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Introduction

What is the Good Humanitarian Donorship (GHD) initiative?

Good Humanitarian Donorship (GHD) is a donor-led initiative aiming towards efficient and principled
humanitarian assistance. By defining principles and standards, GHD ¢provides both a framework to
guide official humanitarian aid and a mechanism for encouraging greater donor accountabilityé.!

A set of 23 GHD principles was agreed and endorsed by 17 donor governments in Stockholm in 2003
(see Annex: Principles and good practice of humanitarian donorship). Progress and matters on the
GHD agenda have been discussed at subsequent annual meetings (Ottawa 2004, New York 2005,
Geneva 2006 and Geneva 2007). 36 donor bodies have now signed up to the GHD principles.’

GHD indicator reports review the collective and individual performance of the donor governments
that have signed up to the GHD principles.?

What are GHD indicators?

The GHD group collectively decides on the set of indicators that are intended to be used as a tool to
measure collective performance against the 23 GHD principles each year. There are currently 17
such indicators, which are intended to measure:

o the flexibility and timeliness of humanitarian funding (indicators 1-8)

e donor and agency funding for common humanitarian assistance action plans (CHAPs) and
consolidated appeal process (CAP) appeals (indicators 9-12)

e donor advocacy and support for coordination mechanisms, monitoring and evaluation
(M&E) and needs assessment methodologies (indicators 13-15)

e donor practices and standards (indicators 16 and 17).

The indicators are listed, together with some brief explanatory notes, in Annex: How are GHD
indicators measured?

Who reviews the indicators?

Development Initiatives provides the GHD group with technical advice on the indicators, measuring
performance against each of them each year. Reports on collective performance are published on
the Global Humanitarian Assistance and GHD websites. Development Initiatives also provides each
GHD donor with its own performance report. These can be published at the donorQdiscretion.

! Source: http://www.goodhumanitariandonorship.org/

% The GHD donors are: Australia; Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, the EC,
Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg Malta,
the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Republic of Korea, Romania, Slovak Republic,
Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom and the United States

3 Republic of Korea joined the GHD group in 2009 and therefore is not included as a part of this analysis
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Development Initiatives does not charge the GHD group for this work but undertakes it with funding
for the Global Humanitarian Assistance programme in agreement with the GHA donors. As part of its
commitment to providing ongoing technical support to the GHD group, Development Initiatives
welcomes feedback, comments and suggestions on the data, methodology and analyses used to
measure performance against the indicators as well as on the indicators themselves.

What do the GHD indicators tell us?

¢KS DI5 AYRAOFG2NE FINB | (G22f RSaAaA3aySR (2
they have signed up to. To that end they use various sources of data from various statistical and
other databases, as well as some quite detailed investigative work, either directly with donors or
through interrogation of partial or multiple sources of informatiz y ® 5 S @St 2 LIYSy i
to carry out the measurement objectively. In so doing, we continually test how robust the indicators
are.

The indicators highlight some achievements (including ensuring aid goes to existing as well as new
crises, showing increased funding to various pooled mechanisms and indicating continuing
commitments to key actors in humanitarian response) ¢ but they do not fully meet the needs of the
exercise. Some indicators are based on assumptions that are open to question. Others do not
measure as much as they initially suggest. Some suffer from a lack of meaningful data. How well the
principles are covered by the current indicators is also questionable.

While the GHD indicator exercise is certainly useful ¢ allowing donors to gauge performance year on
year, showing commitments to key principles and creating a common space for debate ¢ we would
recommend a review in order to try and better meet the needs of donor countries. A more detailed
summary of what Development Initiatives believes the GHD indicators tell us is available on request.

YSI

Ly A

c
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Summary  Measure 20074 2008

of results
Flexibility and timeliness

1 GHDdonor funds committed to ongoing UN 49.4% 56.9%
O2yaz2f ARFGSR | LILISetweeallan ¥
and 31 March as a share of total GHD funds
committed to those crises during the calendar year

2 Amount of GHDdonor funding committed to UN 64.6% 53.3%

Fil aK FapidldSsét disisterd @ibhin the first
six weeks of appeal launch (as a share of total
committed by GHD donors in the year)

3 Amount of GHD donor fundingommitted to UN flash 19 794 24.4%
appeals within the first six weeks of appeal launch (as
a share of revised requirements)

4 Percentage of overall funding provided for DAC GHD donors: DAC GHD donors:
humanitarian relief efforts to: a) UN; b) NGOs; c) (a) 51.4% through Full data not
ICRC/IFRC/National Societies UN (b) 17.8% available December

through NGOs (c) 2009

7.4% through Red

Cross and Red

Crescent Movement

Non-DAC GHD: Non-DAC GHD:

(a) 18.7% through (@) 22.4% through
UN (b) 24.1% UN (b) 8.9% through
through NGOs (c) NGOs (c) 14.3%
15.3% through Red through Red Cross
Cross and Red and Red Crescent
Crescent Movement Movement

5and 6 Percentage of GHD donorfunds committed under 9.2% totally Full data for official
flexible terms unearmarked DAC humanitarian
Share of total donor funding allocated to the CERF 3.8% via the CERF expenditure in 2008
L) dza Ydzf GAf I GSNI € 3.2% via country- not available until
rapid response or unforeseen crises plus funds given level pooled funds December 2009
in completely unrestricted form to multilateral
organisations

7 Share of needs met in ongoing UN consolidated 74.6% consolidated 72.1% consolidated
appeals and share of needs met in UN flash appeals 56.7% flash 60.1% flash

8 Number of GHD donorgroviding funding for more 15 17

than 12 months

* Up until 2007, the GHD group comprised the 23 members of the Development Assistance Committee (DAC).

In 2008 the GHD group was joined by a further 12 members ¢ a 2

rayQi RANBOUTE &

ySOSaal NAf &

RFGF NBtlFGAy3a G2 GKS
O2YLJ N} ot S

wo2 i
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Donor and agency funding for CHAPs and CAPs 2007 2008

10 Funds committed to the five UN CAP appeals with the 1.3% 1.6%
largest percentage shortfalls as a percentage of the
total funds committed inside the CAP

12 Percentage of DAC donor funding going to countries 36.9% DAC donor humanitarian
that are not the subject of a UN CAP appeal expenditure by country
not available until
December 2009

13 Amount of total funding to UN coordination US$237.3m (6.2% of total US$312.9m (6.4% of
mechanisms and common services inside the CAP commitments) total commitments)

15 Percentage of joint donor evaluations conducted on 28% 9%
humanitarian response programmes as a share of the
total number of individual GHD donor evaluations

Donor practices and standards

17 Number of GHD donors that have national aid 17
policies recognising the leading role of civilian and
non-state humanitarian organisations in
implementing humanitarian action

Tablel Summary of GHD indicator results
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Indictors of f lexibility and timeliness

1. GHDdonor funds committed to ongoings . AT T OT 1 EA A OA A crideEbimghweén0 | OT 1 C
1 January and 31 March as a share @HD donor funds committed to those crises during the
calendar yeaf

56.9% (US$1.7 billion) of the US$3 billion committed to ongoing crises by GHD donors was
committed in the first quarter.

Figurel GHD donor commitments tongoing crisesvithin the first quarter as a share of the total commitments made
to those crises during the rest of the calendar yg&ource:UNOCHA FTS]

This compares to 2007, where 49.4% (US$1.4 billion) of the US$2.7 billion committed to ongoing
crises by DAC GHD donors was committed in the first quarter.

> For the purposes of this report, ongoing crises are defined as those that have been the subject of a UN
consolidated appeals process (CAP) appeal for at least two consecutive years. There were 14 such
countries/regions in 2007 and 11 in 2008
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Figure2 GHD donor commitments to ongoing crises within the first quarter as a share of the total commitments made
to those crises during the rest of the calendar year, 2007 and 20081{&o UN OCHA FTS]

However, when looking at this measure on an appeal-by-appeal basis, the proportion of funding
committed within the first three months varies widely. In 2008, funds committed within the first
three months of the year as a share of the total committed for the whole of the calendar year
ranged from 19.2% (Zimbabwe) to 75.2% (Sudan Work Plan). In 2007, it ranged from 15.1%
(Zimbabwe) to 69.1% (Uganda).

Ongoing crises

Committed by GHD donors

Ongoing crises 208

Committed by GHD donors

2007 (14) (20)
% % % %
committed committed committed committed
Jan-Mar 07 Apr-Dec 07 Jan-Mar 08 Apr-Dec 08
Burundi 554 44.6 CAR 249 75.1
Central African 23.1 76.9 Chad 44.4 55.6
Republic (CAR)
Chad 60.6 394 DRC 59.9 40.1
/| 268 RQL@2 343 65.7 Occupied Palestinian  56.8 43.2
territory
Democratic Republic of | 43.1 56.9 Somalia 74.0 26.0
Congo (DRC)
Great Lakes Region 37.8 62.2 Sudan Work Plan 75.2 24.8
Liberia 25.6 74.4 Uganda 24.0 76.0
Occupied Palestinian 24.2 75.8 West Africa 36.4 63.6
Territory
Republic of Congo 46.3 53.7 Zimbabwe 19.2 80.8
Somalia 45.8 54.2 Total 56.9 43.1
Sudan 62.7 37.3
Uganda 69.1 30.9
West Africa 40.4 59.6
Zimbabwe 15.1 84.9
Total 49.1 50.9

Table2 Commitments made tmngoing crisedby GHD donors within the first quarters of 2007 and 2008 respectively,
as a share of their commitments to those appeals within each calendar year
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Overall, needs met during the first quarter by all donors varied between 16.5% (Zimbabwe) and
54.5% (Sudan). Needs met throughout the whole year varied between varied between 43.5% (Cote
d'lvoire) and 90.6% (CAR).

100% .
80% ‘

70%
60 = Unmet needs

X

= Mar-Decall donors
50

3

® Jan-Mar all donors
40

o I
20% ‘

0%

=

CAR

Chad

Cote d'lvoire
DRC
Palestine/OPT
Somalia
Sudan
Uganda
WestAfrica
Zimbabwe

Figure3 Needs met inside ongoing criséy all donorsduring the first quarter (as shares of revised requinents that
year) [Source: UN OCHA FTS]

2.Amount of GHDdonor £01 AET ¢ AT i 1T EOOAA O1 5. &£ AOE ADPBPAAI C
the first six weeks of appeal launch (as share of total committed by GHD donors in the year)

GHD donors contributed just under US$515 million to rapid onset disasters. 53.3% of this
(US$274 million) was committed within six weeks of the appeal launches.

A Weeks 16
calendar year

$240,378,499

following

46.7% disaster
. 0

Figure4 Amount of funding committed to rapid onset disastetsy GHD donorsvithin six weeks ofUN flash appeal
launches as a share of totals committed in the calendar yg&purce: UN OCHA FTS]
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Figure5 Amount of funding committed to rapid onset disastetsy GHD donorsvithin six weeks of UN flash appeal
launchesin 2007and 2008as shars of the totals committed inthose calendar yeas [Source: UN OCHA FTS]

In 2007, DAC GHD donors contributed just under US$114 million to rapid onset disasters. Just over
64.6% of this (US$73.4 million) was committed within six weeks of the appeal launches.

However, the proportion of funding committed within the first six weeks varies widely by appeal,
ranging from 6.7% to 100% in 2008 and 11.8% to 100% in 2007.

Flash appeals 2007
(15)

Share (%) of 12
monthly total
committed to UN flash
appeals within the first
six weeks

Flash appeals 2008 (12)

Share (%) of 12
monthly total
committed to UN flash
appeals within the first
six weeks

Bolivia

Burkina Faso floods
Dominican Republic
Ghana floods

Korea DPR floods
Lesotho drought
Madagascar floods
Nicaragua

Pakistan cyclone and
floods

Peru earthquake

Mozambique
flood/cyclone
Sudan floods
Swaziland drought
Uganda floods
Zambia floods

Total

14.1
12.3
100.0
79.4
84.0
34.5
81.9
92.9
68.0

52.0

98.6

59.0
34.4
56.7
11.8
64.6%

Bolivia

Georgia

Haiti

Honduras

Kenya

Kyrgyzstan

Madagascar

Myanmar

Pakistan Humanitarian
Response Plan (Revised)
2008-2009°

Southern African Region
Preparedness and
Response Plan
Tajikistan

Yemen Floods

Total

84.4
49.8
47.0
100.0
32.5
6.7
65.2
65.0
23.8

55.4

94.4

68.9
53.3%

Table3 Sharesof funding committedby GHD donor$o each UN flash appeal (rapid onset disaster) within

the first six weeks of appeal launch, 20@nd 2008

® UN OCHA transferred the Pakistan appeal to 2009 in April 2009
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3. Amount of GHD donor funding committed to UN flash appeals within the first six weeks of
appeal launch (as a share of revised requirements)

The GHD donors committed 24.4% of total requirements within six weeks of flash appeal launches.
Non-GHD donors committed 11.2% within six weeks. 28.5% of revised requirements were met
within the remainder of 2008. 35.9% of flash appeal requirements went unmet.

Committed by GHD
donors within first six
WELELS
$274,438,516
24.4%

Unmet requirements
$403,231,236
35.9%

Committed by nor
GHD donors withi
first six weeks
$125,787,732
11.2%

Committed within rest
of2008
$319,970,611
28.5%

Figure6 Shares of requirements met inrapid onset disasters within six weeks of UN flash appeal launches stsage of
total revisedrequirements[Source:UNOCHA FTS]

In 2007, the DAC GHD donors committed 19.7% of total requirements within six weeks of flash
appeal launches. Non-GHD donors committed 22% within six weeks. 15.1% of revised requirements
were met within the remainder of 2007. 43.3% of needs went unmet.

100%
90%
80%
- .
70% Unmet requirements
60%
’ u Committed within rest of
50% calendar year
40% B Committed by non-GHD
30% donorswithin six weeks
20% B Committed by GHD
donorswithin six weeks

10%

0%

2007 2008

Figure7 Shares of requirements met in rapid onset disasters within six weeks of UN flash appeal launches as a share of
total revised requirements, 2007 and 2008 [Source: ORHA FTS]
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4. Percentage of overall funding provided for humanitarian relief efforts to: a) UN; b) NGOs; c)
ICRC/IFRC/NationalSocieties

In 2007, the DAC GHD donors spent 51.4% of their combined official humanitarian assistance
through UN agencies and international organisations; 10.1% of this was in totally unearmarked form.
17.8% was channelled through NGOs and a further 7.4% through the Red Cross and Red Crescent
Movement.

Red Cross and Oth
Red Crescent 10 Oi/r
Movement 27

10.1% of thiswas in
totally unearmarked
form

7.4%

Figure8 Percentage of funding providedhy DAC GHD donofsr humanitarian relief efforts to UN, NGOs, arfded Cross
and Red Crescent Movemen2007 [Source:OECIDACCRS, DAC1 and DAC2a

2007 figures for DAC donors are based on their reporting through the Creditor Reporting System
(CRS). In previous years, this indicator has been based on aggregated data as reported in DAC1 and
DAC2a, as well as responses to questionnaires. In 2006, the DAC GHD donors spent 43% of their
combined official humanitarian assistance through UN agencies and international organisations. 23%
was channelled through NGOs and a further 8% through the Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement.

FTS data indicates that non-DAC GHD donors channelled 18.7% of their FTS-reported humanitarian
expenditure through UN, IOM and other international organisations in 2007. 24.1% was reported as
having been channelled through NGOs. 15.3% was channelled through the Red Cross and Red
Crescent Movement.
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Remaining
humanitarian
assistance

41.9%

Figure9 Percentage of fundingrovided by norDAC GHD donors for humanitarian relief efforts to UN, NGOs, and Red
Cross and Red Crescent Movement, 2(¢8durce: UN OCHA FTS]

5.and 6. Percentage of funds committed under flexible termsShare of total donor funding
allocatedtothe CER D1 OO0 | Ol OEI AOAOAI 1T OCAT EOAOETT 08 1 x
unforeseen crises plus funds given in completely unrestricted form to multilateral

organisations’

—)

In 2007, GHD donors committed 13.0% of their combined humanitarian assistance expenditure
betweencountries under fexible' terms:

o 9.2% in the form of totally unearmarked funding®
e 3.8% viathe CERF.

A further 3.2% of the GHD group@ humanitarian funding was available to be used flexibly within
countries in the form of contributions to country-level pooled funding.

" Indicators 5 and 6 measure funding flexibility betweencountries and flexibility within countries

¢10.1% of DACGHDdonor funding was provided in totally unearmarked form. When their totally

unearmarked funding is expressed as a share of the whole GHDA N dzLJQ& KdzYlF YA Gl NA Yy SELISYF
LISNOSy Gl 3S WNBRAzOS&aQ (2 (ow:
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Even these funds are not
totally inflexible. In 2007
for example, DAC donors
channelled at least 45%

CERF
3.8%

Totally

unearmarked
contributions

9.2%
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Donor contributions to
the CERF are flexible in
that the CERF can
allocate them anvwhere

Totally unearmarked
contributions to UN
agencies can be

of their earmarked Country-level deployed anywhere
contributions through . pooled funding
UN agencies and Rema.lnln.g 3.2%
multilateral mechanisms humz.mltarlan
assistance Donor contributions are
: 83.8% ‘ earmarked by country
U 4 but expenditure is then
. flexible within countries

Figurel0Shares of funding allocated to the CEREhd under flexible terms 2007[Source:CERF and countdgvel pooled
funding sites; UN OECDAG

7. Share of needs met in ongoingN consolidatedappeak and share of needs met itUN flash
appeals

120%

104.5%

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

B Needs met in (ongoing) UN consolidated appeals ® Needs met in UN flash appeals

FigurellShares of needs met in ongoing crises and rapid onset ciigkslonors) 20-2008 [Source:UNOCHA FTS]

In 2008, 72.1% of needs were met in ongoing UN consolidated appeals, compared with 60.1% in UN
flash appeals. This compares with 74.6% and 56.7% respectively in 2007.
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10 countries/regions were the subject of a consolidated appeal in both 2007 and 2008. 15 GHD

donors that supported those appeals in 2007 continued to support them in 2008.

Number of GHD donors

Figure12 Number of GHDdonors provding support to ongoing crisefSource:UNOCHA FTS]

25

20

15

10

0

Central African Chad

Republic

W 2007 ®2008 M Bothyears

Zimbabwe

By way of comparison, 14 countries/regions were the subject of a consolidated appeal in both 2006
and 2007. 17 GHD donors that supported those appeals in 2006 continued to support them in 2007.

Indicators of d onor and agency funding for UN CAPs

9. Proportion of funds committed to priorities identified in the UN consolidated appeal process

(CAP)

In 2007, GHD donors reported 27.5% of their combined humanitarian expenditure Yhside the CAPQ

8.6% of this was
provided by GHD
DAC donorsin
totally
unearmarked
form to UN
agencies, some
of which may
also have been
ALSyid WA
/1t Q

Figurel3 GHD donor hmanitarian assistance expenditure inside the CARRQ7 [Source:UNOCHA FTS ardN OECD
DAQ, DAC2h
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In 2006, DAC GHD donors reported 27.1% of their combined humanitarian assistance expenditure
inside the CAP. A further 21.9% was spent multilaterally via the EC, UNRWA or UNHCR.

Figurel4 Humanitarian assistance expenditurey DAC GHD donor countri@sside the CAP, 2@[Source: UN OCHA FTS
and UN OECD DAC1, DAC23a]

10. Funds committed tothe five UN CARappealswith the largest percentage shortfalls as a
percentage of the total fundscommitted inside the UN CAP

The five UN CAP appeals with the largest percentage shortfalls received funding totalling US$74.2
million.? This represents 1.5% of the total US$5.1 billion commitments made inside the UN CAP that
year.
1.3% 1.5%
100% =T i
oo [L442H
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

2006 2007 2008

B Funding committed to all appeals inside the CAP

= Funding committed to five least well covered appeals

Figurel5 Overall unds committed to the fiveUN CARppeals with the largest percentage shortfalls as a share ofdsin
committed to all appeals, 206-2008[Source: UN OCHA FTS]

® The five least well funded UN CAP appeals in 2008 were: Cote d'lvoire, Yemen Floods Response Plan
(November-April), Kyrgyzstan Flash Appeal (Revised), Honduras Flash Appeal (November-April), Pakistan
Humanitarian Response Plan (Revised). Note that our FTS data was downloaded on 2 April 2009. The FTS has
subsequently transferred the Pakistan appeal from 2008 to 2009
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When their funding via the CERF is taken into account, GHD donors committed US$64.6 million to
the five UN CAP appeals with the largest percentage shortfalls.'® This represented 1.6% of their total
US$3.9 billion commitments inside the UN CAP that year.

Share of CAP
appeal funding
committed to
the five appeals
with the largest
shortfalls

1.6%

Total committedto UN CAP appeals by GHD donors: BIS$illion

Figurel6 Funds committed by GHD donors to the five UN CAP appeals with the largest percentage shortfalls as a share
of funds committed to all appeals [Source: UN OCHA FTS, UN CERF]

% We took GHD donor funding via the CERF into account for the first time this year in this indicator as
providing funds via the CERF represents another way of supporting neglected emergencies
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UN consolidated and flash % needs Share of total Share of total
appeals(23) met requirements (%) funding (%)
Bolivia Flash Appeal 100.0 0.2 0.3
Southern African Region Preparedness | 100.0 04 0.6
and Response Plan
Madagascar Flash Appeal 100.0 0.3 0.4
Central African Republic 90.6 1.6 2.1
Chad 80.7 44 5.0
Democratic Republic of Congo 77.9 10.2 11.3
Humanitarian Action Plan
Iraq 75.6 3.8 4.1
occupied Palestinian territory 731 6.2 6.5
Somalia 722 9.1 9.4
Uganda 71.2 5.2 5.2
Sudan Work Plan (Humanitarian/Early | 70.4 27.7 27.8
Recovery Component)
Zimbabwe 68.4 8.1 7.9
West Africa 66.6 6.3 6.0
Kenya Emergency Humanitarian 66.0 2.9 2.7
Response Plan
Myanmar Flash Appeal (Revised) 65.9 6.6 6.2
Georgia Crisis Flash Appeal (Revised) 62.5 1.6 14
Tajikistan Flash Appeal (Revised) 57.2 0.4 0.3
Haiti Flash Appeal (Revised) 54.6 1.8 14
Cote d'lvoire 435 0.8 0.5
Yemen Floods Response Plan 37.8 0.2 0.1
(November - April)
Kyrgyzstan Flash Appeal (Revised) 324 0.3 0.1
Honduras Flash Appeal (November - 25.7 0.2 0.1
April)
Pakistan Humanitarian Response Plan | 25.4 1.8 0.6
(Revised)
Total 70.2 100 100

11. Share of needs met in the five leasinded UN CARappeals compared with the average
percentage of funding for allUN CAPRappeals

The five least well funded UN CAP appeals (Céte d'lvoire, Yemen Floods Response Plan (November-
April), Kyrgyzstan Flash Appeal (Revised), Honduras Flash Appeal (November - April), Pakistan
Humanitarian Response Plan (Revised) had 31.1% of their needs covered. The average across all 23
appeals was 70.2% of needs covered (or 71.5% if the five least funded are excluded from the
analysis).
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(November - (Revised) 2008  (November-  Response Plan least well
April) 2008 April) 2008  (Revised) 2008- covered

2009

Figurel7 Percentage of needs met (commitments ashare of revised requirementdSource: UN OCHA FTS]

In 2007 the five least well funded UN CAP appeals (Burkina Faso floods, Dominican Republic flash,
Nicaragua flash, Uganda floods and Zambia floods) had 42% of their needs covered. The average
across all 30 appeals was 72% of needs covered (or 73% if the five least funded are excluded from
the analysis).

72.4% 73.1%

49.2%

4119 ~ Y39% 41.8%

21.1%
12.4%

Burkina Dominican Nicaragua  Uganda Zambia  Fiveleast Allappeals Allappeals

Faso floods Republic flash floodsflash floodsflash well funded excluding
flash flash the five
least well
funded

Figurel8 Percentage of needs met (commitments as a share of revised requireme@)7[Source: UN OCHA FTS]
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12. Percentage ototal official humanitarian assistance expendituregoing tocountries that are
not the subject of aUN CARappeal

In2007,36.9> 2F 5!/ DI5 R2y2NREQ d(20dFf 2 T Toundikslthat
were not the subject of a CAP appeal. '

KdzY'l y 7

Figurel9 Total official humanitarian assistance allocated tmn-UN CAP countries, 2007 [Source: UN OCHA FTS, DAC1,

DAC2a, UN CERF]
In 2006, 39.8% of 5 ! / D1 5 offi@ayhaniitaian assistance was allocated to non-UN CAP
countries.*?

Bilateral official
humanitarian
expenditure
allocated to
CAP countries

60.2%

Figure20 Bilateral official humanitarian assistance allocated tmn-UN CAP countries, 2006 [Source: UN OCHA FTS,

DAC2a, UN CERF]

' This indicator measures the performance of DAC GHD donors only. In 2007 we considered the 30 UN CAP
appeals to have included 40 countries. It looks at expenditure that relates to a specific country and so does not
include cross-programme or regional expenditure. It also includes imputed expenditure via the CERF

'21n 2006, we considered the 22 UN CAP appeals to have included 33 countries. Unlike the 2007 calculation, it
does not include totally unearmarked expenditure through UN agencies or the CERF
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The table below shows the 15 UN CAP appeals with the largest requirements in 2007 (left column),
the 15 UN CAP appeals that received the most total official humanitarian aid from the DAC GHD

donors in 2007, and the 15 UN CAP appeals that received most funding through the CERF in 2007
(right column).

1. Sudan 1. Congo, The Democratic
1. Congo, The Democratic Republic of the Republic of the

2. Democratic Republic of Congo 2. Palestine/OPT 2. Bangladesh

3. Palestine/OPT 3. Afghanistan 3. Sudan

4. Zimbabwe 4. Iraq 4. Somalia

5. Somalia 5. Ethiopia 5. Uganda

6. West Africa 6. Somalia 6. Ethiopia

7. Uganda 7. Lebanon 7. Mozambique

8. Chad 8. Indonesia 8. Zimbabwe

9. Burundi 9. Korea, Demaocratic
9. Pakistan People's Republic of

10. Liberia 10. Uganda 10. Sri Lanka

11. Great Lakes Region 11. Sri Lanka 11. Guinea

12. Central African Republic 12. Chad 12. Peru

13. Cote d'lvoire 13. Zimbabwe 13. Burundi

14. Pakistan 14. Kenya 14. Cote d'lvoire

15. Nicaragua Flash Appeal 15. Bangladesh 15. Chad

* Countries in bold were not subject of an appeal in 2007

Table5 Countries with the largestUN CAPappeal requirements and top recipients abtal official humanitarian
assistance, 2007

Indicators of d onor advocacy and support for coordination
mechanisms, needs assessment methodologies and M&E

13. Amount of total funding to UN coordination mechanisis and common services inside the
UN CAP

Overall, US$5 billion was committed inside the UN CAP, US$312 million (6.2%) of which was
allocated to coordination and support mechanisms. (This was broadly in line with the sectorQ initial
share of requirements).
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Coordination
and support
services
$312,857,253

6.2%

Figure21 Share of commitmentsnside the CARllocated to coordination and suport mechanismgSource: UN OCHA
FTS and OECD DAC]

0, 0,
100% 5.3% 6.4% 6.2%

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

0%

2006 2007 2008

= QOther sectors = Coordination and support services

Figure22 Shares of needs met in the coordination and support sees sector compared with all sectors inside the CAP,
2006-2008 [Source: UN OCHA FTS]
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71.4% of needs were met inside the UN CAP. 71.7% of the coordination and support mechanisms
sector@needs were met.

74.2%

L7%  71.4%

2006 2007 2008
E Coordination and support services K All

Figure23 Sharesof needs met in the coordination and support services sector compared with all sectors inside the CAP,
2006-2008 [Source: UN OCHA FTS]

14. Amount of GHD donorfunding given to strengthen assessmenisnethodologies and
monitoring and evaluation (M&E)

In most cases, financing for assessment methodologies and M&E is integrated into other funding
streams and cannot be disaggregated. Data was available for two assessment methodologies ¢ the
Integrated Food Security and Humanitarian Phase Classification (IPC-FAO) and Humanitarian
Accountability Partnership International (HAP-I).

At the time of the IPC report (May 2009), GHD members provided 98.9% of the US$5m funding for
the IPC."*  Six GHD members have provided 74.0% of the funding for HAP-I in 2007 (total US$2
million) and eight GHD members have provided 76.7% of the funding in 2008 (total US$1.4 million).*

In addition GHD members are two of the four reported funders for Centre for Research on the
Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED) and contribute seven out of 18 Board members for Strengthening
Emergency Needs Assessment Capacities (SENAC) and three out of 13 for the Health and Nutrition
Tracking Service (HNTS).

15. Percentage of joint donor evaluations conducted on humanitarian response programs as
a share of tte total number of individual GHDdonor evaluations

Joint evaluations remain a relatively small share of all evaluations. The limited data available
suggests that most evaluations continue to be commissioned by a single organisation, rather than as
a joint effort.

'3 seven of the 35 GHD members have provided funding to HAP-I to date
H Funding came from six GHD members in 2007 and eight GHD members in 2008
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Of the 11 evaluations commissioned by GHD members in 2008, just one (9%) was joint. In 2007, six
of the 22 evaluations (28%) commissioned by GHD members were joint.

Total Single 2007  Joint 2007 Single 2008 Joint 2008
Commissioned by GHD 16 (72%) 6 (28%) 10 (91%) 1 (9%)
members

Commissioned by NGOs 23 (86%) 6 (14%) 23 (100%) 0 (0%)
Commissioned by 16 (93%) 2 (7%) 15 (94%) 1 (6%)

international institutions

Indicators of d onor practices and standards

16. Number of GHD donors that accepta UN OCHA, ICR@r UNHCRannual report in lieu of
individualised reporting

In 2009:

e UN OCHA reported that five GHD members always require additional reporting and a further
five require additional reporting for particular types of funding

e UNHCR reported that two donors require additional reporting and a further four require
additional reporting for particular types of funding

e ICRC reported that four donors require additional reporting while two donors require
additional reporting for some budget lines.

17.Number of GHDdonors that have national aid policies recognising the leading role of civilian
and non-state humanitarian organisations in implemening humanitarian action

17 GHD members reported that they had national policies recognising the leading role of civilian and
non-state humanitarian organisations. Some reported that this commitment was captured in the
European Consensus on Humanitarian Aid, which sets out principles on civilian protection and the
use of military assets and capabilities.*

' Evaluative Reports Database (ERD) on the Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance
(ALNAP) ¢ www.alnap.org/resources/evaluativereports.aspx
'® EU consensus on humanitarian aid, December 2007: http://ec.europa.eu/echo/policies/consensus_en.htm
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Annex: Principles and good practice of humanitarian donorship 17

Objectives and definition of humanitarian action

1. The objectives of humanitarian action are to save lives, allevi
suffering and maintain human dignity during and in the
aftermath of maimade crises and natural disasters, as well ag
prevent and strengthen preparedness for the occurrencé of §
situations.

2. Humanitarian action should be guided by the humanitarial
principles ofhumaniy, meaning the centrality of saving
human lives and alleviating suffering wherever it is found;
impartiality, meaning the implementation of actions solely
on the bais of need, without discrimination between or
within affected populationsjeutrality, meaning that
humanitarian action must not favour any side in an armed
conflict or other dispute where such action is carried out;
andindependene, meaning the autononoy humanitarian
objectives from the political, economic, military or other
objectives that any actor may hold with regard to areas
where humanitarian action is being implemented

3. Humanitarian action includes the protection of civilians an
those no longetaking part in hostilities, and the provision g
food, water and sanitation, shelter, health services and of
items of assistance, undertaken for the benefit of affected
people and to facilitate the return to normal lives and
livelihoods.

General principles

4. Respect and promote the implementation of international
humanitarian law, refugee law and human rights
5, While reaffirming the primary responsibility of states for th

victims of humanitarian emergencies within their own
borders, strive to ensufiexible and timely funding, on the
basis of the collective obligation of striving to meet
humanitarian needs

6. Allocate humanitarian funding in proportion to needs and
the basis of needs assessments
7. Request implementing humanitarian organisationsisoie,

to the greatest possible extent, adequate involvement of
beneficiariesn the design, implementation, monitoring and
evaluation of humanitarian response

8. Strengthen the capacity of affected countries and local
communities to prevent, prepare for ftigate and respond to
humanitarian crises, with the goal of ensuring that
governmentsnd local communities are better able to meet t|
responsibilitiesand ceordinate effectively with humanitarian
partners

9. Provide humanitarian assistance in ways énatsupportive
of recovery and longerm development, striving to ensure
support, where appropriate, to the maintenance and retur
sustainable livelihoods and transitions from humanitarian
relief to recovery and development activities

10.  Support and pronie the central and unique role of the
United Nations in providing leadership andamlination of
international humanitarian action, the special role of the
International Committee of the Red Cross, and the vital rg
of the United Nations, the Internat@irRed Cross and Red
Crescent Movement and ngovernmental organisations in
implementing humanitarian action

" source: http://www.goodhumanitariandonorship.org/

Good practices in donor financing, management and
accountability

(a) Funding

11. Strive to ensure that funding of humanitarian action in new,
crises does not adversely affect the meeting of needs in
ongoing crises

12. Recognising the necessity of dynamic and flexible respong
changing needs in humanitarian crises, strive to ensure
predictabilityand flexibility in funding to United Nations
agencies, funds armmfogrammes and to other key
humanitarian organisations

13.  While stressing the importance of transparent and strat
priority-setting and financial planning by implementing
organisationgxplore the possibility of reducing, or
enhancinghe flexibility of, earmarking, and of introducing
longerterm funding arrangements

14. Contribute responsibly, and on the basis of burden
sharing, to United Nations Consolidated Irégrency
Appeals and to International Red Cross and Red Cresc|
Movement apeals,and actively support the formulation of
Common Humanitarian ActioRlans (CHAP) as the
primary instrument for strategic planning, prioritisation
and ceordination in complex emergencies

(b) Promoting standards and enhancing implementation

15.  Request that implementing humanitarian organisations
fully adhere to good practice and are committed to promoting
accountability, efficiency and effectiveness in implementing
humanitarian action

16. Promote the use of Intéigency Standing Committee
guidelinesand principles on humanitarian activities, the
Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement and the 19
Code of Conduct for the International Red Cross and R
Crescent Movement and Nd@@overnmental Organisations
(NGOs) in Disaster Relief

17. Maintain readiess to offer support to the implementatio
of humanitarian action, including the facilitation of safe
humanitarian access

18. Support mechanisms for contingency planning by
humanitariarorganisations, including, as appropriate,
allocation of funding, to stregthen capacities for
response

19.  Affirm the primary position of civilian organisations in
implementing humanitarian action, particularly in areas
affected by armed conflict. In situations where military
capacity and assets are used to support the impletioent
of humanitarian action, ensure that such use is in
conformity with international humanitarian law and
humanitarian principles, and recognises the leading rolg
humanitarian organisations

20.  Support the implementation of the 1994 Guidelines on the
Useof Military and Civil Defence Assets in Disaster
Relief and the 200&uidelines on the Use of Military and
Civil Defence Assets to Support United Nations Humanitar
Activities in Complex Emergencies

(c) Learning and accountability

21. Support learning andcaountability initiatives for the
effective and efficient implementation of humanitarian
action

22. Encourage regular evaluations of international respons
to humanitarian crises, including assessments of donor
performance

23. Ensure a high degree of accuratyeliness, and
transparency in donor reporting on official humanitarian
assistance spending, atourage the development of
standardised formats for such reporting
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Annex: How are GHD indicators measured?

Data

Data for GHD Indicators Report 2009 is drawn from four main sources ¢ OECD Development
Assistance Committee (DAC); UN OCHA Financial Tracking Service (FTS); UN Central Emergency
Response Fund (CERF); and donor questionnaires. In some instances, the latest available data relates
to 2007.

OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC)

The 23 GHD members that are also members of the OECD DAC are required to report their aid
expenditure (official development assistance (ODA), of which official humanitarian aid is a subset)
eachyear WerSTSNJ (12 GKS KdzYFyAlGEFENAIY O2YLRYSyid 2F hb5!

DAC statistics allow the measurement of official aid expenditure over time as well as comparisons
between donors and recipient countries on a like-with-like basis.

The DAC publishes full ODA data in the December following the year of expenditure. The underlying
DAC data for GHD Indicators 2009 report relates to 2007 and was downloaded from: OECD.Stat, DAC
1 and DAC2a, on 31 March 2009 and from the Creditor Reporting System (CRS).*®

i SAZET EQGETTO 1T £ OAEI AOGAOATI 8 AT A Oi 01 OEI AGAOAI «
In order to avoid double-counting, the DAC defines multilateral aid as totally unearmarked
contributions to international organisations. These multilateral funds can be used anywhere and for
anythingwitK Ay G KS AYOGSNYlFGA2y Lt 2NAFyAaliA2yQa Yl yRI
contributions from each donor are not disaggregated by country or by sector. Bilateral aid includes

all other activities that are eligible to be counted as aid ¢ it includesearmarked funding that is given
to a multilateral organisation

UN OCHA iancial Tracking Service (FTS)

UN FTS is our primary source of data for the humanitarian expenditure of the 12 non-DAC GHD
members. It is also our primary data source for all expenditure relating to the consolidated appeals
process (CAP) ¢ appeals launched by the UN in response to major humanitarian crises.

FTS is a real-time database that captures voluntary statements of contributions to humanitarian
assistance. While DAC donors have all reported contributions to the FTS since 1994, not all of them
report the totality of their official expenditure (i.e. that which has been reported through the DAC)
and, in some instances, expenditure to the FTS includes elements that are outside the official DAC
definition of ODA.

FTS data is published on ReliefWeb. The data analysed for the purposes of this report was
downloaded on 2 April 2009.

18 Preliminarybilateral humanitarian data for 2008 was released in March 2009 but that data cannot be
disaggregated by recipient
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U SAEZETEOEI T O 1T £# OET OEAA8 AT A OI OOOEAAS OEA #1 (
FTS data primarily covers contributions for countries/regions that are either the subject of a
consolidated appeal (launched by the UN in response to a protracted crisis/complex emergency) or a

flash appeal (launched by the UN in response to sudden onset (usually natural) disaster). These are
jointly referrS R (1 4N CAP appeisQ

Funding requirements are defined within each UN CAP appeal document. This allows an indication of
the extent to which populations in crisis receive humanitarian aid in proportion to needs.

] 2y iNROdziA2zya FEt20FGSR 08 R2Y2NE (2 TFdzyRAYyI LN
FLILISHEQ 2N WAYEAARS GKS /1tQo

UN Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF)

We use UN CERF as our source for all data pertaining to allocations made to and by the CERF. Data
for this report was downloaded in May 2009.

U Imputed CERF calculation

DAC donor contributions to specific recipient countries are reported in DAC2a. But this does not

include contributions made via the CERF. In order to give a more accurate picture of humanitarian

AR NBOSAGSR o6& | LI NIAOdzZ I NJ O2dzy GNE FNRBY | 51/
TNRY b 2véladedet&ddathe money that the donor might have allocated via the CERF. The

CERF calculation is simple. For example: if Norway contributed 14.3% of funding to the CERF in 2007,

and the CERF allocated US$5.4 million to Afghanistan, Norway allocated 14.3% of US$5.4 million ¢ or

US$0.8 million.

Questionnaires

Questionnaires were sent to the 23 DAC GHD donors in November 2007 and to 12 non-DAC donors
in June 2009. The questionnaire covered expenditure inside and outside the UN CAP appeal, reports
required from UNHCR, UN OCHA and ICRC, appeals supported in 2007 and 2008 and funding given to
the CERF. Donors were also asked about their participation in joint evaluations and whether they
had national aid policies.*®

Methodology and notes by indicator

Data for non-DAC GHD donors and DAC GHD donors comes from different sources and is not directly
comparable. In addition, data from previous years is not always directly comparable:

- the GHD group now extends to 35 members (c.f. 23 in previous years)

9 This report is no longer dependent on DAC donor responses to questionnaires for data on expenditure by
channel due to improvements in DAC CRS reporting
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Indicator 1: GHDdonor £01 AO AT i 1 EOOAA O T1CiETC 5. AITOII1E
between 1 January and 31 March as a share GHD donor funds committed to those crises
during the calendar year

- The data relates to contributions reported inside ongoing UN consolidated appeals in 2008
o W2y32Ay3dQ A& GF1Sy (42 YSIy (KFG GKS arysS |1
0 by this definition, 10 of the 11 consolidated appeals in 2007 were ongoing
o the 10 ongoing UN consolidated appeals in 2008 were: CAR, Chad, Cote d'lvoire, DRC
(humanitarian action plan), Occupied Palestinian territory, Somalia, Sudan Work Plan
(humanitarian component), Uganda, West Africa, Zimbabwe
- The timing of the contributions is measured by using the FTS-NB LJ2 NIi SR WRSOA &A 2y R
RSTFAYSR a a5F0S 2y 6KAOK G(GKS R2Yy2NJ A& NBLERNIS
AlGSY¢
Indicator 2: Amount of GHD donor funding committed ti 5. &A1 AOE ADPDAAI O | (
AEOAOOAOOGS8Qq xEOEET OEA [E O6nare ddibta@ comidel Oy GHZEE ADDAA
donors in the year)
- The data relates to contributions reported inside UN flash appeals in 2008
- W2 AOUKAY GKS T AWhiG42 days &fappedBupch Q@ Y S| y a

Indicator 3: Amount of GHD donor funding committed to UN flash appeals within the first six
weeks of appeal launch (as a share of revised requirements)

- The overall share of funding requirements met is calculated on the basis of contributions from
all donors (not just the GHD group)
- Analysis is based on revised (not initial) requirements
0 note that requirements for the Pakistan appeal were substantially revised in 2008
0 our data was downloaded on 2 April 2009 and analysed as part of the GHA Report 2009
publication process ¢ UN OCHA has subsequently moved the Pakistan appeal from 2008
to 2009

Indicator 4: Percentage of overall funding provided for humanitarian relief efforts to: a) UN; b)
NGOs; ¢) ICRC/IFRC/National Sociesie

- For DAC donors, analysis is based on DAC CRS (bilateral) and DAC2a (multilateral) expenditure in
2007 ¢ we do not yet have comparable DAC data for 2008
0 2006 and 2007 DAC data for this indicator is not comparable ¢ previously, data was
reliant on feedback from donor questionnaires
- Analysis of non-DAC donor expenditure is on the basis of FTS-reported data ¢ we have FTS data
for both 2007 and 2008

Indicators 5 and 6: Percentage oGHD donorfunds committed under flexible terms.Share of

total donor funding Al 1 T AAOAA O OEA #%2& DI OO0 1 OI OEI AOAOAI
rapid response or unforeseen crises plus funds given in completely unrestricted form to
multilateral organisations

- GHD Indicators 2009 combines indicators 5 and 6 for the first time
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- Datarelates to 2007
- CERF and country-level pooled funding data was drawn from their respective sites and includes
the expenditure of both DAC and non-DAC donors
- Dataon Wi 2 didedrnfagked fundingQ NXB f | G S &defified multilkt&al expenditure of
the 23 DAC donors to the UN agencies in 2007 as reported in DAC2a

- WNBYIFAYAYI KdYFyAGENRFY F88A&GFyO08Q AyOf dRSaY

o the remaining official (bilateral) humanitarian expenditure of the DAC donors (i.e. that
which is reported in DAC1 minus that reported through CERF, ERF, HRFs, CHFs etc)
A note that this funding is not totally inflexible ¢ in 2007, at least 45% of the
US$7.8bn in official bilateral humanitarian assistance was actually spent through
UN agencies and multilateral mechanisms. See GHA Report 2009, p21
0 the remaining humanitarian expenditure of the non-DAC GHD donors as reported
through UN OCHA FTS (i.e. that which is not reported through CERF, ERF, HRF, CHFs etc)

Indicator 7: Share of needs met in ongoingyN consolidatedappealsand share of needs met in
UN flash appeals

- 1'&ad LISNI LYRAOFG2NI mXZ W2y3a2Ay3aQ ONR&aSa INB RSTA

consolidated appeal for at least two consecutive years. This applied to 10 countries/regions in
2007

- Theindicator measures expenditurebyallR2 Yy 2 N& 6y 2 (i 2 dzsideth6GE) DI 5 3INER o

Indicator 8: Number of GHD donorgroviding funding for more than 12 months

- 1'& LISNILYRAOIFIG2NBE ™M YR 1 W2y3a2Ay3IQ ONRa&aSa
UN consolidated appeal for at least two consecutive years. This applied to 10 countries/regions
in 2007

- The indicator is calculated by taking the number of donors that supported these 10 appeals in
both years, divided by those that supported the 10 appeals in 2007

- Theindicator looksali O2 Y Y Aifsie§hg GABQ W

Indicator 9: Proportion of funds committed to priorities identified in the UN consolidated
appeal process (CAP)

- This indicator is intended to measure the extent to which donor funding is allocated on the
basis of needs assessments. There is currently no consistent method of assessing whether donor
funding is going to common humanitarian action plan (CHAP) priorities so, for the purpose of
this analysis, we have compared total spending inside the UN CAP (i.e. spending allocated to
identified requirements for flash and consolidated appeals) as a share of (i) total official
humanitarian expenditure of the DAC donors (ii) humanitarian expenditure reported by non-
DAC GHD donors via the FTS

0 baseline data for this indicator relates to 2007 ¢ we do not yet have complete data
relating to DAC donor humanitarian expenditure in 2008
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Indicator 10: Funds committed tothe five UN CARappealswith the largest percentage shortfalls
as a percentage of the total fundsommitted inside the UN CAP

- The purpose of this indicator is to try to gauge the extent to which funding is equitable within
the CAP

- We selected the five appeals with the largest shortfalls as a percentage of (revised)
requirements in 2008 (i.e. the five least well funded when viewed in the context of needs
covered) and then looked at the commitments made to those crises as a share of total
commitments inside the CAP

- The five appeals with the largest shortfalls in 2008 were: Cote d'lvoire; Yemen Floods Response
Plan; Kyrgyzstan Flash Appeal (Revised); Honduras Flash Appeal; Pakistan Humanitarian
Response Plan (Pakistan is included in this analysis, though the appeal has now been transferred
to 2009);

- We have taken GHD donor funding via the CERF into account for the first time this year in this
indicator as providing funds via the CERF represents another way of supporting neglected
emergencies

0 we imputed the amount that each GHD donor contributed to an appeal via the CERF by
working out how much each donor contributed to the CERF overall and then applying
that percentage to each appeal country funded by the CERF

Indicator 11: Share of needs met in the five leastinded UN CAPappeals compared with the
average percentage of funding for alUN CARappeals

- This indicator identifies the five appeals with the largest shortfalls in 2008 (i.e. the five least well
funded when viewed in the context of (revised) needs covered)

- These are Céte d'Ivoire, Yemen Floods Response Plan (November-April), Kyrgyzstan Flash Appeal
(Revised), Honduras Flash Appeal (November-April), Pakistan Humanitarian Response Plan
(Revised). Note that Pakistan is included in this analysis, though the appeal has now been
transferred to 2009

0 it shows the percentage of needs met in each of those appeals and compares them
alongside the average percentage of needs met across the appeals

Indicator 12: Percentage of DAC donor funding going to countries that are not the subject of a
UN CAP appeal

- This analysis looks at the share of total official humanitarian expenditure that DAC GHD donors
allocate to countries that are the subject of a UN CAP appeal (flash or consolidated)

- The base year is 2007
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contribution via the CERF

- We considered the 30 UN CAP appeals in 2007 to have included 40 countries : Angola, Benin,
Bolivia, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Central African Republic, Chad, Democratic Republic of Congo,
Republic of Congo, Cbte d'lvoire, Dominican Republic, Gambia, Guinea-Bissau, Kenya,
Democratic Republic of Korea, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritania, Mozambique,
Nicaragua, Pakistan, Palestinian Administered Areas, Peru, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone,
Somalia, Sudan, Swaziland, Tanzania, Timor-Leste, Togo, Uganda, Zambia, Zimbabwe
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does not include cross-programme or regional expenditure
- In 20086, figures related to bilateral (not total) humanitarian expenditure and we did not include
CERF contributions ¢ so 2006 and 2007 figures are not comparable

Indicator 13: Amount of total funding to UN coordination mechanisms and common services
inside the UN CAP

This indicator looks at commitments made by donors inside the UN CAP by sector

Indicator 14: Amount of funding given to strengthen assessments, methodologies and
monitoring and evaluation (M&E)

- Ourresearch is based on 11 assessments methodologies and M&E tools
o0 Assessment and Classification of Emergencies (ACE) ¢ UN OCHA

0 Integrated Food Security and Humanitarian Phase Classification (IPC) ¢ UN FAO

0 Needs Analysis Framework (NAF) ¢ UN OCHA

0 Centre for the Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED) ¢ University of Louvain

o0 Strengthening Emergency Needs Assessment Capacities (SENAC) ¢ UN WFP

0 Health and Nutrition Tracking System (HNTS) ¢ WHO/UNICEF

o0 Standardized Monitoring and Assessment of Relief and Transitions (SMART) ¢
interagency

0 Global Needs Assessments (GNA) ¢ ECHO

0 Nutrition Information Projects for the Horn of Africa (NIPHORN) ¢ UNICEF

0 Humanitarian Accountability Partnership International (HAP-I) ¢ Humanitarian
Accountability Project
0 Vulnerability and Capacity Assessment (VCA) - IFRC
- Disaggregated data was available for IPC and HAP-I
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- The analysis for this indicator is based on research that includes the OCHA Disaster Response
Preparedness Toolkit website®

Indicator 15: Percentage of joint donor evaluations conducted on humanitarian response
programmes as a share of the total number of individual donor evaluations

- The analysis for this indicator is based on evaluations reported on the ALNAP Evaluations
Reports Database

Indicator 16: Number of donors that accept a UN OCHA, ICRC or UNHCR annual report in lieu of
individualised reporting

- UN OCHA, UNHCR and ICRC were contacted regarding their reporting responsibilities to the
different donors

20 http://ocha.unog.ch/drptoolkit/PNeedsAssessmentOtherlnitiatives.html
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Indicator 17: Number of donors that have national aid policies recognising the leading role of
civilian and nornstate humanitarian organisations in implementing humanitarian action

- The analysis for this indicator is based on data in response to questionnaires sent to the 23 DAC
GHD donors in November 2007, feedback following publication of this indicator in GHD
Indicators 2008, and a questionnaire sent to 12 non-DAC GHD donors in June 2009
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Annex: UN consolidated appeals process (CAP) appeals

2006 2007 2008

Consolidated Burundi Burundi -
Central African Republic Central African Republic Central African Republic*
Chad Chad Chad*

total

Flash

total
Total no.UN
CAPappeals

/| 268 RQL@2ANB
DRC CHAP

Great Lakes Region

Guinea

Horn of Africa

Liberia

Nepal

Occupied Palestinian territory
Republic of Congo

Somalia

Sudan Work Plan (humanitarian
component)

Uganda

West Africa

Zimbabwe

17

Guinea-Bissau

Kenya

Lebanon Crisis

Somalia: Flood Response Plan

Timor-Leste

/208 RQL@2ANS
DRC (humanitarian action plan)
Great Lakes Region

Liberia (Common Humanitarian Action
Plan)

Occupied Palestinian territory
Republic of Congo

Somalia

Sudan Work Plan (humanitarian
component)

Timor-Leste

Uganda

West Africa

Zimbabwe

15

Bolivia
Burkina Faso Floods
Dominican Republic

Ghana Floods

Korea DPR

Lesotho Drought
Madagascar Floods

Mozambique Floods and Cyclone
Nicaragua

Pakistan Cyclone and Floods
Peru Earthquake

Sudan
Swaziland Drought

Uganda Floods

Zambia Floods
15
30

/I 20S RQL@2ANSBF
DRC (humanitarian action plan)*

Iraq

Occupied Palestinian territory*

Somalia*

Sudan Work Plan (humanitarian
component)*

Uganda*

West Africa*

Zimbabwe*
11

Bolivia
Georgia

Haiti
Honduras
Kenya

Kyrgyzstan
Madagascar

Myanmar

Pakistan Humanitarian Response
Plan (Revised) 2008-2009

Southern African Region
Preparedness and Response Plan

Tajikistan
Yemen Floods

12
23
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Annex: About Development Initiatives

Development Initiatives is an independent organisation that specialises in development policy and
financing, access to information and communication for poverty elimination.

We work with people in developing and donor country governments, the OECD DAC, international
agencies, NGOs and the academic community to interpret and communicate aid and development
data, policy and practice.

As well as working to deliver research and consultancy services on behalf of others, Development
Initiatives encourages contacts between individuals, groups and organisations that share its
commitment to eradicating absolute poverty.

Development Initiatives was established by Judith Randel and Tony German as a consultancy in
1993. A separate not-for-profit organisation (Development Initiatives Poverty Research) was set up
in 2007. Development Initiatives Poverty Research programmes ¢ such as aidinfo and Global
Humanitarian Assistance ¢ are funded by grants. Further information is available at: devinit.org

Global Humanitarian Assistance

The Global Humanitarian Assistance (GHA) programme aims to contribute to improvements in the
efficiency, effectiveness and coherence of humanitarian response by further increasing access to
reliable, transparent and understandable data on humanitarian assistance. It works to contribute to
an authoritative, accessible and comparable shared evidence base on financing for people and
institutions involved in humanitarian policy, programming and performance. Annual GHA reports are
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voluntary giving by the public, non-ODA resources and resources from emerging donors.
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carry out an inception phase for proposed work on access to comparable data on the number, scale
and severity of humanitarian crises; and to undertake a pilot project to assess the potential for
developing partnerships to monitor and report on domestic response to humanitarian crises. Further
information is available at: globalhumanitarianassistance.org

To contact GHA Programme Leader:

Jan Kellett
jan@devinit.org
+44 (0)1749 671343

For advice, information or provide feedback please contact:

Jane Keylock Lisa Walmsley
jane@devinit.org lisa@devinit.org
+44 (0)1749 671343 +44 (0)1749 671343
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