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ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT

This is a summary document of GHA Report 2011 which presents the very latest
data on financial flows to humanitarian crises. Within the main report chapters
on the provenance, destination and journey of humanitarian funding, the forces
which shape humanitarian assistance, and looking beyond humanitarian
assistance to put it in the context of other resource flows, reveal the complexity

of humanitarian response. In a world where humanitarian aid is being called upon
to respond to multiple coexisting challenges, it is essential that decision makers
have a transparent view of all funding flows and resources allocated. It is only in
this way that we can determine whether the right choices are being made.

The report was authored by GHA team members Jan Kellett (Programme
Leader), Lisa Walmsley (Data and Communications Advisor) and Lydia Poole
(Policy Advisor) with extensive assistance from the rest of the team: Kerry Smith,
Jane Keylock, Hannah Sweeney, Velina Stoianova, Daniele Malerba, Dan Sparks
and Georgina Brereton coordinating production. Additional editorial guidance
was given by DI Co-Director Judith Randel.

To communicate with the report’s authors, or to ask questions or provide
comments, please contact us by email: gha(@devinit.org. To read the full report,
visit the GHA website: www.globalhumanitarianassistance.org



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Humanitarian aid is being stretched. Millions of people in sub-Saharan Africa are living

with conflict and its legacy; natural disasters such as the earthquake in Haiti and the floods

in Pakistan have the power to disrupt and sometimes even paralyse economic and social
infrastructure; recovery and reconstruction remain uneven following large-scale conflict in Iraq
and Afghanistan; and political turmoil is escalating in parts of the Middle East and North Africa.
In many instances the people already affected by crises face additional threats, their livelihoods
made more insecure by the effects of climate change and the vagaries of the global economy.

The international humanitarian response to these needs reached US$16.7 billion in 2010. If this
preliminary, partial estimate proves to be accurate when full final data is available, it will have
been the largest annual humanitarian response on record - higher even than in 2005, the year
of the Indian Ocean earthquake/tsunami and the South Asia (Kashmir) earthquake. However,
while the contributions of governments outside of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC) and those of the private
sector increased dramatically in 2010, it is not clear whether these actors will become regular
donors in years when there are no major natural disasters.

The overall humanitarian expenditure of OECD DAC member governments - the major
contributors to ongoing crises - is also estimated to have increased in 2010 (from

US$11.2 billion in 2009 to US$11.8 billion). But the substantial increases made by just three
donors (the United States, Japan and Canada) mask reductions by some of their peers. Eight
OECD DAC members look set to reduce their levels of expenditure for the third consecutive
year in 2010. While the overall international response to humanitarian crises shows an upward
trend, many governments are coming under pressure to justify existing levels of aid spending.

In a global context of rising demand, escalating costs and budgetary constraints, the

need to target humanitarian financing effectively and equitably is ever more compelling.

In 2010, the level of needs that were unmet in the UN’s consolidated appeals process (CAP)
increased and humanitarian funding seems to have been more unevenly distributed across
crises, with complex emergencies in many cases receiving a lower proportion of their
funding requirements.

The effective targeting of humanitarian financing must include the effective coordination of all
resources to address vulnerability to crises - while it remains important for humanitarian aid to
be independent, neutral and based on need alone, it does not exist in a vacuum. Does it make
sense for humanitarian assistance, which in many cases is being spent year on year in the
same places, to be looked at in isolation from other types of potential funding?

WHERE DOES HUMANITARIAN FUNDING COME FROM?
WHERE DOES IT GO? HOW DOES IT GET THERE?

e In reality global humanitarian assistance exceeds our US$16.7 billion estimate of the
international humanitarian response from governments and private voluntary contributions
in 2010. Not captured are the efforts of individuals, organisations and governments within
crisis-affected countries themselves. We do not have a figure for the response of national
governments but, by way of example, the Indian government has spent more than
US$6.2 billion on emergencies in its own country over the past five years, far outweighing the
US$315 million of humanitarian assistance it has received from international donors. Also
not captured is the response of the military in delivering humanitarian assistance. In addition,
it is difficult to draw a line around other types of aid flows that might go to people living in
humanitarian crises.

¢ Governments contributed US$12.4 billion (preliminary estimate) in response to international
humanitarian crises in 2010 - the highest volume on record. In 2009 expenditure contracted
to US$11.7 billion following the 2008 spike (US$12.3 billion) in response to a number of
natural disasters and the food price crisis, and as some donors shifted the emphasis of parts
of their humanitarian programming to development.

¢ In 2009, the three largest government/institutional donors of humanitarian aid were the
United States (US$4.4 billion), the EU institutions (US$1.6 billion) and the United Kingdom
(US$1 billion). In terms of generosity, however, Luxembourg, Sweden and Norway contributed
the highest shares of gross national income (GNI) and Luxembourg, Norway and United Arab
Emirates (UAE) contributed the most per person.

In 2009, 61.7% of international government funding was directed through multilateral
delivery agencies or funding mechanisms, 17.3% through NGOs and less than 10% through
the public sector.

We estimate private voluntary contributions to have been in the region of US$4 billion
in each of the past three years.



In 2010, Médecins Sans Frontiéres (MSF) received US$1.1 billion for humanitarian activities
from private contributions; this more or less equates to the humanitarian expenditure of the
of the third largest donor, the United Kingdom.

In 2009, Sudan remained the largest single recipient of the international humanitarian
response for the fifth consecutive year, with US$1.4 billion (figures for 2010 are not yet
available). Sudan has received just under 11.2% (US$9 billion) of the total allocable by
country over the past decade (US$89 billion) and historically has received US$300-
US$600 million more each year than the next largest recipient. However, humanitarian
aid to Palestine/OPT increased dramatically from US$863 million in 2008 to US$1.3 billion
in 2009, reducing Sudan’s ‘margin’ to US$100 million.

The total volume of funds channelled through pooled humanitarian funds, including common
humanitarian funds (CHFs), emergency response funds (ERFs) and the Central Emergency
Response Fund (CERF] increased from US$583 million in 2006 to US$853 million in 2010.

Contributions from non-OECD DAC member governments to humanitarian pooled funds
increased from US$4 million in 2009 to US$98 million in 2010, largely due to contributions
to the ERFs in Haiti and Pakistan.

FORCES SHAPING HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE

In 2009 more than 65% of all humanitarian assistance went to conflict-affected
and post-conflict states.

Humanitarian assistance is now more expensive. The costs of key components of
humanitarian food aid are rising as well as those of delivering it. The cost of food increased
by more than 40% between 2007 and 2011. During the same period, oil prices increased

by 36% in real terms.

The funding required to meet humanitarian needs expressed in the UN appeals more than
doubled between 2007 and 2010, reaching a historic high of US$11.3 billion. This growth was
driven by an increase of US$2.9 billion in the requirements for complex emergencies over
the period and the addition of the largest ever flash appeal requirements for sudden-onset
crises, which totalled US$3.6 billion in 2010.

e The 2.2% growth in donor contributions to the UN appeals in 2010 did not match the 15.4%

increase in requirements that year, resulting in a substantially higher proportion of unmet
needs, at 37%, compared with an average of 30.2% for the five preceding years. Funding

for complex emergency appeals decreased considerably: while requirements fell 18.9%
year-on-year, funding was down by 32.5%. Conversely, funding for flash appeals skyrocketed
by 1,635% compared with the previous year, driven by the large-scale disasters in Haiti

and Pakistan.

HUMANITARIAN AID IN CONTEXT: BEYOND THE DIVIDE

Humanitarian aid is largely long-term in nature, with just under 70% of all funding in 2009
going to long-term affected countries. Most of these are in conflict-affected sub -Saharan
Africa and are also vulnerable to drought - two sorts of insecurity, two factors that put
development gains at risk.

Humanitarian aid may be smaller in terms of volume than other official development
assistance (ODAJ, but it is spent in almost as consistent a fashion. The top 20 recipient
countries of both over the past decade have been largely the same, which once more
highlights the fact that humanitarian assistance from governments is not dominated
by response to sudden massive natural disasters.

ODA expenditure on governance and security is increasing, reaching US$16.6 billion in
2009. Peacekeeping expenditure reached more than US$9 billion in the same year. New
data shows how the bulk of peacekeeping funds are spent in the same countries receiving
long-term humanitarian assistance. Special funds to tackle these contexts (both donor and
recipient) are growing in number.

To date, few countries show any clear transition from a post-conflict and peacekeeping
context to actual peace and reconstruction; only two of the top 20 recipients of international
humanitarian aid have clearly moved out of the emergency phase in the past five years.

Domestic revenues are important and significant, even in the most crisis- and conflict-
affected countries, and have shown a less extreme response to the financial crisis than
developing countries as a whole. Aid, both development and humanitarian, has a particular
value as a consistent flow of funds when foreign investment, remittances and domestic
revenues are under pressure.

New data on disaster risk reduction (DRR) shows slowly increasing expenditure, but still to
only extremely low levels. Total expenditure on DRR reached just US$835 million in 2009, a
mere 0.5% of total ODA. Of the US$150 billion spent on the biggest humanitarian recipients
over the past five years, only 1% of that has been reported as DRR.



TOP 20 RECIPIENTS OF TOTAL OFFICIAL HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE, 2000-2009
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[ 2009 | 528.5|1304.9| 389.9 |1187.5{ 192.3 | 6.8 | 43.5 | 88.4 | 318.0 [ 560.9 | 680.7 | 231.2 | 394.7 | 577.9 | 150.0 | 257.1 | 490.9 | 16.5 | 544.3 | 152.0
[ 2008 | 552.3 |1371.2| 328.0 | 772.7 | 248.8 | 10.8 | 88.8 | 86.9 | 239.0 | 528.2 | 832.4 | 242.2 | 299.9 | 850.2 | 146.9 | 133.1 | 381.5 | 21.3 | 174.1 | 234.7
W 2007 | 267.3 |1314.4] 162.7 | 857.7 | 337.9 | 28.0 | 108.2 | 108.5 | 182.4 | 415.9 | 301.6 | 209.6 | 194.1| 318.3 | 120.5 | 237.2 | 375.8 | 28.6 | 243.8 | 224.8
2006 |318.8 [1363.1| 114.1 | 804.8 | 418.0 | 57.4 | 147.6 | 151.2 | 107.4 | 435.6 | 343.3 | 161.8 | 243.0 | 351.6 | 116.3 | 506.8 | 432.6 | 31.5 | 448.3 | 228.3
W 2005 | 190.4|1375.5| 213.3 | 447.9 | 111.9 | 120.2 | 144.9 | 169.7 | 123.0 | 306.6 | 656.5 | 400.0 | 84.6 | 319.5| 118.7 | 739.7 | 668.1 | 41.8 | 533.2 | 179.7
" 2004 | 153.7 | 844.7 | 68.9 | 564.0| 91.0 | 214.8 | 172.2 | 163.5| 96.8 | 286.6 | 439.2 | 48.0 | 89.9 | 428.7 | 109.4 | 31.9 |1077.1] 133.1 | 55.4 | 164.5
2003 | 134.2 | 357.8 | 92.6 | 462.4| 81.2 [ 311.1| 104.5| 150.1 | 11.0 | 255.9 | 803.5 | 39.0 | 76.7 | 485.9 | 136.0 | 64.3 |1140.3| 128.4 | 66.1 | 145.3
2002 [ 129.2 | 261.4| 83.4 | 465.0 | 90.2 | 276.5| 48.6 | 104.0 | 4.0 |261.3|231.9 | 48.4 | 94.7 | 855.9 | 123.5| 72.8 | 147.0 | 108.8 | 67.4 | 79.9
W 2001 | 97.7 | 172.0| 7.5 |363.3| 86.6 | 144.6| 24.1 | 78.4 | 10.1 | 187.0 | 212.6 | 41.0 | 88.4 | 561.6 | 1255 79.6 | 177.5|308.7 | 80.4 | 59.1

W 2000 | 79.9 | 130.4| 45 |[273.2| 78.4 |157.5| 40.4 | 57.0 | 83 | 95.4 [229.0| 44.6 | 75.1 | 164.0 | 1185 | 73.5 | 140.3 | 720.6 | 33.7 | 35.6

00-09 | 68.3% [ 60.6%|39.2% | 37.6% | 33.2% | 31.8% | 31.8% | 31.3% | 30.1% | 28.1% | 21.3% [ 21.3% | 17.2% [ 17.1%| 16.8% | 16.1% [ 14.9% | 12.4% [ 12.1%| 10.6%

HUMANITARIAN SHARE OF AID (ODA)

Source: Development Initiatives based on OECD DAC data

The countries in this graph represent the 20 shorter-term, life saving intervention and
largest recipients of total official humanitarian  development aid as a longer-term investment
assistance over the past decade. They are that is focused on sustainable development
ordered from left to right according to the and poverty reduction. In practice, both types
share of total ODA received in humanitarian of aid can be deployed in crisis contexts, and
form. The average share across all countries are often aimed at the same people.

over the past decade is 11.3%.

Total official humanitarian assistance is a
subset of total official development assistance
(ODA), which is reported to the OECD DAC

by a group of government and institutional
donors along consistent lines each year.
Humanitarian aid is usually defined as the



THE
HUMANITARIAN
PICTURE

IN NUMBERS

FINANCING ﬁ

uss4 3BILLIUN

(T S )
Private voluntary contr b tio :
Humanitarian assi ssssss ached US$4.3 bi ll 2010
from governments wa
USSIZ 4 BIllIl]N eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee
n 2010, a 9 'I
USS J. 1 BILLION IN 2009
. . Official development aid rose by US$7.4 billion to

Note: All 2010 figures on this page are preliminary estimates



)

DONORS 2009 RECIPIENTS 2009

The top ten humanitarian donors

ipi i United Stat sud
and recipients in 2009 were: nited States udan

EU Institutions Palestine/OPT

United Kingdom Ethiopia

Germany Afghanistan
Spain Somalia
Sweden DRC
Netherlands Pakistan
France Iraq
Canada Kenya

Norway Zimbabwe

UN appeal requirements rose to a record high of US$11.2 billion in 2010,
a 15% rise from 2009

Of this, US$7.1 billion of the needs were met, a rise of only 2% from the previous year

Refugee
numbers 1‘
increased by
153,146 in 2010

to 10.5 million

820

MILLION MILLION

The number of people living on
less than US$1.25 a day fell to

In 2010, nearly

878 million in 2010 The number ¢ 590 ke people
of internally still had no access
displaced rose to decent water
by 400,000 to 27.5 supplies

million in 2010

Although the number of undernourished people dropped

by 100 million in 2010, the 925 M"_LlﬂN
total is still estimated to be

2] MII-I-I N PE PI-E More than 215 million people were affected by natural
disaster in 2010, 188 million of those by flooding



TOP 20 GOVERNMENT CONTRIBUTORS TO INTERNATIONAL

HUMANITARIAN AID, 2000-2009

5. Netherlands
US$5.1bn

4. Germany
US$6.5bn

12. Canada
US$2.6bn

15. Australia
US$2.1bn

2. EU institutions
US$14.9bn

10. Italy
US$3.6bn
1. United States
US$31bn 16.
Saudi Arabia
US$1.9bn
6. Sweden
US$4.4bn .
17. Belgium
US$1.4bn
8. Norway
US$3.7bn
3. United Kingdom
US$8.2bn
18. Finland
US$1.1bn
9. France
US$3.6bn

7. Japan
US$4bn

11. Spain
US$3.2bn

19. Ireland
US$1.1bn

Source: Development Initiatives based on OECD DAC and United Nations Office for the Coordination
of Humanitarian Affairs (UN OCHA) Financial Tracking Service (FTS) data

Over the past ten years, governments

have spent over US$90 billion of
humanitarian aid in response to international
humanitarian crises - over US$30 billion of

which has been provided by the United States.

While members of the OECD DAC continue
to dominate government response in terms
of volumes of humanitarian aid given -
notably the United States, the European
institutions, the United Kingdom, Germany
and the Netherlands - the additional funding
mechanisms and ways of channelling
assistance created within the international
community over the past decade have also

helped increase the visibility of humanitarian
assistance from other governments.

18 of the 20 largest government donors are
members of the OECD DAC. They are joined
by Saudi Arabia (16th largest government
donor over ten years) and UAE (20th largest).
The five OECD DAC members not included in
the 'top 20" are: Austria (21st largest], Greece
(22nd), Luxembourg (23rd), Portugal (24th)
and Korea (28th).



TOP 20 RECIPIENTS OF INTERNATIONAL HUMANITARIAN AID, 2000-2009

17. 19.
Jordan Chad
20. US$1.3bn US$1.1bn 1.
Liberia Angola
US$0.9bn US$1.3bn
6.
DRC 8
e S0 Pakistan
US$2.4bn
15. 18.
Zimbabwe Burundi
US$1.5bn US$1.2bn
1. 4.
Sudan Afghanistan
US$8.9bn US$5.1bn
7.
Somalia
US$2.6bn
3.
Iraq 5 .
US$5.1bn Ethiopia
2. US$4.8bn
Palestine/OPT
US$7.2bn
10. Indozl'esia
Lebanon
US$1.9bn US$2.4bn

Note: The figures presented in this graph represent the ‘international humanitarian response’ to these countries. The international humanitarian response
includes that of international governments (reporting to the OECD DAC and UN OCHA FTS) and private contributions captured by UN OCHA FTS. Figures include
contributions through the UN's CERF and pooled funding mechanisms. Source: Development Initiatives based on OECD DAC and UN OCHA FTS

Just under US$80 billion in humanitarian aid
has been allocated to some 156 countries over
the last ten years. Over 70% of this has been
concentrated in 20 countries - all but two

of which are classified as ‘conflict-affected’
(Jordan and Zimbabwe) and all but five of
which (Indonesia, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Uganda
and Chad) are classified as ‘long-term’
recipients of humanitarian aid.

Sudan is the single largest recipient of
international humanitarian aid. It has
received just under US$9 billion (11.2%) of
the estimated total over the past decade and
has been the single largest recipient in each
of the last five years. Together with the

next largest recipient, Palestine/OPT
(with US$7.2 billion or 9.1% of the total,
it accounts for just over one fifth of the
money spent in specific countries over
the past decade.

Irag (which has received US$5 billion,
6.5% of the total], Afghanistan (similar
volumes and share) and Ethiopia
(US$4.8 billion or 6.1% of the total] are
the 3rd, 4th and 5th largest recipients of
the last decade. Though they have very
different humanitarian profiles these five
countries have been top ten recipients

in each of the last ten years.



S14 VHD0 NN PUe Qya dQ30 uo paseq saAneniu| Juswdo)ara( :924nog “suwisiueydaw buipuny
pajood pue (4439) pun4 asuodsay Aousbiswg jes3us)d s,NN @Y1 ybnoay suoingiijuod spnjoul seunbiy 11y 'sad1ud Juadand Ul sl pue S|4 YHOO NN Wodj usyel si S10uop Jayjo Joj ele( ‘Sjusws)a yqQ 8402 ay3 spnjoul Jou saop 3| ‘Aseurwnaad

pue jened si 010z 10) BIe[, "S9214d 4007z JUBISUOD Ul passaldxs SI )| *(SIaquiaw G| N Joj SUONNISUI NT 0} YJQ 2402 SE 1)1am Se) d4M Pue YMENN ‘“YIHNN 03 Y0 9402 J1ay) sapnjdul ‘600Z-0002 ‘OVA AJI0 Y3 Jo S1aquiawi Joj ejeq 810N

GSGL LG9 9 8 oLl LS 89 ool ey 7€ 0€ 7€ 8¢

avn avn «BlIISNY  elqedy Ipneg avn elsny elsny avn elsny elisny  BinoquiaxnT EREENT) elsny

LzL'l 6¢L 601 a7l L7l 771 LEL 601 89 LS GE 6§ 8¢
puejaJ| puejui4 «puejal| puejaJ| puejui4 ueder  eiqgedy Ipnesg puejag| puejad| puejaJ| 939919 puejaJ| 929919
87L‘L (1]2] oLl LGl G6l 0sl LEL cLlL L8 89 LS 78 L9
puejul4 puejaJj »jlewusqg puejul4 puelszyms puejuiy puejad| elqely Ipnes puejuiy  eiqely Ipneg puejaJ| puejui4 puejaJj
997l 726 €cl 981 8l¢ a9l Lyl o7l Lol L8 88 00l 6L
wnibag wniblag xpuejuly puelIsazyms wnibag enesnsny puejuld puejuld avn puejuid puejulg wnibag puejul
768l €oLl L9l c0¢ Lee L9l 08l 8Gl LEL G6 G6 991 Lol
ejgedy Ipnhesg eigedy Ipneg  ,PUB)IIZIMS wnibjag puejad) wnibjag wnibjag wnibjag wnibjag wniblag wnibjag elessny wnibjag
zeL'e GoL‘lL [4%4 ce 88¢ cle Lee L9Z €4l GLL 9€1L L9l 91
elnensny puelIazIMS ey ydewusq jJewusaq eiqedy Ipnes eneJisny epeue) eneJisny yJewusqg ujeds ujeds ujeds
VLA 8G¢°L GEC 86¢ L6¢ €¢e 0%¢ y6¢ 091 18l €§1 L6l 891
puelIaZIIMS eneJisny swnibjag ueder enesnsny pUBLISZ}IMS pue)IaZIMS enensny yJewusq eneJisny yJewusq yJewusq eneqsny
8L2°C 00%°L 96¢ V74% 20¢€ L2t 0%¢ 09¢ 86l L0¢ L8l col 9Ll
yJewuaq yJewuaq e|gely Ipneg enesqsny ueder puejaJ| ueder puelIaZiIMS epeue) ujedg epeue) epeue) epeue)
0%79'C 999°L 99¢ €6€ 08¢ 99¢ L62 L0€ Gl¢ 1] ¥4 144 yL44 661
epeue) epeue) «BleJisny avn epeue) yJewuaqg ydewusq ydewusq puelIazZIMS puelIazIIMS eneJisny ueder yJewusqg
gee'e 698°L L6C 9¢€ €6¢€ LLE LTe (114 6l¢ 0¢e Lee V[44 LET

ujedsg ueder  ,spuejiayiaN ey KemuaoN epeue) epeue) ujeds ujeds BpEUB)  PUBLIDZIMS puelIaZIIMS ?ouel4

zss'e 806°L 6€€ GLE 9Ly cLE LLE L8E 98¢ 9LC %62 €0€ (A4

Aey Aey «AemioN KemuioN Key Key Aey Aey AemioN ueder ?ouel ?ouel PUB)I3Z}MS

L6S'E LLO'T YLE 96€ 6€y L6€ CLE 2y L0€ 08¢ [4%> LLE c0€
9ouel4 KemuaoN xoouel epeue) 9ouel4 9ouel4 ujeds 9ouel4 VE'ETIS 9ouel KemuaoN Key KemuaoN
189‘c €z1L'e €6¢ 907 6€S 76€ L8E 997 (2125 08¢ GEE 6l€ 8G¢E
KemuoN 9ouel «Udpamsg 9ouel uapamg ujeds AemioN uspams Aey Aey uapams KemioN Aey
920" zee'e a8y 80S 999 144 79y L6 09€ 8L€E GGE 6Ly L8€

ueder ujedg +«BPEUB)  SpuUB)IBYIBN  Blgedy Ipneg KemuioN ?ouel4 KemuioN duUBl{  SpueldYIdN ueder uapamg ueder

Gge'y 685'C L0S €LS cL9 6Ly <08 0S9 9€y 29¢€ 29¢€ Ly €0y

VE] S ETS VE]ETS Luleds UdpamMs  SpuejlaylaN VE]SETS VEL'ETIS SpPuBlIdYIdN  Spue)aylaN uspams Key  spuejsyisN uapams
760G €96'C LES (A% 719 679 679 (44} 659 79¢€ 06€  0LS wopbury LLS
spuelJayiaN spuelJayiaN Lueder ujeds uleds  SpuelsylaN  SpuelIayIdN Auewuag Auewuag AemuoN  spueliayiaN payun Auewuag
L2S'9 €8L'E 689 LCL €L 659 ze8  8Gg wopbury g4/ wopbury 90S 28§ 6LS 999
Auewuag Auewuag «Auewuiag Auewuag Auewuag Auewuag Auewuag payun payun Auewuag Auewuag Auewuag  spuejiayiaN
€81'8 €8G'y Wopbuly 1G4 .wopbuly vzl wopbuly  G4g wopbuly G/ wopbuly ¥50'L wopbuiy 88 716  0G8 wopbuly 4| . wopbury LS9 889 Wopbuiy
wopbury payun payun payun payun payun payun payun ueder ueder payun pajun  eiqedy Ipnes payun
798'71 0£6'8 709°1 €19l 656°L 099°L 8v8'L 058°L LZ7'L 601°1 L90°L €81l 6Y1°L
suoniniisul N3 suonnjisul N3 ,sSuolniiisuing suoinilisul N3 suolinjisulng suolnjijsuing suolnilisulng suoljniiisulng suolinjisuing suolniisuing suolniisulng suoinilisul N3 suolniiisuing
LL6'0E 0l8'8l 908"y 9LE"Y Lz7'y L80'E 80Z‘c 8LLE z18C 8y7y'c 0€0°C 966'L 9L8°'L
S9)B}S PaHUN  S91BIS PAUUN  ,SSIBIS PAUUN  SBIeIS PAUUN  S9IRIS PIJUN  SIBIS pSllun SRS PAjluN S3IBIS PAUUN SIS PAluN  SIIBIS PAiUN  S9IBIS PAUUN SRS pIllun  SS3e)S pajiun

60.-00 60.-S0 0lLo¢

Sdv3IA 0L SUVIAS  «AUVNIWITIYd

(NOITTIN $SN) 6002-0002 ‘AIV NVIMVLINVWNH TVYNOILYNYILNI 40 SHONOA 02 dOL .



4439 NN PUe S14 VHOO NN ‘0¥a @930 :824n0s “swisjueydsw buipuny pajood pue 1430 S,NN 8Y3 YBNoIY) 8pew SUORNGLIU0D SapNjaul siy |

"S14 VYHO0 NN Ag painyded suoingrijuod sjealid pue (14 YHI0 NN PUB Qvd @230 ay3 03 bunuodal) syuswiulsnob jeuciiBUIS)Ul W) SUOINGLIIU0D 8pN)aul saunbi :ajoN

776 LGS eyl 9€l 801 9L cll 06 A 08 98 €L
e1agi e1Jagi eibioag BISauopU| e1daqi BELIIN uoueqgaT eAuay eAuay epuebn JopeAles 13 eaJylig
GEL'L 9LS a7l 8€l 601 ¢0l 6L1 L6 18 g8 L8 YL
peyy ysapejbueg 1}eH VEIVEYY Ipuning BIqWo0)0) uepJor uoueqgaT uoueqa amgequiz uoueqa BISQUOPU|
LSL°L 209 0G1 vS1 oLl 601 0cl %6 €6 98 68 GL
Ipuning ipuning uepJdor uepJor BIqU0)0) peyy ejobuy ysapejbueg amgequiiz eaJjlig eAuay eAuay|
eLe’L 659 LGl 961 0cl GlLl 8¢l Gol 901 06 66 8L
uepJior uepJor Jewuehp ueisiyed uepJior amgequilz peynp peys el1aqiT uoueqaT eljewos uoueqaT|
eve’l oYL 141} ¢le €91 9Ll o€l 601 0cl G6 00l 08
ejobuy Jewuehp epuebn 1jeH amgequiiz uepJor eipu| uepJdor MHda eAuay MHda Eeljewos
8LY'L 966 ¢6l 8€¢C 981 8yl 971 ecl vel v0l 9Ll 08
amgequiiz pey) uouegaT epuebn pey) INET [ eliaqi eaJylig eluezue| ipuning eluezue| elpu|
0Lg°L Gzo'L €6l 9Y¢ €6l LGl LLL €el 8¢l 801 Gl 68
epuebn epuebn elAg e)ueT 1S IEW] Ipuning Ipuning Midda e1qJag elqJas anbiquiezopy eluezue|
796°L AYA 8€¢ 6%¢ Lz L9l 18l LEL 6¢l oLl Gcl 96
e1qJag amgequiiz eyueT g uoueqaT eyueT ug eyueT g epuebn uel| U037 BUJIBIS eluezue| uepJor 240
£29'l ze’l 89¢ 06¢ 144 8¢¢ 88l LEL GEL ecl LELBIARISOBNA 6L1
eyueT g eAuay| elsauopuy| peyn epuebn epueb eaJyli] e1qJag eljewog uepJor -X3J sa1e1g uepior
8G9°L 007°L ece {0} 8¢€¢ 8Y¢ G6l 961 9¢l o€l €7l 0Z1 eulrobaziay
eAuay eyueT g peyy eAuay eisauopu| eAuayj eljewos eljewos uepJior eljewog dU097 BI3Ig -elusog
088°L €a7'L €6¢ oLe 414 vZe vl¢ 791 9l 9yl 8Yl vel
uoueqgaT uoueqgaT amgequiiz BUIY) uejsiyed eljewos amgequiz Ipuning epuebn bed| ejobuy uepng
9GE'Z 696°L 00Y v€ee €LC g€ L0€ 69l LGl 671 %G| eulnobaziay oyl
BIsauopu| eljewos eAuay| amgequiiz eljewos eidoiyig 240 epuebn Ipuning Myda -ejusog beyj
L17'T 9€0'C 89Y 9LE G8¢ 6Y¢ 0ce GLL LLL €Sl BIARISOBNA 861 ¢yl
uejsiyed BISauopU| bed| bed| ysape)bueg uejsiueybyy uejsiueybyy e1aqi eaJyli] -XJ S9)e1g eIpu| 9)s97-Jowi|
695°C 9012 98Y 99Y 00¢ €ey 867 8l¢ LS¢ 8LL GLL 661
Bljewog uejsiyed uejsiyed JewueAp eidoiyyg besj |d40/aunsaied ejobuy J4g  duoaT edddlg uepng ejobuy
L7€'E [ATAY/ L9S 62§ LLE Gey vYS L8¢ LLE 1454 8LL 991
Jyda o)[el Jdd o4a  uessiueybyy J4a eyue LIS J4a ejobuy eidoiyq bedj uejsiueybyy
1087 Gee'e €LS 709 €9¢ LGY 8G9 LEY 19€ ¢9¢ L8l 691
eidoiyyg beu) elewog eljewog bedJ) ueisiyed eidoiylg ueisiueybyy uepng 40 oL (e anbiquiezopy
760G 287'C v€9 098 €9¢ Y¢S 969 6EY v9Y ¢9¢ Gle 0€¢
uejsiueybyy uejsiueybyy uejsiueybyy ueisiueybyy uoueqga eISauopu| beu) eidolylg  140/aunsaled uepng eidoiylg eidoiyyg
AN 188°C ¢69 €98 A% 9€g L¢L ¥59 887 6LC 60€ €LC
beuj eldoiy3 eidoiyy3  1do/aunsaled 240 uoueqa ueisiied |do/aunssled  uejsiueybyy ejobuy BIQJSS  1d0/aunsaled
z8l°L 9LEY €0g’L 988 LS8 96L 0.8 L6 ¥08 L9Y 196 067 elAB1S0bNA
1d0/aunssied 1do/sunsajed 1dQ/3uiiseied eidoiyy3  1do/aunsaled 1do/aulisdled elsauopuj uepns eidoiyyy  1do/aunsaied uejsiueybyy -X3 saje1s
€.8'8 6669 'L 8G7'L G7e'l 78€'L L6€'L 9G0°L 9LT'L L96 600°L LZL
uepng uepng uepng uepng uepng uepng uepng bed| bed uejsiueybyy 1d0o/aunseajed e1qJag

60.-00

SdVvVIA 0L

60.-G0
SYVIA G

(NOITTIW $SN) 6002-0002 AIV NVIMVLINVIWNH TVYNOILYNYILNI 40 SLIN3IdIJ3Y 0Z dOL



Development Initiatives is an independent organisation
that sees improving aid effectiveness as part of its
commitment to the elimination of absolute poverty by
2025. Global Humanitarian Assistance (GHA) is a data
access and transparency programme of Development
Initiatives which analyses aid flows to people living in
humanitarian crises, and researches and publishes
annual GHA reports. The programme is funded by the
governments of Canada, Denmark, Netherlands, Sweden
and the United Kingdom. The GHA report is produced
entirely independently. The data analysis, content

and presentation are solely the work of Development
Initiatives and are a representation of its opinions alone.

A DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE

Development Initiatives, Keward Court
Jocelyn Drive, Wells,Somerset, BA5 1DB, UK

T: +44 (0) 1749 671343 F: +44 (0) 1749 676721

www.globalhumanitarianassistance.org



