are getting the 

same amount of money (Table 3). Interviewees pointed out that this was not cake sharing, as 

not all those involved got funding, and that it was the rule on the minimum grant size that 

led to so many grants of the same size. 

Table 3: Allocations for the Education Sector in Darfur in 2007 and 2008 

CHF allocations (USD) for Darfur Education Cluster  2007 2008 

Unicef (Sector lead) 625,701 600,000 

CARE 200,000  

CRS johncosgrave@gmail.com  210,000 

Humedica 200,000  

Intersos 200,000 200,000 

IRC  200,000 

MERCY CORPS 200,000  

Samaritan's Purse 200,000 220,000 

SC-Sweden  200,000 

VIS 190,000  

Warchild Canada  200,000 

World Vision 200,000 210,000 

ZOA Refugee  210,000 

 

Table 3 also illustrates another issue with CHF allocations; their lack of predictability. NGOs 

do not know if they are going to get a CHF allocation from one year to the next. 

 

Cake-sharing was a problem when some of the regions in North Sudan were quite small and 

there were only a small number of agencies sitting around the table for a particular region 

with a small pot of money for the sector. With the lumping of six smaller regions into one 

single region for all of North Sudan this year, there is now only a single sector envelope for 

allocation for all of Northern Sudan. This sector allocation can take account of geographic 

priorities within Northern Sudan through setting priorities for each sector. 

Another change since the start of the CHF is that the priorities for each sector are now 

published in the allocation paper, so that agencies know the basis on which projects are 

scored. When the review group sits on any sector, they allocated a score to the agency 

against the general CHF priorities for that year, and for the specific priorities for the sector. 

These scores are notified to all the applicants in a letter from the sector lead.  

However, no minutes of the review meeting are published nor do the assessment sheets for 

the projects state the reasoning behind the award of a particular score. This means that 

agencies do not get direct feedback on the quality of their proposals.  
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In 2010 less than 75% of the funding was allocated in 

allocated either as special allocations or emergency reserve allocations. In both of these cases 

the allocation is made by the HC who generally follows the advice of the CHF Advisory 

Board working group. On a few occasions the HC has gone against the advice of the CHF 

Advisory Board. These cases undermine the principles of partnership on which the CHF is 

based and were strongly criticised by many interviewees.

Agencies in South Sudan complain th

North. They point out the scale of needs is enormous across the whole South.

should be noted that there is no real objective measure of needs between such different 

contexts as the South and the North

normally (an average 38.1% for 2007

However, the South together with the Three Areas

Three Areas get from 7.8 to 14.5% of the total allocation, (12.7% on average for 2007

figure for 2010, as they are treated as part of the North as a whole.). Thus the South (with the 

Three Areas) gets over 50% of the total CHF allocation. In addition

share of National programmes. The total CHF allocation to the South has averaged nearly 

60% in all from 2007-2009 when allocations to national programmes are divided pro

with the regional allocations.  

Sector Level 

Figure 7: CHF distribution of funding by sector from 2007 to 2010

                                                      
8 It is sometimes suggested that the appeal documents represent a measure of the needs, but a very experienced 

HC stated in an interview for a separat

needs, the capacity of the agencies to meet them, and the expected level of interest of the donors.

9 The Three Areas are the Abyei, Blue Nile, and Southern Kordofan. These are areas which 

North and South Sudan. Abyei was due to hold a referendum on which part of Sudan it should belong to in 

January 2011 but this has been postponed. The other two areas are to hold a special consultation on their 

status. 
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However, the South together with the Three Areas9 gets the bulk of the CHF funding. The 

Three Areas get from 7.8 to 14.5% of the total allocation, (12.7% on average for 2007

treated as part of the North as a whole.). Thus the South (with the 

Three Areas) gets over 50% of the total CHF allocation. In addition, the South benefits from a 

share of National programmes. The total CHF allocation to the South has averaged nearly 

2009 when allocations to national programmes are divided pro

 

: CHF distribution of funding by sector from 2007 to 2010 

It is sometimes suggested that the appeal documents represent a measure of the needs, but a very experienced 

HC stated in an interview for a separate study that all appeals are a compromise between the scale of the 

needs, the capacity of the agencies to meet them, and the expected level of interest of the donors.

The Three Areas are the Abyei, Blue Nile, and Southern Kordofan. These are areas which are claimed by both 

North and South Sudan. Abyei was due to hold a referendum on which part of Sudan it should belong to in 

January 2011 but this has been postponed. The other two areas are to hold a special consultation on their 
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The Health and Nutrition sector has

almost one in four dollars granted by the CHF. Food Security and Livelihoods (which 

includes areas as diverse as Food Aid, and Seeds and Tools programmes) was the second 

largest recipient followed by Wa

This pattern has been quite stable over time (

Figure 8: Distribution of CHF funding by Sector by year for 2007

However, CHF support has had a very different pattern from the overall level of Work Plan 

Funding. The NFI and Emergency Shelter sector is the sixth

but the CHF provides a larger proportion of the WP budget for this sector than for any other 

(Figure 9). In Sudan the bulk of the bu

pipeline service, procuring, storing, and transporting NFIs.

on the difficulty of mobilising resources for such common services.

Figure 9: CHF Funding as a proportion of WP budgets by sector

The next highest sector in terms of CHF support as a proportion of the WP budget is for 

Common Services and Coordination. The poorest supported sectors in terms of the 
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The Health and Nutrition sector has been the largest recipient of CHF funding, receiving 

almost one in four dollars granted by the CHF. Food Security and Livelihoods (which 

includes areas as diverse as Food Aid, and Seeds and Tools programmes) was the second 

largest recipient followed by Water and Sanitation (Figure 7). 

This pattern has been quite stable over time (Figure 8). 

: Distribution of CHF funding by Sector by year for 2007-2010 

However, CHF support has had a very different pattern from the overall level of Work Plan 

Funding. The NFI and Emergency Shelter sector is the sixth largest recipient of CHF funding 

but the CHF provides a larger proportion of the WP budget for this sector than for any other 

). In Sudan the bulk of the budget for this sector goes to operate the NFI common 

pipeline service, procuring, storing, and transporting NFIs. Several interviewees commented 

on the difficulty of mobilising resources for such common services. 

unding as a proportion of WP budgets by sector 

The next highest sector in terms of CHF support as a proportion of the WP budget is for 

Common Services and Coordination. The poorest supported sectors in terms of the 
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proportion of their budgets provided by the CHF are more recovery-orientated sectors for 

Governance and the Rule of Law and Basic Infrastructure.  

Figure 9 shows a general pattern where the biggest CHF input (as a proportion of WP 

budgets) is for common services, followed by what are sometimes describe as the “life-

saving” sectors such as WASH, Health and Nutrition etc, and with the more recovery 

orientated sectors getting the smallest CHF input. The Food Security and Livelihood sector, 

although it gets the second largest share of CHF funding (19% of all CHF allocations from 

2007-20010), gets only a 3% of its WP budget from the CHF. This is a reflection of the 

enormous size of the food-aid component of this budget10. 

Project Level  

The CHF is largely a proposal-based allocation system rather than a performance-based 

system. As there is no consolidated monitoring of the CHF proposals, the assessment of 

proposals has to be based mostly on the proposal. One of the points for scoring proposals is 

past performance, but it is very difficult for a collaborative group in the sector to designate 

the performance of one of the actors around the table as unsatisfactory in the absence of any 

hard data11. 

The current practice is that each sector establishes a set of criteria and the projects for that 

sector have been scored on that basis. Projects are scored against the sector criteria, but 

applicants get no information on the reason why the scores were awarded. 

Monitoring is the normal source of information about the implementation performance of 

partners. It enables managers to decide where their time can best be focused. At its simplest, 

monitoring records progress towards the project input and activity targets, but monitoring 

should ideally record progress against output and outcome targets as well as identifying 

constraints met, solutions found, and lessons learned.  

The normal model for grant-monitoring is that the grant-makers provide external 

monitoring of the projects that they fund to complement the internal monitoring by the 

grantee’s owns staff.  

BOX 3. SECURITY – A MAJOR CONSTRAINT ON MONITORING 

Security is an increasing problem in Darfur especially for international staff as these have 

been targeted for kidnapping. This risk has led to a withdrawal of international staff from 

field locations12, and even from state capitals in Darfur. Together with travel and visa 

restrictions, this has led to reduced monitoring by international staff. 

 

The lack of monitoring has been flagged up by previous studies (Stoddard et al., 2006; 

Willitts-King et al., 2007). Willitts-King noted that “Monitoring and evaluation is very weak, 

                                                      
10 The Food Security and Livelihood sector accounts for 41.4% of all WPs from 2006-2009. 

11 One interviewee complained that the increased transparency of the allocation process meant that it was harder 

to take pervious performance into account, as so much of the score was related to the proposal. 

12 Agencies that left international staff in place in the face of growing threats have been criticised for putting the 

lives of their staff at risk to secure donor funding (Cullen, 2010). 
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both at strategic level – in terms of whether the Funds are having a positive impact – and 

programmatically, particularly for UN agencies. Current structures are ill-equipped to carry out 

these functions.” (p. 3). The recent UNDP review of the FMU found that “there is no real 

monitoring and evaluation of the field activity of the NGOs, neither to confirm it takes place nor to 

measure its impact.” (Downs, 2010, p. 3). The evaluation team found that monitoring remains 

the Achilles heel of the CHF as there was no evidence-based feedback for management 

decisions on funding. 

 

BOX 4. THE COSTS OF NOT MONITORING 

The CHF is used for funding core pipelines. Core pipelines are essentially procurement and 

supply services for key humanitarian inputs that are needed on a recurring basis. However, 

the performance of the core pipeline management agencies has been variable, with, for 

example, a lot of criticism of slow procurement of seeds, but this has had no impact on 

funding for subsequent years. 

A second issue which more effective monitoring might have thrown up is the excessive 

procurement charges levied for some core pipelines. UNICEF charges a fee of 15% for the 

procurement for five standard items that are procured every year for the NFI pipeline. This 

is completely out of line with the costs of providing such a service. 

More effective monitoring would have highlighted both theses issues. 

 

OCHA originally maintained a monitoring unit for the whole Work Plan, but this was 

abandoned after 2008 due to the problems with staffing up this unit, and also because it was 

recognised that the sector leads were better placed to do this. One international and one 

monitoring and evaluation officers were added to the CHF technical unit (now the HFS) in 

2009 to strengthen capacity for monitoring and evaluation. 

However, there is a risk of wasting resources through overlapping monitoring at different 

levels. CHF-funded projects could be subject to some monitoring by any of the following: 

• The Grant-Holder’s own management and monitoring staff. Stoddard et al. (2006, 

p. 26) notes that this approach to monitoring is the default scenario for grants held by 

UN agencies.13Several interviewees commented that UN agencies demand far more 

detailed reporting from their sub-grant holder than they make in turn to the CHF. 

Similarly, it may be possible that monitoring of sub-grant holders is more thorough 

than monitoring of an agency’s own projects.  

• The management and monitoring staff of sub-grant holders. This depends in part 

on the size and sophistication of the sub-grant holders. Some have dedicated 

monitoring staff, others rely on managers to do the monitoring. 

                                                      
13 In this report, the term UN Agencies will be used to include the International Organisation for Migration 

(IOM). IOM is strictly speaking not a UN agency, but is regarded as such for funding purposes. IOM is the 

only non-UN agency that can access CHF funding without having UNDP as a management agent. It is also 

the only non-UN agency that can access CERF funding (UN General Assembly, 1993). 
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• The monitoring staff of other donors. CHF funding in Sudan is rarely for full 

projects, but is normally for part of a project which has funding from elsewhere14. In 

such cases it is possible that the project is being monitored by the other donor.  

• The staff of the relevant line-ministries and departments. This varies greatly from 

sector to sector, with close involvement by the relevant government departments in 

some sectors.  

• The Sector Leads. Monitoring is one of the 13 responsibilities set out for country 

level sector leads in the IASC guidance (IASC, 2006, p. 7). In practice, whether any 

sector lead monitors projects or not varies between sectors with some sectors doing 

no monitoring at all. The Sector Lead agencies all point to resource constraints as a 

factor limiting monitoring. In 2009, UNICEF, WHO, and FAO, all got grants from the 

CHF in the second allocation for sector coordination15. These grants were 

controversial with NGOs and with Donors who questioned whether coordination 

was not a core task for the sector leads that should come from their core funding. 

• OCHA field officers. Monitoring of the humanitarian situation is part of the 

responsibility of OCHA field officers. This would imply some awareness of the 

performance of different agency partners. It should be noted that the CHF has been a 

significant source of funding for OCHA in Sudan. 

• The OCHA Humanitarian Financing Section. OCHA’s FMS monitored two projects 

in 2010 prior to the visit by the evaluation team in November. One of the issues for 

OCHA is that, for NGOs, the proposal for which they formally receive funds is not 

the proposal made for CHF funding, but a proposal prepared on a UNDP format. 

While the overall targets remain the same (or may be modified by agreement to 

allow for the grant being less than requested), the detail of the project and of the 

budget may vary in the detailed proposal to UNDP from that originally approved by 

the HC. The UNDP-format proposal is much more detailed than the CHF project 

sheet and includes either a Logical Framework or a Results-Resources Framework. It 

also includes a work plan for the project. Thus the UNDP format provides a much 

better basis for monitoring than do the project sheets submitted to OCHA not only 

because they are the contractual basis for the grant, but because they have the detail 

necessary to enable effective monitoring. Currently OCHA does not request copies of 

the UNDP-format proposals, nor does UNDP share them automatically. Thus OCHA 

does not hold the level of project planning data essential for good monitoring of 

NGO projects16. 

• The UNDP Fund Management Unit. Although NGO projects are treated as UNDP 

sub-projects by UNDP, and UNDP holds the best data on the project, UNDP 

conducts no monitoring, despite levying the full management fee of 7%. This issue 

will be discussed under efficiency.  

                                                      
14 The exception to this general rule is for projects whose total cost is less than $200,000. Grants of less than 

$200,000 are only considered when they represent 100% of the funding. 

15 The evaluation team met the WASH sector coordinator in Darfur who (in November 2010) had just been 

employed with this funding. 

16 OCHA are addressing this issue in 2011. 
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Clearly, the above arrangements need to be rationalised before there can be effective 

monitoring. Any monitoring system must also take the security constraints into account.  

BOX 5. UNDERLYING PRINCIPLES FOR A CHF MONITORING SYSTEM 

What principles should underlie any CHF monitoring system to take account of this 

complexity? The following principles are drawn up on the basis of providing the greatest 

amount of monitoring data at the lowest additional cost: 

• It should be based on the existing project data including the works plan, logical 

framework or resources and results framework. 

• It should allow for details of sub-grants (and of their targets) to be entered. 

• It should be simple and easy to use. 

• It should provide an opportunity to record information on progress towards the 

targets in the logical framework or resources and results framework (inputs, 

activities, outputs, outcomes (purpose), and goal (overall objective). 

• It should provide an opportunity to record information on challenges met, solutions 

found, and lessons learned. 

• It should be accessible for data entry by the staff of grant holders, sub-grantees, 

sector leads, OCHA field staff, donor monitors, line ministry and department 

managers, OCHA HFU, and UNDP FMU.  

• It should allow the easy uploading of data, in the form of trip reports etc. without 

requiring them to be in a particular format. 

Clearly, this type of monitoring system would need to be web based, and might also cover 

not just CHF projects, but also the Work Plan. Clearly also, such a system could be applied 

far more widely than just the Sudan CHF. 

 

Given the lack of broad monitoring data, it is not possible for the evaluation team to make 

any general comment on project quality. The small number of projects visited cannot be 

taken as a reliable sample of the nearly 500 projects getting CHF funding in 2010. 

Nevertheless, based on the information provided by interviewees about specific projects 

which had been rejected, it is possible to say that the project review process, despite its 

flaws, does serve as a quality control filter for CHF grants and that the projects which get 

CHF funding are probably better than those which are not subject to such a review. One 

donor made the point that the sectoral project review committees have far better information 

about needs in the sector, and about the performance of particular agencies. 

BOX 6. COMPARISON WITH THE CERF REVIEW PROCESS 

The CERF processes vary greatly by country in the extent to which other cluster members 

are involved. The largest CERF window is the Rapid Response funding window, and this is 

analogous to funding from the Emergency Reserve of the CHF. 

While standard allocations from the CHF are subject to a rigorous review at the sector level 

special allocations, allocations from the CHF Emergency Reserve are not subject to the same 
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level of review, but to decisions made by the HC without the benefit of a review at the sector 

level but with the input of UN agencies. 

This is similar to the CERF process in Sudan. 

subject to any further review, but 

proposals sent from Sudan. It is useful to consider how well the CERF propo

fare in this review as this can serve as a proxy indicator for the quality of projects from UN 

agencies in Sudan that are not subjected to the rigorous review undergone by standard CHF 

applications. 

Figure 10: Time for revision of CERF applications.

Up to 16 December 2010 (based on an analysis of data provided by the CERF Secretariat) 

there were 93 formal requests by Agencies for CERF funding in Sudan since the launch of 

the revised CERF in March 2006. Of these

withdrawn (projects are normally withdrawn by agencies once it is clear that they are going 

to be rejected). Thus 4% of the projects that were approved at the country level failed the 

review at the CERF secretariat. 

More importantly, only 9% of CERF requests by Sudan were approved without revision, 

compared with 30% of CERF requests from 

times was statistically significant, p < 0.001).
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level of review, but to decisions made by the HC without the benefit of a review at the sector 

level but with the input of UN agencies.  

This is similar to the CERF process in Sudan. What is different is that CHF proposals are not 

subject to any further review, but CERF proposals are. The CHF Secretariat reviews the 

proposals sent from Sudan. It is useful to consider how well the CERF proposals from Sudan 

fare in this review as this can serve as a proxy indicator for the quality of projects from UN 

agencies in Sudan that are not subjected to the rigorous review undergone by standard CHF 

for revision of CERF applications. 

Up to 16 December 2010 (based on an analysis of data provided by the CERF Secretariat) 

there were 93 formal requests by Agencies for CERF funding in Sudan since the launch of 

the revised CERF in March 2006. Of these, one application was rejected and three were 

withdrawn (projects are normally withdrawn by agencies once it is clear that they are going 

to be rejected). Thus 4% of the projects that were approved at the country level failed the 

More importantly, only 9% of CERF requests by Sudan were approved without revision, 

compared with 30% of CERF requests from other countries (the difference between review 

times was statistically significant, p < 0.001). 
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5. OPERATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS, 
COHERENCE AND CONNECTEDNESS 

Fund Level 

Interviewees frequently credited the CHF with strengthening coordination at the sector level 

and of strengthening the role of OCHA. Sector leads detailed how it provides them with a 

good tool for promoting coordination in the sector.  

Interviewees of all types stressed that the CHF had improved humanitarian coordination 

through: 

• reinforcing the cluster system by promoting participation 

• enhancing the authority of the HC and the role of the HCT 

• supporting cluster coordinators 

• enhancing the role of OHCA 

• promoting greater information sharing by other actors17 

Interviewees generally appreciated the inclusive and consultative nature of the CHF and 

said that this had improved in recent years with increased transparency for the standard 

allocation processes. 

One criticism of inclusions and transparency made by a small number of interviewees is that 

it can lead to decisions which satisfy the consensus view rather than being strategic. 

Interviewees viewed the use of the CHF in the South as being more strategy-driven than the 

CHF process in the north. 

BOX 7. BALANCING A STRATEGIC APPROACH AND INCLUSIVENESS 

One of the grant allocation decisions most often criticised by interviewees was the decision 

to make a grant to the Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations (FAO) for 

seeds and tools. FAO has had a very poor history of timely procurement in Sudan18, 

although there is clear evidence of recent improvement.  

In the case of a special allocation for Seeds and Tools procurement, the CHF Advisory Board 

Working Group advised against the allocation, but the HC decided to make it anyway, 

because of the critical strategic importance of the sector. The transaction costs study found 

that pooled funding led to “difficulties in balancing a participatory approach with the need to 

plan strategically” (Salomons et al., 2009, p. 6). 

                                                      
17One interviewee noted that before the CHF it was difficult to get information from donors on what they were 

funding. With the CHF, donors are keen to share information to ensure that projects are not double funded. 

OCHA now have a far better overview of all humanitarian action than it did prior to the CHF. 

18 This problem is not limited to Sudan. The recent FAO evaluation of support from the CERF noted that: “In spite 

of recent improvements in procurement procedures, timeliness remains the main constraint to the effectiveness of 

FAO emergency programmes. Farming inputs are often distributed during and sometimes at the tail end of the 

planting season, although the best practice would be to distribute them before the season to allow farmers to properly 

plan their use.” (Cossée et al., 2010, p. 14) 
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Clearly the HC had to decide between the strategic important of the sector and the damage 

to partnership implicit in overriding the recommendations of the Advisory Board. If there 

had been a consensus on strategy this issue might never had arisen. 

 

NGO interviewees repeatedly made the point that even where grants are made to UN 

agencies, the work on the ground is done by their INGO and NNGO partners. NGOs 

questioned the level of funding retained by UN agencies and the value added. NGOs would 

rather receive CHF funding directly as this is far less restrictive than pass-through19 CHF 

funding through a UN agency. NGOs complain that they can only charge a sub-set of their 

costs against such sub-grants as they often exclude many key support costs such as staff 

salaries in some instances20.  

Pass-through funding is not limited to UN agencies. INGOs may pass-through funding to 

NNGO, or more rarely, INGO partners. The critical issue is that such pass-through funding 

is not transparent. It is not possible to see from the project information available what 

percentage of such grants are actually passed-through and what percentage are retained by 

the grant holder. Neither is it possible to estimate the level of funding for UN agencies 

which is subsequently passed through to non-UN implementing partners as there are no 

widely accepted values for this.  

The balance between the funding that is retained by UN agencies and that which is passed-

through to partners obviously varies with the nature of the partnership and the type of 

work, and whether the UN agency is also providing goods-in-kind21.  

BOX 8. THE RISING ROLE OF NNGOS 

In 2006, the CHF made no grants to National or Local NGOs (NNGOs). In 2007, the amount 

granted was less than $100,000, but this has now risen to nearly $6mn in 2010. Some 

interviewees pointed out that NNGOs may have pass-through funding via the UN and 

INGOs. However, pass-through funding is usually for a narrow range of activities and does 

not allow the level of capacity building that may be possible with CHF funding. 

NNGOs offer a number of advantages. They generally have better context knowledge than 

other actors, they usually have a lower costs base because their staff salary and support costs 

are significantly less than for INGOs, and may be able to operate where INGOs cannot. 

Against this must be set their typical limited reach, and the limited opportunities they have 

to bring best-practice from elsewhere. 

Developing NNGO’s humanitarian capacity also ensures that there is greater capacity on the 

ground in any future humanitarian emergencies, as NNGOs may be able to respond before 

the international community deploys. 

                                                      
19 Pass-through is used in line with US practice (where the term originates) the sense of all funding that is 

allocated to sub-grantees of the main grant-holder rather than in the more restrictive sense in which the 

term is used by UNDP to apply to funding passed-through one UN agency to other UN agencies. 

20 For example, FAO pass-through funding for Seeds and Tools covers contracted transport but does not cover 

any associated staff costs. 

21 For example, WFP passes through less than 3% of the average cost per tonne to its implementing partners in 

Sudan. It budgets WFP’s own support costs at more than 26% of its total budget. 
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NNGO staff interviewed reported that they had received good support and assistance from 

sector leads, from the UNDP FMU, and from the OCHA HFS. However, some features, such 

as the need for documents in English and the nominal minimum grant 

NNGO participation. 

Project Level 

The contribution to meeting critical humanitarian needs varies 

example, grants for vital common services enable others to meet critical needs rather than 

meeting them directly. Interviewees indicated that there was little overall difference 

between CHF and other funding, but they did note that not 

for CHF funding. This is much more of a problem for agencies that operate on a project 

funding (where each project is run and accounted for separately) rather than on a 

programme funding basis (where all projects are treated as a part of a common programme 

and accounted for together).  

NGO Interviewees described the types of project for which the

being the most suitable for CHF applications.

• Projects which have other funding. This helps to address the problem that, while 

CHF funding is for the calendar year, it may be May or later before it is available.

• Continuing projects. If it is a new project and has to wait for CHF funding, then there 

are severe time constraints in completing the project.

• Projects with a large procurement element. A large procurement element means that 

most of the expenditure occurs in the first quarter, 

therefore be paid earlier in the year.

• Projects with limited staff costs. Sudanese labour law makes it expensive to terminate 

staff who were employed for more than a few months.

Thus the CHF standard allocations are bette

projects than with those addressing new needs. New needs can be met through Emergency 

Allocations and through the Emergency Response Fund (ERF). The ERF is discussed below.

Figure 11: Funding by recipient type
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The contribution to meeting critical humanitarian needs varies from grant to grant. 
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between CHF and other funding, but they did note that not all types of project are suitable 
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being the most suitable for CHF applications. 

Projects which have other funding. This helps to address the problem that, while 

CHF funding is for the calendar year, it may be May or later before it is available.

f it is a new project and has to wait for CHF funding, then there 

are severe time constraints in completing the project. 

a large procurement element. A large procurement element means that 

most of the expenditure occurs in the first quarter, and the bulk of project funds will 

therefore be paid earlier in the year. 

Projects with limited staff costs. Sudanese labour law makes it expensive to terminate 

employed for more than a few months. 

Thus the CHF standard allocations are better for dealing with on-going programmes and 

projects than with those addressing new needs. New needs can be met through Emergency 

Allocations and through the Emergency Response Fund (ERF). The ERF is discussed below.
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BOX 9. PARTICIPATIVE ALLOCATIONS AND CONFLICTS OF INTEREST 

Interviewees noted that the allocation process is rife with conflicts of interest. UN agencies 

and to a lesser extent NGOs are both players and referees. 

The first of these is between the role of UN agencies as both the sector leads allocating funds, 

and as a competitor for the funding allocated. Although things have improved with the 

appointment of sector coordinators with no programmatic responsibility, they are still 

answerable to the agency with some reporting that they feel pressured to channel funding to 

their agency’s projects. 

The second of these is between the roles of the sector review panels as project reviewers and 

as recipients of funding. Agencies that don’t get CHF funding complain that the agencies 

represented on the review panel never miss out.  

Interviewees pointed out that the CHF process continues to improve, but that even greater 

transparency is needed to address these inherent conflicts of interest in a process where 

agencies act as judges in their own case. 

 

Up to 2011, CHF projects in general have paid no particular attention to gender. However, 

all projects in the Work Plan are now analysed using the Gender Marker, and interviewees 

report that this has significantly increased the attention to Gender. One UN agency, Unicef, 

is also incorporating the Gender Marker into its own internal processes, so all applications 

from Unicef, whether for standard allocation (based on the Work Plan) or Emergency 

Reserve allocations (which might not be based on the Work Plan) should take gender into 

account. 

Engagement with the Common Appeal (the Work Plan) 

The main tool for planning humanitarian action in Sudan is the Work Plan of the United 

Nations and Partners (WP). This has been the name of the Common Appeal Process (CAP) in 

Sudan since 2005. Only projects which are in the WP can apply for CHF standard 

allocations. Because of this, the WP has far broader participation in Sudan than in other 

countries. The close association of the WP and CHF lead to confusion. The team found that 

some interviewees confused the two interrelated processes.  

The need to have their projects in the WP adds to the transaction cost for NGOs as they often 

do not participate in CAPs. This is because of the common NGO perception (articulated by 

NGO staff interviewed in other countries for the CERF 5-year evaluation) that they are 

unlikely to attract funding via such appeals. An analysis of 292 common appeals globally 

from 1999 to 2010 (Figure 12: Level of common appeal support for non-UN agencies.) shows 

that agencies other than the UN and IOM only attract 11% of common appeal funding 

overall and that non-UN agencies got nothing at all in 40% of common appeals. 
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Figure 12: Level of common appeal support for non

However, in Sudan, NGOs have 

projects as have the UN. This is a radical change from before the CHF when in 2005 only 

20% of NGO requests in the common appeal were funded and 54% of UN projects were 

(Figure 13: The change in relative support for appeals by UN and non
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The growing interest of NGOs in the WP is illustrated by the big increase in the number of 

NGOs participating in the WP over the period. Interviewees attributed this increase to the 

fact that only WP projects can get CHF funding, and that some donors will only f

projects. 
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Coherence with other funding mechanisms 

The CHF is only one source of funding for humanitarian action in Sudan. The OCHA 

Financial Tracking system shows that a total of $1,367 million was raised in contributions 

and pledges for humanitarian action in Sudan in 2010, of which $143 million or 10.5% was 

channelled through the CHF. The CHF is not predictable. Figure 14 shows the pattern of 

CHF Funding flows over 2008-2010 (See Annex II on page 53 for comments on these flow 

patterns). 

Even a quick glance at Figure 14 demonstrates how variable the funding stream is, with total 

funding per year varying from just under $120mn to nearly $160mn. The recipient agencies 

experience even more variability with funding for INGOs falling from $49.5 to $27.8 million 

from 2008 to 2009.  

Predictability is desirable in funding generally and is often a topic in reports on the reform 

of international aid22. There are two type of predictability to be considered. The first is the 

type of predictability that Jan Egeland referred to when addressing the DAC in 2006 

(Egeland, 2006). This type of predictability refers to whether there will be a funding source 

that can be relied upon to make resources available for new sudden-onset emergencies. The 

ERF in South Sudan and the Emergency Reserve in North Sudan provide a reliable source of 

such funding. 

The second type of predictability applies more to chronic crises like Sudan. Here the issue is 

whether a particular source of funding can be relied upon each year for the continuing 

operations. Predictability allows agencies to plan their work, and is particularly important in 

chronic humanitarian crises. This is illustrated by the way in which different agencies may 

or may not get a grant in any particular year (Table 3). 

 

                                                      
22 For example, it is a theme in the “delivering as one report” (High Level Panel, 2006) 
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Figure 14: CHF funding flows from 2008 to 2010 (Larger scale versions are in the annexes)
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The two biggest sources of variability in the CHF funding are: 

• Varying exchange rates. The UK Pound during this period was worth over 50% more 

at its highest value against the dollar than at its lowest value. The similar figures for 

the Euro were 34%, and 42% for the NOK. Figure 5 shows how average quarterly 

exchange rates have varied against the US$ from 2006 to 2010. 

• Changes in donor funding policy. Some of these have been forced by the financial 

crisis and other by political change. 

• Artefacts from donor funding patterns. For example, Spain missed one year and paid 

two years together later on, due to the length of time it takes to process a 

humanitarian grant to UNDP rather than one of the UN humanitarian agencies. 

Generally, the CHF was seen as a relatively flexible source of funding. Even interviewees 

who criticised the process acknowledged that it was less demanding than other types of 

funding (however, see the following chapter for comments on the transaction costs 

involved). 

The CHF is more flexible for UN agencies than for NGOs as: 

• Grants to UN agencies are larger and generally cover multiple sites, allowing 

resources to be shifted in response to changes in the security situations. The smaller 

grants to NGOs are much more likely to have a limited geographical scope. 

• UN agencies do not have to provide a detailed proposal to UNDP, but can just use 

the much less detailed CHF project sheet. NGOs have to specify their plans in much 

greater detail. 

• The 20% limit on inter-line variation on budgets is a much bigger problem for NGOs 

because the budgets which they have to submit to UNDP are more detailed than the 

project sheet budgets against which UN agencies report. 

Both UN and NGOs interviewees commented on the calendar year funding basis leading to 

inflexibility. 

Overall, as the CHF tends to fill gaps rather than fund independent projects, CHF projects 

are coherent with other humanitarian funding in Sudan. However, the fact that the CHF 

encourages participation in the Work Plan process leads to far greater coherence and 

connectedness. 

BOX 10. OTHER HUMANITARIAN POOLED FUNDING MECHANISMS 

The CHF is one of the three main pooled funding mechanisms for humanitarian action.  

The Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) is a global pooled fund with a yearly $450 

million fund and a $50 million loan fund. CERF grants can be for under-funded emergencies 

or rapid response. Grant durations were 3 months for rapid response, but have now been 

increased to 6 months. Only UN agencies and the IOM can access the CERF. Sudan is the 

second largest recipient of CERF funding, and the average value of the 89 CERF grants made 

to Sudan (up to 15 December 2010) was $1.4 million each. 

The two main country-level pooled funding mechanisms for humanitarian financing are the 

Emergency Response Funds (ERFs) and the CHFs. ERFs predate the humanitarian reform 
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with the first one dating from Angola in 1997. ERFs may be known by other names such as 

the Humanitarian Response Fund. There were ERFs in 16 countries in February 2010: 

Afghanistan, Columbia, DRC, Ethiopia, Haiti, Indonesia, Iraq, Kenya, Myanmar, Nepal, the 

Occupied Palestinian Territories, Somalia, Sudan, Uganda, Yemen and Zimbabwe (OCHA, 

2010). Pakistan and Lebanon also gained an ERF in 2010 (source: OCHA FTS data). The 

balance of the Somalia ERF was transferred to the new Somalia CHF.  

ERFs are typically less than $10 million per year (but Ethiopia, Haiti, Pakistan and Somalia 

are much larger). They are typically managed by OCHA both for locations and finances by 

OCHA directly (but the Sudan ERF is financially managed by UNDP). Both UN and non-

UN agencies can access the funds, and the majority of grants are typically for NGOs 

(Mowjee et al., 2007, p. 1). The OCHA FTS System records that the ERF got over $500 million 

in funding from 2006 to 2010. The grant size varies by ERF and is typically under $100,000 to 

$250,000. Project durations are generally limited to six months 

Three countries besides Sudan (since 2006) have CHFs. These are DRC (since 2005), the 

Central African Republic (2008), and Somalia (2010). The financial management is usually 

done by UNDP and both UN and non-UN agencies. Grants to NGOs are managed either by 

UNDP as management agent (as in Sudan and DRC) or with OCHA as management agent 

(as in CAR and Somalia). In Sudan the CHF has made over 250 grants in 2010, with an 

average size of over $0.5 million. 

Some humanitarian actors may also have their own donor-supported emergency funding 

arrangements, such as the Disaster Emergency Relief Fund (DREF) of the International 

Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC). 

In addition there are a range of other pooled funds in Sudan which may address 

humanitarian and recovery needs in a limited way. These include: the Darfur Community 

Peace and Stability Fund, and the Sudan Recovery Fund, both of which are managed by 

UNDP. Other notable pooled funds include the Basic Services Fund in South Sudan which is 

managed by a management consultancy, BMB Mott MacDonald. 

Projects in Sudan may also benefit from international pooled funds such as the Global Fund, 

the Millennium Development Goals Achievement Fund, the UN’s Peace-Building Fund, and 

others. 

 

There is good coherence between the CHF and the ERF in Sudan as the ERF is part of the 

CHF. The CFH and the CERF are also coherent as the CERF secretariat considers the 

potential availability of CHF grants before making a CERF allocation to Sudan. 
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6. EFFICIENCY OF THE FU

The efficiency of any fund depends on a number of factors:

• The operating costs associated with the fund.

• The transaction costs associated with accessing the fund.

• The costs of any policy restrictions imposed on funding.

• The costs of any operational 

Nothing is for free, so the issue is not the existence of costs, but whether the benefits that 

they bring outweigh the costs. 

Operating costs 

The fund is subject to the following costs:

• UNDP’s 1% Administrative Agent fee. 

• The UNDP charge (7%) for acting as 

through NGOs. 

• The costs of the OCHA Humanitarian Financing Section.

• The overhead costs of NGO

The administrative agent fee is the fee levied by UNDP’s Multi Donor Trust Fund Office 

(MDTFO) for operating the fund’s bank accounts and keeping records including the MDTF 

website etc. Up to 28 December this year UNDP had received $7.3 million for this service.

However, this is the same charge the UNDP levies for all trust funds. The CHF is the second 

largest fund (after the UNDG Iraq Fund) administered by the MDTFO. 

Figure 15: Number of funds managed by the UNDP MDTFO by size. (UNDP manages other funds 

through other arrangements). 
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Obviously, while UNDP’s costs for such a large fund 

1%, the same is probably not true of the smaller funds.

money overall on fund administration.

many funds. 

When the CHF started in 2006 UNDP levied a fee of 3.5% for the services it provide

NGOs accessing funding through the CHF. The UNDP Country Director was concerned that 

this did not cover the cost of the services provide

2007 and to 7% in 2008. UNDP make the point that this fee is a standard fee set for managed 

funds and that this fee is not based on costs but on the policy established by the Executive 

Board of UNDP. 

The Management Fee and the Administrative Fees are divided between the UNDP 

Office, the UNDP Regional Office and Headquarters

policy set by the Executive Board

that it is not as hierarchical. For example UNDP country programmes have

financial authority and are more independent of HQ than for example WFP country offices. 

This is reflected in the fact that the Country Office retains a large proportion of the fees 

raised from the CERF (Figure 16

It is not clear how much of the MA fee UNDP has received, as the fee is levied only after 

project completion. However, by calculation, UNDP should receive a total of $11.8 million as 

a management agent fee for the CHF on the basis of allocations made to NGOs and INGOs 

to date and the fee rates charged.

Figure 16: Distribution of the UNDP fees (after Downs, 2000, p.12)

The recent review of the FMU (Downs, 2010

significantly less than the fee retained by the Country Office. 

UNDP sometimes justified the difference between the fee charged and the costs of providing 

the service due to the risk it is taking in passing fund

However, in no case has UNDP had to reimburse the CHF even when the grantees were 

unable to complete the projects or properly account for the funds. This was the case with 

grantees that were expelled by the Sudanese G

provide full financial reports as the Government has seized all their records.
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review of the FMU (Downs, 2010) noted that the cost of operating the FMU is 

retained by the Country Office.  

UNDP sometimes justified the difference between the fee charged and the costs of providing 

the service due to the risk it is taking in passing funds for which it is accountable to NGOs. 

However, in no case has UNDP had to reimburse the CHF even when the grantees were 

unable to complete the projects or properly account for the funds. This was the case with 

grantees that were expelled by the Sudanese Government in March. They were unable to 

provide full financial reports as the Government has seized all their records. 
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Figure 17: Funding for OCHA, the ORCHC, RCO, and RCSO from the CHF

The other area of cost is the cost of the O

ad-hoc way. In 2010 for the first time, there was a specific CHF grant of $1 million for the 

HFS (Figure 17: Funding for OCHA, the ORCHC, RCO, and RCSO from the CHF

previous years the allocations were not specific, but the coordination structures including 

the Office of the RC/HC (ORCHC and RCO), and the Resident Coordinators Support Offices 

RCSO, together with OCHA have consumed 5.2% of all CHF allocations since 2006 (a small 

part of this funding may have been for projects managed by the RC/HC).

The financing of OCHA is a perennial problem. The General Assembly Resolution 

establishing the revised CERF mechanisms emph

Humanitarian Affairs of the Secretariat should benefit from adequate and more predictable funding

(UN General Assembly, 2006).  

As with many of the issues around the CHF all of this harks back to the problem

status. The reason why UNDP manages the CHF rather than OCHA is because OCHA is 

only an office in the UN Secretariat rather than a UN Agency. Many of the curious 

arrangement described in the next chapter spring directly from OCHA’s status as an 

in the Secretariat with a relatively narrow donor base. It is an indictment of the UN that the 

coordination of humanitarian action is still managed in an ad

major reforms of resolution 46/182 (UN General Assembly, 1991)

The operating costs are a function of the number of grants made, as processing costs are 

determined by the number of grants rather than by the volume of money. The total number 

of grants has fallen by more than half from the peak of 550 grants in 2008 (

decline in funding in 2009 sparked a significant reduction in the number of grants, and the 

agglomeration of the North Sudan regions in 2010 has caused

(which are more likely than NGO grants to cover multiple regions).

                                                      
23 This resolution established the IASC, the CAP, the office of the ERC, and DHA, the precursor of OCHA.
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The financing of OCHA is a perennial problem. The General Assembly Resolution 

establishing the revised CERF mechanisms emphasises that “the Office for the Coordination of 

Humanitarian Affairs of the Secretariat should benefit from adequate and more predictable funding

 

As with many of the issues around the CHF all of this harks back to the problem

status. The reason why UNDP manages the CHF rather than OCHA is because OCHA is 

only an office in the UN Secretariat rather than a UN Agency. Many of the curious 

arrangement described in the next chapter spring directly from OCHA’s status as an 

in the Secretariat with a relatively narrow donor base. It is an indictment of the UN that the 

coordination of humanitarian action is still managed in an ad-hoc manner 19 years after the 

major reforms of resolution 46/182 (UN General Assembly, 1991)23. 

The operating costs are a function of the number of grants made, as processing costs are 

determined by the number of grants rather than by the volume of money. The total number 

of grants has fallen by more than half from the peak of 550 grants in 2008 (Figure 

decline in funding in 2009 sparked a significant reduction in the number of grants, and the 

agglomeration of the North Sudan regions in 2010 has caused a further fall for UN grants 

(which are more likely than NGO grants to cover multiple regions). 

the IASC, the CAP, the office of the ERC, and DHA, the precursor of OCHA.
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Figure 18). The 

decline in funding in 2009 sparked a significant reduction in the number of grants, and the 

a further fall for UN grants 

the IASC, the CAP, the office of the ERC, and DHA, the precursor of OCHA. 
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Figure 18: Number of CHF Sudan grants per year

UNDP has strongly pressed for the minimum grant size to be applied. Previously the 

division of North Sudan into six regions meant that some sectors might have had only $0.5 

million for a given regional allocation, making smaller grants likely. At present the 

minimum grant is $200,000 although allocations of less than $200,000 are 

• The CHF amount is for the full amount of a project 

will complete the funding gap. (Most of the projects in this category are held by 

NNGOs). 

•  The CHF amount will fund vital lifesaving activities that will cease in less than 30 

days or is a gap-filler for three months of activities until another donor is identified.

The above discussion on operating costs ignores the costs for those involved in 

allocation process, such as the humanitarian country team, the cluster leads, the cluster 

members, and even the donors, all of whom participate in the CHF process.

Table 4: Four Pooled Funding Scheme operating costs compar

Name CHF 

Objective Humanitarian

Approx. Annual size  $140 million

Administrative 

Agent 

UNDP

AA Fee 1% 
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CHF amount is for the full amount of a project (of less than $200,000 in total) 
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The CHF amount will fund vital lifesaving activities that will cease in less than 30 

filler for three months of activities until another donor is identified.

The above discussion on operating costs ignores the costs for those involved in 

allocation process, such as the humanitarian country team, the cluster leads, the cluster 

members, and even the donors, all of whom participate in the CHF process. 
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Sudan 

Recovery Fund 

Darfur 

Community 

Peace and 

Stability Fund 

Basic Services 

Humanitarian Transition 

funding for 

recovery in 

South Sudan 

Peace-building 

in Darfur 

Basic services in 

South Sudan

$140 million $30 million $10 million $13 million

UNDP UNDP UNDP Mott McDonald

 1% 1% inc. in total
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UNDP has strongly pressed for the minimum grant size to be applied. Previously the 

vision of North Sudan into six regions meant that some sectors might have had only $0.5 

million for a given regional allocation, making smaller grants likely. At present the 

permitted where: 

(of less than $200,000 in total) or 

will complete the funding gap. (Most of the projects in this category are held by 

The CHF amount will fund vital lifesaving activities that will cease in less than 30 

filler for three months of activities until another donor is identified. 

The above discussion on operating costs ignores the costs for those involved in the whole 

allocation process, such as the humanitarian country team, the cluster leads, the cluster 

Basic Services 
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Mott McDonald 
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Name CHF 

Sudan 

Recovery Fund 

Darfur 

Community 

Peace and 

Stability Fund 

Basic Services 

Fund 

Management Agent 

(for NGO funding) 

UNDP UNDP UNDP Mott McDonald 

for all 

recipients 

% NGO funding 27% 49% 86% 100% 

MA fee 7% 7% 7% inc. in total 

Technical Secretariat Partially: 

OCHA / FSU / 

RCO / RCSO / 

Cluster leads 

RCSO UNDP Mott McDonald 

TS Fee 3.5% 7.9% 7.7% inc. in total 

Monitoring Very limited Unknown Good Very good 

Total Fee for NGO 

funding 

11.5% 15.9% 15.7% 9-10% 

Sources: (Downs, 2010; Morton et al., 2010; Morton et al., 2009) and UNDP MDTF Gateway and 

analysis of CHF figures. The assumption made here is that two thirds of the OCHA and RC costs 

charged to the CHF were for CHF related activities, but this may be an overstatement. UNDP 

confirm that they are withdrawing from the Darfur Community Peace and Stability Fund and they 

expect their role to be taken over by a commercial contractor. 

 

The most cost-efficient, in terms of operating costs, of the four funds listed in Table 4 

appears to be the Basic Services Fund (BSF) in South Sudan. This is also the fund which was 

most often cited by NGO interviewees as the best pooled fund in Sudan.  

The fund manager for the BSF is BMB Mott MacDonald. They provide Administrative 

Agent, Management Agent, and Technical Secretariat (including project monitoring 

services) for a fee of 10% of the budget. Part of the reason for this lies in the way in which 

the BSF works. Budgets are typically for two years for a programme of priority activities. 

The reason why commercial contractors like Mott MacDonald are cheaper is simple. For 

them, the whole fee, apart from a proportion for profit, is devoted to the service that they 

provide. This contrasts with the practice in the UN, where a large proportion of the fee goes 

for general overhead. Although the UNDP country office retains 71% of the fee for the 

management agent services for the CHF24 (Figure 16), only part of this is used to fund the 

costs of the FMU with its three international and five national staff. 

The use of a significant proportion of pooled funding management fees to meet unspecified 

overhead costs is a general pattern with pooled funds managed by the United Nations. For 

example the UN Secretariat in New York only passes 40% of the management fees for the 

                                                      
24 The FMU retains the same proportion of the DCPSF management agent fee (Morton et al., 2010, footnote 13). 
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CERF and the Peace-Building Fund (PBF) to the CERF Secretariat and to the PBF Support 

Office25. Essentially, this is a question for the donors, and UNDP make the point that the 

policies on cost recovery are established by the Executive Board where the donors are 

represented.  

Transaction costs 

Transaction costs arise because of the costs of applying for funding and the subsequent costs 

of meeting any reporting requirements. The transaction costs study defined transaction costs 

as: “the cumulative costs of adapting to, and integrating, the specific characteristics of the 

humanitarian pooled funds, both in terms of time, energy and money spent, and in terms of 

opportunities missed.” (Salomons et al., 2009). 

Donor interviewees acknowledged that one of the most attractive aspects of pooled funding 

was that it significantly reduced the donor’s transaction costs. On average, there were 32 

CHF grants per donor contribution to the CHF from 2006 to 2010. 

UNICEF has argued that shutting down the CHF would save 15 to 20% of its staff time and 

provided a detailed assessment of the costs for the Transaction Costs study. However, many 

of these costs stem from the agency’s responsibilities as Sector Lead. The sector leads 

interviewed by the evaluation team all felt that the CHF contributed to their authority as 

sector leads, and that the CHF was positive in spite of the increased work-load for them. 

All of this is reminiscent of the discussion between donors and UN agencies about the costs 

of the cluster coordination approach. UN Agencies argue that the cluster approach has 

brought additional costs, and donors argue that the cluster approach is merely a way of 

doing what agencies were already meant to be doing, coordinating sectors, and that the 

costs of this key role should be factored into the core budget of agencies. 

Again the issue is not simply one of cost. NGOs said that grants from bilateral donors have 

higher transaction costs, but that the end result of such costs was larger amounts of funding, 

sometimes on a multi-year basis. NGOs have much higher transaction costs for accessing the 

CHF funds as they have to develop a project proposal for UNDP, and then have stricter 

reporting requirements. Transaction cost efficiency is also related to the grant size as there is 

little difference in processing an application for $300,000 or for $1 million (Figure 19).  

                                                      
25 This is said by the Controller to be an “unwritten rule” for fund management fees. Thus while donors pay a fee 

of 3% of the contributions for fund management, only 1.2% is passed to the CERF or the PBFSO. 
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Figure 19: Average grant size by year from the Sudan CHF

Figure 19 shows that INGOs and NNGOs face higher tr

due to the smaller grant size. For all actors the grant size has increased significantly in 2010. 

This is probably due both to the larger CHF pot leading to larger grants and to the treating 

of all North Sudan as one. This 

impact on the size of UN grants as many of these cover multiple regions.

Figure 20: Distribution of disbursement by grant size and year

Grant-making in 2006 was significantly different from other years, with nearly 80% of the 

total value of allocations being through grants of $5 million or more (

matured, grant sizes were better distributed.

For some UN agencies the problem with the CHF is that it provides project rather than 

programme funding. This issue was extensively discussed in the transaction cost study 
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shows that INGOs and NNGOs face higher transaction costs than UN agencies 

due to the smaller grant size. For all actors the grant size has increased significantly in 2010. 

This is probably due both to the larger CHF pot leading to larger grants and to the treating 

of all North Sudan as one. This agglomeration of the North Sudan regions has had a major 

impact on the size of UN grants as many of these cover multiple regions. 

: Distribution of disbursement by grant size and year 

making in 2006 was significantly different from other years, with nearly 80% of the 

allocations being through grants of $5 million or more (Table 11). 

grant sizes were better distributed. 

For some UN agencies the problem with the CHF is that it provides project rather than 

programme funding. This issue was extensively discussed in the transaction cost study 
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This is probably due both to the larger CHF pot leading to larger grants and to the treating 

agglomeration of the North Sudan regions has had a major 
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(Salomonss et al., 2009), but even the Work Plan in Sudan is organised on a project rather 

than a programme basis. Moving to a programme funding basis would raise questions about 

whether the HC/RC is setting the funding priorities or the individual agencies are.  

Policy restrictions 

Policy restrictions on funding, including the funding period and other restrictions.26 Some 

policy restrictions (such as the prioritisation of particular sectors or geographic areas) can 

lead to greater efficiency when such policies are dictated by the desire to fill gaps or avoid 

overlap. 

Other policy restrictions are more questionable. The restriction on NGO access to the CHF 

other than through UNDP as management agent leads to a number of inefficiencies such as 

the need for a duplicated project proposal for NGO projects. 

The calendar year funding basis leads to a number of inefficiencies in the fund, especially as 

funds are not released at the beginning of the year. The effective release of funds to NGO 

partners in April or May (as in 2010) almost inevitably leads to projects overrunning the 

December deadline, and this can lead to additional costs.  

The root of the timeliness issue lies in the date at which donors make their contributions to 

the fund. One characteristic of pooled funds is that they add another layer between the 

donor and the grant recipient. This layer establishes priorities and then allocates the funds. 

The CHF does this in a collaborative way, which takes longer than a top-down process 

would. All of this means that donors need to make contributions well in advance of the end 

of the year (e.g. by October) if the CHF is to be able to make allocations in January. 

Practices 

As noted earlier, allocations are not timely and this creates additional costs. The late 

allocations are a major problem for agencies which cannot pre-finance their work and for 

time-sensitive projects (such as agricultural projects or construction projects). Late 

allocations lead to inefficiencies as recipients try to work around the constraints of the late 

allocation. As noted earlier, late allocations also lead to no-cost extensions. 

In contrast to field work for another review conducted by one of the team in 2008, most 

partners are now very happy with UNDP. Interviewees characterised the FMU as very 

helpful and said that the actual transfers are speedy once paperwork is sorted. Partners were 

also very positive about the support that they get from the OCHA HFS.  

NNGOs were particularly appreciative of the support that they had received from both the 

FMU and the HFS. This is encouraging, not only because NNGOs are cost effective 

implementer, but also because they may have greater geographical access than INGOs or 

UN agencies. 

                                                      
26 Conditional aid always brings some costs as the need to meet specific targets or do things in a particular way 

brings additional costs. For example (Jepma, 1991) estimated that tying aid reduced its value by 15 to 30% 

(p15).  
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7. CONCLUSIONS 

The highest level objective in the results hierarchy for the CHF is operational impact, that 

critical humanitarian needs are addressed in a timely and effective manner. The results 

hierarchy shows this as being dependent on the subsidiary results. The conclusions for the 

operational impact will be presented after the conclusions for the other elements of the 

results hierarchy are presented. 

The CHF Processes have improved over time. The reduction in the number of the regions in 

North Sudan has led to a reduction in the transaction costs of the CHF and improved the 

allocation process. 

The CHF process is complex, with the need for agencies to participate in the WP so that their 

projects can be eligible for CHF allocations. Management of the CHF is split between UNDP 

and OCHA, and there is significant duplication for NGO grants, with two different budgets 

in different formats, two different databases and so on. The need to prepare a new proposal 

in UNDP format once an NGO has received a grant adds to the transaction costs for NGOs. 

There is inadequate information sharing between OCHA and UNDP with UNDP not 

officially getting copies of the original budgets, and OCHA not getting copies of the project 

reports or the final UNDP budgets. The two offices are located several kilometres from each 

other. 

Funding support for the CHF is on a declining trend. Part of this is driven by unfavourable 

exchange rates against the largest donor to the CHF (the UK, which has provided 47% of the 

funding). However, the CHF has fared worse than either funding for the CERF or funding 

for the WP overall. The apparent fall in donor support is the biggest threat to the CHF as a 

smaller CHF increases the relative transaction costs for participation in the process.  

The fall in the total value of the CHF in 2009 reduced the likelihood that agencies 

participating in the process would get funding, and this reduced the number of NGOs 

participating in the WP process in 2010. This is a critical point; if donor support drops 

further the CHF may drop below the critical level needed to attract NGOs into the 

coordination system as they weigh the likely benefits against the costs of participation. 

The nature of the CHF, where potential recipients of the funding are themselves making the 

allocation decisions has sometimes led to the cake-sharing phenomena, where the available 

pot is simply shared by all those at the table (with a larger slice for the sector lead or co-

leads). This was a problem especially when sectors had only a few members in one of the 

smaller regions and a small allocation. The reduction in the number of regions in the North 

has led to a more rational allocation process.  

Sectors providing common services receive the largest amount of CHF funding in 

proportion to their WP budget. This reflects the broader system-wide problem of mobilising 

resources for common services, such as UNHAS air operations, OCHA coordination, and 

the common NFI pipeline. The poorest support sectors were those closest to the 

development end of the spectrum, such as governance and basic infrastructure. The 

Evaluation Team concluded that the CHF appropriately concentrated on the hard-to-fund 

common services and the key humanitarian sectors. 
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The CHF has made a number of improvements to the process, including using transparent 

sector criteria, and the publication of project scores etc. This shows that the CHF is 

responsive to the concerns raised by the humanitarian community in Sudan.  

Although agencies in the South complain that the North takes the bulk of CHF funding, the 

balance swings the other way when funding for the three areas disputed between the North 

and South are included with the funding for the South. However, as there is no independent 

and objective means of assessing needs, it is not possible to say whether this allocation 

pattern reflects the relative level of needs. 

The potential effectiveness of the CHF could be improved by increased monitoring. At the 

moment there is virtually no centralised monitoring of CHF projects. Monitoring is 

particularly difficult in the security conditions in Sudan. The lack of monitoring has real 

costs, in that the poor performance of particular agencies cannot be addressed as there is no 

formal record of such poor performance.  

Gender has received little attention in the CHF in the past. However, agencies are now using 

the Gender Marker to analyse all WP projects, so CHF projects can be expected to pay 

greater attention to the differing needs of women, men, girls, and boys. 

Projects are monitored by a range of actors including the grant or sub-grant holder’s own 

staff, OCHA staff, sector leads, and the staff of other donors. What is needed is a system that 

collates this data and focuses on gaps rather than trying to duplicate it. 

The lack of monitoring makes it difficult to make any objective statement about the quality 

of CHF projects. However, standard allocation projects are reviewed at the sector level by 

staff who are far better placed to assess them (because of their detailed knowledge of both 

the context, the technical issues, and the previous performance of the agencies) than donor 

staff can possibly be. This level of review suggests that CHF projects are likely to be of equal 

or better quality than average. 

The same does not apply to those projects (special allocations, and emergency reserve 

allocations) that are not subject to such review. CERF projects from Sudan, which are 

essentially subject to the same level of review as special CHF allocations, or CHF allocations 

from the emergency reserve, are far more likely to need revision than CERF projects from 

other countries. This suggests that the special allocations and emergency reserve allocations 

need to be reviewed in a more thorough way with the direct involvement of the clusters. 

The CHF has greatly strengthened humanitarian coordination in Sudan through a variety of 

mechanisms including increasing the authority of coordinators, and increasing information 

exchange between different humanitarian actors. The humanitarian community regard CHF 

standard allocation processes as being more inclusive and transparent now than in the past. 

However, there can be a tension between strategic and consensual decision making where 

the strategy is not developed in a consensual and inclusive manner. The lack of such an 

inclusively developed strategy in North Sudan has led to some allocation decisions which 

have gone against the consensus view and have damaged partnership. 

The extent to which CHF funds are passed-though to implementing partners is not clear. 

NGOs would rather be directly funded as such pass-through funding is often very 

restrictive in terms of what costs they will cover. The current arrangements are not 

transparent and are a source of unhappiness to NGOs. 
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The CHF has significantly increased the funding it provides to national NGOs. This is 

positive because national NGOs can have better humanitarian access in some contexts in 

Sudan.  

Essentially, CHF funding is little different from other funding of humanitarian action, except 

that the allocation of funding is largely done in a collaborative way by the humanitarian 

community. However, given that the same humanitarian community develops the projects 

and proposals that the community then submits to donors, it would be surprising if there 

were very large differences between the projects funded by other donors and by the CHF. 

However, the CHF is perceived as being best for projects with a large procurement element, 

low staff costs, and which have other funding, as well as for those which are continuing 

rather than once-off projects. 

THE CHF process is rife for conflicts of interest with those involved in the process 

simultaneously acting as players and referees. These conflicts are inherent in any 

collaborative funding mechanism where the decisions on funding (at the sector level) are 

taken by the agencies which are themselves bidding for funding. Greater transparency is the 

best way to address such inherent conflicts of interest. 

The CHF is closely integrated with the work plan process and has promoted far broader 

participation in the work plan, especially from NGOs. The emergency allocation 

mechanisms of the CHF provide predictable funding for new crises. However, the CHF is 

not a predictable source of funding for the chronic context in Sudan as there are big changes 

in the total funding available from year to year (due in large part to exchange rate 

variations). 

The fees levied by UNDP, although in line with the general policy established at UNDP’s 

executive board, are much in excess of the cost of the excellent though limited service the 

UNDP provides. 

The smaller size of grants for NGOs mean that they face higher transaction costs in using the 

CHF than do UN agencies. The additional requirements for NGOs, in terms of completing a 

new proposal, and of more detailed reporting also increase their transaction costs relative to 

UN agencies. 

In terms of operational impact, this evaluation suffers from the problem common in 

humanitarian evaluations that attribution is almost impossible to ascertain. Certainly the 

CHF has contributed to effective humanitarian action and has significantly strengthened 

coordination. Stronger coordination and a more cohesive humanitarian effort is probably the 

main impact of the CHF. This should, in principle, reduce gaps in humanitarian assistance.  

Another key aspect of the CHF, at least for the standard allocations, has been the inclusive 

and increasingly transparent process that has allocated funding within the sectors. This 

again should, in principle, lead to more effective humanitarian action.  

Overall, the CHF has been concentrated on supporting common services, and the key 

humanitarian sectors. While it is not possible to establish what the scale of this impact has 

been, it can be said that the contribution of the CHF has been positive. 
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8. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Despite some flaws the CHF is adding value in Sudan and has improved since it was 

founded. 

• Donors should continue to support the CHF and should increase their 

contributions to return the fund to 2006 levels and make contributions early 

enough for sensible allocation. 

There is a significant disconnect between UNDP and OCHA systems for the management of 

the CHF. 

• OCHA and UNDP should immediately form a joint unit for CHF management 

• UNDP and OCHA databases should be linked so that they can access each other’s 

information 

Many of the practical problems of the CHF stem from the way in which UNDP rules require 

that CHF grants to NGO be treated as UNDP sub-grants. This creates a range of problems. 

• UNDP should formulate new rules for this type of managed fund or OCHA 

should seek another management agent. 

Special allocations and emergency reserve allocations are not always allocated in a collective 

manner, as the HC has on occasion chosen to ignore the advice of the CHF review working 

group. 

• No allocations should be made other than through a collaborative process 

The CHF exposes some of the conflicts of interest which are inherent in the current 

humanitarian system. This is very clear in the case of allocations where agencies are 

sometimes “judges in their own case”. 

• Agency staff should absent themselves from allocation discussions of their 

agency’s own projects 

UNDP is charging 7% for project management services, but is not providing a full service. 

Only part of the fee is used for the actual management costs, a good portion is used to meet 

costs at the Country Office, the Regional Office, and the Headquarters that are unrelated to 

the CHF. 

• UNDP should immediately reduce the Management Agent fee to a level which 

approximates its real costs 

OCHA’s Humanitarian Financing Section is funded in an ad-hoc manner. 

• OCHA’s fund management costs should be covered by a percentage levy on the 

fund 

The calendar-year funding basis is a source of inflexibility in the fund, and requires frequent 

no-cost extensions. 

• CHF allocations for 12 months should date from the earlier of: the month 

following the payment of the first instalment; or the month in which the first 

expenditure is charged to the grant. 
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Pass-through funding for sub-grants is far from transparent and is a significant source of 

unhappiness about CHF allocations. This is an issue both for UN agencies and INGOs which 

pass through funding for others. 

• Normally CHF funds should  be allocated directly to implementers and not 

passed-through unless there is a major advantage in passing the funding through 

another agency 

• Where CHF funds are to be used for sub-grants the project application clearly 

states what proportion of the funding is to be passed through and what proportion 

is retained for coordination, technical support, and sub-grant management 

Funding for core pipelines is contentious, especially where the pipeline management agency 

is seen as performing poorly. 

• Core pipelines should only be funded where the pipeline management agency can 

demonstrate fast and efficient performance 

Some core pipelines have excessive procurement costs. 

• Core pipeline agencies should put procurement services out to tender 

The lack of monitoring is the Achilles heel of the CHF. 

• OCHA should establish an adequately-staffed monitoring unit to coordinate self-

monitoring and reporting by grantees, and external monitoring by the sector leads. 

Monitoring is a responsibility of the sector leads, but they argue that they don’t have the 

capacity to do so. 

• The CHF review board should consider allocating a percentage of funding to 

support monitoring by the sectors  

Agencies in the South are unhappy with a Khartoum-based process.  

• OCHA should examine how a pool funding arrangement for the South might 

operate in the event of secession 

The eventual consequences of the referendum vote in favour of secession remain uncertain 

and there is a risk of violence and displacement. 

• The CHF should maintain a significant ERF (at least 25% of the total allocations) 

for the first six months of 2011  
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ANNEX I – TOR  

The 25 page Terms of Reference has been circulated as a separate document. 
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ANNEX II – FUNDING FLOWS ANALYS

Notes on funding flows analysis for 2010

The CHF grant data is based on the October update of the CHF data held by the OCHA 

Humanitarian Funding Section, revised as at October 10, 2010. The donor contributions are 

based on OCHA FTS Data as of December 05, 2010. This was used rather than the UNDP 

MDTF gateway and the FTS this records contributions by CHF year, rather than by the data 

of contribution (i.e. a contribution for 2011 made in December is shown as a 2010 

Contribution by the UNDP database and as a contribution made in 2010 but for the 2011

appeal by the OCHA FTS). 

The UNDP management fee for projects in any one year is usually levied in the following 

year when project accounts are finalised (due to the administrative difficulty UNDP would 

have in repaying the management fee on any monies re
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The estimate of interest is conservative given that interest earned by Fund monies are about 

1.1% of contributions. This is slightly more than UNDPs management fee (Table 5). Note 

that this table does not include the 7% Management Agent fee (as it not levied in New York 

but locally). The Administrative Agent fee is not exactly 1% as the Deposits column appears 

to include a Norwegian pledge that has not yet been deposited. 

Table 5: UNDP accounts for the Sudan CHF 

Item (source UNDP MDTF gateway 28 December 2010) Receipts '000 US$ As % of deposits 

Deposits 734,448.9 100.0% 

Interest (from Fund) 6,427.1 0.9% 

Interest (from Participating Organizations) 1,130.6 0.2% 

Total source of funds 742,006.6 101.0% 

Transferred to Participating Organizations 735,463.3 100.1% 

Less returns from participating organisations 4,270.8 0.6% 

Net transferred to Participating Organizations 731,192.5 99.6% 

Administrative Agent Fee 7,295.9 1.0% 

Bank Charges 0.3 0.0% 

Total fees and charges for administration 7,296.2 1.0% 

Total use of funds 738,488.7 100.6% 

Balance with Administrative Agent 3,517.9 0.5% 

 

The figures for NGOs do not include their overhead costs. The Basic Services Fund in South 

Sudan allows NGOs to charge 7% for their overhead, but a recent review report (Morton et 

al., 2009) notes that other NGO overhead costs such as the country office support staff costs 

can be 10% of the budget with 55% for administrative and advisory staff overall. 

The figures for the UN do not show that part of this funding is eventually passed-through to 

NGOs. 
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Notes on funding flows analysis for 2009

The same notes as for 2010 apply. There is a dispa

adjusted during the year to allow for returned funds etc. There was a significant amount of 

funding for OCHA and the Resident Coordinator Support Office in 2009 with over $4 

million for OCHA alone. This was not r

Another feature in 2009 was the allocation of grants for sector coordination costs form the 

second round allocation. These grants totalled over $2.4 million to cover coordination costs 

in the Food Security and Livelihoods, Education, Water

and Nutrition sectors. 

Overall funding for 2009 was low because of unfavourable exchange rates, and slightly 

smaller contributions from some donors.

 SUDAN COUNTRY 

flows analysis for 2009 

The same notes as for 2010 apply. There is a disparity in the carry-forward amount as this is 

adjusted during the year to allow for returned funds etc. There was a significant amount of 

funding for OCHA and the Resident Coordinator Support Office in 2009 with over $4 

million for OCHA alone. This was not repeated in 2010. 

Another feature in 2009 was the allocation of grants for sector coordination costs form the 

second round allocation. These grants totalled over $2.4 million to cover coordination costs 

in the Food Security and Livelihoods, Education, Water and Sanitation, Health, Protection, 

Overall funding for 2009 was low because of unfavourable exchange rates, and slightly 

smaller contributions from some donors. 

OUNTRY REPORT 

55 

forward amount as this is 

adjusted during the year to allow for returned funds etc. There was a significant amount of 

funding for OCHA and the Resident Coordinator Support Office in 2009 with over $4 

Another feature in 2009 was the allocation of grants for sector coordination costs form the 

second round allocation. These grants totalled over $2.4 million to cover coordination costs 

and Sanitation, Health, Protection, 

Overall funding for 2009 was low because of unfavourable exchange rates, and slightly 



COMMON HUMANITARIAN FUND  

Notes on funding flows analysis for 2008

Support for OCHA, the RCSO and the Office of the RC/HC were far higher in 2008 (at $8.2 

million) in 2008 than in 2009. 
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ANNEX III – LIST OF PEOPLE MET 

In addition to the person listed below, there was a follow-up telephone interview with the 

UNDP office in Khartoum. 

Surname, Surname, Surname, Surname, ForenamesForenamesForenamesForenames    Org. and functionOrg. and functionOrg. and functionOrg. and function    ♂♀♂♀♂♀♂♀    M.M.M.M.    CatCatCatCat    PlacePlacePlacePlace    DateDateDateDate    TeamTeamTeamTeam    

Aarons, Nicholas UN Sudan, special assistant to the DSRSG, 
RC/HC 

♂ ssg U Khartoum Fri 25 
Nov 

jc 

Abd El Hai Mohammed, 

Murtada 

Rufaida Health Foundation, Executive 
Director 

♂ ssg N Khartoum Sat 13 
Nov 

hg jc 

Abdala, Marc FAO Emergency and Rehabilitation 
Coordination Unit, North Sudan, Senior 
Emergency and Rehabilitation Coordinator 

♂ ssi U Khartoum Fri 25 
Nov 

jc 

Abdirhuon, Ammin Afag, Nyala ♂ ssg N Nyala Mon 22 
Nov 

jc 

Abdullah, Ibrahim Rural Development Network, Chairman ♂ ssg N Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

Adam, Mohamed World Vision International, Nyala ♂ ssg N Nyala Mon 22 
Nov 

jc 

Adin, Sheik Rural Development Network, Logistics 
Officer 

♂ ssg N Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

Ahmed Alrhman, Adam ZOA, Nyala ♂ ssg N Nyala Mon 22 
Nov 

jc 

Ahmed Dede, 

Mohammed 

Rufaida Health Foundation, Nyala, Head of 
Office 

♂ ssg N Nyala Mon 22 
Nov 

jc 

Akelo, Jacatone World Vision International, Nyala, 
Operations Manager 

♂ ssg N Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

Aken, Vicki Goal Sudan, Head of Programmes ♀ ssi N Khartoum Tue 09 
Nov 

hg jc 

Ali Ahmed, Osman World Vision International, Nyala, North 
Area, Acting Coordinator 

♂ ssg N Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

Amara, Malan OCHA Sudan, Deputy Head of Office, South 
Darfur 

♂ dd O Nyala Sat 20 
Nov 

jc 

Amara, Malan OCHA Sudan, Deputy Head of Office, South 
Darfur 

♂ gm O Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

Atijani, Doctor Muslim Aid, Nyala, Reproductive Health 
Coordinator 

♂ ssg N Nyala Mon 22 
Nov 

jc 

Azim Ali, Abdul Muslim Aid, Nyala, Programme Manager ♂ ssg N Nyala Mon 22 
Nov 

jc 

Bagnasco, Sebastiano UNOPS, Senior Programme Officer ♂ gm U Khartoum Tue 09 
Nov 

hg jc 

Bagnasco, Sebastiano  UNOPS, Basic Infrastructure and 
Settlement Development Sector 
Coordinator 

♂ ssi U Khartoum Thu 11 
Nov 

hg jc 

Berema, Abdulrheem 

Ahmed 

World Vision International, Nyala, Water 
Sanitation and Hygiene, CHF acting project 
contact person 

♂ ssg N Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

Berhane, Meron OCHA Sudan, Humanitarian Financina 
Officer 

♀ ssi O Khartoum Sun 07 
Nov 

hg jc 

Birchenough, John NCA, Counry Funding Manage ♂ ssi N Khartoum Thu 11 
Nov 

hg jc 

Bosco, Giovanni OCHA, Head of Office ♂ dd O Juba Mon 15 
Nov 

hg 

Caredda, Angelita Terres des Hommes ♀ gm N Khartoum Tue 09 
Nov 

hg jc 

Charpentier, Gorg UN Sudan, Deputy Special Representative 
of the United Nations Secretary-General to 
Sudan, Resident Coordinator/Humanitarian 
Coordinator 

♂ ssg U Khartoum Fri 25 
Nov 

jc 

Cleve, Sophie Royal Norwegian Embassy Sudan, Second ♀ ssg D Khartoum Mon 08 hg jc 
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Secretary Nov 

Cutts, Mark OCHA Sudan, Head of Office ♂ dd O Khartoum Wed 10 
Nov 

hg jc 

Dawelbiet, Haroun 

Hamid 

World Vision International, Nyala ♂ ssg N Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

Dinca, Adina UNMAS, Mine Action Deputy Sector Lead ♀ ssi U Khartoum Fri 12 
Nov 

hg jc 

Egejuru, Ebun Health and Nutrition Advisor ♀ ssg N Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

El Hahr Asil, 

Mohammed 

Greater Family Organisation, Nyala, 
Director 

♂ ssi N Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

Eldin, Mohammed 

Salah 

FAO, FSL Sector ♂ ssg U Nyala Mon 22 
Nov 

jc 

Fernandez Admetila, 

Javier 

Spanish Development Agency (AECID), 
Humanitarian Assistance 

♂ ssg D Khartoum Wed 10 
Nov 

hg jc 

Fideil, Mohamed 

Majzoub 

Practical Action, Sudan Country 
Programme, Country Director 

♂ ssg N Khartoum Thu 24 
Nov 

jc 

Finley, Topher IMC Sudan, Sudan Operations Officer ♂ ssg N Khartoum Wed 10 
Nov 

hg jc 

Foo, Sean OCHA Sudan, Database Developer ♂ ssg O Khartoum Mon 08 
Nov 

hg jc 

Foster, Kate Director, Prog. Dev. & Advocacy ♀ dd N Juba Wed 
17Nov 

hg 

Fostvedt, Audud Skei Royal Norwegian Embassy Sudan, Political 
Officer 

♂ ssg D Khartoum Mon 08 
Nov 

hg jc 

Githiri, David Norwegian Church Aid, Watsan Sector 
Advisor 

♂ ssg N Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

Grande, Lise DHC ♀ dd O Juba Mon 15 
Nov 

hg 

Haggarty, Alta OCHA Sudan, Head of Humanitarian 
Financing Unit 

♀ dd O Khartoum Mon 08 
Nov 

hg jc 

Hummeida, Aisha OCHA Sudan, Humanitarian Financina 
Officer 

♀ ssi O Khartoum Sun 07 
Nov 

hg jc 

Hunter, Julie DFID, Sudan Deputy Programme Manager ♀ ssg D Khartoum Thu 11 
Nov 

hg jc 

Hyana, Dereje WHO, Health care coordinator ♂ gm U Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

Ibrahim, Bakiker UNFPA, Officer in Charge, Team Leader ♂ ssg U Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

Ibrahim, Ismaiel Rufaida Health Foundation, Nyala, Medical 
Doctor 

♂ ssg N Nyala Mon 22 
Nov 

jc 

Ibrahim, Suleiman Peoples' Organisatin for Development and 
Relief 

♂ ssg N Nyala Mon 22 
Nov 

jc 

Jabu, Sayda UNFPS, Subsector Lead, Gender Based 
Violence sub-sector 

♀ gm U Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

Jackson, Bertha Cluster Lead, Nutrition, UNICEF ♀ dd U Juba Thurs 18 
Nov 

hg 

Jaher Adm, Mohmod Peace and Development Organisation ♂ ssg N Nyala Mon 22 
Nov 

jc 

Jha, Ashutosh UNDP Fund Management Unit, NGO 
Coordinator 

♂ ssi U Khartoum Mon 08 
Nov 

hg jc 

Kamal, Doctor Muslim Aid, Nyala, Medical Coordinator ♂ ssg N Nyala Mon 22 
Nov 

jc 

Kebede, Solomon IMC Sudan, Country Director ♂ ssg N Khartoum Wed 10 
Nov 

hg jc 

Keegan, Michael Desk Officer, OFDA ♂ ssg D Juba Thurs 18 
Nov 

hg 

Kenm, Salahedin Noon Charity Organisation ♂ ssg N Nyala Mon 22 
Nov 

jc 

Khalid Mohammed, 

Muthal 

Rufaida Health Foundation, Nyala, Health 
Coordinator 

♂ ssg N Nyala Mon 22 
Nov 

jc 
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Khalid, Rajaa Rufaida Health Foundation, Deputy 
Executive Director 

♀ ssg N Khartoum Sat 13 
Nov 

hg jc 

Kifle, Helena World Vision International, Nyala, Child 
Care and Gender Development (Protection 
of Women and Children 

♀ ssg N Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

Kihara, martha Catholic Relief Service Sudan, Emergency 
and Health Projects Coordinator 

♀ ssi N Khartoum Tue 09 
Nov 

hg jc 

Kumar, Sampath UNICEF, WASH Manager ♂ ssg U Khartoum Thu 11 
Nov 

hg jc 

Leconte, Olivier Triangle, Head of Mission ♂ ssi N Khartoum Wed 17 
Nov 

jc 

Lemma, Mesfin Unicef Nyala, Head of Office ♂ gm U Nyala Mon 22 
Nov 

jc 

Lillicrap, Susan UNICEF, Head of Nutrution Unit, former 
sector lead for Nutrition 

♀ ssi U Khartoum Wed 10 
Nov 

hg jc 

Mahmoud, Samir OCHA Sudan, Humanitarian Financina 
Officer (Monitorina and Reporting) 

♂ dd O Khartoum Sun 07 
Nov 

hg jc 

Maskall, Ken WASH Cluster Lead, UNICEF ♂ dd U Juba Thurs 18 
Nov 

hg 

McPhee, Don Plan International, Country Director ♂ ssi N Khartoum Mon 15 
Nov 

jc 

Merghani, Randa WHO, Health Sector Support Officer ♀ ssg U Khartoum Thu 11 
Nov 

hg jc 

Morgan, Ivor Policy Focal Point, NGO Secretariat ♂ dd N Juba Mon 15 
Nov 

hg 

Muchina, Rose UNHCR Nyala, Sector Lead, Protection ♂ gm U Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

Ndebele, Nhamo World Vision International, Nyala ♂ ssg N Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

Njunji Wamwere, Peter Programme Manager, CRADA ♂ dd N Juba Mon 15 
Nov 

hg 

Nyamandi, Christopher Norwegian Church Aid, Head of 
Programmes 

♂ ssg N Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

Nyambane, Thomas Programme Officer, OCHA,FD ♂ dd O Juba Mon 15 
Nov 

hg 

Odong P'Duny, Robert Unicef Nyala, WASH Sector Coordinator ♂ gm U Nyala Mon 22 
Nov 

jc 

Otoakelt, Paul Biele Ex. Director, Nile Hope Development ♂ dd N Juba Thurs 18 
Nov 

hg 

Oyat, Michael Dep Em. & Rehab. Co-ordinator, FAO ♂ dd U Juba Mon 15 
Nov 

hg 

Pacios, Emma Spanish Development Agency (AECID), 
Development Cooperation, formerly 
responsible for Humanitarian Assistance 

♀ ssg D Khartoum Wed 10 
Nov 

hg jc 

Pendleton, Andy OCHA Sudan, Senior Humanitarin Affairs 
Officer, Area Coordinator North Darfur, 
Head of Office El Fasher 

♂ ssi N Khartoum Fri 19 
Nov 

jc 

Petersen Morten R Technical Asst. ECHO ♂ ssi D Juba Fri 19 
Nov 

HG 

Petersson, Elvind Vad Consul, Norway ♂ ssi D Juba Fri 19 
Nov 

hg 

Petty, Jane Programme Director, Tearfund ♀ dd N Juba Mon 15 
Nov 

hg 

Pleger, Jesse WASH Cluster co-lead ♂ dd N Juba Tues 16 
Nov 

hg 

Prodhan, Juliette DFID Sudan, Humanitarian Advisor ♀ ssg D Khartoum Thu 11 
Nov 

hg jc 

Ramsden, Nic Asst Project Monitor, BMB Mott Macdonald ♂ dd T Juba Tues 16 
Nov 

hg 

Rhodes, Jonathan World Food Programme, Donor Relations 
Officer 

♂ gm U Khartoum Tue 09 
Nov 

hg jc 
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Richer, Michaleen Head of Office, OFDA ♀ ssg D Juba Thurs 18 
Nov 

hg 

Russell, Simon Senior Protection Co-ordinator, UNHCR ♂ ssi U Juba Fri 19 
Nov 

hg 

Saad, Adil Eisa OCHA Sudan, Humantarian Financing 
Officer, M&E 

♂ ssg O Khartoum Mon 08 
Nov 

hg jc 

Salah, Mahai Practical Action, Sudan Country 
Programme, CHF Focal Point 

♀ ssg N Khartoum Thu 24 
Nov 

jc 

Sara Rufaida Health Foundation, Social Worker ♀ ssg N Khartoum Sat 13 
Nov 

hg jc 

Siddiqi Omer, Essam World Vision International, Nyala, 
Agriculture and Natural Resource Manager 
CHF coordinator 

♂ ssg N Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

Siddiqi Omer, Essam World Vision International, Nyala, 
Agriculture and Natural Resource Manager 
CHF coordinator 

♂ ssg N Nyala Sun 21 
Nov 

jc 

Siddiqi, Shah Waliullah WHO, Health Sector Coordinator ♂ ssg U Khartoum Thu 11 
Nov 

hg jc 

Sirelkhatim, Enas 

Gaafar  

Rufaida Health Foundation, Programme 
Officer 

♀ ssg N Khartoum Sat 13 
Nov 

hg jc 

Stranberg, Bjorn UNHLC, Sector Lead for NFI and 

Emergency Sanitation 
♂ ssi U Khartoum Mon 08 

Nov 
hg jc 

Suaka, Beda Director, Crop Production, Min. of Ag ♂ gm G Juba Wed 
17Nov 

hg 

Tipo, Nyabenyi FSL Cluster, co-lead, VSF-B ♀ dd N Juba Thurs 18 
Nov 

hg 

Tukum, Bereke FAO, FSL Sector Lead ♂ ssg U Nyala Mon 22 
Nov 

jc 

Vaddiparthi, 

Haraprasad 

UNICEF, WASH Sector Coordinator ♂ ssg U Khartoum Thu 11 
Nov 

hg jc 

van Asch van Wijck, 

Henrick 

Embassy of the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands to Sudan, Second Secretary, 
Darfur Cluster and Humanitarian Aid 

♂ ssi D Khartoum Tue 09 
Nov 

hg jc 

Van Manen, Otto Country Director, AICF ♂ dd N Juba Tues 16 
Nov 

hg 

Wekesa, Julius Emergency Co-ordinator, WHO ♂ ssi U Juba Fri 19 
Nov 

hg 

Yusuf, Havil Muslim Aid, Nyala, Lab Technician ♂ ssg N Nyala Mon 22 
Nov 

jc 

Zetterlund, Daniel International Aid Service and INGO Steering 
Committee 

♂ gm N Khartoum Tue 09 
Nov 

hg jc 
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ANNEX IV - DETAILED METHODOLOGY 

This annex is supported by the annexes presenting the evaluation tools used, the detailed list 

of persons met and the itinerary. 

Document Research 

The team researched relevant documents about the CHFs, humanitarian financing, and the 

humanitarian situation in Sudan. There were 236 documents in the reference set, of which 55 

are included in the annotated bibliography in Annex VIII. 

It was notable that several of the problems around the operation of the CHF had been 

addressed and the situation in the field was different from that described in the documents 

from the earlier phase of the CHF. Some problems persisted however. 

Fieldwork 

The evaluation team of two external consultants visited Sudan in November 2010. The team 

itinerary is presented in Annex VI. The team had originally planned to visit Khartoum in 

October, but delayed the visit at the request of the country team, because a number of key 

interlocutors were on leave. The second week of the field-work coincided with the Muslim 

festival of Eid ul-Adha. This is a major holiday and staff often take leave days to extend the 

holiday and travel to see their families. This meant that the field visits to Darfur had to be 

curtailed and team conducted fewer interviews than planned. 

Key informant interviews 

Key informant interviews, based around the interview guide presented in Annexe VII 

formed the backbone of the research. A total of 103 persons were interviewed, with half 

coming from the NGO and Red Cross/Red Crescent community (Table 6). OCHA and UN 

staff represented less than 40% of the total number of interviewees. The relative balance of 

those interviewed helped to correct any bias that might result from the preponderance of 

UN documents in the document set. 

Table 6: Summary of Interviews by category of person 

Category of person interviewed Cat No as % of which ♀ ♀ as % 

OCHA Staff O 12 12% 4 33% 

Other UN Staff U 27 26% 5 19% 

NGOs and Red Cross N 51 50% 12 24% 

Government Officials G 1 1% 0  

Donors D 11 11% 5 45% 

Other T 1 1% 0  

Total  103 100% 26 25% 

All of the interviews were conducted on a modified version of the Chatham House Rule 

(Chatham House, 2007) and interviewees were assured that nothing they said would be 

directly or indirectly attributed to them. 
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Most of the interviews were semi-structured group or individual interviews (Table 7). These 

interview were based around the interview guide presented in Annex VII. 

Table 7: Summary of Interview Methods 

Type of interview method Type 
 

as % of which ♀ ♀ as % 

General meeting gm 11 11% 2 18% 

Semi-structured Interview (Individual interviewee) ssi 20 19% 6 30% 

Semi-structured Interview (Group -  two or more 

interviewees) 
ssg 53 51% 12 23% 

Detailed discussion (more than ten minutes on one or 

more topics) 
dd 19 18% 6 32% 

Total   103 100% 26 25% 

 

Other methods 

As noted in the methodological summary, observation played a relatively small role in the 

evaluation, although the team did observed on Advisory Group meeting. The team did not 

conduct a survey as there had been two recent surveys which provided good information to 

the team (Downs, 2010, and Berhane, 2010). 

The team used the evidence tool described in Annex VII to organise the analysis of the 

evidence. 
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ANNEX V - DETAILS OF ANY QUANTITATIVE 
ANALYSIS UNDERTAKEN 

The main element of quantitative analysis was the developing of the funding flows model 

presented earlier. A number of different data sets were used for the analysis: 

• The UNDP MDTF Gateway website (http://mdtf.undp.org/factsheet/fund/HSD20) for 

the CHF in Sudan. This was the source of information on interest and charges. 

• Tables generated from the databases on the UN and Partners Work Plan for Sudan 

website: http://www.unsudanig.org/workplan/db/index.php. These were later 

updated by tables provide by the HFS in Khartoum. 

• Custom tables from the OHCA FTS website (http://fts.unocha.org/.  This was the 

main source for donor data as donations here are recorded both by date and by the 

year for which the contribution is intended. 

The data tables for the different years were collated into a large Excel database and this was 

then uses as the basis for analysis using pivot tables and Excel database functions.  

A large number of graphs were prepared, and some of these were used to illustrate this 

report. Others were found to be peripheral and are not presented. 
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ANNEX VI - TEAM ITINERARY 

Date Hugh Goyder John Cosgrave 

Thu 04 Nov 10 Depart UK   

Fri 05 Nov 10 Briefing meeting in Brussels with CAR 

and DRC teams 

Fly Cork-Amsterdam-Brussels. Briefing 

meeting in Brussels with CAR and DRC 

teams. Fly Brussels-London-Cairo 

Sat 06 Nov 10 Arrive Cairo. Fly Cairo-Khartoum. 

Arrive Khartoum. Reading. 

Arrive Cairo. Fly Cairo-Khartoum. 

Arrive Khartoum. Reading. 

Sun 07 Nov 10 Briefing with Samir M, Getting ID cards, 

meeting with humanitarian financing 

team. Individual meetings with HFT 

members. 

Briefing with Samir M, Getting ID cards, 

meeting with humanitarian financing 

team. Individual meetings with HFT 

members. 

Mon 08 Nov 

10 

Meeting with database specialists, and 

NFI/Shelter focal point. Briefing with 

Head of CHF unit. Meeting with UNDP 

FMU 

Meeting with database specialists, and 

NFI/Shelter focal point. Briefing with 

Head of CHF unit. Meeting with UNDP 

FMU 

Tue 09 Nov 10 Meetings with Sudan CHF Advisory 

Board Working Group. Meetings with 

NL Embassy, CRS, Goal 

Meetings with Sudan CHF Advisory 

Board Working Group. Meetings witth 

NL Embassy, CRS, Goal 

Wed 10 Nov 10 Meetings with Spanish Embassy, Unicef 

Nutrition, IMC and OCA HoO 

Meetings with Spanish Embassy, Unicef 

Nutrition, IMC and OCA HoO 

Thu 11 Nov 10 Meetings with NCA, DFID, health sector 

lead, UNOPS, and WASH sector leads 

Meetings with NCA, DFID, health sector 

lead, UNOPS, and WASH sector leads 

Fri 12 Nov 10 Meeting with Mine Action. Writing up Meeting with Mine Action. Data analysis 

Sat 13 Nov 10 Meeting with Rushida. Writing up Meeting with Rushida. Writing up 

Sun 14 Nov 10 Travel Kht-Juba Abortive attempt to fly to El Fasher. 

Flight cancelled after waiting all day. 

Trip cancelled 

Mon 15 Nov 

10 

Meetings with DHC, FAO, Tearfund, 

NGO Forum, CRADA (local NGO) 

Meeting with Plan. Data analysis 

Tue 16 Nov 10 Meetings with Basic Services Fund,  

ACF, Medair  

Eid Holiday: Writing up  

Wed 17 Nov 10 Field visit to Baru & meeting to discuss 

FAO seed distributions in conflict-

affected area 

Eid Holiday: Meeting with Triangle. 

Writing up 

Thu 18 Nov 10 Juba Meetings Writing up. Interview with OCHA Area 

Coordinator N Darfur 

Fri 19 Nov 10 Juba Meetings Writing up. Team discussion on findings 

from South 
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Date Hugh Goyder John Cosgrave 

Sat 20 Nov 10 Travel - Juba-Addis-London Travel to Nyala via Elfasher (7.5 hours 

door-to-door.) Briefing from HoO Nyala. 

Sun 21 Nov 10 Return UK Meetings with Sector leads and CHF 

Focal Points in Nyala. Meetings with 

NGOs 

Mon 22 Nov 

10 

  Visits to IDP camps in Nyala. Meeting 

UN, INGO and NNGO CHF recipients. 

Tue 23 Nov 10   Return to Khartoum, writing up. 

Wed 24 Nov 10   Meeting with Practical Action. Writing 

up. 

Thu 25 Nov 10   Meeting with RC/HC and FAO. 

Debriefing for OCHA. 

Fri 26 Nov 10   Depart Khartoum 
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ANNEX VII - EVALUATION TOOLS EMPLOYED 

The team leader developed an overall interview guide from which questions were selected 

for different types of interviewees 

Table 8: Interview guide 

Stakeholder Key questions 

Local & Provincial  

Authorities 

� How, and to what extent has the CHF contributed to 

improvements in the humanitarian community’s ability to 

address critical humanitarian needs in a timely and effective 

manner? 

� In what way, if at all, are you able to advise on, or participate 

in, the allocation of the CHF? 

National  

Governments 

CHF Recipient  

Agencies* 

(both UN &I/NGOs) 

Management level &  

CHF Board 

Members 

� Is CHF more flexible than other donors, esp. in respect of 

spending periods* 

� Has the CHF increased recipients’ ability to respond to 

unforeseen humanitarian needs during the year? 

� Does the CHF require fewer conditionalities than other donors? 

� Can funding be switched to meet unforeseen needs?  

� Has their Response capacity in 2008 & 2009 been strengthened 

given knowledge that CHF is a reliable source of funding? 

Examples? * 

� Is there a faster start-up time for projects now that CHF exists?  

� Predictability: Do you feel confident about future funding from 

CHF compared with other funding sources? 

� Do you believe that the allocation decisions of the CHF in each 

country are seen as both fair & consistent? (ask for examples) 

� What kinds of projects, or projects in which sectors/areas do 

you have most difficulty in raising funding for?  

� Has the CHF been able to fund these ‘hard-to-fund’ activities?  
 

CHF Funding processes: 

� What is their perception of the transparency of the funding 

processes of the CHF?* 

� Do local & national NGOs have good access to information 

about application procedures and when funding is available?* 

� Is there NGO training to increase their capacity to access 

resources from pooled funds to ensure better performance of 

national NGO participation into CHF* 

� How much have national NGOs received from the CHF since 

2008 in each of the 3 countries? Is this amount increasing or 

decreasing?** 

� How much time does it take between submitting a proposal to 

the CHF & receiving a response (on average)?    

� Where there have been delays in decision making have there 
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Stakeholder Key questions 

been any negative impacts on the recipient agency’s operations?  

� Are these delays increasing or decreasing since 2008? (Ask for 

examples)  

� Does the CHF involve lower or higher transaction costs for 

recipients than other types of funding (for example, in relation 

to the time taken to prepare and revise proposals?) 

� Have both NGOs and UN been able to use CHF funding to 

leverage more funds from other sources?* 

� To what extent has the CHF Emergency Reserve been used in 

complementarity with the CERF Rapid Response (RR) window 

to respond to unforeseen emergencies.*? 

CHF Recipient  

Agencies* 

implementing 

staff/field staff 

� Are there projects in your area which have been funded by the 

CHF?  

� Would these projects have been able to go ahead without CHF 

support?  

� Is CHF funding appropriate to the needs you see on the ground 

-e.g. adequate in quantity, sufficient duration, flexible enough 

to meet changing needs? ) 

� Is CHF funding reaching the most vulnerable? 

HC/RC Strategic issues:   

� What is the value added of having a CHF as a complement to 

other funding streams?*** 

� Has the CHF helped correct any imbalances in funding levels 

for the CAP? 

� Has it enabled the HC to direct funds to where they are needed 

most both within and across clusters as compared to other 

funding sources?* 

� Has the Emergency Reserve enabled the HC to respond 

effectively to new humanitarian needs in 2008-10? 

� Has the CHF contributed to ensuring duplication of activities is 

avoided and gaps within the system have been filled 

(Examples?)* 

� Has the CHF encouraged improved cluster co-ordination both 

within & between clusters?  (Examples?) 

� Extent to which the HC can retain clear prioritization in the face 

of many pressures to ‘divide the cake’ between different 

requests. (Ask for examples of both successful & unsuccessful 

attempts at such prioritization.) 

� To what extent has CHF funding been channeled to the highest 

priority areas (geographical, thematic, sectoral) within the 

overall response?* 

� Extent to which RC/HC perceive his/her role as strengthened 

through the ability to oversee distribution of pooled funds such 

as CHF?* 

� What % of humanitarian actors are engaged in common needs 
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Stakeholder Key questions 

assessments, joint planning and prioritization processes, and is 

this number increasing or decreasing?* 

� Has the CHF helped to bring in new donors to the country?* 

 UNDP as Fund 

Manager in-country 

� How has their role changed, if at all, since 2007? What are the 

major issues they face?   

� As Fund Managers, how do they balance accountability with 

flexibility?  

CHF Secretariat � Are there clearly documented links between CHF allocations 

and the CAP/Sudan Work Plan, regional/sectoral priorities, and 

priorities as set out in the CHF policy papers?* 

� Are these priorities based on needs assessments at field level?* 

� Do these priorities feed through into actual funding allocations?  

� Are there increasing  numbers of new agencies participating in 

the CAP/Sudan Work Plan* 

� What are the trends in CHF funding flowing to NGOs (vs. UN 

agencies) since 2006 (taking into consideration other factors as 

well)* 

� How are gender issues recognized and prioritized in the 

allocation of the CHF?  

� How is M & E divided up between the CHF staff and the 

recipient agency? 

� Do the CHF M & E Units undertake any evaluations? (Ask for 

examples.) If so, how have the findings of these evaluations 

been followed up? 

� To what extent do either the recipient agencies or M & E Units 

themselves collect gender-disaggregated data? 

UN Country Team � Do they feel that the CHF has enhanced the quality of the 

overall humanitarian response, and if so what specific features 

of CHF have contributed to these improvements? 

� Has the CHF contributed to ensuring duplication of activities is 

avoided and gaps within the system have been filled*? 

� Is there any evidence that (a)more organizations participate in 

the joint planning process (CAP/SudanWork Plan) following 

the introduction of the CHF & (b) More organizations 

participate in cluster coordination meetings following the 

introduction of the CHF* 

� To what extent has CHF funding been able to correct 

imbalances in funding levels for the CAP/Work Plan?* 

� To what extent has CHF funding been channeled to the highest 

priority areas (geographical, thematic, sectoral) within the 

overall response?* 

� Has the CHF helped to bring in new donors to the country? 

Cluster leads/co-

ordinators 

� Do more organizations participate in cluster coordination 

meetings following the introduction of the CHF? 

� How do you ensure that agencies receiving the CHF have a real 



COMMON HUMANITARIAN FUND  SUDAN COUNTRY REPORT 

69 

Stakeholder Key questions 

comparative advantage in relation to their past performance?*** 

� Has the CHF (and related enhancement of clusters’ mandate to 

advise on priorities) had a positive or negative impact on the 

way different clusters work? 

� Has the CHF contributed to ensuring duplication of activities is 

avoided and gaps within the system have been filled*? 

� To what extent has CHF funding been channelled to the highest 

priority activities within clusters?* 

� To what extent are Cluster leads able to use CHF as a tool to 

incentivize coordination?* 

� As a result of the CHF have the Cluster identity and role of the 

cluster lead been strengthened through improved cohesiveness 

of cluster operations, including planning and allocations?* 

� Are cluster leads operationally present in all cluster areas?** 

� Has the CHF in any respect encouraged clusters to give a 

higher priority in their discussions to gender issues? 

� Given the growing recognition of the need to address Early 

Recovery issues at an early stage in a response, have clusters 

been able to recommend any CHF funding for Early Recovery?  

Donors (in-country) Overall: 

� How good a ‘fit’ is there between the donors’ country strategy 

and what the CHF is doing? 

� What is the value added of having a CHF as a complement to 

other funding streams?*** 

� What are their perceptions of the CHF’s efficiency & 

effectiveness, and whether these have improved or declined 

since 2008?  

� Does the CHF involve higher or lower transaction costs for 

donors than other types of funding? 

� Compared to bilateral funding, does the CHF offer a donor 

‘value for money’ in relation what is able to achieve?  

� Has the quality of CHF’s monitoring, reporting, and evaluation 

improved or not since 2007? (Ask for examples) 

� What more general lessons have emerged regarding the design 

of CHF’s in other countries?  

Non-‘donors’ 

 

� View of strengths & weaknesses of the CHF? 

� How closely are they engaged in the CHF in-country even 

though not funding it?** 

� What changes would have to be made in the way in which the 

CHF is managed before they would recommend that their 

agencies/governments funded it? 

The interview guide in Table 8 was a guide only, the actual questions asked depended on 

responses to earlier questions. 
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The responses to the questions, and key pieces of information from the documentary study 

were entered into an evidence tool. This tool was then used to organised the evidence on 

which the findings and conclusions were based. 

Table 9: Evidence tool layout 

Filled in during fieldwork Filled in during analysis 

Evaluation 

Topic 

Details of piece of 

evidence 

Source Initials Finding Conclusion Recommendation 

What is the 

evaluation 
question to 

be answered 
or the issue 

that has 

arisen? 

Evidence about this 

issue (this could be a 
note of a specific point 

from a document, an 
interview, a focus 

group, or an 

observation). 

Source 

of 
evidence 

Initials of 

person 
recording 

this 
piece of 

evidence 

Based 

on 
several 

pieces of 
evidence 

Based on 

several 
findings 

Based on one or 

more conclusions 

 

The evidence was structured around 36 topics which were themselves structured around the 

main evaluation criteria (Table 10).  

Table 10: Topic List for evidence tool 

Criteria Topic 

Operational Impact Timely meeting of HA needs 

Operational Impact Effective meeting of HA needs 

Operational Effectiveness Coordination within clusters 

Operational Effectiveness Coordination across clusters 

Operational Effectiveness Strengthening RC/HC role 

Operational Effectiveness Improved prioritisation 

Operational Effectiveness Improved cluster decisions 

Operational Effectiveness Improved cross cluster decisions 

Operational Effectiveness Host government influence 

Operational Effectiveness Operational outcomes of HA 

Operational Effectiveness Usefulness of non-earmarking 

Operational Effectiveness Value added of CHF 

Efficiency Acc. and Inc. vs flexibility and speed 

Efficiency Timeliness of grants and disbursement 

Efficiency Transaction costs acceptable 

Efficiency Transaction costs trends 

Efficiency CHF grant allocation rationale 

Efficiency Are CHF recipients faster 

Efficiency Are CHF recipients more capable 

Relevance/Appropriateness CHF = more funding for high priorities? 

Relevance/Appropriateness CHF = support for underfunded needs? 

Relevance/Appropriateness Are CHF projects of higher quality? 

Relevance/Appropriateness Does CHF complement other funding? 

Relevance/Appropriateness Links to ERF, CERF and others? 

Relevance/Appropriateness Appropriateness compared to other funds? 
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Criteria Topic 

Relevance/Appropriateness Used for early recovery? 

Relevance/Appropriateness Should CHF fund early recovery? 

Process How systems working 

Process Previous problems ID in evals resolved? 

Process CHF Lessons learned 

Replicability What conditions for more CHFs? 

Context Context of the CHF 

Process Conflict 

Process Reporting by CHF 

Process OCHA-UNDP Disconnect 

Predictability Predictability of CHF funding 

 

Table 11 shows the number of pieces of evidence and the total word count for the evidence 

for each criterion. Only a small amount of evidence was gathered on e.g. Replicability, so 

this is not discussed in the report.  

Table 11: Depth of evidence by criteria 

Criteria Pieces of evidence Words 

Context 19 407 

Efficiency 70 1,747 

Operational Effectiveness 99 1,800 

Operational Impact 19 453 

Predictability 4 44 

Process 116 2,015 

Relevance/Appropriateness 29 597 

Replicability 4 70 

Grand Total 360 7,133 

 

The evidence recorded in the evidence tool was consulted during the analysis phase to 

develop the findings, conclusions, and recommendations. 
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ANNEX VIII - ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY 

The bibliography includes the documents cited in the report as well as some of the main 

sources for the desk research phase of the evaluation. 

Adinolfi, C., Bassiouni, D. S., Lauritzsen, H. F., & Williams, H. R. (2005). Humanitarian 

Response Review: An independent report commissioned by the United Nations Emergency 

Relief Coordinator & Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs, Office for the 

Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA). New York: United Nations. Last viewed 

online on 8 June 2008. URL: 

http://www.humanitarianinfo.org/iasc/content/documents/other/Humanitarian%20R

esponse%20Review%202005.pdf 

 Notes: This review is an independent assessment of the humanitarian system in which the 

experts identify reasons why the aid community sometimes falls short of its goals. The report 

seeks to demonstrate what the humanitarian system’s current capabilities are and shows 

where the shortfalls lie. Already, it has prompted the discussion of how the entire 

humanitarian system can ensure faster and better responses to the needs of people in distress. 

Some of the Review’s recommendations have been addressed in the 2005 ECOSOC 

discussions; others will form part the 2005 General Assembly debate on reform of the United 

Nations, including the larger humanitarian system. 

Alexander, J. (2009). Common Humanitarian Fund Evaluation Framework: Draft for CHF Working 

Group Meeting. Geneva: OCHA 

 Notes: This framework was developed for the evaluation of the CHF was commissioned by the 

CHF Working Group (now called the Pooled Fund Working Group, a body comprised of CHF 

stakeholders (UN, NGOs and donors), in order to better understand the impact that the CHF 

is having on humanitarian systems and to provide recommendations for improving the 

effectiveness of existing and future CHFs. Other countries, such as Somalia, were considering 

implementing CHFs and it was deemed important to take stock on how effective these funds 

have been and what lessons might be applied in to new and emerging CHFs. 

Arne Disch, Bezerra, R., Gairdner, D., & Kuroda, K. (2007). Review of Post-Crisis Multi-Donor 

Trust Funds: Final Report. Oslo: Scanteam. URL: 

http://www.norad.no/en/_attachment/107612/binary/6065?download=true 

 Notes: This report was commissioned by the World Bank, Norwegian Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs and Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (Norad) in cooperation with 

Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA), Netherlands Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs and UK Department for International Development (DFID). The report concluded 

that MDTFs in post-crisis situations have been important instruments for resource 

mobilization, policy dialogue, risk and information management; are appreciated by host 

governments; are largely in line with Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness and DAC Pilot 

Principles for Engagement in Fragile States; and are thus generating “positive externalities” 

that other instruments do not. There is a growing consensus regarding what constitute "best 

practice" MDTF structures, which external factors need to be borne in mind, and which 

design elements need to be adjusted to address specific post-crisis contexts. MDTF 

performance has been uneven but also here there are “lessons learned” that point to how 

performance in the future can be improved. MDTFs operate in high-risk, high-cost 
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environments. This requires flexible and adequate funding. While one should not exaggerate 

the importance of MDTFs, donors ought to consider ways of strengthening what has largely 

been a successful instrument for joint action. 

Benn, H. (2004). Reform of the International Humanitarian System, ODI: Speech by Hilary 

Benn, UK Secretary of State for International Development: 15 December 2004.   

Retrieved 28 February, 2009, from 

http://www.dfid.gov.uk/news/files/Speeches/bennaidsystemreform.asp 

 Notes: Hilary Benn proposed six reforms of the Humanitarian system including: 1) the need 

for more, and more flexible, funding to be available right from the moment crisis strikes; 2) 

secondly, ensuring that we have better and stronger Humanitarian Coordinators, with the 

power and the funds to act; 3) thirdly, greater clarity about who does what in a crisis - 

including for Internally Displaced People; 4) fourthly, the development of benchmarks to 

measure how we perform; 5) fifthly, doing something about the unequal allocation of 

resources between crises; 6) greater investment in reducing the risk of future disasters. Benn 

said that the UK would contributed 100Mn GBP to a common fund of on billion 

USD. 

Berhane, M. (2010). CHF 2010 First Round Standard Allocation Lessons Learned Survey June 

2010: Full document. Khartoum: Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 

 Notes: This is the report on the lessons learned survey on the 2010 First Round 

Standard Allocation process to help improve the process. This very useful survey 

was conducted by the CHF management team in Khartoum. The survey was an 

attempt to determine the level of knowledge of the partners on CHF and FMU 

functions as well as relationship with the Sudan Work Plan.  The results were 

collected using Survey Monkey. The survey focused on the 2010 First Round 

Standard Allocation process and contains 40 multiple choice questions broken into 

six sections. The first two sections focus on background information while the next 

three sections deal with prioritization, review and allocation processes. The last 

section puts forward a set of questions on CHF guidelines, tools and templates. 

Chatham House. (2007). Chatham House Rule. Retrieved 23 October 2009, from 

http://www.chathamhouse.org.uk/about/chathamhouserule/ 

 Notes: The Chatham House Rule reads as follows: "When a meeting, or part thereof, 

is held under the Chatham House Rule, participants are free to use the information 

received, but neither the identity nor the affiliation of the speaker(s), nor that of any 

other participant, may be revealed". The world-famous Chatham House Rule may be 

invoked at meetings to encourage openness and the sharing of information. It was 

first devised in 1927 and revised in 1992 and 2002. 

Cosgrave, J. (2009). NGOs and Humanitarian Reform: Mapping Study: Sudan Report: 

Commissioned by NGOs and Humanitarian Reform Project. Lasne: Channel Research. 

Last viewed online on 20 October 2009. URL: http://www.icva.ch/doc00003654.pdf 

 Notes: This report is a mapping study of the engagement of NGOs with the humanitarian 

reform process in Sudan. It is one of a series of five country studies1 conducted as part of the 

NGOs and Humanitarian Reform project. This three year project was developed and managed 

by an NGO consortium. The consortium members are ActionAid, the Catholic Fund for 
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Overseas Development (CAFOD), Care International UK, the International Council for 

Voluntary Agencies (ICVA), the International Rescue Committee, Oxfam, and Save the 

Children. The project was funded by the UK’s Department for International Development 

(DfID). In Sudan, NGO engagement with the humanitarian reforms has been mainly limited 

by the lack of reform. Key elements of the humanitarian reform have not been implemented: 

pooled funds have not been used as a strategic tool; the cluster coordination approach exists in 

name only; NGOs are not treated as equal partners; and the Humanitarian Coordinator does 

not have a humanitarian background. All of these issues are linked. Particularly critical is the 

lack of strong humanitarian leadership. 

Cossée, O., Belli, L., Bultemeier, B., & Carrugi, C. (2010). Evaluation of FAO Interventions 

Funded by the CERF: Final Report. Rome: Food and Agricultural Organisation. Last 

viewed online on 11 December 2010. URL: 

http://ochaonline.un.org/OchaLinkClick.aspx?link=ocha&docId=1177946 

 Notes: The evaluation of CERF-funded projects implemented by the Food and Agriculture 

Organization of the United Nations (FAO, or the Organization) was undertaken by its Office 

of Evaluation (OED) in 2009-2010 to provide feedback and guidance to FAO’s management 

on operational processes, constraints and projects achievements so far, and to account for the 

use of CERF funds to the CERF Secretariat, the UN Emergency Relief Coordinator, donors, 

governments of countries affected by crises and other stakeholders. The evaluation was meant 

to be forward looking and to contribute to improved relevance, efficiency and effectiveness of 

emergency activities carried out by FAO with CERF funding in the future. It was timed to 

serve as an input in the food security sector for the five-year global evaluation of the CERF, 

foreseen in 2010-2011. The evaluation noted that CERF funds were not rapid, that there was 

a problem with Under-funded emergency grant processing slowing up rapid response 

window grant processing at particular times, the need for simple and standard approaches, 

and for a timeline in the narrative report format, and for country teams to review reports and 

not just CERF applications. 

Cullen, P. (2010, 23 December). Sharon Commins says Goal put her life in danger [Electronic 

Version]. Irish Times. Retrieved 27 December 2010, from 

http://www.irishtimes.com/newspaper/ireland/2010/1223/1224286170807.html 

 Notes: Sharon Commins, the aid worker who was kidnapped in Sudan last year while 

working for Goal, has accused the agency of endangering her life for financial gain. Ms 

Commins, who spent 107 days in captivity, said some organisations including Goal had 

moved into remoter areas of Sudan after other agencies withdrew. They had done this in the 

absence of security guarantees for staff and knowing there was an “explicit” threat that staff 

could be abducted. Millions of euro in additional funds were available because they had been 

released by donors but were not being used after the other agencies withdrew. “Lots of money 

was being made by endangering frontline staff when more responsible agencies held back,” 

she told The Irish Times yesterday.  

Development Initiatives. (2008). Global Humanitarian Assistance 2007/2008. Wells: 

Development Initiatives. Last viewed online on 1 June, 2008. URL: 

http://www.globalhumanitarianassistance.org/pdfdownloads/GHA%202007.pdf 

 Notes: Global Humanitarian Assistance 2007/2008 is the fifth in a series of reports produced 

by Development Initiatives as part of the wider Global Humanitarian Assistance (GHA) 
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programme. It draws on the latest available official statistics on humanitarian aid, as 

captured by the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the Organisation for Economic 

Cooperation and Development (OECD). The latest data, released in December 2007, relates to 

humanitarian aid flows in 2006. In addition to the official DAC statistics on aid, GHA draws 

on information provided by the financial tracking system (FTS) of the UN Office for the 

Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), the humanitarian aid departments of donor 

governments, UN agencies, the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement, 

selected NGOs and other international organisations. The GHA project is funded by: the 

Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA), Humanitarian Assistance, Peace and 

Security Division; the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Department of Humanitarian 

Assistance and NGO Co-operation; the Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken, the Netherlands, 

Humanitarian Aid Division; the Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency 

(SIDA), Division for Humanitarian Assistance and Conflict Management; and the UK 

Department for International Development (DFID), Conflict, Humanitarian and Security 

Department (CHASE). Further information on the GHA project and the complete set of 

Global Humanitarian Assistance reports (together with Excel files containing supporting 

data and graphs for the current edition) are available from 

www.globalhumanitarianassistance.org. 

Downs, C. (2010). UNDP Sudan – FMU: Fund Management Unit: Lessons Learned Review. 

Khartoum: UNDP Fund Management Unit 

 Notes: This lessons learned review of the operation of the UNDP Fund Management Unit 

(FMU) in Sudan was conducted by a consultant in May to June 2010. The consultant  

interviewed and surveyed participants, partners and stakeholders from NGOs, donors and 

UN agencies, and reviewed documentation. Prior to the mission the consultant interviewed 

staff of the Multi-Donor Trust Fund Office at UNDP/HQ, collected relevant external 

evaluations and commentaries on CHFs and the role of UNDP, issues to which the 

consultant brought previous experience. The Review concludes that the FMU has developed 

an effective system to handle humanitarian funding for NGOs under UN managed pooled 

funds but that If UNDP should, if it wishes to build on the successful model of the Sudan 

FMU, reconsider and adapt its legal framework to align with the experience gained in the 

field. The review also recommended the revision of the overhead rate charged by UNDP given 

its limited responsibilities. 

Egeland, J. (2006). The DAC and Good Humanitarian Donorship: Points made by the Emergency 

Relief Coordinator, Jan Egeland - 5 April, DAC, OECD. Geneva: OCHA. Last viewed 

online on 22 April 2009. URL: 

http://www.goodhumanitariandonorship.org/documents/egeland_dac_speech_oecd.

doc 

 Notes: Speech by Jan Egeland to the annual OECD DAC high-level meeting in April 2006 

where he sets out the Humanitarian Reform agenda and says the following: 'Predictability is 

a key issue. After Rwanda, for example, we increased our advocacy but not the number of 

“plumbers” who could get real work done in the field. We have recently introduced the cluster 

approach, which includes agencies such as IOM and IFRC. And we are improving the quality 

of Humanitarian Coordinators, whom I refer to as “Field Marshalls” in the struggle against 

suffering. We are overhauling the way we work with NGOs: A good and predictable response 

hinges on partnership. There are hundreds of NGOs. Soon there will be thousands. Together 
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with UN agencies, fifty bilateral agencies, and hundreds of private corporations we will 

require much more robust coordination. We have to insist that NGOs coordinate with the UN 

and that we in the UN treat NGOs as equals.'  

Featherstone, A. (2010). Fit for the Future? Strengthening the Leadership Pillar of Humanitarian 

Reform. London: The NGOs and Humanitarian Reform Project 

 Notes: This paper revies  the steps taken to strengthen humanitarian leadership with a view 

to documenting progress and highlighting challenges that continue to hamper effective 

humanitarian response. This research was commissioned by the NGOs and Humanitarian 

Reform Project (NHRP). An initial literature search and review provided a core set of 

documents which underpinned the research and contributed to the development of an 

interview matrix to guide the study. A number of themes were then explored through the use 

of semi-structured interviews with a broad range of stakeholders, including UN agency staff, 

humanitarian co-ordination staff, NGO headquarters staff and field workers and academics in 

a range of different contexts. A field trip to Ethiopia provided an opportunity to gather real-

time input into the research through a series of focus group discussions and bilateral 

meetings. An online survey was developed and circulated to participants in the study, and 

more broadly through NHRP member agencies, the results of which contributed to the final 

report. 

Fenton, W. (2008). Funding Mechanisms in Southern Sudan: NGO Perspectives. Juba: Juba NGO 

Forum 

 Notes: This paper aims to synthesize the findings and recommendations of a number of 

recent reviews of and proposals for funding mechanisms (including te CHF and MDTF) from 

the perspective of NGOs. There is no attempt to review these instruments in depth. The 

review looks at NGO access to these aid instruments overall, but with a particular focus on 

funding for the delivery of basic services. The review was carried out on behalf of the NGO 

Forum and was funded by the Joint Donor Office. 

Harvey, P., Stoddard, A., Harmer, A., Taylor, G., DiDomenico, V., & Brander, L. (2010). State 

of the humanitarian system: assessing performance and progress: a pilot study. London: 

Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian 

Action. Last viewed online on 12 February 2010. URL: 

http://www.alnap.org/pool/files/alnap-sohs-final.pdf 

 Notes: This report, commissioned under ALNAP’s Humanitarian Performance Project, aims 

to provide a system-level mapping and assessment of international humanitarian assistance. 

To this end, the report 1) defines key criteria for assessing system performance and progress, 

2) assesses the system’s performance over the past two years against these criteria, 3) presents 

new, previously unavailable descriptive statistics and 4) highlights some new initiatives in 

policy and practice. The research team synthesised the findings of roughly 500 global survey 

responses, 100 recent evaluations, 89 interviews, staffing and budget information of over 200 

aid organisations and a financial analysis of global humanitarian aid flows. The resulting 

report represents a pilot effort to broadly assess the ‘state of the system’ with the intent, if it is 

found useful, to repeat the exercise once every two years. 

HelpAge International. (2010). A study of humanitarian funding for older people. London: 

HelpAge international. Last viewed online on 18 November 2010. URL: 



COMMON HUMANITARIAN FUND  SUDAN COUNTRY REPORT 

77 

http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/rwb.nsf/retrieveattachments?openagent&shortid=VVOS

-8AULKW&file=Full_Report.pdf 

 Notes: This study quantifies the humanitarian aid explicitly directed at older people through 

the UN  Consolidated Appeals Process and Flash Appeals in 12 humanitarian crises since 

2007, covering a total of 1,912 projects. The study found a significant disparity between the 

needs of older people as a vulnerable group and the humanitarian assistance funded to meet 

that need. There remains minimal reference to older people within proposals compared with 

reference to other vulnerable groups.  In five of the crises studied (Afghanistan, Burkina Faso, 

El Salvador, OPT 2007 and 2008 and Honduras), not one project in any sector explicitly 

referred to or provided targeted assistance to older people.  Only 93 (4.9 per cent) of the 1,912 

projects analysed made any explicit reference to older people as a vulnerable group (compared 

with 619 or 32.0 per cent for women and children).  Of the 93 projects that mention older 

people, only 18 projects of the total of 1,912 (0.94 per cent) included activities that targeted 

older people and of these only 5 were funded.  In financial terms, The CAP and Flash appeals 

raised a total of US$4.2 billion in the 12 crises. Of this, US$8.2 million (0.2 per cent) was 

allocated to projects that included an activity that specifically targeted older people. 

High Level Panel. (2006). Delivering as One: Report of the Secretary-General’s High-Level Panel. 

New York: United Nations. Last viewed online on 8 August 2010. URL: 

http://www.un.org/events/panel/resources/pdfs/HLP-SWC-FinalReport.pdf 

 Notes: This report is the outcome of the Secretary-General’s High-level Panel on UN 

System-wide Coherence in the Areas of Development, Humanitarian Assistance, and the 

Environment. It puts forward a series of recommendations to overcome the fragmentation of 

the United Nations so that the system can deliver as one, in true partnership with and 

serving the needs of all countries in their efforts to achieve the Millennium Development 

Goals and other internationally agreed development goals. The panel's research and 

consultations revealed that the UN system has both strengths and weaknesses. It is an 

indispensable instrument in an age of growing interconnection between peace and security, 

sustainable development and human rights. However, bold reforms are needed to improve the 

UN’s effectiveness in delivering its mandate and responding to new and growing challenges. 

A more united System will be a stronger, more responsive and effective United Nations. A 

System reconfigured to optimally use its assets and expertise in support of country needs and 

demands will strengthen the voice and action of the UN in development, humanitarian 

assistance and the environment. A repositioned UN – delivering as one – will be much more 

than the sum of its parts 

IASC. (2006). Guidance note on using the cluster approach to strengthen humanitarian response. 

Geneva: Inter-Agency Standing Committee. Last viewed online on 23 March 2009. 

URL: 

http://www.humanitarianreform.org/humanitarianreform/Portals/1/Resources%20&

%20tools/IASCGUIDANCENOTECLUSTERAPPROACH.pdf 

 Notes: In June 2006 the IASC issued a Preliminary Guidance Note on implementation of the 

new approach. Emphasizing that the humanitarian reform process must be an inclusive one, 

the Emergency Relief Coordinator and IASC Principals invited all relevant stakeholders, 

particularly in the field, to comment on this document. It is on the basis of the comments 

received that the present Guidance Note has been put together. The Guidance Note will 

continue to be reviewed periodically and revised as necessary, taking into account the 
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conclusions of further “lessons learnt” exercises and evaluations of implementation of the 

cluster approach at both the global and country level. 

IASC. (2010a). Gender Marker: How-to-Code Tip Sheet. New York: IASC. Last viewed online on 

16/11/2010. URL: 

http://oneresponse.info/crosscutting/gender/publicdocuments/Gender%20Marker%2

0-%20coding%20tip%20sheet.pdf 

 Notes: This tip sheet is designed to assist clusters and their project teams in assigning a 

gender code to their humanitarian projects using the IASC Gender Marker. Each project is 

awarded a gender code of 0, 1, 2a or 2b. oding is based on the three elements: needs 

assessment, activities and outcomes: gender analysis of needs >> gender needs addressed in 

activities >> gender outcomes. 

IASC. (2010b). Guidance Note for Clusters to implement the IASC Gender Marker: Creating 

Gender-responsive Projects and Tracking Gender-related Allocations in Humanitarian 

Appeals and Funding Mechanisms. New York: IASC taskforce on Gender and 

Humanitarians Assistance. Last viewed online on 16/11/2010. URL: 

http://oneresponse.info/crosscutting/gender/publicdocuments/Cluster%20Guidance

%20Note%20Gender%20Marker%20FINAL%20100810.pdf 

 Notes: The purpose of this guidance note is to assist clusters to use the IASC gender marker. 

The gender marker will be used to help clusters design their humanitarian projects to respond 

to the distinct needs and interests of women, girls, boys and men. This guidance note provides 

clear user-friendly steps so clusters can: 1) Integrate gender issues in their cluster/sector 

response plans; 2) Build capacity of cluster partners to design projects that better meet the 

needs of women, girls, boys and men in affected populations; 3) Assign a gender code to each 

cluster project sheet on the On-line Project System (OPS). This will allow the Financial 

Tracking System (FTS) to track gender-related investments in each cluster; 4) Monitor 

implementation to ensure women, girls, boys and men participate and benefit according to the 

project design. 

Jepma, C. J. (1991). The tying of aid. Paris: Development Centre of the Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and Development). Last viewed online on 30 December 2010. 

URL: http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/16/56/29412505.pdf 

 Notes: Aid tying by OECD donor countries has important consequences for developing 

countries. Tying aid to specific commodities and services, or to procurement in a specific 

country or region, can increase development project costs by as much as 20 to 30 per cent. 

Although the debate on the tying of aid has been raging for some time, this report is the first 

systematic study of this policy area undertaken to date. The author succinctly reviews the 

current literature on the tying of bilateral and multilateral aid and analyses the underlying 

economic and political motivations for its use, as well as its direct and indirect costs to 

recipients. 

Loupforest, C. (2006, July). The Three Pillars of Humanitarian Reform. The UN-Business Focal 

Point   Retrieved 23 September, 2007, from 

http://www.enewsbuilder.net/focalpoint/e_article000614343.cfm?x=b11,0,w 

 Notes: Describes the three original pillars of the Humanitarian Reform (Clusters, 

Humanitarian Coordinator training, and the CERF). Relates how, to improve the consistency 



COMMON HUMANITARIAN FUND  SUDAN COUNTRY REPORT 

79 

and quality of services that they provide as a group, the key humanitarian actors (UN 

agencies, IFRC and NGOs) active in the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC), have 

embarked on humanitarian reform aimed at building up the overall humanitarian capacity, 

strengthening the humanitarian coordination system and making funding more reliable. This 

article describes these efforts and how the private sector can help the IASC implement this 

three-pronged reform agenda. 

Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning. (2009). Donor Book 2009. Juba: Government of 

Southern Sudan 

 Notes: The purpose of the 2009 Donor Book is to provide the Government of Southern Sudan 

(GoSS), its Partners, and the broader international community with an overview of the 

various Donor Funded projects and programmes being implemented in South Sudan. The 

donor book provides information Sector by Sector. While much of the information can still be 

improved, the overall funding situation has become much clearer as a result of the Donor 

Mapping process. The detailed Annexes provide further information on each project, 

specifically with regard to their objectives and achievements. The donor book also provides an 

opportunity to examine the progress that the International Community is making in aligning 

itself with the GoSS Aid Strategy.This document was compiled from Budget Sector Plans 

2009-2011 drafted in August 2008 by the ten GoSS Budget Sector Working Groups, with 

amendments and/or additions from Donors and NGOs. As a result this document is not 

necessarily a comprehensive list of all Donor projects in operation in Southern Sudan as it 

relies on reported information. Projects that have not been reported are not included. 

Morton, J., Adam, I. A., & Patrick, J. (2010). Review of the Darfur Community Peace and Stability 

Fund: Draft Report. London: Triple Line Consulting 

 Notes: The Darfur Community Peace and Stability fund was reviewed by a mixed external-

internal team in February to March 2010. The objective of the review were to: analyse the 

programme to inform decisions on the future size and direction of DCPSF; assess DCPSF 

impact on restoring trust and confidence between communities in Darfur; assess the 

strengths and weaknesses of DCPSF as a funding mechanism; explore how appropriate 

DCPSF might be as an instrument for early recovery/recovery in Darfur; recommend how 

donor partners can best support peace and stability programmes in Darfur. 

Morton, J., Denny, R., & Liso, R. (2009). Review of the Basic Services Fund, South Sudan London: 

Triple Line Consulting. Last viewed online on 7 December 2010. URL: 

http://www.bsf-south-

sudan.org/sites/default/files/Final%20Report%20BSF%20Annual%20Review%209th%

20October%202009_0_0.pdf 

 Notes: This report presents the findings of an independent annual review of Basic Services 

Fund (BSF) for South Sudan which took place in August 2009.  The BSF started just 10 

months after the Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) for Sudan, as a transitional 

approach that would integrate rapid service delivery with capacity building. The report 

addresses four aspects of BSF’s work: Impact, Sustainability, Monitoring and Evaluation, 

and Programme Management. With barely 10 months to the end of funding, the review pays 

particular attention to the sustainability of BSF’s work and possible exit strategies. Since the 

founding of the BSF in 2005 £39 million has been awarded, through competitive selection, to 

26 lead NGOs providing basic services: £19 million to primary health; £10 million to primary 



COMMON HUMANITARIAN FUND  SUDAN COUNTRY REPORT 

80 

education; and £9 million to water and sanitation. BSF’s initial two-year life has been 

extended three times and it is due to finish in August 2010 (projects end June 2010). BSF was 

initially funded by DFID bit Norway and the Netherlands joined in on 1 January 2009 with 

Canada joined on 15 March 2009. 

Mowjee, T., Randel, J., Thomas, L., Mantantu, V., Windanto, F., Kormon, J., & David, K. 

(2007). Review of OCHA Emergency Response Funds (ERFs). New York: Office for the 

Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs. Last viewed online on 13 December 2010. 

URL: 

http://www.goodhumanitariandonorship.org/Libraries/Humanitarian_Financing_-

_Funding_Management/Review_of_OCHA_Emergency_Response_Funds_ERFs_200

7.sflb.ashx?download=true 

 Notes: This report presents overall findings from a review of OCHA-managed Emergency 

Response Funds (ERFs) in five countries (Angola, the DRC, Indonesia, Liberia and Somalia) 

with additional input from a separate review in Ethiopia. The purpose of the review was to: 1) 

build a central body of knowledge on ERFs within OCHA; 2) examine the role of ERFs in 

humanitarian response and in relation to other funding mechanisms; and 3) provide guidance 

on how an optimal ERF can function. The report only addressed the first two objectives and 

does not provide guidance on an optimal ERF. This objective was based on the assumption 

that it is desirable to standardise ERFs across countries. However, the study has highlighted 

the fact that one of the key strengths of ERFs is that they have adapted to specific country 

circumstances. The report recommends that, while OCHA should aim to standardise 

administrative and financial procedures, aspects of the funds like types of activities and 

organisations financed, project size etc. should remain context-specific. 

OCHA. (2007). The Four Pillars of Humanitarian Reform. New York: OCHA23 September 

2007). Last viewed online on 8 June, 2008. URL: 

http://www.humanitarianinfo.org/srilanka/docs/hum_re/The_humanitarian_reform-

Four_Pillars.pdf 

 Notes: This description of the humanitarian reform process includes building partnerships as 

the fourth pillar of the reform. To improve the  consistency and quality of services they 

provide as a group, the key humanitarian organisations, (United Nations agencies, the Red 

Cross and Red Crescent Movement and the non-governmental community) active in the 

Inter-Agency Standing Committee have embarked on a process of humanitarian reform. These 

efforts stem from a review of the response system, commissioned by the Emergency Relief 

Coordinator in 2005 as a response to the lack of a timely and effective response as seen with 

Sudan in 2004. Humanitarian reform seeks to make funding more reliable and predictable to 

combat ‘forgotten emergencies,’ to strengthen country level coordination for the effective use 

of limited resources, and finally, to strengthen partnerships with NGOs, civil society, and 

other actors such as private sector and countries providing military assets who contribute to 

humanitarian response. 

OCHA. (2010). Basic facts about country based humanitarian pooled funds. Geneva: OCHA 

Funding Coordination Section. URL: 

http://ochaonline.un.org/OchaLinkClick.aspx?link=ocha&docId=1161988 

 Notes: This is a simple one pager giving the basic facts about the CHFs and ERF. At the time 

of writing in Feb 2010, there were 16 ERFs - Afghanistan, Columbia, Democratic Republic of 
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Congo (DRC), Ethiopia, Haiti, Indonesia, Iraq, Kenya, Myanmar, Nepal, OPT, Somalia, 

Sudan, Uganda, Yemen and Zimbabwe - and three CHFs DRC, Sudan, and the Central 

African Republic. Somalia joined the countries with a CHF in June 2010 when the ERF was 

effectively transmuted in to a CHF. Pakistan gained an ERF in 2010. 

OCHA, Khalikov, R., Angulo, M.-T., Emerson, P., Garcia, J. M., Hochbrueckner, M., Ross, 

M., & Wosornu, E. (2007). OCHA Annual Report 2006: Activities and use of 

extrabudgetary funds. New York: Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 

Last viewed online on 8 June, 2008. URL: 

http://ochaonline.un.org/OchaLinkClick.aspx?link=ocha&docid=1010072 

 Notes: The OCHA Annual Report 2006 is the latest in a series of yearly documents aimed at 

keeping OCHA accountable to its donors and supporters. As in the past, the report aims to 

provide a comprehensive picture of how we have measured up to the goals we set for 

ourselves, and of how we have managed our financial resources. In 2006, the world’s largest 

relief operation remained effective but fragile in Darfur, while political progress marked time 

at best. My predecessor visited three times during the year to keep relief efforts on track and 

the attention of international actors on the issue – including that of the Security Council. 

Likewise, the situation in northern Uganda continued to be of major concern. OCHA worked 

both on maintaining the humanitarian response and assisting in the search for a solution to 

the conflict by supporting the Juba Peace Process. In the Democratic Republic of the Congo, 

pooled funding played a significant role in ensuring that the country’s massive needs were 

better met in 2006 than in the years before. Major suddenonset crises in 2006 included the 

Yogyakarta earthquake and the Lebanon war; OCHA responded rapidly in both cases. 

OCHA Sudan. (2008). CHF2008 Common Humanitarian Fund for Sudan: Standard Allocation 

Model Diagram. Khartoum: Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs. Last 

viewed online on 07 November 2010. URL: 

http://www.unsudanig.org/workplan/chf/guidelines/docs/CHF_Standard_Alllocatio

n_Model.pdf 

 Notes: Sets out the allocation method for grants under the standard allocation window. 

Grants may also be made as special allocations and as emergency allocations. 

OCHA Sudan. (2009). The Common Humanitarian Funds Sudan: Annual Report 2008. 

Khartoum: UN Humanitarian Coordinator 

 Notes: This annual report for the CHF fiscal year of 2008 covers the programmatic fund 

management under OCHA’s responsibility. In 2008 the CHF allocated US$154 million 

through 549 allocations to projects in Sudan.The financial management information is 

provided by the UNDP Fund Management Unit in a separate report. The report provides an 

overview of how CHF funds were allocated and how it performed against the main objectives 

of the Fund. Further, it summarizes some of the key achievements and presents some 

challenges to implementation. Additional information about the implementation of UN 

agency programmes can be found in annual reports of UN agencies, in accordance with their 

respective standard reporting requirements. Among other aspects, the report sets out the 

allocation process for CHF grants in Sudan. It includes the First and Second Round Policy 

Papers for allocations. 

OCHA Sudan. (2010a). Allocation Paper to Apportion US$112 Million through the Common 

Humanitarian Fund for Sudan in 2010. Khartoum: Office for the Coordination of 
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Humanitarian Affairs. Last viewed online on 7 November 2010. URL: 

http://www.unsudanig.org/workplan/chf/2010/docs/round1/CHF2010_1st%20Round

%20Allocation%20Paper.doc 

 Notes: This allocation paper set out the startegy and guidance for the first round of 

allocations from the CHF. Donors had contributied $66mn USD and a further $46mn were 

expected (a total of $112Mn). Special allocations amounted to $7mn (OCHA CHF Unit 

$1mn, and $6m for UNHAS). South Sudan allocations were 2.5mn special (ERF) and 35mn 

general. North Sudan had $47mn general allocation, and $9.4mn special allocations with: 

NFI $3.4mn; Ready to Use Theraueutic Food- RUTF $1.25mn - Unicef; Seeds and tools 

$4mn - FAO; Vaccines $0.75mn - WHO. there was also an emergenc reserve of $11mn. 

OCHA Sudan. (2010b). The Common Humanitarian Fund Sudan: 2009 Annnual Report. 

Khartoum: Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 

 Notes: This is an incomplete draft report on the functioning of the CHF in 2009. There were 

three allocation rounds in 2009. The first was initiated in January, and the second and third 

rounds in September and November respectively. In addition, the fund supported 12 

emergency allocations from the CHF rapid response mechanism. CHF funding during the 

reporting period totalled US$106.5 million and supported 161 projects. The fund was the 

fourth largest single source of funding for the Workplan in Sudan. Although funding levels 

in 2009 were lower than in previous years ($ millions by year - 2006-172, 2007-167, 2008-

150, 2009-117) this was due mostly to unfavourable exchange rates. 

OCHA Sudan. (2010c). Policy Paper for the 2nd Round Allocation of US$20 Million through the 

Common Humanitarian Fund for Sudan in 2010 (Version 2). Khartoum: Office for the 

Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 

 Notes: This policy paper outlines the proposed allocation strategy and guidance for the 

second allocation round of the 2010 Common Humanitarian Fund (CHF) for Sudan. It 

details the contributions and the first round allocations, before setting out the second round 

allocations of $20 million with $8mn each for North and South and $4mn for the emergency 

reserve. 

Salomonss, D., Lith, M. V., & Vartan, T. (2009). Study of Transaction Costs Associated with 

Humanitarian Pooled Funds: The Praxis Group Ltd 

 Notes: The challenges posed by the pooled humanitarian funds are intricately linked to those 

created by the humanitarian reform process in its entirety, particularly the creation of the 

cluster approach, the evolution of the consolidated appeals and work plans, and the 

strengthened role of the Humanitarian Coordinator – thus, it is extremely difficult to isolate 

those transaction costs that can exclusively be attributed to the pooled funds, rather than to 

the reform process as a whole. Yet, this study identified several trends that may be indicative, 

as well as concrete issues that need to be addressed. 

Stoddard, A. (2008). International Humanitarian Financing: review and comparative assessment of 

instruments: A study for the Good Humanitarian Donorship initiative commissioned by the 

Office of US Foreign Disaster Assistance. London: Humanitarian Outcomes. Last 

viewed online on 24 April 2009. URL: 

http://ochaonline.un.org/OchaLinkClick.aspx?link=ocha&docId=1109159 
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 Notes: A review of humanitarian funding data shows that the overall volume of official 

humanitarian funding for emergencies continues on an upward trend, with a faster rate of 

growth during the past three years during which the new mechanisms were instituted. 

Comparing annual percentage rises with and without the CERF and pooled funding 

mechanisms, the evidence suggests that these sources are associated with additionality of 

contributions in the system. The correlation does not necessarily indicate that these 

mechanisms have prompted the influx of new funding, but suggests at the least that they have 

enabled it in a way that may not have been possible in their absence. System-level 

additionality is mirrored at the country level in the DRC and Sudan, where the CHFs have 

been operational since 2006. The group of donors who have channelled the bulk of their 

contributions through the CHFs in those countries show a much higher rate of growth of 

contributions in the years 2006 and 2007, roughly double the average percent rise in donor 

funding in those countries, and more than double the growth in contributions from the 

world’s two largest humanitarian donors (US and ECHO). As a result, they have 

significantly increased their overall share of donor funding for those countries. 

Stoddard, A., Haver, K., & Harmer, A. (2007). Operational Consequences of Reform Project: 

Working Paper: Humanitarian Financing Reform: June 2007. London and New York: 

Humanitarian Policy Group, Overseas Development Institute and Center on 

International Cooperation, New York University. URL: 

www.odi.org.uk/hpg/papers/WPhumanitarianfinancing.pdf  

 Notes: This paper forms part of an on-going study that seeks to identify and measure the 
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 Notes: This study examined community participation throughout the food aid program cycle 

to understand the role of recipient communities in the targeting of food assistance under the 

conflict conditions in Darfur - one of the largest food aid programs in the world. The Darfur 
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throughout the region. From the start of the conflict in 2003, protection threats and restricted 

access have been major challenges to the humanitarian community.  The research was 

conducted before the recent expulsions of thirteen International NGOs and the closure of 

three Sudanese agencies working in Darfur. But the implications of understanding local 

governance - including humanitarian governance - is critical to understanding options for 

enhancing local participation in food distribution and targeting. This includes an analysis of 

the role of the Food Relief Committee (FRC) which, as a new governance institution, has its 

own systems and rules. Although intended more as a means of assisting with distributions, 

and of ensuring continuity of operations when WFP or it partners cannot get access because 

of security concerns, FRCs also play a role in community representation and participation. 

The report also investigates the role of food assistance plays with regard to humanitarian 
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 Notes: Livelihoods in Darfur are intimately linked to the conflict, none more so than the 

livelihoods of the camel herding nomads known as the Northern Rizaygat. Their notoriety as 

part of the Janjaweed militia has obscured from view how their lives and livelihoods have been 

affected by conflict. Based on fieldwork in rural Darfur, this report uses a livelihoods lens to 

illustrate the processes that have contributed to the vulnerability of the Darfuri nomads who 

have much in common with pastoralists globally. Severe pressures on pastoralist livelihoods 

have contributed to 'maladaptive' livelihood strategies that are often linked to violence and 

conflict, and undermine the livelihoods of both victims and perpetrators. They have suffered 

relative exclusion and vilification by the international community, including by 

humanitarians, international peace processes and international advocacy. Apart from their 

politicized image, other reasons for their exclusion are because they are widely perceived by 

the international community as less vulnerable, and also because they are hard-to-reach, 

living in scattered rural communities and alienated by their treatment internationally. This 

report challenges the widely held misperceptions about their vulnerability and presents a 

detailed series of recommendations. Lessons learned from this very specific case from Darfur 

are critical for a lasting peace and have much wider regional and international policy 

implications. 

 

 

 


