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Donor categories 
UNRWA categorizes its donor groups into the following segments in order to most efficiently 
report and analyze trends.  As far as possible the segment definitions are held constant so 
that comparisons can be made year on year in relation to the evolution of any particular 
group.   
These groupings do not infer a value judgment and, while strategies may be discussed for a 
group as a whole, there are big differences between donors in any of the segments. 
 
Abbreviation Donor category Contains 
TD Traditional donors AdComm Members as in January 2010 (15 

countries + European Commission) 
NTD Non-traditional donors 22 countries outside of the ‘Emerging 

Markets’ or Traditional Donor category. 
Includes major donors such as Finland, 
Luxembourg and Austria. Also includes 
Turkey and Eastern European countries 

EM Emerging Markets 19 countries: including the BRICS (Brazil, 
Russia, India, China and South Africa), 
Korea, Thailand and other South East Asian 
and South American countries 

AD (or AP) Arab Partners Arab bilateral donors (16) and Arab NGO’s 
UN UN (incl WB) Includes World Bank, UN and UN Agencies 
NGO NGOs Non-Arab NGO’s 
Oth Other Others: Private sector and individual 

donations 
 



Abbreviations used 
 

BRIC Grouping acronym used in economics that refers to the countries of Brazil, 
Russia, India and China, which are all deemed to be at a similar stage of newly 
advanced economic development. It is typically rendered as "the BRICs" or "the 
BRIC countries" or alternatively as the "Big Four". 

BRICS International political organisation of leading emerging market countries, arising 
out of the inclusion of South Africa into the BRIC group in 2010. As of 2011, its 
five members are Brazil, Russia, India, the People's Republic of China and 
South Africa. With the possible exception of Russia, the BRICS members are 
all developing or newly-industrialised countries, but they are distinguished by 
their large economies and significant influence on regional and global affairs. 

CPA Country Programmable Aid 

EA Emergency Appeals 

EM Emerging Markets 

ERCD External Relations and Communications Department of UNRWA 

GF General Funding (= ‘Regular Budget’) 

HDM Host and Donor Meeting 

MTS Mid Term Strategy 

ODA Official Development Assistance 

OECD Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 

OECD/DAC Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development – Development 
Assistance Committee 

RM Resource Mobilization 

RMS Resource Mobilization Strategy 
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A 1 - Log Frames 

A 1.1 - “Resource Mobilization Strategy” Master Log Frame 2012-2015 
 
Intervention Logic Indicators Sources of Verification Assumptions 
Goal  

% of donor income (GF & 
EA) pledged by quarter; 
 
Share of TD in GF income 
declines from 88% to 
85%;  
 
UNRWA’s EA contribution 
level (in %) meets or 
exceeds that of the CAP; 
 

 
Financial Management 
System 
 
ERCD Annual Resource 
Mobilization Report 
 
Commissioner General’s 
report to the General 
Assembly 

 
Stable or declining global 
environment of natural 
and man-made disasters/ 
Global political 
environment permits 
Palestine refuge issue to 
maintain its level of 
priority. 
 
Growth in global economy 
and in overall ODA policy 
of traditional donor 
governments as per 
strategy. 
 
Stable political and 
security environment in 
Host Countries 
 
Agency capacities and 
competencies are 
sufficient to implement 
Strategy 
 
 
 
 

Stable, predictable 
revenue sufficient to 
implement UNRWA 
program and support 
operations benefiting 
Palestine refugees 
Outcome 
Effective and efficient 
resource mobilization 
provides requisite funding 

Outputs  
1.1 Traditional donor 
partnerships 
strengthened (see table 
2) 

Traditional donors cover 
60% of GF increase; 
 
Number of multi-year 
framework agreements 
increasing from 5 to 10; 

1.2 Diversified donor-
base contributing 
increasingly to resource 
needs (see table 3) 

Diversified sources cover 
40% of GF increase; 
 

1.3 Enabling environment 
established supporting 
donor relationship 
management (see table 
Annexe 1.4) 

Degree of compliance 
with external reporting 
requirements; 

 

Activities are not specified at the Master-Log Frame level 
 



A 1.2 - “Deepen partnerships” Log Frame 
  
Intervention Logic Indicators Sources of Verification Assumptions 
Outcome Number of multi-year 

framework agreements 
increasing from 5 to 10;  
 
Traditional donors cover 
60% of GF increase; 
 
# of TD subscribing to the 
Harmonized Donor 
Reporting matrix 

 
ERCD Annual Resource 
Mobilization Report 
 
UNRWA Donor 
Harmonized Reporting 
Framework 
 
Quarterly donor e-
newsletter 
 

 
Palestine refugee needs 
adequately met by 
existing UNRWA services 
 
Donors agree and 
commit to Resource 
Mobilization Strategy in 
line with the Paris 
Declaration and Accra 
Accords 

1.1 Traditional donor 
partnerships strengthened 

Outputs 

1.1.1 Institutional 
relationships with TDs 
improved 

# of annual consultations; 

1.1.2 Systematic 
communications with 
traditional donors 
established 

Publication of quarterly e-
newsletter; 
 

 
Activities 
1. Broaden UNRWA networks with constituencies in Traditional Donor countries 

• UNRWA Outreach in capitals with key decision makers and political constituencies  
• Proactive marketing (locally and in Capitals) of thematic field visits 

2. Build deeper understanding of identity and priorities of key decision makers 
• Annual Political and Financial Risk/Opportunity Assessments to update country-plans 

3. Seek multi-year agreements with all Traditional Donors 
4. Set multi-year mutual expectations for Traditional Donors with no multi-year agreements 

• Annual consultations with governmental counterparts on planning/review of financial/reform/programme 
targets (mutual expectations) 

5. Undertake joint exploration with Traditional Donors towards establishing new donor relationships 
6. Reinvigorate multi-lateral fora (AdCom, HDM) 

 



A 1.3 - “Diversified Donor-base” Log Frame  
 
Intervention Logic Indicators Sources of Verification Assumptions 
Outcome  

Diversified sources cover 
40% of GF increase; 
 
Overall GF contribution 
from diversified sources 
goes from $X 2011 to $Y 
2015; 

 
ERCD Annual Resource 
Mobilization Report 
 
Financial Management 
System 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Adequate capacity in 
partnership division 

1.2 Diversified donor-base 
contributing increasingly 
to resource needs 

Outputs 

1.2.1 Developed 
relationships with EM 
 

EM share of GF income 
increases from 0.2% to 
1%; 

1.2.2 Improved 
relationships with NTD 

NTD share of GF income 
increases from 3% to 4%; 

1.2.3 Consolidated 
relationship with Arab 
partners 

Arab share of GF income 
increases from 3% to 4%; 

1.2.4 Established 
functional private sector 
fundraising  

2% of overall income 
from private sources; 

 
Activities 
1. Establish systematic communications from UNRWA toward diversified donor-base 
2. Emerging Markets 
Develop targeted work-plans for prioritized EM opportunities 
Outreach to and engagement with Embassies and Rep offices (Jerusalem, Amman, Tel Aviv, New York, 
Brussels, Geneva) 
EM's familiarization with UNRWA fields of operations (field visits with local reps and officials from Capitals) 
UNRWA Outreach in capitals with key decision makers and political constituencies 
3. ‘Non-Traditional’ Donors (‘NTD’) – includes some highly developed donors (newer to UNRWA) and 
others 
Develop targeted work-plans for newer EU members (‘EU12’) 
Prepare Marketing and Communications tools tailored to Individual EU 12 markets (including translation in local 
language) 
Expand UNRWA networks with constituencies in key NTD countries 
Mapping and nurturing of external support network (think tanks, local NGOs, lobby groups in Brussels) 
UNRWA Outreach in capitals and in Brussels with key decision makers and political constituencies 
4. Arab partners 
Develop targeted work-plan for Arab partners that supports existing government and institutional relationships 
5. Private sources 
Pilot outsourced fundraising in Europe and replicate if successful 
Extend NatComs concept to new countries 
Enhance online donations through improved communications design and upgraded technology 
Improve definition and management of collaborative partnerships 

 

  



A 1.4 “Agency capacity developed” Log Frame  
 
Intervention Logic Indicators Sources of Verification Assumptions 
Outcome  

Degree of compliance 
with external reporting 
requirements; 
 

 
Financial Management 
System 
 
Annual work-plans (RM & 
Communication) 
 
ERCD Annual Resource 
Mobilization Report 
 
Results-based Monitoring 
System 
 
 

 
Adequate capacity in 
ERCD 
 
PPM is used and 
adhered with for ERCD-
led, non-GF resourced 
initiatives 
 
Sufficient capacity and 
competencies of project 
monitoring and reporting 
stakeholders 
 
Sufficient data in 
information systems 
systematically available 
to stakeholders 

1.3 Enabling environment 
established to support 
donor relationship 
management 
Outputs 
1.3.1 Corporate alignment 
in resource mobilization 

Agreed corporate RM 
work-plans; 
 
RAC sets framework for 
RM priorities;  

1.3.2 Institutionalization of 
PPCM 

Common framework in 
place to monitor and 
report; 

1.3.3 Communication 
structures and systems 
harmonized 

Annual communication 
work-plan; 

 
Activities 
1. Establish ToR for Resource Mobilization Task Force 

• RM Task Force sets annual targets and work-plan (ERD) 
2. Quarterly meetings between ERCD and the fields 
3. Increasing capacity PCM implementation and support 
4. Develop communication tools for different audiences 

• Develop proposals linking field and programme activities to economic, stability, developmental and 
humanitarian results 

5. Actioning donor visibility concerns 
• Creation of donor visibility cycle 

6. Create convincing investment products illustrating social returns 
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A 2 - Draft budget for implementation of the Resource Mobilization Strategy 

A 2.1 - Draft budget for biennium 2012-13 
 
 Outputs 2012 2013 
  Overall 

requirements 
Available 

resources 
Additional 

requirements 
Overall 

requirements 
Available 

resources 
Additional 

requirements 
Deepen 1.1.1 Institutional 

relationship with 
TDs improved  

$2,756,921 $2,536,921 $220,000 $2,771,786 $2,551,786 $220,000 

1.1.2 Systematic 
communications 
with TDs 
established 

$664,936 $524,936 $140,000 $666,213 $526,213 $140,000 

Outcome total $3,421,857 $3,061,857 $360,000 $3,437,999 $3,077,999 $360,000 
Diversify 1.2.1Developed 

relationship with 
EM 

$467,353 $207,353 $260,000 $488,754 $208,754 $280,000 

1.2.2 Improved 
relationship with 
NTD 

$388,617 $348,617 $40,000 $391,244 $351,244 $40,000 

1.2.3 
Consolidated 
relationship with 
Arab partners 

$1,175,525 $994,025 $181,500 $1,167,253 $909,196 $181,500 

1.2.4 Established 
functional private 
sector fundraising 

$3,190,165 $977,165 $2,213,000 $3,757,451 $1,512,451 $2,245,000 

Outcome total $5,221,660 $2,527,160 $2,694,500 $5,804,702 $2,981,645 $2,746,500 
Develop 1.3.1 Corporate 

alignment in 
resource 
mobilisation 

$161,628 $131,628 $30,000 $162,197 $132,197 $30,000 

1.3.2 
Institutionalisation 
of PCM 

$331,628 $281,628 $50,000 $332,197 $282,197 $50,000 

1.3.3 
Communication 
structures and 
systems 
harmonised 

$672,308 $393,308 $279,000 $659,016 $394,016 $265,000 

Outcome total $1,165,563 $806,563 $359,000 $1,153,410 $808,410 $345,000 
 

Overall total $9,809,080 $6,395,580 $3,413,500 $10,396,112 $6,868,055 $3,451,500 
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A 2.2 - Draft budget for biennium 2014-15 
 
 Outputs 2014 2015 
  Overall 

requirements 
Available 

resources 
Additional 

requirements 
Overall 

requirements 
Available 

resources 
Additional 

requirements 
Deepen 1.1.1 Institutional 

relationship with 
TDs improved  

$2,751,786 $2,701,786 $50,000 $2,751,786 $2,701,786 $50,000 

1.1.2 Systematic 
communications 
with TDs 
established 

$666,213 $526,213 $140,000 $666,213 $526,213 $140,000 

Outcome total $3,417,999 $3,227,999 $190,000 $3,417,999 $3,227,999 $190,000 
Diversify 1.2.1Developed 

relationship with 
EM 

$488,754 $358,754 $130,000 $488,754 $358,754 $130,000 

1.2.2 Improved 
relationship with 
NTD 

$391,244 $351,244 $40,000 $391,244 $351,244 $40,000 

1.2.3 
Consolidated 
relationship with 
Arab partners 

$1,167,253 $909,196 $181,500 $1,167,253 $909,196 $181,500 

1.2.4 Established 
functional private 
sector fundraising 

$3,757,451 $2,300,000 $1,457,451 $3,757,451 $3,600,000 $157,451 

Outcome total $5,804,702 $3,919,194 $1,808,951 $5,804,702 $5,219,194 $508,951 
Develop 1.3.1 Corporate 

alignment in 
resource 
mobilization 

$162,197 $132,197 $30,000 $162,197 $132,197 $30,000 

1.3.2 
Institutionalization 
of PCM 

$332,197 $332,197 $0 $332,197 $332,197 $0 

1.3.3 
Communication 
structures and 
systems 
harmonized 

$659,016 $419,016 $240,000 $659,016 $649,016 $10,000 

 Outcome total $1,153,410 $883,410 $270,000 $1,153,410 $1,113,410 $40,000 
 

Grand total $10,376,112 $8,030,604 $2,268,951 $10,376,112 $9,560,604 $738,951 
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Overview of annexe B: Introduction to UNRWA 

• Created in 1949, UNRWA has served the needs of three generations of Palestine 
refugees in advocating and providing for their human development and humanitarian 
needs.   

• Today UNRWA is one of the largest United Nations programs, with a population of 4.8 
million Palestine refugees covered by its mandate in 2011. Among United Nations 
Agencies, UNRWA is unique in delivering services directly to beneficiaries.   

• The General Assembly renewed the Agency’s mandate most recently in resolution 65/98 
of 10 December 2010 when it affirmed the necessity for the continuation of the Agency’s 
work pending the just resolution of the question of the Palestine refugees. 

• UNRWA has set four human development goals for its work with Palestine refugees: A 
long and healthy life, Acquired knowledge and skills, A decent standard of living, Human 
rights enjoyed to the fullest extent possible and plans and budgets for a related set of 15 
projects, each which is measured by a relevant set of indicators. 

• UNRWA supports refugees within five ‘fields’ of operation: Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, Gaza 
and The West Bank 

• Following extensive consultation with stakeholders in 2008-9 an ‘Organization 
Development’ program was conducted in order to review the effectiveness of 
management systems and progress with the goal of improving productivity and 
transparency on funding requirements and the results achieved by projects.   

• The key conclusions of this review (many of which are already implemented and some 
undergoing implementation) include: Improving the capability and processes for 
Resource Mobilization, improvements to the strategic planning framework and cycle, a 
switch to results-based budgeting in which funding needs are precisely tied to program 
objectives, implementation of various knowledge management systems including a new 
ERP system, focused improvements to HR planning including training, and the 
introduction of new risk management and accountability frameworks. 
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B 1 - Overview 
Created in 1949, UNRWA has served the needs of three generations of Palestine refugees in 
advocating and providing for their human development and humanitarian needs.  UNRWA 
exerts a stabilizing influence among refugees, and through them on the communities, the host 
countries and the region in which they live. 

B 2 - History 
The United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East 
(UNRWA) was established within the United Nations (UN) system as a subsidiary organ of 
the General Assembly by the Assembly in its resolution 302 (IV) of 08 December 1949 and 
became operational on 1 May 1950.  
The absence since 1948 of a peaceful resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict has 
contributed to a strong sense of dispossession and injustice among Palestine refugees. This 
has fueled tensions which are exacerbated by the occupation since 1967 of Palestinian 
territory and by recurrent armed conflict. Intra-Palestinian divisions further aggravate this 
volatile political climate, creating a challenging operating environment for UNRWA. 
Today UNRWA is one of the largest United Nations programs, with a population of 4.8 million 
Palestine refugees covered by its mandate in 2011.   
The core services UNRWA provides are comparable in nature and scope to those provided 
by a local or national government. With around 29,000 staff, most of whom are Palestine 
refugees themselves, UNRWA is one of the largest employers in the Middle East. Over 
480,000 children go to UNRWA schools, run by around 22,000 Education staff. UNRWA’s 
137 Health Centers across the region received over 10 million patient visits last year. The 
Agency also assists close to 280,000 of the poorest and most vulnerable refugees with 
additional assistance provided by a reformed Society Safety Net (SSN) program targeting the 
poorest of the poor.  Persons with other special needs, such as people with disability, also 
benefit from specialized services in the Agency’s Health Centers. Gender is being 
mainstreamed into UNRWA’s core programs, with the empowerment of women in their 
community a key area of focus for the Agency. 
As the General Assembly expressed in its resolution 65/100 of 10 December 2010, the 
Agency has played an essential role for over 60 years since its establishment in providing 
vital services for the well-being, human development and protection of the Palestine refugees 
and the amelioration of their plight. The General Assembly renews the Agency’s mandate 
every three years, most recently in resolution 65/98 of 10 December 2010 when it affirmed 
the necessity for the continuation of the Agency’s work pending the just resolution of the 
question of the Palestine refugees. 

B 3 - Mandate 
UNRWA’s mission is to help Palestine refugees achieve their full potential in human 
development under the difficult circumstances in which they live, consistent with 
internationally agreed goals and standards. The Agency fulfills this mission by providing a 
variety of essential services within the framework of international standards to Palestine 
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refugees in the Gaza Strip, the West Bank, Jordan, Lebanon and the Syrian Arab Republic. 
Among United Nations Agencies, UNRWA is unique in delivering services directly to 
beneficiaries. UNRWA’s mandate which derives from the General Assembly and has evolved 
over time in response to developments in the operational context, extends at present to 
providing education; health; relief and social services; microfinance and emergency 
assistance to refugees; infrastructure and camp improvement within refugee camps; and 
protection. 

B 4 - Current context 
In 1950, there were approximately 750,000 Palestine refugees. Their number has increased 
to 4.96 million in 2011, with an average annual growth rate of three per cent (though this is 
abating). In the past 20 years the refugee population has nearly doubled. Use of key UNRWA 
services has increased as a result. Population density (and overcrowding in refugee camps) 
is amongst the highest in the world and has increased by 18.5 per cent in the last decade. 
Critical demographic shifts are also apparent. The refugee population is predominantly made 
up of young people: more than 56 per cent of refugees were under 25 years of age in 2000. In 
addition, numbers of refugees within camps are slowly declining; only 30 per cent of refugees 
now live in refugee camps. 
In Gaza, a regime of border closures that was intensified during 2007 brought public services, 
the private sector and the socio-economic situation to a state of near collapse. From 27 
December 2008 to 18 January 2009, intensive armed conflict led to hundreds of civilian 
deaths and injuries alongside the wide-spread destruction of refugee homes, civilian and 
public infrastructure. Almost the entire refugee population was rendered aid dependent. In the 
West Bank, the effects of the Israeli occupation, such as the tight regime of access 
restrictions, settlement expansion along with continuous low-level violence, imposes burdens 
on daily life that are becoming more permanent, more challenging and demeaning, and more 
costly to UNRWA and refugees. Intra-Palestinian tension and fighting has had further adverse 
consequences on the prospects for the occupied Palestinian territory (oPt). In Lebanon, the 
government has been supportive of efforts to improve the situation of refugees through action 
on identity documentation, employment and camp conditions. However, the lack of rights 
afforded to refugees continues to constrain their human development potential. Moreover, 
refugees in Lebanon are often directly affected by political crises or armed conflict, as 
demonstrated by the destruction of Nahr al-Bared in 2007, which led to the displacement of 
31,000 refugees. 
UNRWA’s long period of operation has seen its services stretched and adapted continually to 
respond to new needs, while the Agency’s core resources have declined in real terms. Data 
show that with the exception of two periods (1989- 91 and 1993-95), income to UNRWA’s 
General Fund has declined steadily from a high of USD 100 per refugee in 1991 to USD 60.6 
in 2006, picking up again slightly in 2007. The regular budget, including the General Fund and 
in-kind contributions is the Agency’s primary means of sustaining core services. A decline in 
the value of these resources thus places strain on the Agency’s main operations. The effects 
of the decline are further magnified by the long term costs arising from under-investment, as 
in deteriorating infrastructure or acute health conditions caused by poor living conditions.  
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Checkpoints, access restrictions and permit requirements in the Gaza Strip and West Bank, 
including East Jerusalem are currently a source of increased operational costs and impact the 
Agency's budget. In the Gaza Strip alone, the Agency has been forced to palletize goods for 
import to Gaza through the Kerem Shalom, the only crossing in regular operation. The 
additional costs associated with storage, demurrage, transportation and palletization of goods 
has amounted to over $2.3 million in the first six months of 2011 alone. The Agency remains 
extremely concerned that these additional costs are incurred at a time when UNRWA faces a 
severe financial crisis not to mention the staff days lost due to closures and other restrictions. 
Additionally, the Agency has been compelled to seek an additional $1.3 million per year from 
donors in order to comply with the requirements for Israeli approval of UNRWA/UN 
construction projects and the import of construction materials for those projects.  

B 5 - Programs 
UNRWA’s goals for the human development of Palestine refugees are: 

• A long and healthy life 
• Acquired knowledge and skills 
• A decent standard of living 
• Human rights enjoyed to the fullest extent possible 

Behind these goals 15 Agency-wide strategic objectives have been defined, and in turn 
interpreted into projects within each of the operating fields: 
 
Human 
Development 
Goal 

Overview Strategic objective 

A long and 
healthy life 
 

UNRWA provides basic health services 
and is responsible for providing safe 
water and sanitation in refugee camps. 
Approximately three million refugees - 
66 per cent of the eligible refugee 
population - make use of UNRWA 
health facilities. Despite the difficult 
conditions in which Palestine refugees 
live, diseases preventable by vaccines 
and other communicable diseases are 
under control and infant, child and 
maternal mortality rates have declined 
over time. 

i) Ensure universal access to quality, 
comprehensive primary health care 
ii) Protect and promote family health 
iii) Prevent and control diseases 

Acquired 
knowledge and 
skills 

UNRWA operates 668 elementary and 
preparatory schools, providing free 
basic education for nearly half a million 
Palestine refugee children. Over 
time, UNRWA’s schools established a 
reputation for low drop-out rates and 
academic achievement. 
Literacy rates among Palestine refugees 
compare well with regional and global 
levels and there has been gender equity 
in enrolment since the 1960. 

iv) Ensure universal access to and coverage of 
basic education 
v) Enhance education quality and outcomes 
against set standards 
vi) Improve access to education opportunities for 
learners with special educational needs 
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A decent 
standard of living 

UNRWA provides direct support to the 
poorest refugees under its safety-net 
program for approximately 250,000 
refugees each year; has trained more 
than 60,000 graduates in technical 
and vocational skills; has given 
microfinance products to around 20,000 
refugees; and over time has 
rehabilitated around 13,500 shelters. 

vii) Reduce abject poverty 
viii) Mitigate the effects of emergencies on 
individuals 
ix) Offer inclusive financial services and 
increased access to credit and savings facilities, 
especially for vulnerable groups such as women, 
youth and the poor 
x) Improve employability 
xi) Improve the urban environment through 
sustainable camp development and upgrading of 
sub-standard infrastructure and accommodation 
xii) Ensure service delivery meets the protection 
needs of beneficiaries, including vulnerable 
groups 

Human rights 
enjoyed to the 
fullest extent 
possible 
 

Just and equitable human development 
requires respect for human rights. 
Achievement of UNRWA’s first three 
human development goals relies on the 
fourth: ensuring that human rights 
are enjoyed to the fullest. 

xiii) Safeguard and advance the rights of 
Palestine refugees by promoting respect for 
human rights, international humanitarian law and 
international refugee law 
xiv) Strengthen refugee capacity to formulate 
and implement sustainable social services in 
their communities 
xv) Ensure Palestine refugee registration and 
eligibility for UNRWA services are carried out in 
accordance with relevant international standards 

 
In addition to its Human Development objectives UNRWA has a humanitarian role to play in 
response to emergencies, as with the Nahr al-Bared conflict in Lebanon in 2007 and the Gaza 
war in December 2008. 

B 6 - Fields 

B 6.1 - Jordan 
Jordan hosts the most refugees of all the five fields in which UNRWA operates. The nearly 
two million Palestine refugees registered with the Agency constitute 42 per cent of all 
registered Palestine refugees in the Near East. Only 18 per cent live in the ten official camps. 
Others live in three unofficial camps, and elsewhere in urban and rural areas, though all share 
similar socio-economic conditions. The age profile shows a high number of youth, with 49 per 
cent of refugees aged 24 years or less. 
Although UNRWA resources have not kept pace with the scale of the challenge and rising 
costs in Jordan, it is relatively harder than in other fields where UNRWA operates, to generate 
donor support such as project financing given the relative stability that most refugees enjoy. 
UNRWA has three main priorities for the medium term in Jordan: 

1. Jordan field office will focus on maintaining core services at acceptable quality 
compared with government provision. 

a. Health: Retaining high quality staff, strengthening partnership and collaboration, 
and where possible integration with Jordanian health authorities 
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b. Education performance and quality: maintain high quality teachers, as well as 
upgrading education infrastructure and tackling violence in schools. Action to 
verify and ensure that refugee children are accessing education either from 
UNRWA or government schools is also needed. 

2. Intensify efforts to help refugees take advantage of the opportunities for employment 
and human development afforded to them by the rights they enjoy in Jordan, to reduce 
their dependency on assistance.  

a. Microfinance program opening new branch offices in areas hosting a significant 
urban population of Palestine refugees.  

b. Make vocational training more widely available in future and to make courses 
more relevant to the region’s job market, to equip more refugees to gain 
relevant, marketable skills. These opportunities will be focused on vulnerable 
groups, especially youth in response to Jordan’s demographic profile, but also 
women. 

3. Intensify help for the most vulnerable, especially the abject poor and ex-Gazans.  
And in line with the Agency’s commitment to protection, UNRWA in Jordan will focus on 
advocacy and support for ex-Gazans, but will also mainstream human rights concerns 
throughout its operations, and support vulnerable other groups, in particular refugees with 
disabilities with targeted programs. 

B 6.2 - Lebanon 
Around 460,000 Palestine refugees are registered with UNRWA in Lebanon, about 50 per 
cent of whom live in 12 official refugee camps, while others live in 27 ‘gatherings’ along with 
Lebanese and other communities. 
UNRWA will continue to be a lifeline for refugees in Lebanon, their primary source of 
education, health and social assistance and a critical advocate for their rights. There is little 
scope in this context for cutting back services that go beyond what UNRWA provides in other 
contexts such as secondary education and tertiary health care. The focus for the medium 
term will be: 

(i) better health and education quality 
(ii) a better standard of living for the poorest refugees  
(iii)  protection 
(iv) to continue with the reconstruction of Nahr el-Bared camp. 

In addition, UNRWA in Lebanon will continue to play a significant role in meeting the needs of 
large numbers of refugees still displaced and living in appalling conditions following the 
destruction of the Nahr al-Bared camp in 2007. 

B 6.3 - Syria 
There are nearly 500,000 registered Palestine refugees in Syria. There are 13 refugee camps 
in Syria and 75 per cent of refugees live in or around Damascus, within and outside camps. 
The development context of Syria had been politically stable up until early 2011, permitting a 
concentration on human development in its broadest sense: the Spring uprising brings into 
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doubt the security of refugees and staff and will obviously require continuous appraisal of the 
local priorities 
In the medium term key priorities will be: (i) sustaining quality core services, and (ii) 
combating youth unemployment and rising poverty levels. 

B 6.4 - Gaza 
There are approximately 1.17m registered Palestine refugees in Gaza, approximately 47 per 
cent of whom live in eight camps. The refugee population comprises 74 per cent of the Gazan 
population. 
Of UNRWA’s five fields of operation, Gaza is the most unstable and violent context for 
refugees and the delivery of services. Conflict has erupted on a number of occasions with 
devastating consequences for the population.  In 2010, around 650,000 refugees received 
emergency food from UNRWA. All of the more than 200,000 pupils in UNRWA’s Gaza 
schools received a meal under the school feeding program. The Agency also provided 
temporary job opportunities to 42,685 beneficiaries, and emergency cash assistance to 
thousands of refugees who were unable to meet their basic needs. The package of targeted 
emergency programs also included the provision of health care services and the rehabilitation 
of shelters and water and sanitation infrastructures. Against the backdrop of the blockade, the 
overarching protection concern in the Gaza Strip continued to be the lack of access for goods 
and people and its impact on the basic living conditions and enjoyment of human rights of the 
population. 
The task of rebuilding the 4,000 homes destroyed (including more than 2,000 refugees’ 
homes) and peoples’ lives in the aftermath of the conflict between December 27 2008 and 
January 18 2009 will require coordinated, well-funded recovery and reconstruction efforts on 
a very large scale. 
Gaza field office has four main priorities within the overall framework of Agency goals and 
objectives:  

1. Strengthening of the basic education system through continuing reform   
2.  Meeting the needs of the abject (food insecure) refugees through the provision of 

food/cash transfer, as well as through poverty alleviation strategies such as vocational 
training and job creation opportunities       

3.  Strengthening environmental health services (access to water, sewage networks, and 
solid waste management) in the camps, as well as where possible to the wider 
community       

4.  Support to the private construction sector of Gaza through a large-scale reconstruction 
program, designed to provide essential infrastructure for UNRWA beneficiaries 
(schools, shelters, and clinics) as well as the provision of jobs.       

B 6.5 - West Bank 
There are approximately 750,000 registered refugees in the West Bank, of whom 25.4 per 
cent live in 19 refugee camps.  Refugees represent 32 per cent of the total population of the 
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West Bank.  Thirty-nine per cent of refugees are aged 18 years and below.  Since the Al Aqsa 
Intifada in late-2000, the protracted socio-economic crisis in the oPt has lead to deteriorating 
human and economic development and mounting hardships for this Palestinian community. 
Due to Israeli access and movement restrictions, economic stagnation and forced 
displacements, Palestinian communities in the West Bank are plagued by high levels of 
poverty, unemployment, food insecurity and tension.  
The complexity of the Palestinian crisis and the depth of Palestine refugees’ needs require a 
balanced approach; combining humanitarian tools aimed to meet the immediate needs of 
refugees, with long term development interventions laying the basis for individual, social and 
economic development of the refugee community living in the West Bank. To this end, the 
main priorities of the West Bank can be broadly identified as the following:  

• Ensuring that the poorest and most vulnerable refugees are served through a social 
protection framework, with emphasis upon protecting the basic consumption of the abject 
poor, protection of refugees from economic shocks, and reducing abject poverty through 
increased employability and access to credit.  

• Ensuring that refugees have access to preventive, primary and tertiary health care facilities, 
including psychosocial support and community-based crisis intervention services. This 
continues to be a significant challenge due to the increased demand for UNRWA health 
services as refugees have lost economic access to health care and/or increased poverty 
has resulted in a general deterioration of the health of refugees. 

• Ensuring school-age children are provided opportunities to learn in safe and supportive 
UNRWA schools, promoted through the WBFO Education Recovery Plan. This is essential 
to improving the quality of education received by Palestinian refugee children, thereby 
ensuring they have the knowledge and skills to succeed in life.  

• Ensuring that the basic human rights of Palestine refugees are protected and strengthened 
through a consistent and coherent protection strategy implemented in and through 
UNRWA’s programs. 

B 7 - Role of host countries 
Historically UNRWA has enjoyed, over the decades, a solid and productive working 
relationship with the three host authorities – Jordan, Syria and Lebanon. 
The fact that in Syria and Jordan, Palestine refugees were accorded key rights and free 
access to the local economy helped both in complementing UNRWA key services and in 
mitigating the impact of the difficult economic conditions refugees in these two countries lived 
and continue to live under. 
In Lebanon the situation has been and remains more difficult. Lebanon’s sectarian structure 
and the controversial history of the PLO in Lebanon combined to create unfavorable living 
conditions for Palestine refugees complete including the absence of human rights such as the 
right to work and the right to own property.  
Although the PLO does not enjoy any sustained working relationship with UNRWA, the PLO 
Refugee Department in these countries (and some of the PLO institutions such as the Red 



 
 
 

Annexes to “A Resource Mobilization Strategy for UNRWA”, October 2011 

 
 

20 

Crescent Society) works with UNRWA in an ad-hoc manner to complement some of the 
services.   
Following the establishment of the Palestinian Authority in 1996 it too entered into working 
arrangements with UNRWA, declaring itself a host authority vis-à-vis the Agency (for obvious 
political reasons). At the service level, the PA’s line ministries enjoy a clear working 
relationship with UNRWA’s health, relief and education departments. Politically the PLO 
Refugee Department functions as the official body that liaises and coordinates with UNRWA 
when it comes to the Agency’s operations in the oPt. That is not the case in the other three 
host countries, where each has separate departments to deal with the Palestinian refugees 
and coordinate UNRWA activities. 
The four host authorities can claim to be de-facto donor countries to UNRWA since they 
render services to Palestine refugees in complementary areas to UNRWA.  

B 8 - Reforms 
Following the Geneva Conference in 2004, UNRWA's Medium Term Plan (MTP) for 2005-
2009 established a new planning framework with the objective of restoring the living 
conditions of Palestine refugees to acceptable international standards. The MTP acted as a 
springboard for discussions on how to strengthen the Agency’s capacity to deliver better-
resourced programs and services to refugees.  
In 2005, the Agency launched a comprehensive management reform process (entitled 
"Organizational Development") designed to strengthen and sustain the Agency's capacity for 
program management and delivery.  Following internal consultations, as well as consultations 
with hosts and donors, in 2006, the OD Plan was adopted. For the following three years, from 
2007 to 2009, the Agency proceeded to implement a far-reaching organizational reform 
process to strengthen its capacity to serve Palestine refugees effectively.  
 
Through OD, the Agency was able to achieve the following key results and achievements:   

• Change in UNRWA's organizational design to facilitate improved delineation of roles and 
responsibilities and decision-making authority across the Agency;  

• Establishment of a results-focused strategic planning process, accompanied by program 
cycle management tools;  

• Improvement of Agency procedures, processes, and systems in human resources, 
procurement, and information technology 

• Improvement in the Agency's public information and communication capacity;  

• Greater scope for innovation in programming across the Agency, as demonstrated by the 
Schools of Excellence Program in Gaza and the Engaging Youth initiative in Syria.  

During 2010, the Agency continued pursuing its reform agenda to modernize management 
systems and improve the quality of services provided to the refugees. Building on the 
achievements of the three-year organizational development (OD) process, which concluded in 
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2009, UNRWA prepared a “Sustaining Change” plan during 2010 with a focus on enhancing 
program effectiveness over the period 2010 to 2012.   
The Sustaining Change (SC) initiative was endorsed and launched in 2010 to sustain the 
gains generated by the Organizational Development (OD) program (2007-2009). The initiative 
offers a comprehensive framework for UNRWA and its stakeholders in seeking to enhance 
the quality of services for refugees. By focusing on the three core result areas of program 
reform, effective resource mobilization and strong management systems, SC seeks to ensure 
that all individual reform plans and strategies developed within the Agency are results-
oriented and guided by the same coherent goals. 
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Overview of annexe C: Funding structure 

• GF funding needs are estimated to increase at least $20 m a year, and will continue to 
do so over the next 4 years. 

• The level of General Funding to be targeted changes during the financial planning cycle: 
the first estimates are made on the basis of consolidated needs and projected cost 
changes.  The GF contributions to be targeted at re-evaluated annually, on the basis of 
priorities and realistic assessment of funding potential.  A projected deficit at the 
beginning of the year may trigger additional fund-raising. 

• The Emergency Appeal is not possible to predict with a high degree of certainty several 
years in advance, but we project needs between $160m and $340m a year, depending 
on the nature of the evolving crises. 

• UNRWA’s consolidated resource requirements in the 2012 – 2015 period will be up to 
$1,400 million, depending on assumptions that are taken about future emergencies and 
conduct of projects. 
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C 1 - Consolidation of needs and budgets 

C 1.1 - GF funding needs 
The General Fund is subject to detailed and rigorous budgeting: within the priorities 
established under the Medium Term Strategy (see later section) each Field assesses its 
needs and is capable of projecting these based on an established set of cost drivers 
(principally the population covered by UNRWA’s education and primary medical services) and 
expected unit costs (staff costs and materials). 
The ‘Blue Book’ publishes this needs-based assessment for each biennium, setting the 
expected level of fund raising.  Consistent with the MTS, UNRWA projects GF needs 
according to four human development goals, governance and other costs1. 
GF funding needs as published in the Blue Book, August 2011 
In thousands of US dollars 
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• Consistent with UNRWA’s mandate and priorities, educational related objectives under 

the Human Development Goal ‘Acquired Knowledge and Skills’ account for at least 
50% of GF funding needs. 

• Governance of UNRWA accounts for a decreasing share of GF needs, and is projected 
to be around 13% in 2013 

• This needs-based projection of GF estimates a 5% increase in 2012 (an additional $30 
million) and 3% in 2013 (an additional $20 million) 

• The Finance Department2 estimates that “Structurally costs increase at least $20m p.a. 
(Wages + $12m, Severance +$4m, Others +$4m) 

                                            
1 Contingency, salary, severance payments, ERP and capitalisation and depreciation reserves 
2 Source : FINANCE PRESENTATIONS TO UNRWA Advisory Commission 21/22 JUNE 2011 
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B 1.2 - Explanation of GF Financial Planning Cycle: why is there a deficit? 
The targeted amount of GF to be raised in any year is subject to various estimates, based on 
the timing of the estimate and the constraints applied. 
The ‘Blue Book’ forecasting exercise is a thorough procedure conducted every two years to 
establish a needs based estimate for the GF.  It is based on ‘bottom up’ estimates from the 
field and ‘top down’ projections from the Finance Department of cost drivers.  However, it 
should be noted that not even this needs-based level captures all implementation costs of the 
MTS. UNRWA estimates that the full implementation of the MTS would require close to $1.2 
billion in recurrent costs and an additional one-time investments in excess of $800 million. 
On an annual cycle the budgeting exercise seeks to prioritize expenditure in the context of 
revised funding estimates, resulting typically in a lower figure.  Between the Autumn months 
(when the budget is revised) and the start of the year donors finalize their annual budgets, 
and various cost changes (such as exchange rates and salaries) can also occur. 
The Resource Mobilization team within the External Relations and Communications 
Department assesses the overall funding potential, donor by donor and makes a projection of 
income.  This has typically resulted in a ‘funding gap’ which the ERCD is tasked with closing 
through additional fund raising (for example, the GF funding deficit was $63 million at the start 
of 2011). 
Example of 2011 needs, budget and funding targets ($m) 
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C 2 - Effect of the shortfall in funding of the Emergency Appeal 

C 2.1 - Background 
The UNRWA emergency appeal outlines the humanitarian needs of Palestine refugees in the 
West Bank and Gaza.  UNWRA capacity to ensure these humanitarian needs, depends on 
funding received from donor countries on annual basis.  
The overall funding requirement for the UNRWA Emergency Appeal in 2010 was $323m and 
$379m in 2011. In 2010 the EA was 50 per cent funded.  As at September 2011 the 2011 
appeal was 38 per cent funded. In 2010, UNRWA was able to buffer the impact of under-
funding through significant 2009 carryover funds that were received as a result of funding for 
UNRWA’s response to Operational “Cast Lead”.  This is not the case for 2011 and the lack of 
funds to date remains a serious concern for UNRWA operations in both Gaza and the West 
Bank.  
In order to mitigate the impact of the EA funding deficit during 2011 UNRWA has prioritized its 
emergency food aid, protection and job creation programs. The effects of under funding of 
these services are outlined in the table below.  

C 2.2 – Summary of the impacts of projected shortfall in EA funding on refugees 
 
Program Shortfall  Impact on refugees 
Food aid The food aid program was only funded to 

47 percent (43,6 M USD) in 2010. The 
negative impact of under funding was 
however mitigated thanks to utilization of 
carry over funds from 2009 (as much as 
59.3M USD carry over from previous 
year). 

If UNRWA does not receive funding for 2011 
and 2012 the Agency has to stop or reduce its 
programming. Food is distributed on quarterly 
basis and UNRWA would either have to reduce 
number of distributions per year alternatively 
reduce number of poor refugees that the Agency 
serves (impacting an estimated caseload of 
659,000, of whom around 257, 000 are abject 
poor) 
Increasing risk of instability in the Gaza Strip due 
to rising refugee frustrations. 
Reduced feeding would have a secondary 
impact by increasing demand for UNRWA 
primary medical care services. 

Job creation 
program (JCP) 

The JCP was only funded to 50 percent in 
2010 (53 M USD out of a total ask of 
105.4 M USD), but the program managed 
to meet it’s targets thanks to utilization of 
carry over funds from 2009 (as much as 
46.7 M USD carry over from previous 
year). 

Unless funding is realized, UNRWA will be 
forced to stop its Job Creation Program. 
In Gaza, UNRWA’s JCP represents 10 per cent 
of the overall private sector employment within 
the Gaza Strip.  In many villages and 
municipalities the West Bank, the project is often 
the only form of employment for vulnerable 
refugees. 
The decline of refugee employment 
opportunities combined with limited access to 
alternative sources of assistance means that any 
under funding in UNRWA’s emergency program 
will result in the poorest refugees falling deeper 
into poverty. 
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C 3 - Toward a Consolidated Budget 
In addition to the General Fund, URWA raises humanitarian funding through the Emergency 
Appeal and Project financing related to specific improvement programs that are selected 
according to host and donor priorities.  

• The Emergency Appeal is a bottom-up exercise in which the Fields calculate the 
required funding to address critical and immediate needs.  For 2011 it is projected that 
less than 50% of these requirements will be met which will once again leave critical 
shortages unaddressed3. 

• Due the instability and volatility of the region, it is difficult to predict the humanitarian 
needs for the oPt over a four year period.  The overall humanitarian needs in the oPt 
continue to persist, as the underlying causes that have led to the need for humanitarian 
assistance have not been addressed.  Despite the growing needs, on annual basis 
UNRWA receives approximately US $120 to $181 million on an annual basis (with the 
exception of 2009 when UNRWA received unprecedented levels of donor support due 
to Operation “Cast Lead”).  

• Projects budgets are estimated by the Field and funded according to donor acceptance 
of proposals.   
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3 See section “C 2 - Effect of the shortfall in funding of the Emergency Appeal” for more information about the impact on refugees 
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C 4 - Projected consolidated funding requirements 
Based on the increases to costs estimated by the Finance Department, we can project 
forward GF needs over the 4-year period of this Resource Mobilization strategy – either from 
the base of actuals in 2011 or the need-based value. 
Project funding requirements are given either in relation to the total estimated, or separated 
by major program.  Costs are USD millions in constant 2011 terms. 
Figures after 2012 are given for information only.  Emergency appeals in particular cannot be 
predicted accurately, and so we make the assumption that needs will be similar to those in 
2011 and the base will be the amount that has been historically feasible to raise. 
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C 5 - Prioritization of projects and expenditure reduction measures 

Priority services 
 
Highest priority: common to all fields 
Core services which UNRWA must ensure: to 
enable refugees to enjoy their basic rights; 
and to respond to the human development 
needs and priorities of refugees. 

• Basic education 

• Comprehensive primary health care 

• Relief and direct support (cash, food 
and shelter) to the abject poor (through 
safety-net and emergency programs) 

• Environmental health; and 
improvement of critically substandard 
shelter, facilities and infrastructure 

Priority level two: weighting will vary from field 
to field 
a) Services that meet the needs of the highly 
vulnerable 
And 
b) Services that provide a clear and 
measurable contribution to the human 
development of Palestine refugees 

• Shelter improvement for the most 
vulnerable 

• Social services for the most vulnerable 

• Support for hospital services for 
selected conditions for the most 
vulnerable 

• Advocacy on protection issues 
! 

• Technical and vocational education 

• Credit and microfinance from MD 

• Employment promotion 

• Environmental protection activities 
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Overview of annexe D: Contributions to UNRWA 

• UNRWA is critically dependent on funding from the traditional donor community – which 
accounted for 87% of all contributions in 2010. 

• Traditional donors dominate the funding of Regular Budget and Emergency appeals 

• The USA and European Commission account for approximately 50% of all contributions. 
and when EU member states are considered total US and European contributions 
equate to 74% of all contributions.  This concentration in sources of funding has been 
very stable over the last decade. 

• Arab donors have periodically contributed large sums in response to emergencies, but 
there is no predictability to the trend of this giving. 

• Arab donors have shown their most consistent and sustained level of contributions 
toward projects (including Lebanon Crisis) and in 2010 contributed 20% of project 
funding (34% in 2009) 

• Regular budget has increased at a rate of 7.2% per year in the last 10 years, but rising 
operating costs driven in large part by increases in the refugee population and average 
salary costs have risen faster.   

• The traditional donors share of Regular budget has remained quite stable over 10 years, 
a small decline due to increasing relative contributions by the second tier of ‘Non 
traditional’ donors (Luxembourg, Ireland, Finland) 

• Emerging markets had a negligible contribution to funding 
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D 1 - Total contributions (all funding portals) 
In 2010 the total level of contributions for all funding portals reached $840 million: an increase 
of 150% over the figure for 2000 (or an equivalent compound annual growth of 9.6%).  
Regular budget doubled over the ten-year period, increasing by $275 million.  An additional 
funding of $229 million came through the Emergency Appeal, Projects and Lebanon Crisis 
portals. 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
RB 276 297 287 324 367 374 360 413 519 556 551
Projects 21 23 21 18 23 49 54 43 30 57 77
Emergency 39 92 94 94 109 111 145 143 178 331 168
Lebanon - - - - - - 10 45 71 72 44
Total 336 412 402 436 499 534 569 644 798 1,016 840  

 

D 1.1 Total contributions by portal  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D 1.2 Growth rate of pupils enrollment in 
UNRWA Schools (in percentage) (1950-2009) 
 

D1.3 Refuguee population versus 
patient visits to health care centres 
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D 1.4 - A timeline of dramatic events  
This increased level of contributions has been made against a background of rising cost 
pressures on UNRWA (detailed in Appendix B) and a series of dramatic events requiring 
humanitarian responses, with funding requirements stretching over a much longer time than 
the events themselves. 
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The increasing amount of overall 
funding received by UNRWA follows a 
renewed commitment by all of the 
donors to the necessity of the Agency’s 
role, in the context of a stalled peace 
process. 
Individual trigger points for donors to 
give are dominated by this longer-term 
trend.  However, significant events such 
as Nahr al-Bared and the Gaza war in 
2008/9 stimulate significantly higher 
funding in the short term 

D 1.5 - Total contributions by donor category 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Traditional donors 310 376 336 389 458 456 509 567 698 814 733
Non-traditional donors 6 8 10 11 13 13 17 26 26 34 23
Emerging Markets 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 2
Arab Partners 6 13 41 16 9 40 18 20 46 117 44
UN (incl WB) 14 15 15 18 17 20 24 27 25 30 35
NGOs 1 1 1 2 1 3 0 4 2 8 2
Other 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 9 1
Total 337 414 404 437 500 535 570 645 799 1,016 841

Contributions to overall income by donor category (USD m)
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Traditional Donors accounted for 87% of total 
contributions (across all portals) in 2010.  The 
large variations in 2002, 2005 and 2009 were 
almost entirely due to significant donations from 
Arab Partners (Kuwait, Saudi Arabia and Arab 
NGO’s). 
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Arab donors contributed up to 11.6% of total 
contributions, largely driven by exceptional 
contributions to the Emergency Appeals.   
Comparing with the information given in 
appendix F (Arab donors accounted for between 
1% and 5% of global ODA flows), Arab donors 
typically account for a somewhat higher share of 
UNRWA total funding than they do in global ODA 
(in particular in response to crises). 

!"#$ %"&$ %"'$ %"#$ %"($ %"($
)"&$

'"&$
)"%$ )"'$

%"*$

&"&&$

%"&&$

'"&&$

#"&&$

*"&&$

!&"&&$

!%"&&$

!'"&&$

%&&&$ %&&!$ %&&%$ %&&)$ %&&'$ %&&($ %&&#$ %&&+$ %&&*$ %&&,$ %&!&$

-./0123456./37$4./.289$:$.;$1.137$<./12=>=6./8$
 

Non Traditional Donors and in particular 
countries such as Luxembourg, Finland, Austria, 
have consistently grown their share of 
contributions.   
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D 2 - Regular Budget 

D 2.1 - Trend in regular budget 
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In nominal terms Regular Budget income doubled 
in the period 2000-2010.  The average growth rate 
over the 10-year period was equivalent to annual 
rate of 7.2% compound. 
 

D 2.2 - Regular Budget per refugee 
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The Regular budget income per refugee 
(measured in constant 1990 dollars and in PPP 
terms) has declined from a high of USD 100 per 
refugee in 1991 to USD 60.6 in 2006, picking up 
again after 2007.  
 

D 2.3 - Sources of Regular Budget, 
by donor category 
 

Shares in RB 

TD NTD EM AP UN Other  
‘Traditional donors’ accounted for 
88.5% of Regular Budget in 2010. 
 

D 2.4 - Traditional Donors share of RB Budget 
contributions 
 

!"#$$%

!"#&$%

!!#$$%

!!#&$%

!'#$$%

!'#&$%

'$#$$%

'$#&$%

'(#$$%

'(#&$%

)$$$% )$$(% )$$)% )$$*% )$$+% )$$&% )$$,% )$$"% )$$!% )$$'% )$($%

!
"#
$%

&'
"(
)"*

+"

 
The share of RB provided by Traditional Donors 
has only fallen marginally over the 10-year period: 
from just over 91% to 88.5%. 
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D 3 - Emergency Appeals 

D 3.1 - Funding of the Emergency Appeals by traditional donors 
Contributions from traditional donors toward the Emergency Appeals peaked at $244 million 
in 2009, in response to the Gaza War.  The share of traditional donors in the EA has been 
more variable than the other portals: at periods outside of emergencies it is typically above 
90%. 
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Note 2 variables are shown on the graph: The plot is for contributions, shown on the left hand axis.  Numbers above the line mark the 
%share of funding from traditional donors for the EA.  For instance, during the peak of donations in 2009, Traditional Donors actually saw 
their share of contributions to the Emergency Appeal fall from 84.1% in 2008 to 73.7% in 2009. 

D 3.2 - Sources of funding for the EA, excluding traditional donors 
Arab Partners have responded to Emergency Appeals in 2002, 2005 and 2008/9.  Non 
Traditional Donors also contributed additional funding to the EA. 
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D 4 - Projects 
D 4.1 - Contributions of traditional donors 
to Projects 
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Numbers above the line indicate the %share of funding from 
traditional donors for the projects. 

 

D 4.2 - Contributions of all other donors to 
Projects 
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Traditional donors have typically contributed 
a lower proportion to the projects portal than 
to other types of contribution! 

! while Arab donors have shown their most 
consistent and sustained level of contributions 
toward the Project portal. 

 

D 5 - Lebanon Crisis 
D 5. 1 - Contributions of traditional 
donors to the Lebanon Crisis 
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Numbers above the line indicate the %share of funding from 
traditional donors for the Lebanon. 

 

D 5. 2 - Contributions of all other donors to 
Lebanon Crisis  
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! and this tendency of slight under-representation of traditional donors and a relatively higher 
dependency on Arab donors is also the case for the Lebanon Crisis portal. 
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D 6 - Traditional Donor perceptions of UNRWA 
The following map provides a summary of Traditional Donor concerns toward UNRWA: the 
result of interviews conducted in September 2011 with a selected group of representative 
offices of donor countries in Jerusalem. 
Donor countries are aware of the context in which UNRWA finds itself, and understand the 
importance of predictable contributions in ensuring that the agency can properly address its 
mandate.  Indeed, some concern as expressed that by maintaining a situation in which 
UNRWA management is obliged to continuously renew short term funding (which very often 
doesn’t cover the needs of the agency) an opportunity is lost to focus on innovation and how 
to attain results for refugees in a more efficient manner. 
The outlook for funding has many clouds on the horizon – as donor governments place 
pressure on their domestic public services and development funds to achieve better ‘value for 
money’.  This pressure is (and will continue to be) applied to UNRWA.  One consequence 
may be a more restricted response to Emergency Appeals. 
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This selection of the donor community would support greater simplicity and transparency in 
budgeting – and preferably a form of consolidation in which the GF, EA and Projects are all 
considered alongside one another.  There is also suspicion that some EA funding covers 
expense items that are in fact multi-year in nature: greater transparency may help to 
understand the risks if such funding is not renewed. 
Donors are also concerned with how well UNRWA responds to the challenge to change: in 
particular building better capacity to mobilize resources, and whether it is able to effectively 
define and implement a strategy toward non-state based partnerships.
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Overview of annexe E: Global ODA and Humanitarian Aid trends 

• The last 10 years has been a time of accelerated growth in ODA contributions with DAC 
countries: development funding has grown at around 7% per annum.  UNRWA has 
achieved growth in total funding above this rate – the equivalent of 9.6% per annum. 

• The Middle East has been an exceptional beneficiary of ODA if Afghanistan and Iraq are 
included.   However, excluding these two particularly crisis torn countries, the region has 
actually received a lower relative share of ODA over the period. 

• Non DAC countries (which will be discussed in more detail in appendices F and G) have 
grown their contributions at a higher rate, and represented around 5% of total 
development aid in 2010.  Contributions to UNRWA from the ‘non-traditional’ donors, 
which include a mix of some DAC and non-DAC countries, represented 8% of total in 
2010: suggestive that the UNRWA is already doing somewhat better than the global 
average level of contributions from these donors. 

• The top global donors of ODA are consistent with UNRWA’s: the USA and the European 
Commission.  Although the USA remains a key contributor to UNRWA and has 
consistently increased its contributions over the last 10 years, it has down so at a slower 
rate than for its overall ODA (10.7% annual compound growth, versus 13% for total ODA 
contributions).  Similarly the EU grew ODA contributions by a CAGR of 12% between 
2000 and 2009, while contributions to UNRWA grew somewhat slower at 10.1% 

• Future predications are for the growth of development aid to slow down.  In addition to 
the context of sustained (and perhaps renewed) economic crisis several major traditional 
donors are likely to cap their ODA, which is already at or near their target percentage of 
GNI.  Even if this target level is not being reached in many non-DAC countries, 
development aid from these countries is at too low a level to influence the overall trend. 

• The OECD DAC is predicting growth in overall ODA (including humanitarian aid) to slow 
down to around 2% per year in the next 3 year period. 

• Humanitarian Aid – a budget line that would typically fund UNRWA’s Emergency Appeals 
portal - has remained fairly stably at around 9% of total ODA. UNRWA’s EA as a 
percentage of total funding is around 20%. 

• While traditional donors have accounted for between 65% and 95% of all Emergency 
Appeals contributions in UNRWA, the DAC countries consistently contribute at least 
95% of all Humanitarian Aid.  UNRWA has done relatively well to attract non-traditional 
donors (and of course Arab donors in particular) to contribute to the Emergency Appeals 

• Occupied Palestine has been the largest relative beneficiary of Aid (12%, and another 
16% went to Lebanon, Syria and Jordan) from Arab donors – but others such as 
Morocco and Egypt have received a similar share of the aid of Arab donors. 

• The oPt has had a very high share of Humanitarian Aid from Arab countries – typically 
20% to 50% of all such Aid 
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E 1 - Global ODA donor trends 

E 1.1 - Overview of total ODA 
Source: World Bank 
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In 2009 Global ODA stood at $127.5 billion in current dollar terms. Over the 9 year period to 
2009 (the latest available period for ODA statistics at the time of writing), total ODA grew by a 
factor of 2.6 in current terms (or an effective annual compound rate of 11%) or a factor of 1.8 
(annual compound rate of 7%) in fixed dollar terms. 
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E 1.2 - ODA trends by type of donor country (DAC / non-DAC) 
Source: OECD, current USD (“Total Bilateral Aid To All Sectors: ODA”) 
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E 1.3 - ODA Trends by donor country (top 30, 2009) 
Source: OECD 
The US was the highest contributor to ODA in 2009 (a position held by Japan in 2000), and 
represented 21% of ODA flows.  The US increased its ODA by 190% (nearly tripled) over the 
9 year period – somewhat more than the average growth in ODA from all countries (13% 
average, compound versus an average 11% over the period for all countries). 
The European Institutions contributed 10% of ODA, while bilateral ODA from individual EU 
member states equaled a total of $68 billion – or 49% of total ODA flows.  Taken together, 
Europe (excluding Norway and Switzerland) contributed 59% of ODA in 2009. 
Arab Donors accounted for 3% of total global ODA flows in 2009. 
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E 1.4 - ODA / GNI ratios and targets (Source: OECD) 
 
ODA / GNI (2010 for DAC, 2008/ 7 for others) 
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2010 was a record year for total ODA, 
growing 6.5% versus 2009 - but new 
information from a new donor survey 
from OECD indicates that growth will 
slow over the next 3 years. 
Certain countries – Norway, 
Luxembourg, Sweden, Denmark and 
Netherlands were already above the 
0.7% target for ODA /GDP in 2009 (see 
chart) and are unlikely to increase 
contributions above GNI growth rates, 
while many of the remaining OECD-
DAC countries are under political or 
economic pressure to cut back on 
public spending. 
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The non-DAC group of countries which 
voluntarily report ODA to the OECD 
(the year of comparison here is either 
2007/8) had a percentage ODA/ GDP 
of 0.11%.  In effect this non-DAC 
grouping would need to increase 
contributions fourfold, before reaching 
the OECD-DAC average (or six-fold if 
UAE and Iceland are excluded). 

 
Source: “Arab Development Assistance, Four decades of cooperation”, World 
Bank June 2010 

 
Traditionally, Arab ODA has 
represented a higher proportion of GNI 
than the OECD-DAC average. 
In 2008 Saudi Arabia had ODA at 
1.26% of GNI (more than double of the 
share of GNI, 0.54% in 2007).  The 
OECD DAC average was 0.46% of GNI 
in 2008, while for the US it was 0.19%. 
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E 1.5 - Global donor trends in Humanitarian Aid 
Source: Global Humanitarian Assistance (based on analysis OECD DAC, OCHA FTS data 

GHA estimated that humanitarian aid reached US$15.1 billion in 2009. This is down by 11% 
from the estimate of US$16.9 billion or 2008. 
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E 1.6 - Humanitarian aid from 
government donors, 2000-2010 
95% of all humanitarian aid is 
estimated to have come from 
DAC governments in 2010. 
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E 1.7 - Five largest government 
donors of humanitarian aid, 2000-
2009 (US$ billion) 
The top 5 government (US, EU 
institutions, UK, Germany and 
NL) accounted for 70% of all 
Humanitarian Aid in 2009 
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E 1.6 - Aid beyond 2010 (information from OECD) 
The OECD has just completed the fourth comprehensive survey of donors’ future spending 
plans which provides an indication of the collective forward programming of bilateral and 
multilateral donors through 2013.   
Findings based on DAC members’ returns to the forward spending survey suggest slower aid 
growth ahead.  Global country programmable aid (CPA – a subset of ODA which excludes 

non-programmable items such 
as humanitarian aid, debt 
relief, and in-donor costs like 
administration costs and 
refugees in donor countries.) is 
planned to grow at a real rate 
of 2% per year from 2011 to 
2013, compared to 8% per 
year on average over the past 
three years. For DAC 
countries’ bilateral aid only, the 
projected increase is slightly 
lower at 1.3% per year. 
 
The deceleration is likely to be 
more marked for low income 
countries and for Africa, where 

CPA is projected to increase at about 1% per year in real terms, compared to a 13% annual 
growth rate in the past three years. Thus, additional aid to these countries is likely to be 
outpaced by population increases. 
The DAC is developing illustrative aid scenarios for the next few years as a number of donors 
do have aid targets, notably the EU target of at least 0.7% of GNI for the 15 EU members of 
the DAC and 0.33% for other EU members in 2015, along with the commitment of the EU and 
its member states to reach a collective target of 0.7% in 2015. 
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E 2 - Middle Eastern ODA recipient trends 

E 2.1 - Arab ODA: recipient countries 
Source: World Bank Report (“Arab Development Assistance – Four decades of cooperation”) 
and based on OECD data 
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E 2.2 - Humanitarian Aid – recipient Arab countries 
GHA calculation of total humanitarian aid (bilateral humanitarian aid from DAC countries plus EU institutions; plus DAC country and EU 
institutions shares of ODA from UNHCR, UNRWA, WFP (adjusted); plus imputed CERF from DAC countries and EU institutions. 

Constant Prices (2009 USD millions) 

 

!"#$%&
'()%&"&
*+#,%
-(.(&
/,$$0(12%3451#(6,"&%0

7%0(34,&,%&18$.918#(%3
831:1";1%001%001<81,&18#%)1=4#,(3

>"4%0

!""" !""# !""! !""$ !""% !""& !""' !""( !"") !""*

??@9A ?BC9C ?BA9D ?AC9E ?FE9B ??@9A ??C9D ?BF9F ?DG9B ?DE9G
H@9A @G9G EF9B @?9? EF9E ???9H AED9G AAD9E BD@9F ?E?9@
DG9B DH9H CF9? DG9@ DD9H DE9H DB9@ C?9? ?FD9H ??F9A
?@9F ?A9C ?B9? ?G9H ??9G ?C9A ?B9? ?D9H AB9H GG9@
?@9C ?E9B ?G9? A?9F E9D ?GA9H ?BH9F ?A?9? AAF9E @?9A

BHB9H AGA9B DGD9H DGB9F CGF9C DH?9A H@G9E @CB9@ HGH9? ?5?DE9G
DE: CC: G?: GF: G@: C?: CA: CH: DH: GG:

CCB9F GCC9G HCG9C HHA9C @BG9B EBE9E ?5DH@9@ ?5CFD9G ?5GBE9C ?5HDE9A  
Palestinian administration areas have typically received between 50% to 60% of all 
Humanitarian Aid into the Middle East region (when Iraq is excluded). 
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E 2.3 - ODA and Humanitarian Aid to Palestine 
Source: Global Humanitarian Assistance, from OECD DAC and OCHA FTS data 

ODA to Palestine increase by an average annual compound rate of 13% between 2000 and 
2008 in constant terms.  Humanitarian Aid accounts for a significant share of total ODA into 
the region – around 30% to 40%. 
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E 2.4 - Humanitarian Aid to Palestine 
Source: Global Humanitarian Assistance, from OCHA data 

Total humanitarian aid to Palestine has increased over the last ten years – trebling from 2000 
to 2008 – falling back in 2009. 
UNRWA has been the recipient of a more or less constant 20% of all Humanitarian Aid to 
Palestine, with the exception of 2009 – when UNRWA successfully raised an exceptionally 
large Emergency Appeal of $330m. 
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Overview of annexe F: Analysis of Arab Aid donors 

• While Arab countries have represented between 1% and 5% of global ODA flows in the 
last decade, they have accounted for between 2% and 12% of all URWA funding 

• Arab Donors contributions to UNRWA’s General Funding represent between 2 to 3% of 
the total: they have shown a higher propensity to give to Projects and Emergency 
Appeals. 

• Arab donors prioritize issues of local geographic concern – as shown in their particular 
response to key crises (and in the figures for UNRWA).  They prefer large projects and 
favor infrastructure development in particular. 
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F 1 - Overview of Arab Aid 

F 1.1 - Official ODA from Arab countries 4 
(Source World Bank Report / OECD DAC data) 
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ODA from Arab countries represented between 1% and 5% of total ODA flows in the 8 year 
period to 2008. According to the OECD, total ODA from Arab Countries decreased from $5.9 
billion in 2009 to $4.2 billion in 2009 – representing 3% of all ODA flows. 
 
Saudi Arabia represented between 50% and 94% of total Arab ODA contributions over the 9-
year period to 2008. 
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4 These numbers almost certainly underestimate the size of international aid from the UAE: an under-reporting problem currently being 
addressed from within the Emirates. 
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F 1.2 - Arab Donors in Humanitarian Aid, global donations 
Source: UN OCHA FTS dataset (in GHA extraction) 

Arab countries have provided a significant share of the non-DAC country Humanitarian Aid 
(as reported to UN OCHA).  Over the 10-year period to 2010 Saudi Arabia accounted for 66% 
of all Arab Country Humanitarian Aid, and the UAE a further 24%. 
 
USD m (current) 
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As reporting to the UN OCHA FTS is voluntarily, the actual humanitarian contributions by 
Arab donors could be more. 
Saudi Arabia’s contributions were concentrated in the years 2001 and 2008 in particular, 
while the UAE made a significant Humanitarian Aid contribution in 2009. 
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F 2 - Types of Projects supported by Arab Aid 
Source: The Rise (and Decline?) of Arab Aid: Generosity and allocation in the oil era’ by Shushan, Marcoux et al 2010 

The table on the next page shows that aid priorities of the Arab bilateral donors have been 
remarkably stable over time. In each ten-year period, infrastructure projects have dominated 
the agenda, with the top three sectors emerging as: 1) transport and storage, 2) energy 
generation and supply, and 3) water supply and sanitation.  
Not only have sector based priorities remained constant, the overall share of total aid devoted 
to the top three sectors has increased over time. The three largest sectors accounted for 
similar amounts in 1978-87 and 1988-97 (approximately 60 percent), but that level has risen 
to 67.2 percent in the most recent period, 1998-2007. It is worth noting that the three major 
Arab bilateral donors are quite similar to each other in terms of their sector based 
preferences. The only difference that stands out is that in the earliest period, UAE’s top 
funding priority was government and civil society (specifically, government administration) to 
which it devoted 38.1 percent of its bilateral aid. 

 
 

Major Arab donors are united in their preference for large aid projects. In 1977, Kuwait made 25 
bilateral aid commitments, with a mean value of more than $45 million (USD2000). In the same 
year, DAC member Norway made 103 bilateral commitments with a mean value of just over $2 
million. In recent years, this gap between Arab donors’ and DAC members’ commitment practices 
has become a chasm. In 2007, Kuwait made 30 bilateral commitments with a mean value of $30 
million; Norway made more than four thousand commitments, with a mean value just over $0.5 
million. 
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Overview of annexe G: Emerging Markets 

•  The ‘Emerging Markets’ – especially the definition that UNRWA applies which is the 
BRIC’s plus some major economies such as Korea and Thailand – are certainly on the 
rise in terms of their absolute and relative contributions to ODA.  The group has 
consistently grown its ODA. 

• There would appear to be room for UNRWA to grow the level of contributions from 
Emerging Markets somewhat: the grouping BRICS+Korea+Thailand represented around 
3.7% of total ODA in 2009 but only 0.3% of total contributions to UNRWA. 

• In terms of Humanitarian Aid, the Emerging Markets represented 1.2% of global 
humanitarian aid in 2010, whereas UNRWA received no funding of its Emergency 
program from these countries. 

• The WFP has been particularly successful in raising Humanitarian Aid from non-DAC 
countries: and it would appear to be that this is due to WFP’s competency in attracting 
in-kind donations (which are particularly favored by some emerging market countries). 
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G 1 - Note on definitions of Emerging Markets 
A good approximation for the UNRWA grouping ‘Emerging’ is the BRIC’s: Brazil, 
Russia, India, China and South Africa plus Korea and Thailand.   As these countries do 
not report their ODA through official channels (with the exception of Korea, which is a 
member of OECD DAC since 2010 and Thailand, which voluntarily reports to OECD DAC), 
data must be obtained directly from the reporting of government ministries.  Some of their 
Humanitarian Aid is reporting through the OCHA FTS. 
See the annexes for a discussion of how UNRWA segments donors for the purposes of 
reporting and analysis. 

G 2 - Development Aid from Emerging Countries 
Sources: Foreign assistance for the BRICS countries is a conservative estimate based on various secondary sources (such as reporting from 
government departments). ODA from Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, UAE and other non-DAC donors, OECD DAC.  Quoted in GHA, additional 
analysis by Metamorphase. 

G 2.1 - Emerging markets and other Non-DAC sources of development aid 
In 2009, the ‘Emerging Markets’, following UNRWA’s definition (BRICS + Korea + Thailand) 
accounted for 41% of non-DAC development aid, equivalent to $4.6 billion (or 3.7% of all 
ODA in 2009)5.   
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5 Note that Korea has been added to this group of ‘Emerging Markets’ to be consistent with the UNRWA definition (although Korea is a 
member of OECD DAC since 2010). 
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G 2.2 - Development Aid from ‘Emerging Markets’ 
The major donor of development aid is China, while Korea is also a significant donor and has 
grown its contributions, remaining at a consistent 18%-20% of this grouping.  Russia has also 
grown suddenly and significantly in the last few years. 
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G 3 - Humanitarian Aid from emerging economies 

G 3.1 - Humanitarian Aid (all non-DAC countries) 
The graph shows the total humanitarian aid given by all non-DAC countries (including BRICs) 
over the last 10 years, and the percentage of total global humanitarian aid. 
Total humanitarian aid from all non-DAC countries stood at around 5% of the total in 2010. 
Arab countries accounted for 50% of this.  The other 50% of Humanitarian aid came from in 
effect the Emerging Markets and all other non-DAC countries (see next analysis) 
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G 3.2 - Humanitarian Aid by non-DAC donor type 
The Emerging Markets – here represented by the BRIC’s donated $144m in Humanitarian Aid 
in 2010, 1.2% of total global humanitarian aid. 
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G 3.3 - Channels for Humanitarian Aid (from non DAC countries) 
The non DAC countries (which here will have to be understood to be a proxy for the emerging 
markets, even though we know 50% of the non-DAC donations to Humanitarian Aid are Arab 
countries) channel most of their HA through Multilateral Organizations (of which UNRWA is, 
of course, a part) and directly to local governments (here labeled ‘Public Sector’). 
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Overview of annexe H: Philanthropy 

• The number of High Net Worth Individuals has been on the rise over the last ten years, 
and 2009 saw a continued upward trend after the economic downturn of 2008. 

• The number of HNWI’s and the proportion of wealth that they command is broadly similar 
whether looking at the US, Europe or Asia.  The US has a higher degree of transparency 
toward philanthropy, and probably a significantly higher absolute amount of giving than 
elsewhere.  Asia is, and is predicted to continue to, produce many more HNWI’s and as 
such represents and opportunity for the future. 

• Very little philanthropy is directed at ‘International Issues’ of the sort that would be 
relevant to UNRWA.  For private individuals in the US this is around 5% of total giving, 
but on the positive side the amount and proportion of internationally directed donations 
increased over the last 2 years to a greater extent than all other categories.  This 
percentage is reflected in the UK, where only about 2.5% of large gifts go to international 
causes.   

• US Corporates (and presumably others) direct their giving primarily at domestic and 
social issues with which they feel the most connection.  Manufacturing firms, which 
typically have a more international supply base, tend to be more directed to international 
causes: 23% of their giving tends to be toward international causes versus 10% for the 
service sector.  Between 2% and 5% of corporate giving is directed at Middle East and 
African causes (of which UNRWA would be concerned). 

• Philanthropy from the Arab Region is just as much about building long term relationships 
and trust as it is in any other region: the only difference is perhaps the lack of 
consolidated information on potential donors and the size and sources of potential 
funding. 

Conclusions for UNRWA 
• High Net Worth Individuals are a significant source of potential income and therefore any 

investment in Private Sector fundraising should consider how to identify and target 
individuals.   

• The total opportunity is about the same whether in the US, Europe or Asia: although the 
first two have higher transparency, Asia has higher growth in the wealth of individuals. 

• It will be challenging for UNRWA to raise money from corporations, as these only direct a 
small proportion of their total giving toward international issues and an even smaller 
fraction of this aimed at the Middle East. 

• Corporations would need to be targeted on a very selective base – probably those in the 
manufacturing sector with an affinity to the Middle East and Palestine in particular, and 
more than probably those with owners from the Palestinian diaspora – a field relatively 
well explored by Palestinian NGO’s. 
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H 1 - Global trends in High Net Worth Individuals 
Source: 2010 World Wealth Report, Merrill Lynch and CapGemini 

H 1.1 - Comments on HNWIs 
The world’s population of high net worth individuals (HNWIs) grew 17.1% to 10.0 million in 
2009, returning to levels last seen in 2007 despite the contraction in world gross domestic 
product (GDP). Global HNWI wealth similarly recovered, rising 18.9% to US$39.0 trillion, with 
HNWI wealth in Asia-Pacific and Latin America actually surpassing levels last seen at the end 
of 2007. 
Asia-Pacific HNWI wealth surged 30.9% to US$9.7 trillion, more than erasing 2008 losses 
and surpassing the US$9.5 trillion in wealth held by Europe’s HNWIs. 
The global HNWI population nevertheless remains highly concentrated. The U.S., Japan and 
Germany still accounted for 53.5% of the world’s HNWI population at the end of 2009, down 
only slightly from 54.0% in 2008. 
 

H 1.2 - HNWI Population, 2006 – 2009 (by 
Region), million 

H 1.3 - HNWI Wealth Distribution, 2006 – 
2009 (by Region), US$ Trillion 

  
 
 
While the global HNWI recovery was generally stronger in emerging and developing nations 
than in mature ones, most of the world’s HNWI population and wealth remains highly 
concentrated in three countries. The U.S., Japan and Germany together accounted for 53.5% 
of the world’s HNWI population in 2009, down only slightly from 54.0% in 2008 (see Figure 3). 
And beyond that, the HNWI ranks remained spread across the globe in much the same 
proportions in 2009 as they had been in 2008. 
In 2009, Middle East HNWI population and wealth grew by only 7.1% and 5.1% respectively, 
as the region was impacted by the Dubai crisis. 
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H 2 - USA Philanthropy and corporate giving 

H 2.1 - Total USA Giving (1970-2010, in billions of dollars) 
Source: Giving USA Executive Summary 2011 

Giving USA estimates how much was given by four different types of donors – individuals, 
foundations, estates (bequests) and corporations – Giving USA also reports on estimated 
contributions for 10 different types of charities. These donations reflect the priorities and 
values of Americans who support non-profits. 
 

 

In current dollar terms total charitable 
giving in the US has increased every 
year with the exception of 1987, 2008 
and 2009: in 2008, the amount of giving 
decreased by 7% in inflation adjusted 
dollars.  2010 saw a modest increase of 
2.1% in constant dollar terms. 

 

 

 

• Total charitable giving is estimated at $291 billion 
• The majority of this - $212 billion was from private 

individuals 
• An estimated $41 billion in grant-making was made 

from foundations (excluding corporates) 
• Charitable giving by corporations is estimated at $15.2 

billion 

• Only 5% of total giving was toward ‘International 
Affairs’ – although this grew by the largest amount 
in 2009 (2.9% and 15.3%) and 2010 reflecting an 
“increased awareness of international issues” and 
the Haiti Earthquake at the beginning of 2010 
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H 2.2 - USA Corporate Giving 
Source: CECP (“The Committee Encouraging Corporate Philanthropy”) ‘Giving in numbers, 2010 Edition’ (“an in depth analysis of 2009 
corporate philanthropy data from 171 leading companies including 61 of the Fortune 100”). 

 
Very little of the total amount given by US companies is targeted toward international affairs: 
around 1-3% of the total estimated by CECP goes to “disaster relief” but most other donations 
go toward domestic issues. 
 

 
 

The relatively modest amount 
given by US corporations to 
International causes ($2.7 
million in 2009 in the CECP’s 
sample of 41 US 
headquartered internationally 
operating companies) 
increased slightly in 2009, 
even if the majority of 
companies reduced their 
relative giving to international 
causes. 
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H 3 - Arab Region 
Source: “Global Institutional Philanthropy – a preliminary status report’, November 2010 
Arab Region Survey respondent: Dina Sherif, The John D. Gerhart Center for Philanthropy 
and Civic Engagement and Luma Hamdan, the Arab Foundations Forum (AFF). 
 
Lack of reliable data and information  
As in other regions, the lack of reliable philanthropic data is cited as a key obstacle to the 
sector’s growth and impact. Ibrahim and Sherif note that the lack of documentation has 
prevented a regional analysis of philanthropic trends, scale and impact. The ‘WINGS’ survey 
underscores this challenge, noting that there is a lack of knowledge with regard to how much 
money is invested socially and an inability to monitor the impact of strategic giving. 
Developing better data is a priority for the Gerhart Center and the Arab Foundations Forum. 
 
Importance of official channels 
Most Arab philanthropists and corporations prefer to give to worthy causes through state 
sponsored foundations – and this is even stricter in Saudi Arabia where it is not permitted to 
send funds abroad except via officially approved channels. 
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Overview of annexe I: Learning from other UN organizations 

• UNICEF, UNHCR and WFP have invested in private sector fundraising over many years. 
They have built on their strengths and developed dedicated teams and capabilities 
following a consistent multi-year effort. UNRWRA can learn from such experiences but, 
to be successful, it will have to commit to investments which will only show a significant 
return after many years. 

• Corporations are increasingly becoming partners of NGO’s and UN agencies. They are 
interested in building on their core competencies to support UNICEF, UNHCR and WFP. 
Their contribution can be in kind, can include the provision of specific skills and 
competencies and can be financial. They are also able to mobilize their employees in to 
support emergency appeals. However it is important to many corporations to justify the 
political neutrality of any partner – and potential sensitivities and misunderstandings 
about UNRWA’s neutrality among the general public may discourage many corporates. 

• Efforts in targeting corporate partners for UNRWA are most likely to be closely linked to 
researching and developing High Net Worth Individuals. 

• Other UN organizations have not been highly structured in their fund raising from 
‘HNWI’s’.  ‘Goodwill Ambassadors’ have begun to help in attracting some of these 
donors.  Where success has been achieved, it is the result of relationships nurtured over 
several years. 

• To access private donors, other UN organizations have implemented a diversity of 
means. A local presence (national committee or country office) is essential and 
increasingly needs to be combined with other tools such as digital fundraising platforms.  

• Increasingly UN agencies focus on regular giving (a commitment to make on-going 
donations) from members of the public: this should be the focus for UNRWA in addition 
to traditional fundraising activities. This will require an upgrading of the online system 
and the need to integrate and complement UNRWA communication with additional 
specific functions in branding, marketing, advertising and digital know-how. 

• Based on industry standards and with due consideration to UNRWA level of brand 
awareness and market potential of the agency activities, the return of investment 
calculated as income vs. operating budget has been set at a ratio of 1:3 for the first year. 
This is mainly do to the need to create the infrastructure and to invest in capacity 
building to firmly establish the foundations of private sector partnerships. In the following 
year we expect the return on investment and the income to grow and reach a stable and 
sustainable ratio of 1:10. 
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I 1 - Summary of other UN agency benchmarking 

 UNICEF UNHCR WFP UNRWA 
Share of top 
10 donors in 
total income 

51% 76% 77% 78% 
UNICEF is the exception: due to its high proportion of private sector funds. 

Share of 
income from 
Private 
sources 

28% 4% 4% 0.1% 
UNRWA share may be understated in comparison – as it excludes NGOs (and in particular 
Arab NGOs) which provided almost 2% of UNRWA’s funding in 2010 

 
Private sector 
– structure 
and staff 

36 National 
Committees 
28 country offices 
Coordination by PFP 
(Private Sector 
Funding and 
Partnerships)  
250 staff members in 
Geneva and country 
offices 
PARMO (Public 
sector) in New York: 
50 staff members 
 

PS fundraising, at the 
country office level, is either 
carried out directly by 
UNHCR country or regional 
offices (e.g., in Italy, Japan, 
Canada, Germany, Greece, 
Nordic countries) or 
through National 
Associations 
 

Private Sector Relations 
Division oversees  
37 with 16 in the Rome 
Headquarters  
 
PSRD’s based around the 
world: in Rome, New 
York, Dubai, Bangkok, 
Jakarta, Seoul and Tokyo. 
New locations have been 
established in 
Washington, London and 
Beijing. 
$11.5m budget in 2008 
(rising to $15m by 2017) 

ERCD 

About private 
sector 
fundraising  

92 per cent of net 
proceeds generated 
by National 
Committees 

68% from individual donors 
 

80 % of cash donations 
from corporations and 
20% from individuals and 
foundations  

Under 
formation 

Strategic 
priority for 
Private Sector 
fundraising 

Broaden donor base 
through innovation 
Increase Pledge 
donors 
Develop digital tools 
and support for 
NatComms 
Brand management 
 

Individual monthly giving Retain and foster existing, 
and attract new, WFP 
Corporate Supporters; 
Extend WFP’s outreach to 
Foundations; 
Cultivate HNWI’s;  
Enhance outreach to 
smaller individual donors 
through Web 

Proof of 
concept 
and 
potential 

Major 
corporate 
donors 

IKEA, P&G, ING 
And over 800 others 

P&G, IKEA, Microsoft, Lego TNT, Boston Consulting 
Group, LG, Heinz, Yum 
brands 

None 

Private sector 
return on 
investment 
benchmark 

1 : 3.64 (benchmark 
for generating longer-
term unrestricted 
income which will 
support National 
Committees and 
country offices)  

1 : 4 ratio from 2007 (lower 
than determined in 2000) 

1 : 6 in 2008 (considering 
cash and program gift-in-
kind donations only) 

- 

Lessons Convert one-off 
donors into pledge 
donors after 
emergency appeals 

Importance of building 
National Committees: 
become significant sources 
of funding 

Leverage core 
competencies of 
corporates to support 
agency’s mission 
Private donors 
understand that 
fundraising costs money 

- 
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I 2 - UNICEF 
The UNICEF Private Fundraising and Partnerships Division (PFP) revenue is generated by 
the fundraising and sales activities of 36 National Committees and 28 UNICEF country 
offices. PFP has about 250 staff members either in headquarters or in country offices. 
Private-sector contributions from UNICEF National Committees, individual donors, non-
governmental organizations and foundations, was $1,188 million in 2010 (an increase of 30 
per cent versus 2009). A number of relationships with foundations are managed from NY 
PARMO office, such as the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, due to the geographical 
proximity of the partners.  Relationships with Middle East foundations are often managed from 
New York, as the difference between private and public giving can be less distinct in this 
region. The following figures do not include revenue and expenditures related to Arab 
foundations.  
While contributions from private sources for regular resources decreased 13 per cent, from 
$383 million in 2009 to $335 million in 2010; contributions from the private sector to other 
resources increased by 60 per cent, from $533 million to $853 million. In 2010, 92 per cent of 
net proceeds were generated by National Committees and 8 per cent by country offices. 
Significant increase occurred due to the Haiti earthquake and Pakistan floods emergencies. 
Overall income growth is led by pledge and corporate donations. National committees also 
act as stabilizing forces to raise public sector funds. 
In the early 2000’s UNICEF made a commitment to developing corporate alliances. 
Significant efforts were made to develop the capability to prospect, manage and nourish such 
relationships. This required investment in people and the development of new skills. By 2007 
UNICEF had more than 800 corporate partners with a growing number of strategic, long-term 
partnerships. 
Today the sales of cards and gift items are declining in proportion to the overall private sector 
revenue of UNICEF. This trend has existed for some years but was aggravated by the recent 
economic crisis. A rationalization of these activities is underway.  
The current strategy of UNICEF consists of building a broader support base for raising funds 
from individuals and the corporate sector and to test and evaluate new income-generating 
initiatives. It invests in expertise and capacity to manage and increase income from corporate 
and private foundation and digital channels. It also aims to enhance support and media 
outreach in National Committee countries, to improve knowledge management and expand 
new media communication channels. Digital fundraising is not a separate channel but a 
complementary tool to the existing channels. 
Pledge giving has proven to be recession resistant and the most stable area of private-
income generation for UNICEF. It is the source of the most predictable, sustainable and 
flexible income. UNICEF is making what it describes as “Aggressive investment in recruiting 
and retaining regular pledge donors”, as the competition is fierce. 
One-off cash donations from individuals are the second-largest income stream in terms of 
gross income, though the income and efficiency of such activities is declining in many 
National Committee countries. As part of the focus on pledge giving, PFP intends to work with 
National Committees to shift resources from one-off cash giving into pledge giving, in 
particular when attracting new supporters. Emphasis is on increasing the efficiency of 
generating income from cash donations through the use of the Web and, increasingly, mobile 
fundraising, as these carry much lower costs. During emergencies, very high levels of support 
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are achieved through these channels. PFP continues to develop its emergency fundraising 
capability with a focus on preparedness and rapid response. This is expected to further help 
attract future UNICEF supporters, many of whom donate for the first time in response to an 
emergency appeal. The Haiti and Pakistan emergencies have demonstrated that many 
supporters who donated to UNICEF for the first time go on to become pledge donors. 
Corporate income has grown its share significantly since 2006. This growth has been driven 
by a number of global partnerships with international corporations, including IKEA, Proctor 
and Gamble (Pampers) and ING.  
Analysis performed by UNICEF indicates that the planned $17 million increase in investment 
funds will make a significant difference in generating longer-term unrestricted income and will 
support the development of the National Committee and country office fundraising markets. 
The assumption is that for every dollar of additional investment funding, a return of $3.64 
would be generated over a four-year period. The $17 million would thus return a total of $62 
million to UNICEF. It is forecast that, over 10 years, the additional investment will generate 
over $130 million. These projections are based on cost and income figures from 45 markets 
and have been verified by an external evaluation. 
The scaling-up and testing of digital channels and platforms is underway in UNICEF. PFP 
aims to increase the overall percentage of income generated through internet and mobile 
platforms in 2011. This is done by working with National Committees to test various digital 
fundraising activities and build their overall digital knowledge and capacity through the 
strategic deployment of investment funds and the use of toolkits and training. Digital 
fundraising is increasingly a priority channel supporting all aspects of fundraising for regular 
resources, brand equity and supporter engagement. 
In PFP, The total number of proposed posts in 2011 is 225, compared to 275 in 2010. 174 of 
which are in in PFP headquarters and 51 in country offices. This represents an overall net 
reduction of 24 posts in PFP headquarters and 26 posts funded from the PFP budget in 
country offices. The number of cards and gifts posts at headquarters, in Geneva, New York 
and Huningue, are to be reduced, from 84 in 2010 to 47 in 2011 and to 46 posts in 2012. The 
majority of the other 14 new posts are expected to reinforce the Central Fundraising and 
Communication sections. None of the new functions are currently being performed in PFP. 
Some of the new functions require new sets of skills to support the roll-out of the income-
generation strategy: pledge stewardship, digital know-how, specialists to drive the roll-out of 
the toolkits that are critical to increasing less restricted other resources, and knowledge and 
brand management capacity to support National Committee efforts in these areas. 
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I 3 - UNHCR 
In UNHCR fundraising is led by the Donor Relations and Resource Mobilization and the 
Private Sector Fund-Raising unit. 
The Donor Relations and Resource Mobilization Service is the main focal point within UNHCR 
for relations with governmental and intergovernmental donors. The service provides donors 
with information on policies, funding, programs, and administration. It helps donors acquire a 
clear understanding of the goals and the resource requirements of the Office and it helps the 
field and Headquarters generate the information needed for this purpose. The Private Sector 
and Public Affairs Service focuses on mobilizing financial and other support from the private 
and corporate sectors. It also seeks to raise the general public’s awareness of refugee issues 
and the work of the Office. The Service is charged with developing and implementing the 
Office’s private sector fund-raising strategy and forging stronger links with corporations, trusts 
and foundations, in order to broaden UNHCR’s donor base and promote greater commitment 
to the cause of refugees. 
Private sector fundraising, at the country office level, is either carried out directly by UNHCR 
country or regional offices (e.g., in Italy, Japan, Canada, Germany, Greece, Nordic countries) 
or through National Associations, which are organizations created by UNHCR for fund-raising 
activities, normally in the form of a charity under national law such as in in Argentina, 
Australia, France, Japan, Spain, United Kingdom and the United States of America. A 
majority of those offices have or associations have been in place for more than 10 years. The 
model that has proved the most successful in the case of UNHCR is one of decentralized 
fundraising activities with a coordination led from headquarters. 
In 2000, income from the private sector totaled $15 million. Private sector fund-raising 
activities appeared to be successful with a return on investment of 5:1 for the operations 
examined for the period 1995 to 2000. However, more detailed analysis showed that the 
success had varied considerably per operation.  
In 2005, private sector funding increased reached to a total of USD 30.2 million. This was 
60% more than in 2004. The result was due to emergency situations such as the South East 
Asian Tsunami, which coincided with the initiation of online giving for UNHCR. Donations 
amounted to $1.3 million. 
In 2007 it was expected that private sector fundraising would achieve a benchmark level of a 
4:1 return on investment with an acceptable level of risk; and be non earmarked to the 
greatest extent possible. 
In the late 2000’s, the priority has been on increased individual monthly giving.  
In 2010, total contributions to UNHCR including public and private sector amounted to $1.86 
billion. This was an increase of $148 million from 2009 contributions. 
Over 75 percent of all voluntary contributions come from the top ten donors. The top donors in 
2010 consisted of governmental donations, including the United States, Japan and the 
European Commission, closely followed by Sweden. The contribution of the Private Sector 
represented 4% of the voluntary contribution. 
In 2010, private donors gave a total of $68.8 million to UNHCR (excluding a contribution of 
$3.9 million from the UAE Red Crescent), an increase of 36 per cent compared to 2009 - in 
line with the increases that had taken place over the previous 5 years. The growth was 
explained by the existence of a well-established global program of face-to-face fund raising 
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aimed at recruiting regular individual donors. Individual donors contributed generously in 2010 
to emergency situation such as the aftermath of the Pakistan floods. 
In 2011 the target is for Private Sector fundraising to achieve $100 million.  
68% of private sector contributions are made by individual donors who tend to provide non-
earmarked contributions. In 2010, 90,280 people joined the ranks of UNHCR’s individual 
donors, bringing their total number to some 412,000, representing an increase of 28 per cent 
compared to 2009. Of these, over 186,000 were monthly donors providing crucial regular and 
predictable support.  
Face-to-face fund raising is a person-to-person recruitment method that involves asking 
individuals to make monthly donations to UNHCR via a secure credit card system. The 
program is carried out at shopping malls, office buildings and other public places by 
fundraising representatives who have good knowledge of UNHCR. Face to face fundraising 
and online channels should be seen as complementary. Consistency of message and 
approach across different channels is an important factor of success. 
The top ten private donors consist of: the contributions of 8 national organizations raising 
funds for UNHCR and two Corporations. Corporations and foundations represent 7 of the next 
biggest source of funds. This shows that a small number of strong relationships can deliver a 
significant amount of funding.  
!
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I 4 - WFP 
 

WFP has a dual structure to address fundraising. The Government Donor Relations Division 
addresses Public sector donations and relationships with governmental organizations. The 
Joint Communication, Private Partnership and Policy Division oversees relationships with 
private donors. The PSRD’s activities rely on teams based around the world: in Rome, New 
York, Dubai, Bangkok, Jakarta, Seoul and Tokyo. New locations are planned in Washington, 
London and Beijing. The structure comprises headcounts of 37 with 16 in the Rome 
Headquarters 
Partnerships with corporations were initiated in the early 2000’s. Initially the focus was on a 
limited number of major corporate partnerships. WFP benefited greatly from expertise and 
knowledge transfer to improve its work, and direct cash to support its operations and 
programs. A collaboration with TNT and The Boston Consulting Group was particularly 
instrumental. In 2007 WFP was ranked as one of 34 leaders in public–private partnerships, 
according to a survey by the Global Compact. One of the key success factors was the 
decision to work with corporations to leverage their core competencies and ensure the 
agency had access to cutting-edge private-sector approaches, technology and expertise.  
In-kind contributions increased from $23 million in 2003 to around $43 million in 2007; over 
the same period cash contributions increased from $5 million to $38 million. Furthermore it 
appeared that Private donors were ready to accept that there are costs involved in raising 
funds and that these are higher than seeking public contributions. An important learning was 
that corporate partnerships require a significant level of service in terms of engagement, 
communications and reporting. The number of partners and the complexity of each 
relationship have to be managed in accordance with the organization’s capacity to provide 
support. 
Other key lessons learned included: 

• Strong research and due diligence ensure WFP minimizes potential risk to its 
reputation. 

• Public information is crucial; a sustainable strategy for marketing, communications and 
branding is essential. 

• WFP’s field offices are willing to reach out to potential private-sector donors. 
Country offices must, however, be supported by corporate guidance, training and 
access to specialist advice.  

• Private donors accept that there are costs involved in raising funds and that these are 
higher than seeking public funds. Discussions with private donors reveal that they are 
willing to see up to 20% of their donations used to offset fundraising costs (7% indirect 
support and 13% goes to the private sector revolving fund), enabling WFP to finance 
the costs of increased private-sector fundraising 

Today WFP has a revised strategy for private-sector partnerships, which aims to raise $200 
million a year by 2017, US$50 million of which is to be fully flexible. WFP expects to generate 
about 50–60 percent of its cash donations from corporations and 40–50 percent from 
individuals and foundations. The financing model consists of a series of advances from the 
General Fund covering a five-year period. These will be fully repaid with interest over the 
subsequent five years to ensure the financial impact on the General Fund is cost-neutral 



 

Annexes to “A Resource Mobilization Strategy for UNRWA”, October 2011 67 

This strategy was adopted in 2008. It included 

• retain existing WFP Global Humanitarian Partners and recruit Partners for each of 
WFP’s major business areas; 

• retain and foster existing, and attract new, WFP Corporate Supporters; 
• extend WFP’s outreach to foundations; 
• cultivate high net worth individuals; and  
• enhance outreach to smaller individual donors through the Web.  

 

The 2008 provisional budget was $6.5 million; it was expected to rise to US$11.1 million for 
2017. WFP needed to expand the staff capacity in the Private Partnerships Division, including 
the recruitment of a small number of technical specialists to support areas such as online 
fundraising. With these resources, WFP expected to generate approximately US$81 million 
in 2008, of which US$43 million were gifts-in-kind and $38 million in cash, rising to almost 
$270 million 2017, of which about $70 million would be gifts-in-kind and $200 million in cash 
In 2009, support from the private sector totaled US$104 million, 3 percent of total 
contributions; this surpassed the annual goal of US$80 million 
WFP signed a new long-term partnership with LG Electronics, the first Asian multinational to 
support WFP internationally, and also signed two new corporate partnerships with Heinz and 
Kraft, through Project Laser Beam, which was launched in September 2009 at the Clinton 
Global Initiative. Through Project Laser Beam, WFP is leading the way for a first-ever alliance 
of food companies – across competitive lines – to fight hunger.  
Private partnerships continue to be a major driver of WFP’s enhanced nutrition improvement 
approach, bringing the expertise of the private sector to the service of the Nutrition Unit. Two 
specialists from life sciences company DSM have worked in Egypt and Kenya on specific 
issues, and several nutritionists were added to WFP’s roster in 2009, all funded by the private 
sector. WFP will continue to collaborate closely with the private sector on nutrition, and also in 
the area of emergency preparedness and response. The private sector continues to support 
WFP’s emergency response capacity, with action in all major emergencies in 2009. An 
example is the tropical typhoon in the Philippines, where more than US$1 million dollars was 
raised rapidly through corporations’ networks. In-kind support – such as two cargo flights from 
TNT – was also forthcoming and prompt, and WFP aims to maintain successful partnerships 
in this area. In 2010, WFP aimed to continue building its geographic network of private-sector 
support for its Strategic Objectives, focusing on increasing foundation support and 
contributions from individuals. 
WFP has successfully adopted the Internet for raising funds. In 2009, a monthly average of 
220,000 people visited the WFP website, including 40,000 individuals who contributed a total 
of more than US$1.5 million online 
WFP continues to anticipate growth in the support it receives from the private sector as it 
engages with more global humanitarian partners, extends its outreach to corporate partners 
and foundations, cultivates high-worth individuals, and builds a program of better outreach to 
smaller donors. 
WFP has also benefited from large donations from other NGO’s which do not have a program 
implementation capability. This was the case for instance with the American Red Cross for 
tsunami victims ($50 million) and the Haiti earthquake. 
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I 5 - Fundraising by other UN Agencies in the Gulf region 
 

In the Gulf region, WFP and UNHCR have focused their fund-raising program on foundations 
and major donor aid provided by Gulf States has traditionally been channeled bilaterally or 
through Red Crescent Societies – these are closely linked to government and form part of 
many Gulf nations’ national response to international crises.   However, there is movement 
toward channeling aid through multilateral channels. The KSA places funds in the hands of 
organizations with the most experience in implementing programs and in professionally 
raising the profile of the donor. Several UN agencies now have a presence in the Gulf: 
UNICEF, UNHCR, OCHA, and UNOPS.  
Currently only UNICEF has a dedicated fundraising structure – this has enabled steady year 
on year increases in income from the region. Donations made in the Gulf and the Middle East 
cannot always be easily defined as government or individual funding. For instance in the UAE 
government officials are frequently also major stakeholders in the private sector holding roles 
such as company CEOs or directors. It is not uncommon for such officials to give to NGOs 
and international organizations through these companies and foundations. The associated 
contributions cannot therefore clearly be defined as either government or private funding. 
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Overview of annexe J: Partnerships 

• This section reviews how UNRWA can set clear goals for its partnerships and improve 
the way in which the organization manages its relationships with partners. 

• Examples of partnerships and the value proposition that URWA presents to its partners 
are reviewed. 

• Two frameworks in use in the UN system are described, which UNRWA could use to 
better structure processes and agreements with partners: the UN Partnering Tool book, 
which helps to structure the process of identification and management cycles with 
partners and the Partnership Assessment Tool, which structure a review of the key 
benefits and objectives to be tracked in entering into a partnership 
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J 1 - Value of partnerships 
UNRWA understands partnerships as voluntary and 
collaborative relationships between two or more 
parties in which participants agree to work together to 
achieve a common purpose or undertake a specific 
task and to share risks, responsibilities, resources 
and benefits.  
“The common purpose” is achieved through 
mobilizing resources of four varieties: Knowledge, 
Visibility, Funds and Delivery.  The traditional focus 
of ‘Resource Mobilization’ has been on the 

management of donors and donations: attracting funding toward the Regular Budget, Projects 
and Emergencies.  As UNRWA struggles with chronic underfunding this emphasis can appear 
to dominate any other form of partnership.  However, UNRWA is aware that in order to deliver 
its mission effectively, it must manage partnerships based on other assets which are 
complementary to, and amplify, the value of funding. 
Knowledge based partnerships can help UNRWA to improve the quality and effectiveness of 
its operations, communication and advocacy.  Visibility, in the form of shared promotion and 
advocacy of common goals benefits both UNRWA and its partners.  Partnerships can be the 
focus of work in the field, or in the international arena, in order to deliver the specific 
objectives of UNRWA. 
The focus on partnerships is a general trend within the UN system, which has accelerated 
over the last decade with the realization that the UN can optimize emergency and 
development efforts by applying a partnership approach. Programs, Funds and Agencies 
increasingly engage in partnerships and supporting structures, such as the UN Office for 
Partnerships have been established. This development reflects the growing importance of 
‘Corporate Social Responsibility’, the globalization of businesses, and increased 
interdependence and cooperation between players in the private, public and civil society 
sectors. Partnering with these players allows for UNRWA to increase its capacity for program 
delivery by accessing the particular capacities they can offer ! be it know-how, financial 
resources, networks or technologies. 

J 2 - Examples of partnerships 
Type Activities Examples 
International NGOs A broad range of international NGOs work 

to support the human development of 
Palestine refugees. With their respective 
areas of specialization and particular 
strengths, international NGOs are 
valuable partners to UNRWA. For 
decades, UNRWA and international 
NGOs have identified areas of 
collaboration, and benefited mutually from 
joining efforts within the educational, 
health, relief and emergency programs. 

CASPEA Foundation, Clowns Without 
Borders, Diakonia, Doctors without Borders, 
International Committee for Development of 
Peoples, International Islamic Relief 
Organization, Lutheran World Federation, 
Near East Council for Churches, Premier 
Urgence, Red Crescent Societies, Right 2 
Play, Rotary International, Save the 
Children. 

Local NGOs UNRWA’s fields of operation are rich on 
local NGOs. These NGOs, being firmly 
rooted in local communities, are important 
partners to UNRWA. 

Al Islah Charitable Society (oPt), Arab 
Cultural Centre (Lebanon), Juzoor 
foundation for Health and Development 
(oPt), Lane Al Mostaqbal (Lebanon), Mezan 

Knowledge Visibility

Delivery Funds
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Law Group for Human Rights (Jordan), 
Najdeh Association (Jordan), United 
Lebanon Youth Project (Lebanon). 

Private sector UNRWA partners with private companies 
at the international level and locally in the 
Agency’s fields of operation. The private 
sector possesses the potential of making 
important contributions by fostering 
innovation, providing funding, and sharing 
expert knowledge within a variety of fields. 

Examples of the Agency’s private partners 
are the Palestinian Pal Tel Group, 
providing validation of curricular, equipment 
for training centres and training of 
instructors and the World Diabetes 
Foundation (facilitated through partnership 
with international pharmaceutical 
company Novo Nordisk) providing training 
of health personnel, equipment etc. 

UN organizations Other UN!agencies working in UNRWA’s 
five fields of operation have been central 
partners to the Agency for six decades.  
UNRWA is continuously exploring 
potential synergies of cooperation with 
UN!entities and seeks to promote 
harmonization of UN development efforts. 

The United Nations Children Fund 
(UNICEF), the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), the 
United Nations International Labor 
Organization (ILO), the United Nations 
World Health Organization (WHO) and the 
United Nations Educational Scientific and 
Cultural Organization (UNESCO). 

UNRWA 
associations 

(See examples) The Spanish Committee for UNRWA was 
established in 2005. The committee works 
to advocate for the rights of Palestine 
refugees and to fundraise for UNRWA’s 
work. It implements awareness and 
education activities across Spain and 
engages in fundraising from the public and 
private sector.  
The American friends of UNRWA 
provides support for UNRWA’s work 
through advocacy, fundraising and 
education. It aims to educate the general 
American public about the situation of the 
Palestine refugees and generate 
awareness of UNRWA’s education, health, 
and social service programs.  
Italian supporters of Palestine Refugees 
are, together with UNRWA, in the process 
of establishing a third national UNRWA 
association in Italy. 

J 3 - Value proposition of UNRWA for its partners 
Partnering with UNRWA means supporting the most significant and experienced UN Agency 
in the Middle East in providing education for more than 480.000 school children and offering 
health care to 4,7 million refugees.  
Partnering with UNRWA means engaging with a highly professional UN Agency, which 
believes that cooperation with the private sector, non governmental organizations and 
academia is necessary for creating the optimal framework for serving the needs of Palestine 
Refugees.  
Partnering with UNRWA means putting into effect your company’s/organization’s support for 
UN values and commitment to protection of refugees.  
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J 4 - Reviewing and setting expectations for partnerships 

J 4.1 - Phases in the partnering process 
From ‘UN Partnering Tool book’, 2003 – 
The International Business Leaders 
Forum (IBLF) and the Global Alliance for 
Improved Nutrition (GAIN) 
 
The typical partnership process involves 
key moments of evaluation of the 
potential and actual benefits of the 
partnership. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

J 4.2 - Partnership Assessment Tool (‘PAT’): establishing a basis for the partnership 
The Partnership Assessing Tool (PAT) developed in 2007 by four UN entities (the UN 
Development Program, the UN Office for Partnerships, the UN Institute for Training and 
Research and the UN Global Compact ) and private sector partners aims at determining a 
priori the various elements of sustainability of partnerships for development. Essentially, the 
tool has been designed to assess the likelihood for partnership to produce significant impact. 
PAT is a PC based structured questionnaire that steps through all the areas in which the 
partnership is expected to create value for each of the parties, and how objectives and 
measures for success can be defined.  It is structured into the following sections: 

• Alignment: to what extent are the objectives of the parties aligned? 
• Internal partnerships management: how well structured is the management of the 

partnership and its associated projects? 
• External partnerships management: how well managed are the external relations to the 

partnership? 
• Multiplier effect: how well can the partnership be scaled up or replicated by other 

parties? 

1.  SCOPING

2. IDENTIFYING

3. BUILDING

4. PLANNING

5. MANAGING

6. 
RESOURCING

7. 
IMPLEMENTING

8. MEASURING

9. REVIEWING

10. REVISING

11. 
INSTITUTION-

ALISING

12. SUSTAINING
OR TERMINATING

Partnership 
Assessment 
tool (PAT)

Maturity grid
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• Environment: how does the partnership impact biodiversity / use of natural resources 
and energy? 

• Socio Economic: how will the partnership benefit employees and local community? 
The output is a summary of the areas where the parties need to pay particular attention to 
ensuring that their goals and management systems are consistent with one another and the 
overall objectives. 

J 5 - Partnership Mapping within UNRWA 
“Partnerships” within UNRWA refers to the involvement of non-state actors who contribute to 
the agency’s mission in a number of ways that may involve funding or other resources. 
Working with partners is not new to UNRWA even if ‘Partnership strategy’ has only recently 
been formalized and published after extensive consultation and an internal workshop in 2010.  
According to the most recent survey conducted in August 2011 the agency is in involved in 
169 partnership activities with 118 different partners (some partners have partnership 
activities in different fields or programs).  Partners are international NGOs (45%), local NGOs 
(30%), UN agencies (8%), academic institutions (8%), private sector (5%) and others (4%). 
UNRWA engages in a broad range of partnerships (those based on a written agreement e.g. 
MoU, which may involve the exchange of resources) and collaborative relationships (those 
based on an informal agreement and not involving transfer of resources). 
Partner contributions to UNRWA are in the form of cash donations (33%), training (24%), 
in!kind donations (15%), referral (5%), school activities (6%), scholarships (3%), and other 
(14%).  Total financial value of contributions is estimated at USD 13 million (only partnerships 
with a tangible financial value included, value not defined on annual basis). 
UNRWA benefits from partnerships beyond the direct resources which are mobilized. Indirect 
benefits of the partnerships include developing and maintaining the Agency’s reputation of 
being an organization that actively engages with local and international communities in the 
pursuit of fulfilling its mandate. Partnering with international organizations means diffusing 
knowledge and insights on the rights and needs of Palestine refugees to potentially influential 
audiences abroad. Partnering with other UN agencies accommodates knowledge sharing with 
peers and promotes the ‘Delivering as One’ UN ideal. 
An Agency Partnership Policy was formulated in November 2010 and the establishment of a 
Partnership Division was initiated. The Partnership Division will function as an integral part of 
the department of External Relations and Communications, under the leadership of a Chief of 
Partnerships (who took up the function in October 2011). 
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J 6 - ECRD role in managing partnerships  
How is the new Partnership Unit expected to contribute to UNRWA’s resource mobilization 
objectives? 
Using the four-resource view, the following chart suggests how the function can act to build 
UNRWA’s resource mobilization. 
 

Partners

Knowledge Visbility

Delivery Funds

STOP

Delivery role is responsibility of 
operational or field offices

Mission: research, select and report on the progress of developing a relevant 
base of partnerships for UNRWA

• Partner intelligence: understand trends and motivations within partners, 
identify key influencers

• Act as centre of competence for the Field operations
• Report on trends and projections to UNRWA senior management
• Connect UNRWA management with influencers

Performance Measure:
• Number of contacts and information requests
• Satisfaction with information

Mission: to raise the visibility of UNRWA toward 
potential partners and to support partners in 
having the appropriate visibility in return

• Design communication and events that 
are relevant to potential and current 
partners

• Provide information to partners in support 
of advocacy on behalf of UNRWA

Performance Measure:
• Increased visibility of UNRWA where 

relevant in partner relationship

Mission: contribute to building a diverse funding base 
for UNRWA

• Promote quality funding, preferably Regular 
Budget

• Support the raising of Project and Emergency 
funding

Performance Measure:
• Total funds raised from private sector donorsMission: Trouble shooting field 

partnership activities, as needed

Performance Measure:
• # programs implemented by 

field offices

 
 
 
 

J 7 - Partnerships Management in other UN organizations 
A wealth of experience is available in other UN organizations for the effective management of 
partnerships.  For instance, WFP has been ranked as one of the leading organizations in 
public–private partnerships, according to the Global Compact.  UNICEF has a decades-long 
experience in building and supporting a network of National Committees: and generates 
almost all of its private sector income through these entities.  UNHCR has been very careful 
to study and track the return on investment from investing in building private sector income 
and partnerships. 
All of these agencies reflect the lesson that it takes time and consistent focus to build a 
presence in the private sector.  The return on investment may be going down, as more 
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organizations also seek to build their presence in this sector.  Conversely, web based tools 
are increasingly useful in attracting direct donations and improving the efficiency of 
relationship management between the central fundraising team and national committees – 
potentially increasing the return on investment. 
The pursuit of corporate partners requires particular attention to account support and follow 
up – and is a specific competency that has required the building of dedicated teams in other 
agencies.  For UNRWA, the challenge is not only to build this competency and outreach but 
also to select partners who operate in markets where the perception of the Agency is 
politically neutral and positive. 
Each of the other agencies reviewed (but UNICEF and UNHCR in particular) have a focus on 
building the base of individual pledge donors.  These tend to be both cost effective, non-
earmarked and provide a regular and predictable income base.  This lesson may be one of 
the most relevant for UNRWA to learn from. 
 
 


