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Executive
Summary
The extraordinarily difficult financial situation of
the United Nations Relief Works Agency
(UNRWA) in 2015 is the result of chronic
underfunding. Increasing competition for scarce
funding, economic downturn in major financing
economies and volatility of exchange rates has
resulted in a critically adverse funding
environment.
Since UNRWA cannot directly influence those
factors, the deterioration of the financial balance
reduced its capacity to timely respond to the
required needs. Other factors, like the natural
demographic increase of beneficiary numbers,
also constitute a burden for UNRWA‟s capacity
to effectively deliver services. This situation has
led to UNRWA applying several austerity
measures which in turn have a negative impact on
its ability to raise funds.
The Resource Mobilization Strategy (RMS) is a
response to UNRWA‟s unstable financial
situation. The RMS covers the period 2012 2015 and it forms a key part of the UNRWA
Organizational Development process. It also
provides a strategic approach to financial
concerns expressed in UNRWA‟s Medium Term
Strategy (MTS) 2010 - 2015. The RMS covers
UNRWA‟s three main funding portals:
General Fund (GF) - mainly focused on
sustaining the delivery of core services
Projects – entirely voluntary and earmarked for
specific, time-bound activities
Emergency Appeals - earmarked and unearmarked voluntary funds, in response to
humanitarian crises created by external factors,
where assistance is expected to be provided for as
long as the external conditions prevail
The ultimate objective of the RMS is to enable
UNRWA to receive stable and predictable
funding. To this end, its aims at increasing
efficiency in resource mobilization, while creating
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and deepening relationships with traditional as
well as non-traditional donors.
The evaluation of the RMS 2012 - 2015 aims at
determining
the
resource
mobilization‟s
efficiency, effectiveness, relevance, impact and
sustainability. It is intended to inform the
drafting of the next RMS and provide for the lack
of previous evaluation over the period of its
implementation.
The evaluation was based on more than 150
stakeholder interviews held with UNRWA staff,
donors and host country representatives. It also
relied on the analysis of supporting
documentation and data from the External
Relations and Communications Department
(ERCD), the Planning Department and Finance
Department. Following the OECD / DAC criteria
of evaluation the main findings and
recommendations of the evaluation procedure are
listed below.

Relevance
Relevance requires that the RMS be aligned with
UNRWA activities and that its processes
adequately respond to its needs and constraints.
The RMS is relevant in that it is an immediate
response to the need voiced in the 2010 – 2015
Medium Term Strategy (MTS) to “bridge the
funding gaps in the general fund, emergency and
projects budget, through more predictable and
sustainable funding flows.”
Similarly, the
timeline of the future RMS should be fully
aligned with the currently drafted 2016 - 2021
MTS to ensure it is synchronized with UNRWA‟s
future goals.
The RMS is also relevant to UNRWA activities as
it relates the strategy to programming priorities,
partnerships, donor types and funding portals with
substantial flexibility. Such an approach has
benefited UNRWA by giving it access to various
types of donors and contributions. However, the
design of the support structure for the RMS is
weak. The RMS also lacks explicit mention of
gender issues and failed to ensure smooth
management of external financial shock, such as
exchange rates fluctuations.
In spite of some limitations, donors and host
countries recognize and support the UNRWA
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effort to increase funding through the RMS.
Moreover, staff interviewed welcomed the
drafting of a new RMS and expressed their will to
see it operationalized more forcefully with
appropriate resource mobilization trainings and
instruments. However, staff interviewed was not
fully aware of the RMS prior to the interaction
with the evaluation team indicating a lower
ownership than expected.
While the approach to resource mobilization was
broadened, especially distinguishing more clearly
between traditional, non-traditional and Arab
donors the RMS did not put enough emphasis on
the potential for partnerships.
Finding 1: The RMS has been relevant to
UNRWA and was fully aligned with UNRWA‟s
MTS 2010-2015 with the exception of covering
crosscutting issues.
Finding 2: Agency-wide ownership of the
strategy has only been partially achieved.
Finding 3:
Partnership development and
acquisition of development funding are areas not
sufficiently explored by UNRWA.
Recommendation 1: The next RMS should be
fully aligned with the upcoming MTS 2016-2021
including linkages to gender and other
crosscutting issues. Its 6-year period should be
divided into three cycles of two years each to be
flexible enough to allow response to unforeseen
and unplanned events such as new emergencies
and acute funding crises.
Complementary
timelines, but shorter interim reporting periods
are therefore recommended.
Recommendation 2: The RMS is an UNRWAwide approach and should be widely
disseminated, explained and mainstreamed,
including training, into operations to ensure
ownership by UNRWA and partners. It must be
available in English and Arabic.
Recommendation 3: The next RMS should put
more emphasis on benchmarks and favour
partnership development and the acquisition of
development funding to complement traditional,
primarily humanitarian funding sources.
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Efficiency
The use of the RMS has been sufficiently flexible
to allow adaptation to changing circumstances
and priorities. This has contributed to the
efficiency of the RMS implementation as it
allowed a focus on emergency fundraising as
circumstances required over the past three years.
Unfortunately, the financial strain put on
UNRWA has also been an obstacle to the RMS
implementation to its full potential. Nevertheless,
funds used for the RMS had some positive effect
in allowing UNRWA to raise additional private
sector funds.
Communications issues were also identified with
regards to ERCD, the lead division for RMS. It is
a partially decentralized, asymmetric, multifunctional and multi-duty station entity. That
configuration
makes
coordination
and
communication difficult and leads to an ERCDField divide.
Greater efficiency could also be achieved by
clarifying and standardizing Project Support
Costs (PSC) charges for all types of programme
activity and apply those charges consistently.
Finally, no provision is made in contribution
agreements for the extra work of staff needed to
meet donor‟s specific requirements for additional
specific reporting. Such transaction costs can be
high and should be covered in the contribution
agreements.
Finding 4: Implementation of the RMS was done
with limited resources and institutional capacity.
Finding 5: A decentralized fundraising approach
by using Country and Representative Offices, the
Arab Partner Unit, National Committees and
other partners has been efficient.
Finding 6: Efficiency of the RMS was limited by
insufficient
distribution
of
functional
responsibilities and tasks among UNRWA
departments and units and insufficient internal
and external communication between all
stakeholders.
Finding 7:
UNRWA‟s PSC rates are not
uniformly negotiated limiting efficiency of
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fundraising.
Finding 8: Increasing donor requirements for
visibility and reporting have led to higher
transaction costs, particularly in view of rising
reporting requirements on contributions below
USD 50.000.
Recommendation 4: The next RMS should
clearly link its objectives to the required human
and financial resources to achieve the objectives.
It should clearly define the required skills,
capacities, roles and responsibilities of
stakeholders.
Recommendation 5: Strengthen donor-specific
UNRWA approaches, and explain the roles of the
Arab Partner Unit, Representative Offices and
National Committees in exploring resource
mobilization opportunities with non-traditional
donors, emerging markets and the private sector.
Recommendation 6:
Standardize processes
especially for small contributions and PSC to
limit transaction cost. With PSC consider options
of applying a higher standard rate PSC and
shifting cost to direct costs.

Effectiveness
Despite the difficult financial situation RMS was
implemented in, it can be said that it was able,
overall, to achieve its desired objectives.
Endeavours at deepening its relationship with
traditional donors and broadening the donor base
through a stronger engagement with Arab
partners, non-traditional donors, emerging
markets and the private sector should be
continued and intensified.
In the face of the funding problems, donors also
recommend that UNRWA promulgates its
comparative political and operational advantages.
First, by developing the new MTS/RMS with a
stronger emphasis on the importance of UNRWA
in contributing towards peace and stability in the
region. Then, by discussing the restructuring of
UNRWA‟s core programmes and exploring
opportunities for new partnerships with
development actors.
Finding 9: The RMS has overall achieved the
targets it set out to achieve.
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Recommendation 7: Continue to sign multi-year
agreements with development partners to raise
income and ensure sustainability of interventions.

Impact
To some degree, the aim of generating additional
income was achieved and new donors were
engaged. Partially, these new donors came with
very positive views of UNRWA‟s capacity to
play a stabilizing role in the region. During the
implementation period, their funding resulted in
the levelling of income but mainly due to the
provision of emergency funding and not in the
view of covering recurrent operational costs or
lasting financial stability.
Until now, the impact of the RMS on the GF has
been very limited, but it should be acknowledged
that
the
current
resource
mobilization
environment is challenging and the early impact
may develop further in the future. Furthermore,
to ensure that the RMS has a lasting impact it is
recommended that more than standard fundraising
be mobilized over the development period.
Finally, over the last three years of RMS
implementation some USD 597.205.160 were
raised. This corresponds to a seven per cent
increase from the amount raised over the three
years before the RMS implementation. The
steady increase in funding is accompanied by an
increase in the number of donors. Yet, despite
this increase, GF funding security and
predictability has not been achieved
Finding 10: UNRWA has modestly increased
GF, development and emergency funding during
the RMS despite UNRWA‟s difficult financial
situation and operating environment.
Finding 11: Currency fluctuations and the
depreciation of the Euro against major currencies
and increases in humanitarian crises have
contributed considerably to the UNRWA funding
crisis.
Finding 12: Most UNRWA partnerships are
complementary to UNRWA‟s programmes but
have not assisted in mobilizing additional
resources to the extent possible.
Recommendation 8: Strengthen the partnership
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approach build new alliances, identify additional
strategic and operational partners and explore
cost-sharing and co-funding modalities.

Sustainability
Given the fact that the RMS is on-going, it is still
not possible to draw final conclusion regarding its
sustainability. Rather, the next RMS for 2016 2021 will be the instrument of sustainability of
the current RMS.
In a general manner, several important
achievements did take place in the time period of
the RM, new donors were identified, successful
approaches and operational partnerships were
undertaken.
It seems likely that they will
continue although the climate for RM remains
unfavourable.
The three basic objectives (i.e. Strengthened
traditional donor partnerships, diversified donorbase, and an enabling environment is established
supporting donor – relationship management) set
for the current RMS will continue to be important
to provide continuity in the next RMS. There
should be a detailed work plan including
dissemination and internalization of the objectives
of the RMS throughout UNRWA and an
organizational and functional review of ERCD
accompanied by an appropriate training
component to develop the work already begun in
the current RMS.

iv
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Background
1.
The mandate of the United Nations Relief
and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the
Near East (UNRWA) is to provide relief,
humanitarian, human development and protection
services to Palestine Refugees and other persons
of concern in its area of operations. UNRWA
services are available to all those living in its area
of operations who meet this definition, who are
registered with UNRWA and who need
assistance. There are five fields of UNRWA
operation, these being the West Bank, Gaza,
Syria, Lebanon and Jordan. Under the UNRWA
operational definition, a Palestine refugee is any
person whose "normal place of residence was
Palestine during the period 1 June 1946 to 15
May 1948 and who lost both home and means of
livelihood as a result of the 1948 conflict." The
term conflict refers to the Arab-Israeli conflict.
The predecessor agency of UNRWA, the „United
Nations Relief and Refugee Assistance‟ was
established as a fund for disbursement of
assistance under the topic of „Assistance to
Palestine Refugees‟ through UN General
Assembly Resolution 212 (III) 163 adopted at the
plenary meeting of 19 November 1948. UNRWA
itself was established pursuant to General
Assembly Resolution 302 (IV) of December 1949
and it began its operation in 1950.
2.
Currently, UNRWA provides essential
services to many of the 5.6 million registered
Palestine refugees in Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, the
West Bank and Gaza aiming to help Palestine
refugees achieve their full potential, pending a
just solution to their plight. UNRWA implements
its mandate through direct delivery of services to
refugees registered with UNRWA. In that,
UNRWA distinguishes two priority levels at
which services are rendered:
3.
The highest priority common to all fields
are core services which UNRWA must ensure in
order to enable refugees to enjoy their basic rights
and to respond to their human development needs
and priorities. In this category UNRWA provides
services such as basic education, comprehensive
primary health care, relief and direct support
(cash, food and shelter) to the abject poor
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(through safety-net and emergency programmes),
environmental health and improvement of
critically substandard shelter, facilities and
infrastructure.
4.
At priority level two, there are services
that meet the needs of the highly vulnerable such
as shelter improvement for the most vulnerable,
social services for the most vulnerable, support
for hospital services for selected conditions for
the most vulnerable and advocacy on protection
issues. Also part of priority level two are services
that provide a clear and measurable contribution
to the human development of Palestine refugees
such as technical and vocational education, credit
and microfinance, employment promotion and
environmental protection activities.

Resource Mobilization at UNRWA
5.
At present, the increase of annual donor
funding for UNRWA stands at one per cent.
Regional inflation stands at or exceeds three per
cent and increases in staffing costs – which are
currently tied to the salary scales of civil servants
in each of the five UNRWA fields of operation –
add another three per cent of cost increase every
year. Since UNRWA has no influence over the
development of these costs, a one per cent
increase in income automatically translates into
reduced services. Demographic factors, like the
natural increase of beneficiary numbers, regularly
increase the number of those who qualify for
UNRWA services.
6.
The ratio of operational to pre-committed
costs is 16 per cent: 84 per cent according to
Advisory Commission (AdCom) reporting in late
2014. In the 84 per cent bracket, staffing costs
are the largest single cost factor. This ratio points
to UNRWA lacking operational resources. When
the Resource Mobilization Strategy (RMS) was
drafted in 2011, UNRWA described the same
problem but pointed to a working capital of one
month, or less. Towards the end of Q2 and the
beginning of Q3 of 2015, UNRWA operated on
cash reserves often not exceeding seven working
days. The consequences of such low working
capital are reflected in the difficulty of UNRWA
to negotiate favourable procurement contracts. It
leads to the insufficient maintenance of
infrastructure,
installations
and
facilities,
particularly in regard to schools, to degrading
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equipment and material. More drastic even are
consequences for regular programme delivery.
Furthermore, at the time of this evaluation, the
UNRWA annual deficit is in excess of USD100
million.
7.
This situation leads to an operation mode
where UNRWA itself continuously operates in an
emergency condition. Austerity measures were
regularly applied at the end of the year in recent
years. Yet, they have become already an issue of
concern in Q1 and Q2 of the current year. An
Agency in austerity mode practically throughout
the year is both unable to run a full-fledged
resource mobilization operation and unlikely to
obtain preferential grant contract conditions
easily.
8.
The lack of UNRWA working capital
also affects its capacity to invest into partnership
development. The current cash-strapped situation
leaves UNRWA in a weak position when defining
and defending
its own organizational and
programmatic priorities.
9.
UNRWA income includes three elements:
assessed contribution for UN staff costs
(guaranteed and amounting to USD 29 million.
per annum.), Project Support Costs (PSC) and
voluntary contributions.

The Resource Mobilization Strategy
10.
The RMS for UNRWA covers the period
2012-2015 and forms a key part of the UNRWA
Organizational Development process. It is also
complementary to UNRWA‟s Medium-Term
Strategy (MTS) 2010-2015. Annex four of the
Evaluation Report contains the logical framework
of the RMS for reference.
11.
The RMS is a response to the chronic
underfunding of UNRWA in a funding
environment
characterized
by
increasing
competition for scarce funding in response to
erupting conflicts worldwide and in the Near East
particularly, economic downturn in major
economies, decreasing traditional donors‟
budgets, volatility of exchange rates and
increasingly large and risky contribution gaps for
UNRWA, particularly with regard to its General
Fund.
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12.
The objective of the RMS is to
operationalize
increased
efficiency
and
effectiveness of fundraising and to stabilize and
achieve predictable and increasing revenue for
UNRWA.
The RMS also addresses the
strengthening of partnerships with its different
donor groups.
To achieve these goals, it
delineates three key outcomes to be achieved:


Strengthened traditional donor partnerships,



Diversified donor-base, and



An enabling environment is established
supporting donor-relationship management.

13.
All three intermediate outcomes are to
feed into the unified intermediate outcome of
effective and efficient resource mobilization, the
intended impact being stable, predictable revenue,
sufficient to implement the UNRWA programme
and support operations benefitting Palestine
refugees.
14.
The strategy has five funding target
assumptions, namely:


Raise increased funding from traditional
donors while lowering their percentage of the
total contribution,



Build relationships with emerging markets,



Improve relationships with non-traditional
donors,



Consolidate the
partners, and



Establish
fundraising.

relationship

functional

with

Arab

private-sector

15.
For Traditional Donors the RMS expects
change to be achieved by: (a) institutionalizing
the relationship with concrete processes, and (b)
by more systematic communication. The RMS
points at this diversification by acknowledging
that it will not directly reduce the burden placed
on traditional donors to provide the majority of
UNRWA funding. Rather a steady decrease of
their share of funding is attempted.
16.
The RMS 2012 - 2015 recommended
three mechanisms for improving the internal
UNRWA Resource Mobilization environment:
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Corporate alignment in resource mobilization,



Institutionalization of project control and
management, and



Harmonization of the
structures and systems.

communication

17.
The RMS is owned by UNRWA and by
its External Relations and Communications
Department (ERCD), and all three mechanisms
are under the full or partial control and functional
responsibility of ERCD. The least developed part
is the institutionalization of project control and
management as far as the UNRWA programme in
the five Fields is concerned.
18.
The organograms available for ERCD are
not entirely conclusive due to recent changes.
But the structure is best described as asymmetric
and composed of:


An external Relations and Communications
Department in East Jerusalem headed by a
Director at D2 level,



An Arab Donor Unit in Amman,



A Recording and Quality Unit in Gaza, and



Affiliate units in Washington DC, New York
and Brussels reporting to the CommissionerGeneral‟s Office,



Individual consultants covering specific
countries, particularly emerging markets, for
UNRWA.

19.
Certain structures like the three
Representative
Offices
are
under
the
Commissioner-General directly but hybrid in that
they render also services to ERCD. Certain
services of ERCD are more protocol-oriented like
the secretariat to the AdCom while constituting a
link to donors and host governments, at the same
time. Others like the two communications units
are the result of structural developments of the
past. One is under ERCD and one is linked to the
Commissioner-General‟s
Office.
The
Partnerships Division function is hybrid and fundraising oriented in its Private Partners orientation
but cultural heritage-oriented in its administration
of the „Audio-Visual Archives‟ of UNRWA and
public relations - and fund-raising oriented in its
handling of the Goodwill Ambassador function
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for Youth. This Division was set up with one
staff member on loan from UNHCR until the
summer of 2015. The position is currently under
recruitment. ERCD can be considered fully in
charge of the corporate alignment in resource
mobilization and is primarily responsible for the
harmonization of the communication structures
and systems.
20.
Donor relations are coordinated in ERCD
in Jerusalem and at the level of the Arab
Partnership Unit for Arab donors in Amman.
ERCD‟s character is that of a partially
decentralized, asymmetric, multi-functional,
multi-duty station department.
21.
The RMS 2012 - 2015 for UNRWA is the
result of a multi-faceted consultation process,
accompanied by a well-argued and rich analysis
completed in 2011. The RMS itself recalls this
process as follows: “The development of the
vision contained in this document has been long
and inclusive. The ERCD held preliminary
consultations with donors and hosts in March and
April 2011 in order to set the scope for the next
four years, and worked to build a strategy outline,
which was discussed at the Sub-Committee and
later endorsed in June by the AdCom. In order to
benefit from the experience of sister UN agencies
and to learn from best practices in resource
mobilisation, ERCD visited various agencies in
Geneva in July 2011. External support was
sought for the analytical research and background
to the strategy, and a consultant was selected to
support the internal and external reviews, and to
draft this document.
Extensive internal
consultations took place in September and early
October 2011, including a resource mobilisation
workshop, followed by a fresh round of
consultations with external stakeholders.” (RMS,
p.2). The resulting document links information
on Resource Mobilization at several levels:


Multi-field,
beyond,



Multi-donor and individual donors, donor
type-related,



All funding portals and, in particular general
fund, emergency appeals and projects as well
as funding structure,



Multi-year and annual,

multi-country,

regional

and
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Multi-sectoral and single sector,



Multi-audience and specific audiences,



External and internal, contextual,



Funding, funding mechanism,
mobilization and shortfall-related,



As well as through various references to host
countries and other topics.

resource

22.
The design is inclusive of the UNRWA
central resource mobilization objective for the
RMS 2012 - 2015 which is to bridge funding gaps
with special focus on the general fund, and to
secure more predictable and sustainable funding
flows. In that, the RMS is set in a specific
UNRWA rationale of resource mobilization. It
conceptualizes and develops scenarios based on
an already difficult general fund situation but
encouraged by positive responses to prior
emergency appeals. .

Objectives
and
Expected
Outcomes of the Evaluation
23.
The objective of the evaluation is to fill
the gap of there being no previous evaluations,
assessment or studies undertaken on the Resource
Mobilization Strategy 2012 - 2015 for UNRWA.
Since the implementation period of the Strategy is
on-going, this evaluation has the character of an
advanced final evaluation. It aims to determine
the relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact
and sustainability of the RMS and will provide
some brief comment on gender. .
24.
The evaluation and the related discussions
with ERCD aim to also inform the drafting of the
next RMS. This next RMS is seen as best aligned
with the Medium Term Strategy (MTS) 2016 –
2021 currently under finalization. The evaluation
reviews these and other issues, and uses the
lessons learned from the Strategy implementation
so as to present them in the form of findings and
recommendations, each time specifying to whom
the finding or recommendation is addressed.
25.
The stakeholders in the evaluation are the
ERCD,
the
Executive
Office,
Finance
Department, Planning Department, Field Offices,
UNRWA programmes, UNRWA donors,
UNRWA hosts, and AdCom. The expected and
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intended overall outcome of the evaluation
consists in an analytical report with
recommendations which would enable UNRWA,
both at headquarters and in the field, to:


Update and adjust its RMS to take into
account the changes in the resource
mobilization and programmatic environment
since the RMS began,



Ensure that the RMS is in line with and
supported by the new MTS,



Prioritize the implementation of the RMS to
make the most effective use of the limited
resources available,



Develop new donor relations and deepen
existing donor relations,



Install within UNRWA the staff and
management capacity required to implement
the RMS to its full and successful extent.

26.
The evaluation report will be shared with
the AdCom of UNRWA.

Methodology
27.
The evaluation has been able to draw on a
large set of different methods and approaches
including but not limited to:


Literature review (strategies,
publications, websites, etc.),



Review of the ERCD data covering the period
01.01.2007 - 03.04.2014, primarily used to
compile statistics for the period 2009-2011
(three years before the RMS) and 2012-2014
(three years during the RMS). In total, 4,330
records were received by 08.04.2015, with no
contributions recorded between 03.04.2015
and 08.04.2015 over the period of Christian
Easter,



Triangulation – and thus the use of multiple
data sources – has been applied so as to
produce robust and comprehensive findings.
Information on UNRWA‟s funding status was
derived from ERCD, Gaza Recording Unit,
Finance and Budget, and the UNRWA
Department of Planning,

proposals,
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The results of quantitative analysis are
summarized in Annex six of this report,
specifically designed to cover the quantitative
aspect of the analysis. Qualitative findings are
integrated into the report text.

28.
More than 150 semi-structured and
structured interviews were held with donors and
host country representatives, Field Offices,
Executive Office, ERCD, Department of
Planning, Evaluation Division, Department of
Finance, Department of Legal Affairs, Education
Department, Health Department, Relief and
Social Services Departments, Syria Regional
Emergency Coordination Unit, Representative
Offices in Washington and Brussels as well as
with former UNRWA executive staff and others.
Discussions with those functionally responsible
for the RMS were held as well as validation
sessions and focus group discussions.
29.
The presentation of detailed logframes
showed the important preparatory work UNRWA
has done in facilitating the use of input / activities
indicators, process indicators, output indicators,
outcome indicators and impact indicators for use
during the evaluation.
Data and transcript
analysis could thus combine qualitative and
quantitative methods. The UNRWA defined
evaluation questions related to both, quantitative
and qualitative indicators. These indicators were
further discussed with the stakeholders and
substantiated during the inception phase. Data
validation was undertaken through interviews
with key stakeholders, drawing mostly on the
content analysis of the collected evidence (both
primary and secondary). Descriptive statistics
were used to analyse quantitative data collected.
Evaluation team meetings were useful to further
develop the approach.
Qualitative analyses
captured the views, opinions and observations of
stakeholders in narrative descriptions and
complemented data analysis. In the quantitative
analysis indicators such as percentage / ratios,
trends over time, and other parameters of
measurement were used. The answers to the
Evaluation questions where quantifiable are
presented in Annex six of the report.
30.
The OECD / DAC Evaluation Criteria are
in detail presented in the part below. Instead of
drawing overall general conclusions in a
consolidated concluding chapter, the evaluation
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team has decided to present the criterion related
findings and recommendations for future
improvements to each specific section. Where
possible, the evaluation team has identified
qualitative results in addition to the quantitative
results which are presented in detail in Part two of
this report. Gender as a crosscutting issue
mandated to be integrated in all evaluations, has
been assessed and is explicitly mentioned in the
relevance section of the report.

Limitations
31.
The decentralization of ERCD has limited
the possibilities for the evaluation team to consult
with all relevant interlocutors in a uniform and
consolidated manner, at the same time. The
evaluation team thus organized round-tables /
focus groups. Given the realities in UNRWA and
due to frequent staff travel before and after Easter,
the holding of such focus groups was a challenge.
More emphasis was therefore given to small
group or individual interviews centred on clearly
defined topics.
Quantitative methods are
therefore not suitable to represent what was said.
32.
Given the extraordinarily difficult
financial situation of UNRWA in 2015, for the
purposes of this evaluation, two levels had to be
examined and distinguished: the RMS itself and
funding to UNRWA during the implementation
period of the RMS 2012 - 2015.
33.
For the purpose of accuracy, only the
years 2012 - 2014 could be fully taken into
account as the evaluation was done in April 2015
and thus before the ending of the current RMS.
34.
The RMS contained a comprehensive set
of indicators; however, not all indicators
mentioned in the framework of the RMS were
collected comprehensively. In the ToR, UNRWA
preselected a number of but not all RMS
indicators for evaluation. In adding related
qualitative and quantitative indicators to these, a
comprehensive set of indicators was subject to
this evaluation. The framework was sufficiently
complete to make an assessment of the overall
achievements of the RMS possible.
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Analysis
Relevance
35.
To be relevant, the RMS has to be an
integral part of the overall UNRWA strategic
framework. Its relevance is equally defined by
attention
to
relevant
timelines
and
synchronization with the overall framework.
Adequate choice of elements of the strategy and
the degree of overall implementation of the
strategy define the usefulness of the RMS for
UNRWA.
36.
The RMS 2012 - 2015 forms a key part of
UNRWA‟s Organizational Development process
and is complementary to the earlier drafted MTS
2010-2015 of UNRWA. The timelines of the
planned strategy succeeding the present RMS
should be fully aligned with the currently drafted
MTS 2016 - 2021, too.
37.
The MTS 2010 - 2015 states the need to
“bridge the funding gaps in the general fund,
emergency and projects budget, through more
predictable, sufficient and sustainable funding
flows.” (MTS, para. 169) and the RMS 2012 2015 design provides a strategic approach to
operationalize this. UNRWA has worked toward
this goal through the development and
strengthening of its ERCD, particularly in
communication, the Arab Partners Unit and the
Private Partnerships Division and through
functional linkages with Representative Offices.
38.
The RMS is being implemented against
indicator-related information including on
predictability,
intervention
type,
source,
challenges, and risks for each element of its
funding structure. Analysis of the quantifiable
data available is provided in Annex six of this
report.
39.
The MTS 2010 - 2015 is seen to have
been designed successfully by:


Incorporating disparate strategic thinking,



Basing the MTS on common results-based
management standards,



Strengthening a rights-based approach to
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addressing the needs of Palestine refugees.
40.
Since both the MTS 2010 - 2015 and the
RMS end in 2015, the only option for
synchronization of a future RMS lies with the
MTS 2016 – 2021. The MTS 2016 - 2021 is
endorsed and represents the UNRWA operational
planning framework and timeline for the next six
years. It reflects the growing and evolving needs
of the Palestine refugee population and outlines
the response of UNRWA to meeting these needs
and providing access to vital services for all
refugees who may need them, focusing
particularly on the vulnerable that need these
services the most. Explicit reference is made to
poverty and to the centrality of human rights as
major
components
of
the
Sustainable
Development Goals. The MTS 2016 - 2021
design is likely to evolve around five strategic
outcomes:


Refugees‟ rights under international law are
protected and promoted,



Refugees‟ health is protected,



School-age refugee children have access to
quality basic education,



Refugee capabilities for increased livelihoods
opportunities are strengthened,



Refugees are able to meet their basic human
needs.

41.
In order to improve management and
operational effectiveness, UNRWA aims to
ensure that systems, structures and procedures are
in place to achieve the strategic outcomes and
effectively manage the risks UNRWA is
confronted with, including the present very
important gap between needs and funding. The
draft MTS calls on UN member states to provide
full support, financially and otherwise, to
UNRWA in the fulfilment of its mandate and in
achieving the strategic outcomes reflected in the
MTS potentially supporting a future RMS.
42.
There is a need for complementarity of
the planned RMS and the new MTS based on
their
shared
external
implementation
environment, and of them both addressing needs
for the same organization. Reference to the
upcoming RMS is made in the draft MTS 2016 –
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2021. For all these reasons, the appropriate
duration of the forthcoming RMS is 2016 - 2021.
This six-year period should be divided into three
cycles of two years each to be flexible enough to
respond to unforeseen and unplanned events such
as new emergencies and the present acute funding
crisis.

donor base and / or increase the level of
contributions of existing donors.


Projects: Project funding is 100 per cent
voluntary and earmarked for specific; timebound activities, with a view to improve
services, if possible without increasing
recurrent costs. This includes, for example,
interventions such as building facilities or
reform-related activities. UNRWA is aware
of the possible inherent, long-term financial
risks associated with certain projects.
Depending on the sustainability of general
fund recurring costs, UNRWA does or does
not embark on an increasing number of
projects.



Emergency Appeals: These raise earmarked
and un-earmarked funds in full from voluntary
contributions, in response to humanitarian
crises created by external factors, where
assistance is expected to be provided for as
long as the external conditions prevail. The
emergency interventions of UNRWA include
emergency
education
(e.g.
remedial
education), emergency health (e.g. mobile
health clinics), and additional food and cash
assistance.



Assessed Contributions: These are received
from the UN System covering the costs of
UNRWA‟s international staff posts.



Partnerships: This is funding and in kind
resources available through partnering with
UN Agencies as well as private partners.

43.
The design structure of the current RMS
is not comprehensive in terms of benchmarking,
and its adaptability to financial stress situations is
limited.
The non-implementation of review
mechanisms foreseen (discussed in more detail
below) had a limiting effect on the relevance of
the RMS 2012 – 2015.
44.
Like the MTS 2016 - 2021, the design of
the RMS 2016 - 2021 should include its
operationalization. While UNRWA is currently
developing five Strategic Response Plans (one per
field of operation) so as to define how the
Medium Term Strategy will be best implemented
in each field, resource mobilization does not share
the same approach in all five field locations.
There is resource mobilization staff in two fields
(Lebanon and Jordan Field) but these do not
report to ERCD but to the respective fields.
Functional
responsibility
for
resource
mobilization is asymmetric and geographically
dispersed. The Arab Partners Unit in Amman has
been
semi-autonomous
in
the
past.
Communications functions are integrated into
resource mobilization and the linkages require
design and definition before incorporation into the
new RMS. The RMS will need to have annual
work plans and a clearer vision of the functional
design of the resource mobilization function
itself.
45.
There are three main UNRWA funding
portals, all covered by the RMS and Assessed
Contributions and Partnerships.


General Fund: The General Fund (GF)
sustains the delivery of essential services.
There is a funding gap each year since the
growth rate has not kept pace with the growth
of UNRWA‟s costs. About 99 per cent of
general fund income stems from voluntary,
un-earmarked contributions and the remaining
one per cent comes from other sources.
UNRWA faces significant risks if it does not
successfully deal with the critical shortfall in
funding, balance the general fund, broaden its
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46.
The general fund is derived 67 per cent
from non-USD donors. Of these, 40 per cent is
funding originating in the Euro zone. This has
negatively impacted on UNRWA as of early 2015
since the depreciation of the Euro against the
USD has resulted in total contribution losses
exceeding USD 40 million by the end of Q1. The
general fund has been the most vulnerable
funding portal for years and the current trends
have worsened its situation considerably. Against
this background, UNRWA operations can be
described as considerably constrained and as
extremely vulnerable and exposed. The drafters
of the RMS did not anticipate depreciations of the
Euro against major currencies such as the USD as
noticeable as those experienced at the beginning
of 2015. Given the prior fragility of the financial
situation of UNRWA, scenarios should have been
developed in the RMS 2012 – 2015 to allow for
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more flexible response mechanisms to counteract
this fragility.
47.
Project funding and emergency appeals
funding constitute UNRWA non-core funding
portals. Both projects and emergency appeals are
stand-alone activities and cannot be overspent.
48.
During the implementation of the RMS,
all UNRWA funding portals were adequately
covered by the indicator and reporting framework
and within the limits imposed by the ever-present
deficit.
49.
The RMS is designed using indicators
and Logframes, has a monitoring framework for
results, has a budget and a capacity development
framework, and it relates the strategy to
programming priorities, partnerships, donor types,
funding portals and many more useful details.
The RMS is also based on a Strength Weaknesses
Opportunities Threats type analysis using the
headings
opportunity,
assumptions
or
requirement, risk and mitigating action. The
evaluability of the RMS is thus ensured within the
limits of it not being possible to define strictly
causal linkages between RMS objectives and
related events. In summary, the quality of the
design of the RMS contributes to its relevance for
UNRWA.
50.
The support structure of the current RMS
would have benefitted from strengthening in the
light of the importance of the task and the
continuing funding problems of UNRWA. For
example the Resource Mobilization Task Force,
recommended in the RMS 2012 - 2015, has not
been implemented. Quarterly meetings between
ERCD and the five fields were envisaged but
seem not to have only taken place consistently
during the implementation of the RMS. In terms
of the drafting of the RMS, insufficient attention
had been paid to investments into communication,
staff training on tools and instruments as well as
human resource development.
The ERCD
structures should be reviewed and functional
responsibilities redefined.
51.
Despite these shortcomings, donors fully
recognize and support the UNRWA effort to
increase funding through a comprehensive RMS
and describe it as flexible enough to provide
UNRWA with the necessary freedom to
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implement its programmes adequately. As the
chapters on effectiveness and impact make clear,
the impact of the RMS is seen, however, as rather
limited. Despite modest increases in funding, the
majority of donors view the RMS as not having
led to a significant improvement of the financial
situation of UNRWA, especially in regard to the
GF.
52.
Host countries play an important, and
often underrated, role in the support to and the
documentation of refugees, as well as in labour
market access issues. In the fragile and conflictridden UNRWA areas, refugee crises have
multiplied during the past decade. This produces
a strong interest of host countries to arrive at
burden-sharing solutions and to see UN agencies
strengthened. While donor countries see host
countries as those who should take more
responsibility for those residing in their borders,
host countries see donor countries as those who
should shoulder a greater share of financial
responsibility in view of the lack of political
solutions to on-going crises. While UNRWA host
countries share RMS related aims and constraints
and perspectives, they act independently and
respond to genuinely unique refugee situations in
their respective specific policy environments.
53.
In Lebanon, the Lebanese Palestinian
Dialogue Committee (LPDC) coordinates
Palestinian refugee affairs on behalf of the
government.
Relations between LPDC and
UNRWA have been improved recently by the
establishment of a “Dialogue Platform” between
the government, donors and UNRWA. LPDC
feel that a political dialogue is missing and that
AdCom or a revived Host and Donors meeting
format would be the appropriate place and level
for such a dialogue. LPDC suggests that resource
mobilization issues should be dealt with at the
SubCommittee level. The Lebanese are aware of
the severe difficulties being experienced by
UNRWA in terms of funding in general and the
deficit in particular and give their support to
UNRWA in its attempts to improve resource
mobilization but would oppose any reduction in
core services.
54.
In Jordan the Department of Palestinian
Affairs (DPA), located in the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, is responsible for the coordination with
UNRWA. DPA sees itself as a strong supporter
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of UNRWA and emphasizes UNRWA‟s
importance in contributing towards peace and
stability in the region. In DPA‟s view, the RMS
of UNRWA has not been a success. DPA
identifies continuing deficits as indicating a lack
of vision in the RMS. While UNRWA is
applauded for its committed staff and for being a
stabilizing factor in the region, it is also perceived
as still unable to finance itself properly. Any
reduction of donor funding, of services, or in
UNRWA staffing levels is rejected by DPA.
DPA feels that UNRWA important role as a
stabilizing factor in the region is not fully
recognized, and this is linked to insufficient
numbers of high-level decision-makers among the
donors present at AdCom. DPA would wish the
very good initiative undertaken until four years
ago when UNRWA facilitated high-level Host
and Donor Meetings to be repeated.
55.
Ownership of the RMS lies first and
foremost with UNRWA itself in terms of strategy
adoption and implementation. The dissemination
of the UNRWA RMS 2012 - 2015 is limited. An
Arabic version is not readily available and not
branded and that limits the potential ownership of
the strategy by external partners and by the
Palestinians UNRWA serves. The dissemination
and use of the Strategy has been rather weak and
even three full years into the RMS
implementation, the document is not widely
known. This is the case inside and outside
UNRWA. The external partners most frequently
working with RMS topics are those who are part
of the Steering Committee.
56.
The RMS should be available both as a
stand-alone document – including a translation
into Arabic - and as a sub-section of the new MTS
2016 - 2021. In structuring the six year period
into three cycles of two years, it follows up on the
recommendations of the mid-term evaluation of
the MTS in 2013.
57.
Representative Offices are a highly
relevant tool for the implementation of the RMS
because they guarantee an adequate linkage
between strategy and the acquisition of funding.
Representative offices are hybrid offices under
the Commissioner-General to whom they report.
Their main task is to advocate on behalf of
UNRWA for support to Palestine refugees, make
political decision-makers understand the role and
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operational priorities of UNRWA, and to assist
ERCD in RM tasks. There are Representative
Offices in Brussels, New York and Washington
DC. Brussels covers EU member states and
institutions. Offices portray UNRWA as resultsdriven, trust-worthy, cost-efficient and effective
so as to create an enabling environment for
UNRWA. They see a serious imbalance between
UNRWA‟s appreciation in the United States and
Europe and the overall funding reality, with
funding shortfalls and deficits reaching dramatic
dimensions.
The representative offices in
Brussels and Washington argue that the added
value of UNRWA in terms of stabilization of the
region must play a bigger role in the future RMS.
In this context, the importance of uniform quality
communication is key.
The decentralized
approach to fundraising is regarded as being
overall successful and a positive design element.
Representative Offices stressed the importance of
the National Committees.
58.
Given the responses of the host
governments and the Representative Offices it
seems that UNRWA might need to consider
changing perceptions about the Palestine refugee
issue in terms of funding. Beyond a temporary
and thus humanitarian funding, and in the absence
of political solutions, it might be overdue to more
systematically tap into development funding.
Given the large-scale destabilization of the
Middle East, development funding becomes
realistic in view of a degrading overall
environment. It may also be justified in view of
the potential of Palestine refugees to serve as a
stabilizing factor in the midst of this scenario.
The design of the new RMS is an opportunity to
further explore this topic.
59.
Generally, staff interviewed welcomed
the drafting of a new RMS and appreciated the
existing RMS but asserted that it could have
played a more substantial role in their fundraising
efforts with donors or in donor relations if it had
been operationalized more forcefully.
The
positive aspect attributed to the RMS is its
flexibility to not exclude any type of contribution
or donor. At the level of relevance, they would
like a new RMS designed to be more closely
related to their work in terms of supporting them
through appropriate RM trainings, tools and
instruments.
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Gender and other Crosscutting Issues
60.
In UNRWA gender is one of the key
crosscutting issues and a gender unit is working in
the Relief and Social Services Department
addressing gender issues of UNRWA. Capacitybuilding on gender is an Agency-wide activity
and ERCD has not yet taken part. Gender is not a
category in UNRWA proposal formats and
gender-disaggregated data are thus not available
for the vast majority of projects. There are only
two indicators UNRWA-wide that reflect gender:
one in health (related to gender based violence)
and one reflecting the percentage of women in
senior positions in UNRWA.
70 persons
throughout UNRWA serve as gender focal points.
A monthly Gender Bulletin is circulated but is not
linked to the ERCD Communications formats or
to the UNRWA website. Gender and other
crosscutting issues identified in the MTS such as
disability, youth, and the environment do not
feature in the current RMS. However, many
donors have specific funding windows for gender
and crosscutting issues as well as a growing
concern about
mainstreaming these in
programming.
61.
Finding 1: The RMS has been relevant
to UNRWA and was fully aligned with
UNRWA‟s MTS 2010-2015 with the exception of
covering crosscutting issues.
62.
Finding 2: Agency-wide ownership of
the strategy has only been partially achieved.
63.
Finding 3: Partnership development and
acquisition of development funding are areas not
sufficiently explored by UNRWA.
64.
Recommendation 11: The next RMS
should be fully aligned with the upcoming MTS
2016-2021 including linkages to gender and other
crosscutting issues. Its six-year period should be
divided into three cycles of two years each to be
flexible enough to allow response to unforeseen
and unplanned events such as new emergencies
and acute funding crises.
Complementary
timelines, but shorter interim reporting periods
are
therefore
recommended.
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The recommendations are aimed at ERCD mostly in the
context of developing the follow up RMS
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65.
Recommendation 2: The RMS is an
UNRWA-wide approach and should be widely
disseminated, explained and mainstreamed,
including training, into operations to ensure
ownership by UNRWA and partners.
66.
Recommendation 3: The next RMS
should put more emphasis on benchmarks and
favour partnership development and the
acquisition of development funding to
complement traditional, primarily humanitarian
funding sources.

Efficiency
67.
The efficiency criterion deals with how
well UNRWA converted financial contributions
and resources to produce the desired outputs. In
order to answer this question, the evaluation has
assessed the implementation of the RMS and the
related activities undertaken. As well as to
whether the ERCD structure and the
implementation modalities adequately support the
implementation of the Strategy.
68.
A major factor negatively affecting the
RMS and UNRWA funding in general is the
critical accumulated deficit in excess of USD100
million at the time of the evaluation. Unless
UNRWA and its supporters find a solution to this
pressing issue, even the best RMS will not be able
to produce significant and durable improvement
in mobilizing much-needed resources.
69.
Contributions to UNRWA are examined
below against two parameters: Contributions
specifically to the RMS and contributions to
UNRWA. In order to examine contributions to
UNRWA and their use, the team used the
UNRWA Contribution Database of ERCD. The
data thus obtained cover the period 01.01.2007 08.04.2015. Most analysis derived has been
undertaken for the three years prior and the three
years during the RMS implementation. UNRWA
performance in contribution recording is
considered to be one of the best among all UN
agencies and the data have thus been used with
confidence.
70.
The RMS 2012 - 2015 had a budget of
USD 8.8 million specified in the RMS document.
According to the ERCD database, it attracted
roughly USD 4 million in contributions during the
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period 2012 - 2014. The largest single donor was
Switzerland contributing USD 3,033,501. Swiss
contributions were un-earmarked, and UNRWA
invested the major portion (USD 2,778,220) into
the RMS Outcome „Diversified donor base
contributing increasingly to resource needs‟.
Under this outcome, output 1.2.4, entitled
„Established
functional
private
sector
fundraising‟, benefitted most with USD 2,778,220
invested.
71.
This Swiss investment into the RMS and
its use for the private sector fundraising
contributed to an additional USD 57,356,469 to
be raised. Thus representing a 27:1 return on the
investment. Such a ratio shows that the Swiss
contribution was in itself not only beneficial to
the Strategy but served as seed money to attract
additional contributions from the private sector.
In this instance, the UNRWA focus on
partnerships can thus be considered appropriate.
Yet, it also meant that other elements of the RMS
have been and continue to be implemented with
little or no resources. Because resources were not
systematically available for the implementation of
the RMS, it was not as efficiently implemented as
possible.
72.
The representative offices in Washington
D.C., New York and in Brussels as well as the
Arab Partners Unit in Amman are well placed to
provide audience-tailored information through
appropriate channels. Specializing messaging and
communication to specific audiences enhances
efficiency.
73.
In terms of the corporate alignment
element and mechanism of the RMS, ERCD is for
UNRWA a central, but not the only,
communicator of resource mobilization messages.
It works out contribution agreements with the
Department of Legal Affairs which, in turn,
assesses some 300-500 contribution agreements
per annum and which negotiates conditionality
together with ERCD. In terms of donor reporting,
ERCD serves as a middleman between the five
UNRWA fields and donors and in terms of
campaigning, communications is of functional
relevance within ERCD. ERCD coordinates its
work, especially communications and resource
mobilization with the Office of the Commissioner
General to ensure corporate alignment.
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74.
In UNRWA, project control and
management of resource mobilization is
dispersed. Reporting on resource mobilization is
produced at several levels:


To the public, primarily through the UNRWA
website in English and Arabic, Facebook,
Twitter and Instagram. The website allows
for direct contributions from the public,



To the public and media, through the
Spokesperson and Chief of Communications,
Office of the Commissioner-General, and the
Director of Strategic Communication and
Advocacy,



Via crowd funding, including through SMS
campaigns and concerts and events of the
UNRWA Goodwill Ambassador for Youth,



To donors, through reports generated at the
level of the implementing field, channelled by
ERCD,



Consistent with the Paris Declaration on Aid
Effectiveness, Harmonized Results Reports
(HRR) are submitted to the AdCom and
donors at annual intervals,



On the RMS, where ERCD, in consultation
with Planning and Finance report against the
set of indicators referenced in the RMS logical
framework; this reporting goes to AdCom
every June and November.

75.
When analyzing major issues of resource
mobilization such as proposals to donors for
funding, and the reporting on the use of
contributions required to maintain donor support,
it is worth recalling the context in which
UNRWA must carry out resource mobilization
and fund-raising. The context is an extremely
difficult one characterized by global financial
crisis and competing humanitarian crises and
natural disasters. Donors have reduced budgets
and have stronger demands in terms of
conditionality, which UNRWA finds difficult to
refuse but equally difficult to fulfil given its own
severe financial problems, especially the huge GF
deficit which overshadows all activities and
particularly resource mobilization and fundraising. These factors place a serious constraint
on
the
effectiveness
of
the
RMS.
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76.
Concerning the preparation of funding
proposals process, the revised Organizational
Directive 17 and the Project Process Manual
(drafted in 2011 but not consistently applied as a
regulatory document) state comprehensively the
steps to be taken before presenting a proposal
above USD 50,000 to a potential donor. A certain
weakness of the process is that many
organizational units are directly involved (the
originating Field / HQ unit, Department of
Finance, Department of Planning, ERCD and the
Advisory Committee on Resource Allocation)
leading to delays.
77.
Moreover, for such a process to work
efficiently and effectively, the relationship
between ERCD and the Field needs to be highly
collaborative. Many staff interviewed in both
ERCD and in field locations or other HQ
divisions,
noted
that
coordination
and
consultation between ERCD and the fields could
be improved through a proper feedback system on
progress of proposals. There was also a view that
ERCD staff lacked sufficient programme
experience and did not always share the priorities
of the field; they also rarely visited the fields.
78.
In addition to the above, many staff
commented that the procedures laid down in the
Project Process Manual and the Organizational
Directive 17 are often not followed in practice.
The current situation is clearly not satisfactory
and it is recommended to produce a manual of
procedures for the preparation of proposals, make
it available throughout UNRWA and apply it
consistently. ERCD staff should become more
familiar with field conditions and programme
realities. As a separate exercise, the Project
Process Manual or its successor should be
completed and issued as a regulatory document, it
needs be referenced in the new RMS.
79.
In principle the Harmonized Results
Report developed with a group of donors in 2009
should eliminate the need for additional donor
specific reporting. However, few donors accept
this report as being sufficient for their own
reporting purposes. Clearly, ERCD should try to
convince more donors to accept the results report
and thus ease the reporting burden on UNRWA
field staff.
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80.
Reporting to donors on the use of
contributions is a key resource mobilization
function of ERCD. Essentially, reporting is done
by the fields and is presented to the donor by
ERCD. A number of donors have recently
increased their requirements in terms of oversight.
In response to requests for more and more
detailed reporting beyond harmonized reporting,
additional operational staff would be required.
For reasons of the application of UNRWA
austerity measures, this is not possible. It is thus
difficult for UNRWA to comply with these
requests since full coverage of attached costs is
not forthcoming. Donors are increasingly sending
verification missions which are almost as work
intensive and time consuming as regular UNRWA
audits.
81.
The frequency of reporting seems to be
satisfactory. Developments in the programme
and in emergencies are reported constantly on the
UNRWA website. Donor dossiers are produced
detailing the needs of UNRWA. Some donors
request resource consuming additional reporting
and visibility action while at times criticizing the
timeliness and quality of reporting. Nevertheless,
the majority of donors met had no problems with
UNRWA reporting.

Project Support Costs:
82.
UNRWA set the standard rate of PSC at
11 per cent however mostly negotiates PSC with
its donors in order to cover general costs
associated with the implementation of projects
and emergency interventions. In the absence of
PSC, these costs would need to be borne by the
administrative and common services of UNRWA
and paid for from the GF. The percentage of PSC
charged to donors varies even for the same donor.
Funds gained by UNRWA in this way are
considered income to the GF.
83.
UNRWA gained USD 229.483.591.59,
previously to the present RMS (2009 - 2011) and
during the three years of RMS implementation
(2012 - 2014). Table one shows the breakdown
by year and funding portal:
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84.
Table one indicates PSC income is 55 per
cent higher during RMS implementation than
during the three years before the RMS. Most PSC
is gained at present from UNRWA appeals when
responding to emergencies. Whether this increase
is a direct result of the RMS is difficult - if not
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sensitive to the PSC and do not support paying
PSC at the standard rate given the fact that they
are already contributing to the GF.
86.
If UNRWA could establish a realistic
standard PSC rate for all types of programme

Table 1: UNRWA income through PSC (2009 -2011)

impossible - to say. Remarkably, the table also
reveals PSC income on contributions to the GF,
even if the acquired USD 2.969.068 constitutes
only 1.29 per cent of the total PSC revenues.
85.
Table two shows the percentage different
types of donors are charged during the period
2009 - 2014. Given the uncertainty about
charging PSC to the GF, this component was
filtered out and USD2.828.340.467 is taken as a
reference for the three years during the RMS and
the same period previously. If the PSC charged to
multilateral donors were at the UNRWA standard
rate of 11 per cent rather than at the current
average of 3.2 per cent, over USD 5 million could
have been gained. However, several donors are

Table 2: PSC average per Donor group

activity like other some other UN agencies do, it
would gain significant additional funding.
However, recent trends move away from a
standard PSC rate and aim to include more project
costs explicitly in the proposals and be more
flexible on the PSC.

Small Contributions
87.
: In the area of reporting to donors who
require specific reporting, there is an issue which
is connected with the broader issue of PSC and
which should be resolved urgently. In the period
2007 - 2014, contributions below USD 50,000
amounted to a total of USD 25,792, 882.
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88.
ERCD tends to accept conditionalities
demanded by the donor. However, no provision
is made in the contribution agreement for the
extra work needed to meet the donor‟s specific
reporting requirements. The specific reporting
associated with certain contributions creates a
significant burden on field staff in addition to
their programme responsibilities. One example
quoted was the fact that to respond to the
reporting needs of an admittedly large
contribution, a report totalling 14,000 pages was
necessary which took four staff members two
weeks to compile. Similarly, another donor
required that every procurement document
associated with a given project be copied and
submitted.

95.
Finding 6: Efficiency of the RMS was
limited by insufficient distribution of functional
responsibilities and tasks among UNRWA
departments and units and insufficient internal
and external communication between all
stakeholders.

89.
Small contributions may well prove to be
very expensive in terms of transaction costs when
they involve specific reporting and provision
should be made during the contribution
negotiations to cover the costs of meeting such
donor requirements.

98.
Recommendation 4: The next RMS
should clearly link its objectives to the required
human and financial resources to achieve the
objectives. It should clearly define the required
skills, capacities, roles and responsibilities of
stakeholders.

90.
The use of the RMS has been sufficiently
flexible to allow adaptation to changing
circumstances and priorities. This has contributed
to the efficiency of the RMS implementation as it
allowed a focus on emergency fund raising when
the numerous emergencies in the region occurred.

99.
Recommendation 5: Strengthen donorspecific UNRWA approaches, and explain the
roles of the Arab Partner Unit, Representative
Offices and National Committees in exploring
resource mobilization opportunities with nontraditional donors, emerging markets and the
private sector.

91.
Across all major funding portals it is
obvious that the direct link between RMS
priorities and the funding of operations is not
entirely conclusive over the period of the
implementation of the RMS. The initial focus on
GF had to be adjusted to the realities of numerous
emergencies over the period of implementation of
the RMS.
92.
Emergency funding efficiency has
therefore been achieved; a more solid basis for
GF has not been achieved.

96.
Finding 7: UNRWA‟s PSC rates are not
uniformly negotiated limiting efficiency of
fundraising.
97.
Finding
8:
Increasing
donor
requirements for visibility and reporting have led
to higher transaction costs, particularly in view of
rising reporting requirements on contributions
below USD 50.000.

100.
Recommendation 6:
Standardize
processes especially for small contributions and
PSC to limit transaction cost. With PSC consider
options of applying a higher standard rate PSC
and shifting cost to direct costs.

Effectiveness
101.
Based on its „Sustaining Change‟
initiative of 2009, UNRWA implemented the
following which served as a base for the RMS
2012-2015:

93.
Finding 4: Implementation of the RMS
was done with limited resources and institutional
capacity.



Merging the department of external relations
with the HQ public information office to
create ERCD,

94.
Finding 5: A decentralized fundraising
approach by using Country and Representative
Offices, the Arab Partner Unit, National
Committees and other partners has been efficient.



Developing a partnership strategy and
establishing a partnerships division within
ERCD,
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Establishing a new representative office in
Washington; and



Strengthening the
office in Brussels.

existing

representative

102.
The current structure may be subject to
further modification. In order to strengthen the
Resource Mobilization function of UNRWA over
the last years, several moves to facilitate access to
donors have been undertaken and ERCD liaison
offices have been opened in: (a) Rome, (b) Sao
Paulo, (c) Zürich, and (d) Kuala Lumpur. As part
of the implementation of the RMS Turkey may be
moved from ERCD in Jerusalem to the Arab
Partners Unit in view of its potential as a regional
donor. Responsibilities for Islamic donors in
Southeast and Central Asia are also developed.
Both the field donor unit post in the Jordan Field
Office and the Donor Relations Unit in Beirut are
attached to their respective Field Office. National
Committees are attached or being attached to a
number of existing office.
Overall the
organizational changes outlined in the RMS have
been fully implemented.
103.
The RMS set itself a number of targets
and instituted a Monitoring Framework based on
some 20 indicators. Unfortunately, data was
sometimes unavailable for recent years and so
estimates of achievement of certain targets could
not be completed. Similarly, in several cases the
achievement of the target varied from year to year
– as in the case of early pledging where
performance declined in recent years. Also, some
indicators changed during the RMS period with
no detailed rationale provided. A number of
targets were not reached at any point in the RMS
period2. A positive record was achieved with 13
out of 23 indicators showing full achievement,
three indicators showing partial achievement and
seven indicators not collected for recent years. A
complete and detailed account of the RMS
indicators and their quantifiable results is
included in Annex six of the evaluation report.
104.
In terms of multi-year agreements, the
target of 16 was not reached but an absolute
2

The share of traditional donors’ income was not recorded to
be under 84 per cent (1.1.r); the income from multi-year
agreements was not more than 25 per cent (1.1.1.b); the
overall GF contribution from diversified sources did not reach
16 per cent (1.2.b); and the non-traditional donors share of GF
did not reach 4 percent (1.2.2.a).
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increase in the number of such agreements was
achieved and prospects for 2015 are good. On
traditional donors, they funded more than 60 per
cent of the overall annual increase in GF
contributions thus significantly contributing to the
predictability of funding. The RMS aim to reduce
the traditional donors‟ percentage contribution to
the GF to 84 per cent was almost achieved. The
target for amounts pledged to the GF by the end
of Q2 was fully met both in 2014 and on average
over the RMS period.
105.
As regards diversification of donors, the
RMS record is positive. They accounted for just
less than 40 per cent of the increase in the GF and
for some 14 per cent of overall contributions to
the GF in 2014. The RMS set itself a target of
having the Arab donors provide four per cent of
the GF. This was very well achieved and in 2014,
the Arab donor contribution to the GF was
actually as high as 5.48 per cent. Contributions
from the private sector provided 2.5 per cent off
overall contributions – this surpassed the
established target of two per cent.
106.
In terms of new and reappearing donors,
there were at least 39 (30 new and 9 reappearing)
such donors in the RMS period – among them
were governments, IGOs, NGOs and international
corporations – who provided a total contribution
of USD 77.5 million in the period 2012 - 2014.
107.
Negotiations with donors also seem to
have resulted in a fairly positive profile of the
timing of contributions. January, April to June
and December showed as the more or less regular
time-frame of pledging.
Ten donors have
subscribed to UNRWA harmonized reporting. In
2014, the donor base of UNRWA indicated 88
donors to the GF and 125 donors to Emergency
Appeals.
108.
Key elements of the RMS, which
supported UNRWA programmes are, among
others:


Increased communication with traditional
donors through AdCom, bilateral meetings,
RMS
Steering
Committee,
donor
communiqués, dashboards, and harmonized
results reporting,

Evaluation of the Resource Mobilization Strategy 2012 - 2015 | UNRWA


Strengthening of collaboration with Arab
donors through the Arab Partner Unit with
increased contributions towards project
funding (education, health and social services)
and emergencies (mainly infrastructure
development),



Fundraising
support
and
increased
contributions through the Representative
Offices in Washington and Brussels and from
National Committees (US, Spain and Italy),



Decentralized resource mobilization through
UNRWA field offices in host countries.

109.
The effort of UNRWA to increase
funding through a comprehensive resource
mobilization strategy is recognized and supported
by all donors. The RMS 2012-2015 is viewed by
those who have reviewed its content in more
detail, as part of the UNRWA reform package
that includes the Organizational Development
process and the MTS. The RMS supported by
AdCom and therefore by the entire donor
community, is described as a well-written
document complementing the MTS. It is also
described as a flexible strategy that allows
UNRWA the necessary freedom to implement its
programme adequately.
110.
Finding 9: The RMS has
achieved the targets it set out to achieve.

overall

111.
Recommendation 7: Continue to sign
multi-year agreements with development partners
to raise income and ensure sustainability of
interventions.

Impact
112.
The contribution of additional revenue
was one of the key expectations formulated for
the RMS.
The chart below examines the
development of all funding sources, for the period
of three years before the RMS came into play and
for the full three years during the RMS. Clearly,
the GF remains the lead portal before and after the
beginning of the RMS and increased contribution
levels are realized every year. Notwithstanding,
the amounts raised do not cover the cost increases
incurred during the same period.
113.
As mentioned in above, UNRWA
distinguishes between three main funding portals:
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GF, Emergency Appeals and Projects that are
analysed below in more detail to describe the
context -in which the RMS is implemented in
UNRWA, at present. This approach has been
chosen to describe linkages between the RMS
objectives and their efficiency in supporting
implementation

The General Fund
114.
The GF is both the main funding portal of
UNRWA and at the same time it‟s most difficult
one. In 2014, it has accounted for half of the
UNRWA income. The GF funding portfolio
funds three core services of UNRWA: education,
health and social services / relief. Since it is
associated primarily with salaries, it has to be
emphasized that it is the local staff that
implements UNRWA services. Contributions to
the GF are thus active support payments to core
UNRWA activities.
Salary payments to a
workforce of 30,000 employees are seen as a
major contributor to the precarious financial
situation of UNRWA while their added value and
importance in delivering quality services are
widely acknowledged. Know-how and expertise
of local staff certainly is an asset rather than a
liability. In response to this obvious dilemma,
UNRWA developed a concept called “GF
relieving” in order to address the problematic GF
funding situation: selected expenses against the
donation are packaged to support the donation as
a project; then a corresponding amount is
deducted from the Field‟s GF envelope. GF
relieving projects are always based on the GFbudget in its annual form. A proportion of the GF
thus given to one donor will not be attributed to
another. Finance and procurement documents are
however not filed using the same reference codes.
This creates additional, and at time, excessive
work at field office level for which, again, there is
no obvious funding source.
115.
These lessons point, in particular, to the
need for a close collaboration of project offices,
ERCD and Finance to better understand the
challenges, potential pitfalls and additional work
required to implement this tool. Altogether, GF
relieving is the product of reaction to years of
UNRWA underfunding in terms of the GF but it
would be much better for UNRWA not to have to
apply such controversial and artificial constructs.
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and West Bank), as well as

Emergency Appeals
116.
During the period of the RMS
implementation 2012 - 2015 and before,
Emergency Appeals is a highly important funding
portal for UNRWA. UNRWA has three ways to
respond to emergencies, either:


Through its own Emergency Appeals like in
the case of Yarmouk in April 2015 during the
evaluation mission,



As part of an UN OCHA led appeal like the
2014 occupied Palestine territories (oPt)
Strategic Response Plan, or



Under an inter-agency appeal like the 2014
Syrian
Arab
Republic
Humanitarian
Assistance Response Plan

117.
Emergency appeals amount to some USD
435 million carried over as requirements into
2015 by UNRWA.
Needs and operational
responses are identified by the five fields. There
are on-going appeals for:


Syria Regional Crisis Response 2014,



Syria Regional Crisis Emergency Appeal
2015,



Revised Gaza Flash Appeal,



oPt Emergency Appeal 2014,



oPt Emergency Appeal 2015 (covering Gaza

Figure 1: Emergency Appeals: Medium-Term strategy 2016 -2021
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Flash Appeals for Gaza and Nahr-El-Bared.

118.
The Gaza Appeal amounts to USD 720
million of which USD 414 million are subject to
2015 fund-raising. The Syria Appeal includes,
among others, UNRWA TV, an education
programme, to make access available to all
children in Syria. Two on-going Emergency
Appeals are selected below. They show how
UNRWA has been rather successful in this area of
fund-raising. For more information on Emergency
Appeals, please refer to annex six of this report.
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Figure 3: Contributions to UNRWA during RMS implementation 2012 -2014

Figure 2: RMS Strategy and Contributions 2012 - 2014

119.
Occupied Palestinian Territories: On
20 April 2015, the requirements under the
„Strategic Response Plan for oPt 2014-2016‟ were
estimated at USD 931,086,454 for 151 projects.
Against this Appeal, 93 organizations, among
them UNRWA, had obtained USD 464.817.908
in total. The appeal was thus almost 50 per cent
funded (49.92 per cent). UNRWA appealed for
USD
482.168.277
and
received
USD
315.580.336, or 65 per cent of what it had
requested. UNRWA fared 15 per cent better than
the average applicant. World Food Programme,
in comparison, asked for USD 143.206.006 but
received only USD 62.360.258 only, a mere 44
per cent of its original submission. There are
tables in the statistics Annex six to provide more

details on appeals. It should be noted that
UNRWA launched also a separate Flash Appeal
for USD 60 million for Gaza in 2014.
120.
Overall, emergency appeals are essential
to provide services to Palestine refugees in crisis
situations and as having been converted into
efficient outputs.
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Projects
121.
At the time of this evaluation, four of the
UNRWA five fields were in crisis, something that
has never happened before. In many instances,
emergency appeal and project funding have been
complementing each other in recent emergencies.
Particularly Arab Donors are more inclined and
willing to consider project funding. They see this
funding as instantaneously beneficial, visible and
as lasting relief. Often, the question of projects is
linked with the inability to maintain structures. It
is, under the present constraints, no longer
possible to do any significant maintenance in any
school or other UNRWA building while the
construction of a new facility seems still fundable.
UNRWA has realized that it should not only ask
for construction costs but actively encourage
donors „to adopt‟ the schools or health facilities
for a period after construction with a view of
including running costs in the project. Naturally,
this relieves the GF but it also makes good sense
in economic terms because a school that UNRWA
cannot operate after its construction due to its
inability to add new teaching staff to its pay roll,
is also of no use. The dilemma of UNRWA is
clearly recognizable and transaction or
implementation costs are therefore a very topical
issue. Projectization may also be approached as
an issue of partnerships such as for the Audiovisual Archive of UNRWA or in partnerships
covering sector interventions.
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Evolution of funding for the three main
portals
122.
While the RMS addresses primarily the
three funding portals of GF, EA and projects,
there is in fact a wider distribution of portals,
basically as a result of specific emergency
funding channels being established. From their
respective departure level, not all funding
channels display even increases. The Nahr-ElBared Relief and Reconstruction Appeals for
Lebanon, for example, are losing donor support
and large unfunded amounts remain when set off
against needs and original expectations.
Emergency assistance levels out or is reduced
when there are no acute emergencies.
123.
Figure three shows the income of
UNRWA for all seven funding channels analysed
earlier. Over the last three years before the RMS,
contributions of USD 560.029.549 were raised
against the GF while during the RMS
implementation period, some USD 597.205.160
were raised. This corresponds to a seven per cent
increase over three years that translates into an
annual growth rate of 2.3 per cent. The steady
increase in funding is accompanied by an increase
in the number of donors. Notwithstanding this
increase, GF funding security and predictability
has not been achieved during the RMS. The
impact of the RMS on GF income has therefore
been rather limited.
124.
Overall Official Development Assistance
has not increased during the period 2010 to 2014

Figure 4: Comparison of contributions to UNRWA, WFP and UNICEF and all other agencies listed in the SRP of OCHA for oPt between
2009 - 2014
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Table 3 : Arab Donors Contributions to UNRWA (Cash & In-Kind) for 2012-2014:

confirming the difficult environment for resource
mobilization. However, since a low point in 2012
Official Development Assistance has grown
again. Between 2012 and 2014 it grew at 2.7 per
cent annually compared to UNRWA GF growth
rate of 2.2 per cent annually3.
125.
The second most important source of
UNRWA income are Emergency Appeals which
– due to their very characteristics – do not tend to
be stable in nature. The peaks in emergency
appeal funding correspond to emergencies in
Gaza primarily or emergency appeals, UNRWA
continues to outperform other UN agencies,
particularly for Gaza, and it meets the
expectations placed in the RMS.
126. Recent currency fluctuations and the
depreciation of the Euro against major currencies
including the US Dollar have negatively impacted
on the ability of UNRWA to deal with an already
complex financial situation. Losses in the range of
some USD 40 million or above cannot be
compensated by an Agency without solid core
funding. During the first half of 2015 the
exchange rate loss is estimated at approximately
USD 40 million. The aggravation and doubling
of armed conflicts affecting now four of the five
UNRWA areas was certainly also an issue not to
be expected when the RMS was drafted. The
RMS assumed a much steadier and less dramatic
overall environment.

3

https://data.oecd.org/oda/net-oda.htm#indicator-chart

Arab Partner Unit
127.
The Arab Partners Unit was established in
2007 and has been supported by the RMS in the
period 2012 - 2015. It has created excellent
relationships with a good number of Arab donors
and this fundraising approach is considered very
successful. Currently, there are 55 Arab donors
supporting UNRWA. They range from the
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, the United Arab
Emirates and Kuwait, to Red Crescent Societies
such as the United Arab Emirates Red Crescent
Society and the Islamic Development Bank to
charity and welfare organizations and private
individuals. Income from Arab donors is uneven
for different funding portals as Table three below
illustrates:
128.
Overall, Arab donors have increased their
contributions to all funding portals from 10 per
cent before the RMS to 14 per cent during the
RMS. At the same time, the share of the
traditional donors for all funding portals
decreased from 83 per cent to 78 per cent, with a
falling tendency.
129.
The largest Arab donor is Saudi Arabia,
which is a leader in Official Development
Assistance and humanitarian aid in the region and
an important opinion-leader for neighbouring
countries. Saudi Arabia supports UNRWA where
possible, and are agreeable to approach other
funds or foundations. The fund is quite happy
with UNRWA activities and reporting /
communications but they believe that UNRWA
will need help to raise the extra funds needed and
consider that the UN Secretary-General or his
office should give UNRWA support in this area.
Additional partners need to be identified but, in
the Saudi view, the burden of the GF should be
met by Western Governments.
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achieved 2.5 per cent and should continue to play
an important role in the next RMS.
132.
It seems that there are additional
opportunities for partnerships both institutional as
well as in the private sector. When probing
during the field work the Welfare Association and
the International Labour Office both were in
principle interested to enter in partnerships with
UNRWA. However, this would require a more
systematic approach to partnerships in general to
assure scarce resources of UNRWA are invested
wisely.

Figure 5: Arab Donor: share of contribution to GF

130.
In terms of overall income, Arab partners‟
contributions underwent an almost threefold
increase between 2010 and 2011 and further
increased in 2013 and 2014. Arab contributions
towards emergencies from 2007 - 2015 amounted
to USD 133 million, while project funding
reached USD 213 million up to April 2015
bringing the total of Arab contributions up to
USD 890 million.
This amount includes
contributions towards the GF of USD 122 million.
30%
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Figure 6: % contribution to Annual income from Arab Donors by
year

Arab donors have periodically contributed large
sums in response to emergencies, but there is little
predictability to the trend of this giving. They
have shown their most consistent and sustained
level of contributions toward projects. The Arab
League pledge of 7.8 per cent of GF contributions
was made 20 years ago, a commitment that is
regularly renewed but not seen as a firm
commitment.

Partnerships
131.
The Private Partnership Division has
achieved significant success in recent years and
met its target under the RMS Monitoring
Framework and Indicators as cited at the
beginning of this section. The target of the RMS
was that the Division would achieve two per cent
of overall income by 2015. The Division has

RMS perceptions
133.
The impact of the RMS is perceived as
rather limited. Some see the RMS as having
produced insufficient donor responses, for
example in addressing or eliminating the GF
shortfall. Others regard the present RMS as
having been overly optimistic and ambitious in its
goals and expected outcomes. They recognize
that the frequent emergencies encountered by
UNRWA
further
complicated
RMS
implementation. Despite modest increases in
funding, they view the RMS as not having led to a
significant improvement of UNRWA financial
situation. However, UNRWA efforts through the
RMS in deepening its relationship with traditional
donors and in broadening the donor base through
a stronger engagement with Arab partners, nontraditional donors, emerging markets and the
private sector are broadly recognized and
appreciated and should therefore be continued and
intensified.
134.
A number of donors wish to see UNRWA
address its critical resource mobilization
challenges through increased operationalization of
its current and future RMS. Options discussed in
the context of the current financial crisis are to
emphasize the provision of core services as per
UNRWA‟s original mandate, addressing the need
to adjust non-core activities such as microfinance,
TVET and solid waste disposal as well as
contemplating a staffing review in regard to its
more than 30,000 local employees. Donors may
be reluctant to continuously cover the UNRWA
GF shortfall and express their wish to see
UNRWA not only refocus on its core mandate
and core services, but also explore increasingly
cost-saving and cost-sharing strategies. Donors
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emphasize the fact that the lack of a political
solution to the crises in the Middle East is
negatively influencing the ability of UNRWA to
fund itself. They see UNRWA sandwiched
between expectations of providing essential
quality services in spite of increased crises and
resource shortages on the one hand and having to
honour expectations of the same donors, on the
other hand.
Ideas about the future scope,
orientation and size of UNRWA operations vary
but donors do not dispute the fundamental
necessity of continued contributions towards
UNRWA mandatory tasks and obligations.
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particularly in view of increased GF
contributions (see Arab League commitment
of 7.8 per cent, regularly confirmed but never
fulfilled),


Improving the relationships and increasing
cooperation with host countries through more
regular contacts outside of AdCom and
integrating, where possible, UNRWA
programmes and projects into longer-term
national development or sector plans,



The future RMS should emphasize the
importance of UNRWA in contributing
towards peace and stability in the region,

135.
Donor expectations in regard to the
implementation of the RMS and in support of
developing internal strategies are, among others,
related to:



Addressing the effectiveness and efficiency of
ERCD
structures
and
improved
communication and coordination between
headquarters and the five fields,



Increasing contributions through addressing
and marketing UNRWA particular role in a
changing regional environment, with no
political solution for the 65-year of crisis in
sight but with a lot to lose in case of decreased
donor support,



Active participation in Technical Working
Groups, UN Clusters and with host countries
to increase visibility, establish networks and
reach out to donors in view of exploring new
funding opportunities.



Identifying and promulgating UNRWA‟s
comparative
political
and operational
advantages such as neutrality, access, costeffectiveness, direct and rapid implementation
and quality of services in comparison with
other service providers in the context of RMS,



Developing the new MTS / RMS with a
stronger emphasis on an UNRWA “vision
statement” or outlook that shows the
importance of UNRWA in contributing
towards peace and stability in the region,



Further discussing the termination of
programmes beyond UNRWA‟s core mandate
in view of lack of resources, or exploring
handing over opportunities to development
partners to alleviate funding shortfalls.

136.
A number of strategies vis-à-vis external
stakeholders were discussed during meetings:




Increasing efforts to develop strategic and
operational partnerships with other partners
(UN, development organizations, civil
society) beyond the existing ones and work in
complementarity through increased joint
planning, coordination and monitoring,
Increasing engagement with Arab donors,

137.
Finding 10: UNRWA has modestly
increased GF, development and emergency
funding during the RMS despite UNRWA‟s
difficult financial situation and operating
environment.
138.
Finding 11: Currency fluctuations and
the depreciation of the Euro against major
currencies and increases in humanitarian crises
have contributed considerably to the UNRWA
funding crisis.
139.
Finding 12: Most UNRWA partnerships
are complementary to UNRWA‟s programmes
but have not assisted in mobilizing additional
resources to the extent possible.
140.
Recommendation 8:
Strengthen the
partnership approach build new alliances, identify
additional strategic and operational partners and
explore cost-sharing and co-funding modalities.

Sustainability
141.
Several important achievements did take
place in the time period of the RMS – new donors
were identified, successful approaches and
operational partnerships were undertaken. It
seems likely that they will continue although the
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climate for fund raising will continue to be
difficult.
142.
To facilitate sustainability of the RMS
process, a new RMS should be integrated with the
new MTS so as to acquire strength and relevance
for the period 2016 - 2021, with the possibility of
review and amendment every two years so as to
respond to changing circumstances. The three
basic objectives set for the current RMS will
continue to be important in the next RMS; so will
the need to provide adequate resources for the
resource mobilization task. Relationships with
traditional donor and new donors will require
predictable planning of staffing and skills as well
as focus. The lack of UNRWA income is
negatively affecting the ability of UNRWA to
develop donor relations and to strategically
engage in resource mobilization and that poses a
threat to the sustainability of the resource
mobilization approach.
143.
There should be a detailed work plan and
resource envelope for the new RMS including
budget allocations for the dissemination and
internalization of the objectives of the RMS
throughout UNRWA and beyond.
144.
Given that the RMS is on-going, no final
conclusions can be drawn but in essence the new
RMS for 2016 - 2021 will be the instrument of
sustainability of the current RMS.
145.
The deficit has accumulated over the past
years with the working capital of UNRWA being
exhausted. A note on options for dealing with the
issue is attached at Annex seven.
146.
Two areas where UNRWA might benefit
from devoting some attention are partnerships and
the pursuit of development funds. Partnerships of
many and varied kinds are being widely promoted
currently in the face of reduced budgets and
consequent wishes to share financial burdens.
UNRWA offers valid and positive openings for
partnership development.
A short note on
partnership opportunities is attached at Annex
eight.
147.
Moreover, given the long-term nature of
the work of UNRWA in the face of a lack of
political solutions, UNRWA should analyse and
present its work (for example, Education and
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Health) in the context of development, which can
reinforce the UNRWA contribution to regional
stability. The context in which the RMS will
attempt to achieve sustainability and a continuing
flow of benefits to UNRWA will no doubt
continue to be problematic in the face of global
and regional problems of continuing conflict and
economic and financial constraints. In that
perspective, the work plan attached to and derived
from the RMS takes on an enhanced importance
so as to enable UNRWA to continue in a decent
and sustainable manner to render the necessary
and mandatory services to Palestine refugees.
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Annexes
Annex 1: Management Response
UNRWA places great value on evaluating the Resource Mobilization Strategy (RMS) for 2012 - 2015,
reflected through the facilitation by the Agency of over 150 interviews with key informants among host
states, donors and staff, complimented with extensive quantitative analysis. This highly participatory
approach ensured informed parties provided considered input into the evaluation. Reflection on the RMS is
particularly important given the crucial role the next RMS will play in achieving the Agency‟s priority of
obtaining a more stable and sustainable financial footing. Long-term financial stability is fundamental to
ensuring the continuation of the essential services that millions of Palestine refugees rely on.
In the following commentary, we will acknowledge what we consider to be the key issues raised by the
MTS, our partial disagreements, and our reflections on the way forward.
Overall, the conclusions of the RMS evaluation are positive and encouraging. The Agency largely met the
three strategic objectives set out in the RMS: to deepen the partnership with traditional donors; to diversify
the donor base; and to develop improved cross-Agency capacity to mobilise resources. Funds to support
UNRWA over the past years have grown, however, could not keep abreast with the demands of a growing
refugee population. As of Dec 2014, GF contribution of traditional donors stands at 86% (2 percentage
points above target), GF contribution from Arabs reports 5.48% (in-cash and in-kind), 1.48% above the
RMS 2012-15 target of 4%. Multi-year agreements have gone from 0 in 2011, to 9 active multi-year
agreements in 2015.
Many of the issues raised in the Evaluation that hamper UNRWA‟s ability to place itself on a sustainable
footing are due to a range of factors outside the Agency‟s control: a financial structure that almost entirely
relies on voluntary contributions; the steady increase in the number of refugees qualified for assistance; and
acute and protracted conflicts. These have been compounded by exchange rate fluctuations, inflation and
continued austerity in donor countries whose funds are being stretched ever thinner as regional conflicts
beyond those affecting Palestine refugees compete for funds. Despite these challenges, UNRWA continues
to deliver direct services that are quasi-governmental in nature, in keeping with its mandate from the UN
General Assembly.
The evaluation encourages UNRWA to tap into additional Governmental funding sources, and to change
perceptions of UNRWA that may discourage increased support. As UNRWA prepares the next RMS, it will
seek development funding where it leads to increases in income. It will also enhance its messaging with an
emphasis on the role UNRWA plays in the stabilisation of refugee communities in emergency and other
contexts, and the Agency‟s value in a context in which the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and the question of the
Palestine refugees remains unresolved.

I. Key issues
RMS-MTS synergy – Recommendation 1
We agree with the Evaluation recommendation that the next RMS be fully aligned with the upcoming MTS
2016-2021 (Recommendation 1, page 11). This is elaborated on in Recommendation 3, below. We also
agree that the RMS implementation cycle should be broken down. However, we propose two three-year
cycles rather than three two-year cycles, as this will strike the right balance between allowing for flexibility,
yet limiting over-burdensome reporting requirements.
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UNRWA also acknowledges that gender as a cross-cutting issue is an important criterion in donor funding
and the Agency will in the course of the next RMS endeavour to give more profile to its gender-sensitive
work within all 3 portals.
Mainstreaming the RMS – Recommendation 2
The Evaluation notes that awareness of the RMS among a section of staff interviewed by the Evaluation
Team was limited, emphasised in Finding 2 (pg. ii) which states that Agency-wide ownership of the strategy
had only been partially achieved. The Agency accepts this is the case and will endeavour to implement
Recommendation 2 (pg. 11). The new RMS 2016-18 will seek to establish how best relevant ownership and
understanding of the Strategy can be achieved, and once the RMS has been developed, under the auspices of
ERCD, the Agency will commit to more fully operationalising the strategies set out in the new RMS across
relevant departments and fields.
Partnerships – Recommendation 3 & 8
(The recommendations overlap to the extent they should be responded to in aggregate)
The RMS Evaluation observes that partnership development and the acquisition of development funding
have been insufficiently explored by UNRWA (Recommendation 3, page 11), and that most UNRWA
partnerships are complementary to UNRWA programmes, but have not assisted in mobilizing additional
resources to the greatest extent possible (Recommendation 8, page 24). The Agency agrees there is greater
potential to be realised on this front, and that cultivating a wider range of appropriate partnerships should be
an important feature of the next RMS, augmented by appropriate benchmarks (in type and number).
However, UNRWA rejects the implication the Agency has not sufficiently explored partnerships as fruitful
areas of cooperation.
UNRWA‟s MTS 2016 – 2021 reflects an appreciation that (i) UNRWA cannot meet all refugee needs by
itself; and (ii) UNRWA should not aim to do things that it is not comparatively strong at doing and rely,
instead, on partners to ensure that refugees are given access to the services of others. In pursuit of this,
UNRWA has begun the development of a partnership framework and associated structures, systems and
processes. It is exploring ways in which it can further capitalize on existing strategic partnerships with
UNESCO and WHO and it is pursuing institutional and formalized strategic partnerships with WFP, ILO,
World Bank and UNICEF. But more important than partnerships with sister UN Agencies, UNRWA aims
to establish deeper and more strategic alliances with line ministries of host governments – specifically the
Ministries of Education, Health, Social Affairs, Planning and Public Works. UNRWA‟s Department of
Planning is leading the coordination of this work, but responsibility for fostering, deepening and nurturing
these relationships will be vested in Programme Departments, Field management and Chiefs of Programmes
in Field Offices. ERCD will be engaged in the development of programmatic-related partnerships that have
the potential to assist UNRWA with advocacy. Where partnerships are focused primarily on resource
mobilization, ERCD will perform the leading role in management of the relationship (e.g., World Bank and
overall Islamic Finance issues).
With a Swiss Development Cooperation contribution towards the RMS, the Agency has also established a
Private Partnerships Division (PPD) to strategically engage with corporations, foundations, NGOs and
individuals, enhance resource mobilization and support the activities of National Committees (USA, Spain,
and Italy). The foundations of a dynamic private sector fundraising operation have been laid out. Revenue
from the private sector almost quadrupled between 2012 ($ 6.8 million) and 2014 ($26.1 million; a return on
investment of 17 to 1). National Committee revenue alone increased from $4.5m to $7.8m.
The Agency is now consolidating these gains ($17.3 million raised in 2015 to date) and preparing further
growth through targeted decentralization and digital fundraising. A new National Committee is being
registered in Switzerland. Additional fundraising capacity will be considered to provide market intelligence
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and conduct direct outreach in GCC countries and Europe, complementing existing decentralized operations
in the USA and emerging economies (Brazil, Malaysia). Online fundraising campaigns are also being
intensified. The recent #SOS4Gaza campaign, for example, reached 5.4 million people and raised $3.3
million.
ERCD is also investigating in other new funding streams, for example with BRICS states. On this point the
Agency has made concerted efforts to establish relationships with each of the BRIC countries. A case in
point is Brazil where the Agency has recently established an office focused on private fundraising, along
with a mission of the Commissioner-General to the country in March 2015. In December of 2014, Brazil
became the first of the BRICS counties to become a member of UNRWA‟s Advisory Commission. It will
offer a unique perspective, as the only South American Member State, enriching the discussions and the role
of the ADCOM. Being an ADCOM member should mean greater predictability on funding from Brazil.
Similar intensive efforts are also being made with Russia, China, India and beyond the BRIC countries.
Nations like Malaysia, where initiatives have been undertaken to strengthen relations with the private sector,
are also being targeted.
However, without prejudice to Recommendations 3 and 8, the next RMS will bring increased focus on
partnership development and the acquisition of development funding. ERCD will continue to build new
alliances, identify additional strategic and operational partners and explore cost-sharing and co-funding
models, as well as consolidate existing partnerships. In addition, UNRWA continues to expand and deepen
its knowledge and engagement with new funding streams, and to leverage both humanitarian and
development funding.
Resource Mobilization Capacity – Recommendation 4
The Evaluation observes the RMS was implemented with limited resources and institutional capacity and the
next RMS should clearly link its objectives with the required human and financial resources in order to
achieve those objectives (Recommendation 4, page 15). The new RMS, covering 2016-2018, is currently
being developed and will be an integral tool to achieve the ambitions set out in the MTS.
Management will be closely involved in drafting the new RMS, as well a diverse range of internal and
external stakeholders. An RMS steering committee has been set up to give technical advice (incl. donors,
hosts, external experts, and ERCD). As indicated on page 4 (paragraph 25) of the evaluation, ERCD must
have the necessary capacity in place if it is to deliver on the objectives of the new RMS. Management
recognises that a key component of achieving this, along with maximising on efficiencies within ERCD and
synergies as emphasized in the Evaluation, will be to increase the staffing capacity of ERCD in order to
expand outreach and fundraising activities into new funding streams.
Management is also aware of challenges created by ERCD‟s current staffing structure: a full 50% of
ERCD‟s staff are on temporary contracts, and the resultant attrition can lead to fractured donor relations,
loss of institutional knowledge and lead-in periods for new staff taking time away from other staff members
as the new arrivals are brought up to speed.
The RMS Evaluation notes that RMS efficiency was limited by insufficient distribution of functional
responsibilities and tasks among UNRWA departments and units. Linked to this, we propose strengthening
the proposal writing and reporting capabilities of the field offices. In terms of proposal writing, this should
include developing a package of generic proposals that are ready to use „off-the-shelf‟. Indeed some fields
already have an informal suite of generic proposals and we shall examine how best to roll this approach out
across all fields of operation. In terms of reporting, this should include greater accountability from the fields,
with roles and responsibilities of implementing teams better defined and structured.
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Decentralization – Recommendation 5
The RMS Evaluation observes that a decentralized fundraising approach through the use of Country and
Representative Offices, the Arab Partners Unit, National Committees and other partners has been efficient,
and that donor-specific approaches should be strengthened (Recommendation 5, page 15). We echo the
importance of decentralization and optimizing the work of strengthening the capacity and capabilities of the
Arab Partners Unit and National Committees. This will continue to be a key element in the new RMS.
PSC – Recommendation 6
Recommendation 6 addresses the need to standardize the process for small contributions to limit transaction
costs which we agree on. With regards to cost allocation, the Agency is in full agreement to better
distinguish between direct indirect project support costs, and ensure cost recovery as there are cases in which
the General Fund is covering costs that are directly associated with project implementation. UNRWA is
currently working on an updated version of the Projects Procedures Manual which will contain improved
instructions and guidance for project officers and managers in developing project budgets. UNRWA will
seek to establish a more robust practice that will address the evaluation‟s findings but, in developing the
instructions/guidance, we will aim to accommodate different requirements of different donors.
The
approach taken to the charging of costs directly to project donors will influence the level of PSC charged.
Multi-Year Agreements – Recommendation 7
The Evaluation notes the financial stability multi-year agreements bring to annual budgeting, and notes the
Agency‟s success in increasing the number of multi-year agreements over the course of the RMS 2012-15.
Recommendation 7 (pg. 17) advises the Agency to continue to work with partners to increase the number of
multi-year agreements, a recommendation the Agency firmly agrees with and will continue to prioritise.
Recommendation 8 (see Recommendation 3)
General Observation - Branding UNRWA and the General Fund
The RMS Evaluation makes numerous references to the challenges on branding the General Fund. The
General Fund is UNRWA‟s budget for its core programmes that represent the backbone of the Agency‟s
operations. Within the context of defining the new RMS strategy, UNRWA will also look into opportunities
to position the General Fund to make it more accessible and appealing to donors as a “Programme Budget”,
and will allow earmarked contributions to specific programmes and activities.
Additionally, UNRWA will further strengthen its communication and branding efforts to improve outreach
efforts and increase awareness of UNRWA as a brand with existing donors, intra-governmental
organisations, civil society organisations, and publics.

II. Partial disagreements
Internal Communication Processes and Structure
The RMS Evaluation makes the observation that ERCD‟s structure, partially decentralized, asymmetric,
multifunctional and multi-duty station entity makes coordination and communication difficult and leads to
an ERCD Field divide. Whilst the Agency accepts the coordination of timely communications among a
decentralized structure that compromises the five divisions in ERCD, in addition to coordination with the
Representative Offices, National Committees, HQs and Field offices across multiple time zones is
challenging, ERCD, as owners of RMS, reject the conclusion that the divide between field and HQ is
attributable exclusively to insufficient coordination.
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ERCD conducts bi-monthly meetings with all Field Offices and engages in regular dialogue with all
Representative Offices to coordinate action and inform decision-making. In addition, the Executive Office
appointed in 2015 a Senior Advisor to the Commissioner-General, who is focusing on select emerging
countries.

III. The Way Forward
UNRWA management stays committed to deliver core services as needed to Palestine refugees in its five
fields according to its mandate until a fair, just and lasting solution is found.
In spite of the serious financial crisis over the summer, the UNRWA continued to deliver on its core
functions, and was able to do so because its partners recognised the absolute imperative that the Agency be
able to continue to fulfil all the conditions of its mandate. The current on-going budget process in 2015 is
ambitious, and sets out to reflect the aims laid out in the MTS. To put UNRWA on a more sustainable
footing so these objectives can be met, a series of internal reforms to control costs and improve efficiency
are under way. This, of course, must be supported by enhanced efficiencies, synergies and where resources
are available, capacity within ERCD to respond to increasing fundraising needs.
The New RMS - Based on Benchmarks and Best Practice
We agree with the RMS Evaluation‟s Recommendation 3 (page 11), that the next RMS put more emphasis
on benchmarks. In addition, we propose that it should be informed by resource mobilisation best-practice,
both within and beyond the UN-System.

IV. Conclusion
The Evaluation was effective in providing a general diagnosis of the Agency‟s shortcomings and where
improvements may be made, but stopped short at prescribing specific treatment. UNRWA management
would have appreciated more specific, actionable recommendations to increase financial stability. Too often,
the recommendations were generic with very few innovative ideas articulated by the consultancy.
Management underlines that the new RMS will be developed to work in concert with the MTS to ensure the
needs of Palestine refugees continue to be met.
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Annex 2: Overview of interviews and appointments
Awan Aamir

UNRWA

Budget Division, Department of Finance, HQ Amman

Abu-Afash Sami

UNRWA

Budget Division, Deputy Chief

Abu-Baker Mohammed

PLO

PLO, Deputy Head

Abu-Diab Khawla

UNRWA

WB Field Nursing Officer

Adam Ségolène

Switzerland

Swiss Cooperation Office Gaza and West Bank, East Jerusalem,
Deputy Director of Cooperation,

Agape V. Lim Thea

UNRWA

Department of Legal Affairs, HQ Jerusalem, Legal Officer

Agust Flygenring

UNRWA

Coordinator for PRS Response

Akihiro Seita

UNRWA

Director of Health Programme, Department of Health

Al Namlah Mohammed

Saudi Fund

Albdairi Muna

UNRWA

Infrastructure & Camp Improvement Programme, ICI Division,
Deputy Director

Amad Rasha

UNRWA

Advisory Commission Secretariat, Support Officer

Amal Khatib

UNRWA

Planning Department

Aqrabawi Mahmoud

Jordan

Department of Palestinian Affairs, Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Director-Genera

Asif Husain Naviatti

UNRWA

Advisory Commission Secretariat, Head

Assaf Mohammed

Goodwill Ambassador for Youth for UNRWA

Baker Laila

UNRWA

Director of Relief and Social Services, RSS Department

Berthelsen Sven

UNRWA

Operational Support, JFO Amman, Deputy Director

Björn Hofmann

Germany

Desk Officer Humanitarian Affairs and UNRWA, Federal Foreign
Office

Böllhoff Uta

UNRWA

ERCD, Director,

Bonsile Dube

UNRWA

UNRWA Representative Office to the European Union,
Administrative Assistant

Booth Olivia

UNRWA

Field Office

Boscardi Lionello

UNRWA

Partnerships Division (leaving), ERCD, Chief

Bridge Oliver

UNRWA

Operations Support Officer

Brown Philip

UNRWA

Donor Relations Division, ERCD, Senior External Relations and
Projects Officer

Burchard Matthias

UNRWA

UNRWA Representative Office to the EU, Director

Burke Joseph

UNRWA

Donor Relations and Projects Officer

Calestrini Luciano

UNICEF

Deputy Representative

Caminha de Castilhos França Paulo
Roberto

Brazil

Representative of Brazil to the State of Palestine, Ambassador

Chalmers James Chalmers

UNRWA

External Relations , ERCD, Projects Associate

Colenbrander Rutger

UNRWA

Department of Legal Affairs, HQ Jerusalem , Legal Officer

Dabbagh Rima

UNRWA

ERCD, Gaza Field Office, Recording Unit

Daoudi Maher

Sweden

Consulate General of Sweden, Programme Officer

Davidson Amelia

UNRWA

Evaluation Division, Assistant

de Brito Daniel

Brazil

Representative Office of Brazil to the State of Palestine, First
Secretary

de Gaudieley Fleury Ricardo Bahia

Brazil

Embassy of Brazil to the State of Palestine, First Secretary,

Devoldere Eva

UNRWA

Legal Officer, Department of Legal Affairs, HQ Jerusalem

Dib Salem

UNRWA

Field Education Programme, Chief

Dybfest Jan

Norway

Representative Office of Norway to the Palestinian Authority,
Deputy Representative

Dykstra James

UNRWA

Donor Relations Division, ERCD, Senior External Relations and
Projects Officer
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el Ayi Abdelnasser

Lebanon

Presidency of the Council of Ministers, representative for the
Lebanese Palestinian Dialogue Committee (LPDC)

Elsadek Najeh

UNRWA

field Health Programme, Chief

Fayrouz Abu Warda

UNRWA

Recording Unit, ERCD, Gaza Field Office

Felder Heba Hage

Switzerland

Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation SDC, Head of
Cooperation,

Fernandez Paz

UNRWA

Donor Relations Division, ERCD, External Relations and Projects
Officer

Ford Peter

Ex-UNRWA

Former Representative of the Commissioner-General in the Arab
world

Gilliam Lisa

UNRWA

Executive Office, Deputy Chief of Staff

Goldthorpe, Chloe

UNRWA

Evaluation Division, Intern

Grandi Filippo

Ex-UNRWA

Former Commissioner-General (01.2010-03.2014)

Gunness Christopher

UNRWA

Director of Strategic Communications and Advocacy,
Spokesperson

Haddad Nidal

Jordan

Department of Palestinian Affairs, Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Head

Hamdan Lina

Lebanon

Presidency of the Council of Ministers, Lebanese Palestinian
Dialogue Committee (LPDC), Communications Officer

Hawxwell Henrietta

United Kingdom

Rights and Refugee Pillar, DfiD, Team Leader,

Hurt Robert

UNRWA

Department of Planning, Director,

Jelassi Sana

UNRWA

Relief & Social Services Department, Gender Adviser,

Kaissi Leila

UNRWA

Field Relief Services Programme, Chief

Kajita Hiroyuki

Japan

First Secretary, Representative Office of Japan to the Palestinian
Authority

Khalil Hasan

UNRWA

Special Assistant Donor Relations Officer, JFO

Khouvy Samah

USA

BPRM, Refugee Program Specialist

Klaus Dorothée

UNRWA

Operations Programmes Jordan Field Office, Deputy Director

König Andreas

GIZ

TVET Programme, Head

Kramer Gudrun

GIZ

Head of FASPAR Programme

Kreitem Marwa Taktak

UNRWA

ECRD, Jerusalem, Outreach and Communications Officer

Kyllönen Sanna

Finland

Representative Office of Finland to the Palestinian Authority,
Deputy Representative

Labeeu Michelle

UNRWA

Head of Direct Financial Support Section, Office of the European
Union Representative (West Bank and Gaza Strip, UNRWA)

Laufenberg Bernard

UNRWA

Head of Finance

Lawson Guy

USA

BPRM Jerusalem

Logan Caroline

UNRWA

External Relations and Project Officer

Lombardo Salvatore

Ex-UNRWA

Ex-Director of ERCD (until 02.2015)

Lønstrup Esther

Denmark

Royal Danish Representative Office, Head of Cooperation

M. Travers Katie

UNRWA

Donor Relations and Projects Officer

Maes Kathleen

OCHA

Head of Gaza Sub-Office

Majid Aisha

OCHA

Donor Relations

Mansour Khaled

Denmark

Royal Danish Representative Office, Programme Manager

Marks John

UNRWA

Deputy Director of UNRWA Affairs

Mathew Joby

UNRWA

Department of Finance, Chief of Treasury Division

McGrath Christopher

UNRWA

UNRWA Rep Office, Washington, Deputy Head

Meg Audette

UNRWA

Field Programme WBFO, Support Officer

Meinshausen Hannah

UNRWA

ERCD, Projects Officer

Melinda Young

UNRWA

Deputy Head of Field Office - Operations

Michael Mansour

European Union

Office of the European Union Representative (West Bank and Gaza
Strip, UNRWA), Task Manager
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Mitchell Sandra

UNRWA

Executive Office, Deputy Commissioner-General,

Nilse Ryman

UNRWA

Education Department, Deputy Director

Nilsson Ann-Sofie

Sweden

Consul General, Consulate General of Sweden

Palacias Jaime

UNRWA

Donor Relations, DRU, Projects Intern

Pontefract , Caroline

UNRWA

Education, Director

Procee Fardau

UNRWA

Project Officer

Qamar Ziyad

UNRWA

Donor Relations Unit, Head

Rachel A. Berman

UNRWA

Donor Relations and Projects Officer, DRU, LFO

Refaat Yasmine

UNRWA

ERCD, Office Manager

Reyes Katherine

UNRWA

Assistant to the Deputy Commissioner-General,

Reynolds Matthew

UNRWA

Washington, ERCD, Head UNRWA Rep Office

Rifai Omar

UNRWA

Representative of the Commissioner-General, ERCD

Roger Davies

UNRWA

UNRWA Operations Jordan, Director

Russell Thomas

United Kingdom

British Embassy, Humanitarian Affairs Officer

Ryder Mathew

OCHA

Humanitarian Officer, WB

Ryman Nilse

UNRWA,

Deputy Director of Education, Education Department, HQ Amman

Sanchez Felipe

UNRWA

WBFO, Director of Operations

Scharf Stefanie

Germany

Deputy Head Near East, Federal Ministry for Economic
Cooperation and Development

Schmale Matthias

UNRWA

LFO, Director

Sergio Piccolo

European Union

Head of Operations, Office of the European Union Representative
(West Bank and Gaza Strip, UNRWA)

Shakshir Ghassan

Welfare Association

Senior Programs Manager

Shawa Bassam

UNRWA

Education Department, Chief

Stans, Nathalie

UNRWA

UNRWA Representative Office to the European Union, Liaison
Officer

Sunnen Laura

UNRWA

Associate Programme Support Officer, LFO

Swinnen Frederick

UNRWA

Special Assistant to the Commissioner-General

Tardif Karine

Canada

Representative Office of Canada to the Palestinian Authority, First
Secretary (Humanitarian Assistance)

Turshan Ala

Welfare Association

Program Manager

Uusikyla Heli

UNRWA

LFO, Director

van Diggele Jaap

UNRWA

Regional Response Support Officer

Villar-Arribas Virginia

UNRWA

ERCD, Chief Donors Relations,

Y. Mshasha Sami

UNRWA

Office of the Commissioner-General, ERCD, Spokesperson and
Chief of Communications

Yacoub Nazih

UNICEF

Palestinian Programme Coordinator

Yasin A. Abu Awwad

Jordan

Department of Palestinian Affairs, Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Director of Planning and Projects

Young Kim Se

UNRWA

Special Assistant to the Director of UNRWA Operations, JFO
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Annex 3: List of Documents
A Resource Mobilization Strategy for UNRWA 2012 - 2015 (November 2011)
A Resource Mobilization Strategy for UNRWA 2012 - 2015 (November 2012)
A Resource Mobilization Strategy for UNRWA 2012 - 2015 (November 2013)
About UNRWA (2014)
Addendum No.2
Advisory Commission Recommendation to the Commissioner-General ( June 2011)
Agreement between the SDC and UNRWA - revised
Amendment No. 3 to the Basic Agreement Document for Funds Directed to UN Agencies
Amendment No. 3 UNICEF - October 2014
Background Paper Resource Mobilization Strategy Evaluation Final 27 Oct
Background Note on UNRWA Budgeting
Basic Agreement Document for Funds Directed to UN Agencies (UNRWA, UNICEF)
BTS Agreement 2013-2014
Crossings - April May 2015
Department of Internal oversight services - evaluation of the family health team approach
Donors (AdCom November overall)
Education Reform Strategy - 2013 Progress Report
EU agreement 1
EU agreement 2
EU agreement 3
EU IFS Addendum to Contribution Agreement IFS-RRM2011275-718
External Relations and Communications Department Organizational Chart
Field implementation plan 2014 - 2015 Lebanon
Field implementation plan 2014 - 2015 Syrian Arab republic
Field implementation plan 2014 -2015 GAZA
Field implementation plan 2014 -2015 Jordan
field implementation plan 2014 -2015 west bank
Finance Update (AdCom June 2013)
Finance Update (AdCom November 2014)
financial report and audited financial statements (December 2013)
Gender Bulletin Issue 54
Gender Mainstreaming Strategy 2008 - 09
General service circular - daylight saving time in UNRWA Fields
Guidance Notes and Checklist for MOUs
IFS Progress Report
Implementing UNRWA Gender mainstreaming Strategy Report (Jul-Dec 2014)
Inauguration of the upgraded infrastructure at Siblin Training Centre (April 2014)
Launching of a Programme for the education and employment of the Palestinian refugees (February 2006)
Learning in the Face of Adversity October 2014
Lebanon field office department of Donor Relations Unit - DRU work-plan 2015
LFO organigram November 2014
Medium term strategy 2016 -2021
Memorandum of Understanding between UNESCO and UNRWA
Memorandum of Understanding between UNRWA and the Norwegian Refugee Council
Mid-term Evaluation of relief and rehabilitation support to Palestinian Refugees in Lebanon (March 2013)
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Modern and Efficient UNRWA Health Services Family Health Team Approach 2011
MOU for Projects Funded by a Partner 111213
MOU for Projects Funded by UNRWA 111213
MOU for Projects with No Transfer of Funds
MTS Mid-Term Evaluation - UNRWA management Response (January 2013)
New Entrants Gap Camp for UNRWA schools in Lebanon
Policy Education for Human Rights, Conflict Resolution and Tolerance (May 2012)
Project Completion report
Project Progress Report (July 2012 - June 2013)
Proposal on Back-to-School Kits (Jan 2014)
Reform Implementation Plan 2011 - 2015
Reform Strategy - Annual Progress Report (April 2013)
Reform Strategy - Annual Progress Update (April 2013)
Report on Resource Mobilization Strategy 2012 - 2015 (Nov 2012 AdCom)
Report on Resource Mobilization Strategy 2012 - 2015 (Nov 2014)
Report on UNRWA's Resource Mobilization Strategy 2012 -2015 final 2012 findings (April 2013)
Report on UNRWA's Resource Mobilization Strategy 2012 -2015 final 2013 findings (June 2014 AdCom)
Request for Amendment
Resource Mobilization Strategy 2012 - 2015 (2014 update)
Resource Mobilization Strategy 2012 - 2015 Guidebook (February 2014 last updated)
Resource Mobilization Strategy 2012 -2015 2013 final results
Resource Mobilization Strategy update (June 2013 AdCom)
RMS report to AdCom (June 2012)
RMS summary report (AdCom 2013)
SDC funding signed contract 2014
Summary Note UNRWA January 2015
Sustaining Change: relief and Social Services Department Amman HQ 2011
TEMPLATE Contribution Agreement Partnerships Division (Aug 2013)
Template Inception Report
The harmonized results report 2013
The harmonized results report 2014
The mandate of UNRWA at sixty
TOR - Steering Committee for the Resource Mobilization Strategy Evaluation
UK AID Syria Response
UNICEF 2012-2013 Learning Support Proposal
UNRWA Completion Report - 14-12-10 Template
UNRWA Education reform Strategy 2011 - 2015
UNRWA Finance Technical Instructions
UNRWA Financial Overview (December 2013 and May 2014)
UNRWA Financial Overview (December 2013 and September 2014)
UNRWA Financial Overview (May 2012)
UNRWA Financial Overview (October 2012)
UNRWA HQ Medium term strategy Mid-term Evaluation
UNRWA Medium Term Strategy 2010 - 2015
UNRWA Official Holidays 2015
UNRWA Project Outline - 14-12-10 Template
UNRWA Project Progress Report - 14-12-10 Template
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UNRWA Project Proposal - 14-12-10 Template
UNRWA Project Proposal Manual (June 2011)
UNRWA statistics 2008 - 2013
UNRWA Style Guide 2013
UNRWA teacher policy 2013
Update on UNRWA finances AdCom, November 2013
Update on UNRWA finances Advisory Commission, June 2014
Yarmouk: Emergency call for funds 90 - day rapid response.

Web-based sources:
Harmonized donor reporting. Reports to UNRWA Emergency Appeals.
http://www.unrwa.org/sites/default/files/2013_harmonised_results_report.pdf
http://www.unrwa.org/userfiles/2013052073544.pdf
http://www.unrwa.org/userfiles/2012042915258.pdf
http://www.unrwa.org/resources/emergency-appeals
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Annex 4: UNRWA Resource Mobilization Strategy 2012-2015 Logical
Framework
Intervention Logic

Indicators

goal (impact):

-Percent of general fund income
pledged by 2nd quarter;

stable, predictable revenue
sufficient to implement
UNRWA programme

Sources of Verification

Assumptions

-Financial management
system ERCD annual
resource mobilisation
report

-Stable or declining global
environment of natural and manmade disasters/ global political
environment permits Palestine
refugee issue to maintain its level of
priority.

-Percent of emergency appeal
income pledged by 2nd quarter;

and support operations
benefiting Palestine refugees
intermediate outcome:
effective and efficient resource
mobilisation provides requisite
funding

immediate outcome 1:
Traditional donor partnerships
strengthened

-Share of traditional donor in
general fund income drop from 89
per cent to 84 per cent;
-UNRWA Emergency Appeal
contribution level

-Traditional donors cover 60 per
cent of general fund increase;
-Number of signed general fund
multi-year framework agreements
increase by 100 per cent;
-Income from general fund multiyear framework agreements
increases by 25 per cent

-Commissioner-general‟s
report to the general
assembly

-Growth in global economy and in
overall official development
assistance 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

output1:
Institutional relationships with
donors improved

-Number of multi-year framework
agreements increase by 25 per cent

-ERCD annual resource
mobilization report.

-Palestine refugee needs adequately
met by existing UNRWA services.

-Income from multi-year agreements
increases by 25 per cent

-UNRWA donor
harmonized reporting
framework.

-Donors agree and commit to
Resource Mobilization Strategy in
line with the Paris declaration and
Accra accords

-quarterly donor enewsletter
output2:
Systematic communications with
traditional donors established

-Publication of bi-weekly donor
newsletter;
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Activities
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

Build deeper understanding of identity and priorities of key decision-makers


Annual political and financial risk/opportunity assessments to update country-plans

Seek multi-year agreements with all traditional donors
Set multi-year mutual expectations for traditional donors with no multi-year agreements
Undertake joint exploration with traditional donors towards establishing new donor relationships
Reinvigorate multi-lateral fora (AdCom)
immediate outcome2:
Diversified donor-base
contributing increasingly to
resource needs

output3:
Developed relationships with
emerging market

output4:
Improved relationships with
non-traditional donor
output5:
Consolidated relationship with
Arab partners
output6:
Established functional privatesector fundraising

-Diversified sources cover 40 per
cent of general fund increase;
-Overall general fund contribution
from diversified sources goes from
11 per cent in 2011 to 16 per cent in
2015
Emerging market share of general
fund income increases from 0.3 per
cent to one per cent

-ERCD annual resource
mobilisation report

-Adequate capacity in partnership
division

-Financial management
system

-Non-traditional donor share of
general fund income increases from
3 per cent to four per cent
-Arab share of general fund income
increases from three per cent to four
per cent
-Overall income from private
sources increases from 0.2 per cent
to two per cent

Activities
Establish systematic communications from UNRWA toward diversified donor-base


Emerging markets

Develop targeted work-plans for prioritized Emerging Markets opportunities


Outreach to and engagement with embassies and rep offices (Jerusalem, Amman, Tel Aviv, New York, Brussels, Geneva)



Emerging Markets familiarisation 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

Non-traditional donors (traditional donor) – 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 EU12 markets (including translation into local language)



Expand UNRWA networks with constituencies in key traditional donor 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

Arab partners
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Develop targeted work-plan for Arab partners that supports existing government and institutional relationships

Private sources


Pilot outsourced fundraising in Europe and replicate if successful



Extend national committees concept to new countries



Enhance online donations through improved communications design and upgraded technology



Improve definition and management of collaborative partnerships

immediate outcome3:
Enabling environment
established to support donor
relationship management
output7:
Corporate alignment in resource
mobilisation

-Percent of projects, monitored in
the new aggregate project reporting
template, that are submitted in a
timely manner
-Agreed corporate resource
mobilization work- plans
-Advisory Committee on Resource
Allocation sets framework for
resource mobilization priorities

-Financial management
system annual work plans
(resource mobilization and
communication)
-ERCD annual resource
mobilization report resultsbased monitoring system

-Adequate capacity in ERCD, finance,
PCSU and fields
-Programme and Project Cycle
Management is used and adhered with for
ERCD-led, non-general fund resourced
initiatives
-Sufficient capacity and competencies of
project monitoring and reporting
stakeholders
Establishment of aggregate project
reporting in results based monitoring
system
-Sufficient data in information systems
systematically available to stakeholders

output8:
Institutionalisation of
Programme and Project Cycle
Management

-Common framework in place to
monitor and report (i.e., results
based monitoring -based aggregate
project monitoring)

ouput9:

-Annual communications work plan

Communication structures and
systems harmonized

-Media articles in support of donor
visibility;
-Application of agency branding
guidelines;

Activities
ERCD participate in annual envelope discussions to set down resource mobilization priorities and annual resource mobilization work plans


ERCD to organise quarterly follow-up meetings

Increasing capacity programme and project cycle management implementation and support


aggregate project reporting template created as part of the results based monitoring system

Develop communication tools for different audiences


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

Actioning donor visibility concerns


creation of donor-visibility cycle

ERCD to organise annual cross-agency workshop to set down an annual communications work plan
Create convincing investment products illustrating social returns
Roll out branding guidelines and conduct trainings for key staff in fields and programmes
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Annex 5: ToR and team questions consolidated
Note: Questions from the Background paper on the RMS are in blue. Team questions are in black.
Indicators taken from the RMS Logframe are in blue. Other indicators are in black.
RELEVANCE
QUESTIONS

INDICATORS

Background paper on RMS / Team Questions

RMS Indicators /
Other possible Indicators

1

Is the RMS in line with the MTS as stated in the documentation & as perceived
by internal & external stakeholders?

Opinion of those interviewed and documentary
analysis by Evaluation Team

2

What is an appropriate duration of a RMS, given the changing socio-political
context, the conflicts in several of UNRWA fields & the need to align with the
MTS?

3

Did the design & implementation of the RMS cover all funding portals?

Were GF, EA and Projects covered by RMS?

4

Is the support structure consistent with the direction of the strategy & appropriate
for the implementation of the strategy?

Interviews with ERCD and other staff, internal
reports.

5

Were recommendations, lessons learned & best practices from previous strategies
considered when planning the RMS?

There were no previous strategies

6

To what extent do internal & external stakeholders perceive ownership of the
RMS?

Opinions of staff, donors and host governments.

7

To what extent was the RMS designed to monitor progress & to ensure
evaluability?

Analysis by Evaluation team and opinions of
stakeholders.

EFFICIENCY
QUESTIONS

INDICATORS

Background paper on RMS / Team Questions

RMS Indicators /
Other possible Indicators

1

Were activities undertaken considering cost & austerity measures?

2

How many new donors (NDs) has UNRWA mobilized in the past 4 years? Also
refers to Effectiveness.

3

Level of NDs total contributions?

4

Average size of new contribution by programme category?

5

Has the workload of RM staff increased because of implementing the RMS?

6

How quickly do donors approve funding proposals and pay their pledges?

Diversified sources cover 40 per cent of GF.
Contribution to GF from diversified sources
goes to 16 per cent by 2015. Emerging markets
provide 1 per cent of GF income; NTD provide
four per cent; Arab donors provide 4per cent
and private sector provides 2per cent of overall
income.

7

Were the most cost effective methods selected for implementation?

Opinion of senior staff

Did the ERCD structure & the implementation modalities adequately support the
implementation of the RMS?

Annual Agency-wide work plans established for
RM and Communications.

8

TD share of GF income goes down to 84 per
cent.

Opinions of senior and ERCD staff. Connect
also with OD evaluation.

EFFECTIVENESS
QUESTIONS

INDICATORS

Background paper on RMS / Team Questions

RMS Indicators /
Other possible Indicators

1

To what extent has the RMS achieved the planned results as mentioned in the
Logframe?

2

How many new donors has UNRWA mobilized in the past 4 years?

Percentage of GF and EA income pledged by
2nd quarter
TDs cover 60per cent of GF increase.GF multiyear agreements double in number. Income
from multi-year agreements increases by 25per
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Have traditional donors (TDs) changed because of the RMS? How?

cent. Ten donors subscribe to harmonized
reporting.

4

How does the humanitarian mandate of UNRWA affect achievement of
developmental funding?

Link with Efficiency and Impact comments

5

The implications of UNRWA‟s direct implementation versus indirect?
Has the RMS budget been allocated & spent as planned?

Internal records and any specific audit comment

7

What are the key elements of the RMS which had effectively supported
UNRWA‟s programmes?

Opinion of senior staff, ERCD staff, Host
governments and donors.

8

Were the support structures to the RMS adequate to support the achievement of
the results of the RMS?

As above

9

What OD has been implemented in ERCD to promote application of the RMS?

10

Is the staffing profile of RMS related posts in Donor Relations and ERCD now
adequate?

11

How do the practices that emerged from the RMS relate to good practice on
networking & collaboration used by other organizations?

Triangulation

To what extent has the RMS contributed to UNRWA‟s donor visibility?

Publication of bi-weekly newsletter.

6

12

Opinions of ERCD and Donor relations staff,
HR staff, donors and senior staff.

Communications annual plan Opinion of Senior
and ERCD staff plus donors

13

Does UNRWA dedicate adequate financial resources to resource mobilization?

14

Total section budget?

IMPACT
QUESTIONS

INDICATORS

Background paper on RMS / Team Questions

RMS Indicators /
Other possible Indicators

1

To what extent does the RMS contribute to (a) providing additional GF income,
(b) sufficient emergency funding, and (c) an appropriate level of project funding
for UNRWA?

2

Are there any significant un-intended effects (positive or negative) not mentioned
in the RMS document?

See earlier indicators.
Connect with Efficiency and Effectiveness
comments.
Which document? The RMS or the reports on
the RMS?

What were the most important achievements of the RMS implementation?

To what extent have external factors been influencing the impact of the planned
results of the RMS?

Are the strategic objectives of the RMS fully aligned with those of the MTS –
current and future?

How has OD impacted on RMS and its application especially in ERCD?

Reporting to Donors: What changes have taken place since RMS began?

Who produces and authorizes the reports sent to donors?

per cent of projects, monitored in the new
reporting template, submitted timely.
Common framework in place to monitor and
report (RBM-based Aggregate Project
Monitoring) o produces proposals? Who
approves proposals? Who presents proposals to
donors? Who follows up on proposals? Where
are donor relations coordinated?
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ERCD Staff questions
Are donor reporting requirements specific to each donor?

Do donors reject or criticize reports?

Can the reporting process be standardized vis-a-vis donors and use the same basic
M&E system as used by other elements of UNRWA (PCSU, Programme,
Fields…)?
Proposals to donors: Who produces proposals? Who approves proposals? Who
presents proposals to donors? Who follows up on proposals? Where are donor
relations coordinated?

SUSTAINABILITY
QUESTIONS

INDICATORS

Background paper on RMS / Team Questions

RMS Indicators /
Other possible Indicators
ECRD report

1

To what extent is UNRWA expected to be able to sustain the increases in
income??

Financial data

UNRWA CG annual report.
Is UNRWA able to sustain the organizational and management structure required
for the implementation of future RMS?

How likely are the linkages/relationships to be maintained?

Interviews with senior staff, host governments
and donors.

40
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Annex 6: Technical Annexes to the Evaluation Report including Monitoring
framework for results of the resource mobilisation strategy
Contribution and Resource Mobilization Strategy Database
The ERCD database is an online database created using the online ZOHO database creator application. The
database contains the following two interlinked modules:


Contributions database: this database tracks all financial elements, donor information, forecasts and
confirmed pledges, payments, the management of grant, fund codes and funding portals.



Projects database: this database tracks all project management elements, including stakeholders, dates,
events and notifications (reports, tasks etc.), narrative descriptions, projects summaries and documents.

Even if the two modules are interlinked a separation of the two modules has been designed to simplify
workflow and maintain clear separation of roles and access. It is not within the scope of the evaluation team
to analyse the UNRWA project implementation. Therefore, the RMS evaluation team has only had access to
the contribution database.
The contribution database consists of a total of 81 fields per record, while the project database has 44 fields.
The request of the evaluation team for accessing 32 data field has been granted for 22 data fields. This
opened access to 4,330 contribution records related to the period 01.01.2007 to 08.04.2015. The
contribution database records include all UNRWA income over this period.
The following 22 fields, contained in the contribution database, constitute our evaluation work:
#

Field Name

Options

0

ID

Identifier for records of contribution that is precisely one less than the Excel line since in the original Excel file the
first line captures the field names.

1

Year

2007 to 2014, as number

2

Funding Portal

"EA - Emergency Assistance", " GF - General Fund ", " GZ - Gaza Reconstruction ", " NB - NBC Reconstruction ", "
NR - NBC Relief ", " PJ - Projects "," SY - Syria Appeal ",

3

Donor Type

" FND - Foundation "," GOV - National Government "," ICO - International Corporation "," IDV - Standard Individual
Donor "," IGO - Intergovernmental Organization ", " IVN - International NGO (Private)"," LCO - Local Corporation
"," LVN - Local NGO (Private)"," NAC - National Committee ", " RGV - Regional Government "," UNO - UN
Org./Agency "

4

Donor Group

"AB - Arab Donors", "EM - Emerging Market Donors", "ML - Multilateral Donors", "NT - Non-Traditional Donors",
"PV - Private Donors", "TD - Traditional Donors",

5

Donor

UNRWA had 358 different donors between 2007 and 2015; Before the RMS, UNRWA had 242 different donors
before the RMS instatement in 2011 and 264 thereafter

6

Sign Date

Here the date is captured, when UNRWA was certain to obtain the contribution and the status (field 8, see below)

7

Pledge Type

"Agreement", "Amendment to Agreement", "Cheque", "Confirmation Letter", "Contribution Letter", "Multi-year
Agreement", "Note Verbale", "Pledging Conference", "Pledging Email", "Pledging Letter", "Receipt", "Verbal
Announcement",

8

Status

All are "confirmed", meaning that UNRWA obtained the funds effectively

9

Currency

Donor "currency"

10

Total Amount in
Local Currency

Amount of contribution in currency of donor

11

Amount in USD

Amount in USD, when exchanged into UN accounting system.

12

Transfer Type

C - Cash, K - In kind

13

Grant code

UNRWA internal code

14

Fund code

UNRWA internal code for budgeting

15

Title

Title of the contribution, usually typed from the contract agreement. Descriptive nature was chosen to analyze the
project.

16

Amount Received

Funding that UNRWA already received in donor currency until the day that the database was snapshot and extracted.
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17

Amount
Outstanding

Funds in the in USD that UNRWA is entitled to, according to the agreement

18

USD Received

Funding that UNRWA already received in USD until the day that the database was snapshot and extracted.

19

Outstanding USD

Funds in the in donor's currency that UNRWA is entitled to, according to the agreement

20

Written Off

When this binary field is "true", UNRWA does not expect any further payments from the respective donor.

21

PSC

Project Support Cost percentage that is part of a given contribution agreement. It ranges from 0 to 35per cent

22

Field of
Implementation

There is a set of five fields of UNRWA and shown as "0 - HQ Amman", " 2 - Gaza","3 - Lebanon","4 - Syria","5 Jordan","6 - West Bank" and "7 - HQ Gaza" or a combination of the above.

It is important to understand that the term „sign data‟ refers to the date when UNRWA sees a pledge as firm
and forthcoming. The field „total amount in local currency‟ refers to the value of the contribution expressed
in the currency of the donor. The field „amount in USD‟ captures the value of the contribution when
converted into USD. The title „field‟ serves as a description of the action funded. „Field of implementation‟
is the field specifying the geographic area of contribution use, (i.e. Gaza, West Bank, Syria, Jordan or
Lebanon). It is important to note that multiple geographic areas of contributions use occur, this makes it
impossible to clearly establish if one contribution is linked to one field, or to clarify the proportion or
absolute amount used for a given geographic area. Of the 4,330 records, only 2,761 records are specific and
directly linked to a geographic „field of implementation‟. The remaining 1,569 records are unspecific and
thus do not permit to assign attributes.

Resource Mobilization Strategy assessment
Financial contribution by funding period
The following table shows data referred to the entire database period: 1 January 2007 to 8 April 2015. It
examines the total income for two periods, 2009 to 2011 and 2012 to 2014:

RMS

Baseline

Period

Year

Total annual income

Years before and during
RMS

2007

648.715.070,57

2008

789.902.148,08

2009

1.009.568.461,55

1.009.568.461,55

2010

843.785.973,09

843.785.973,09

2011

993.183.915,89

993.183.915,89

2012

905.045.521,48

905.045.521,48

2013

1.226.198.669,69

1.226.198.669,69

2014

1.322.262.052,13

1.322.262.052,13

2015

467.243.863,87

Subtotals for each three year
period

Increase in percentage

2.846.538.350,53
21,3per cent

Totals

8.205.905.676,35

6.300.044.593,83

3.453.506.243,30

6.300.044.593,83

Table 4: overview of the UNRWA income extracted from contribution database

As shown in Table 4, UNRWA has seen a 21.3 per cent increase of contributions during the period of the
RMS implementation.
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Overview of Contributions by year and donor group
Annual
percentage of all
income

Donor Group

Year

AB - Arab Donors

2009

116.216.172

12

2010

43.306.006

5

2011

146.401.867

2012

54.730.294

2013

223.122.080

18

2014

218.311.967

17

1.009.568.462
843.785.973

15

2011

993.183.916

6

2012

905.045.521

2013

1.226.198.670

2014

1.322.262.052

Total

6.300.044.594

3.002.693

0

2010

2.091.215

0

2011

3.155.946

0

2012

10.640.586

1

2013

4.717.324

0

2014

17.393.337

1

41.001.101

ML - Multilateral Donors

2009

31.158.247

3

2010

36.900.595

4

2011

32.061.410

3

2012

51.765.284

6

2013

47.435.023

4

2014

43.050.378

3

19.154.179

2

2010

10.931.066

1

2011

13.722.643

1

2012

16.620.362

2

2013

17.683.464

1

2014

22.909.009

2

NT - Non-Traditional Donors Subtotal

101.020.723

PV - Private Donors Subtotal

10

14

1

4

4

242.370.938

2009

PV - Private Donors

2009

18.255.541

2

2010

11.067.673

1

2011

10.253.720

1

2012

8.967.910

1

2013

14.566.405

1

2014

33.822.155

3

96.933.403

Total annual
contribution to all
FP in [$]

2010

2009

ML - Multilateral Donors Subtotal

Year
2009

EM - Emerging Market Donors Subtotal

NT - Non-Traditional Donors

Average for 3
years

802.088.387

AB - Arab Donors Subtotal

EM - Emerging Market Donors

Subtotal

2

2

1

2
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Annual
percentage of all
income

Donor Group

Year

Subtotal

TD - Traditional Donors

2009

821.781.629

81

2010

739.489.417

88

2011

787.588.331

79

2012

762.321.085

84

2013

918.674.374

75

2014

986.775.206

75

TD - Traditional Donors Subtotal

5.016.630.042

Total

6.300.044.594

44

Average for 3
years

83

78

Table 5: Contributions to all Funding portals from 2009 to 2014 in USD

Table five shows contributions of different UNRWA funding portals from 2009 to 2014. In order to
calculate the annual proportions by donor group, as percentage, the total annual GF contributions are listed
on the top right. To show the effects in the RMS period the table presents also the three years prior to the
RMS. The $6.3 billion is mostly provided by Traditional Donors with over $5billion. However, Traditional
Donors reduced their share from an average of 83 per cent in the three years before the RMS to an average
of 78 per cent during the implementation period.
Chart one shows UNRWA income for the seven existing funding portals.
$700,000,000

RMS Strategy and contributions 2012-2014

$600,000,000

EA - Emergency Assistance
$500,000,000

GF - General Fund

GZ - Gaza Reconstruction

$400,000,000

NB - NBC Reconstruction
$300,000,000

NR - NBC Relief
PJ - Projects

$200,000,000

SY - Syria Appeal
$100,000,000
$2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

Chart 1: UNRWA income for the seven funding portals (2009-2014)

The relevant changes in income for the Gaza-reconstruction, Project- and Emergency-Appeal funding
portals (including Syria) are related to contextual factor. In contrast, the GF funding portal reflects a
relatively steady needs base.
A comparison between the three years period before the RMS and the one during its implementation reveals
that the GF funding portal contributions rose from 560.029.549$ to 597.205.160$. This corresponds to a
seven per cent increase over three years that translates into an annual growth rate of 2.3 per cent.
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Contributions to GF by Year and Donor Group
Table 3 shows both in-cash and in-kind contributions to the General Fund over the years, grouped by DonorGroup‟s type.
Annual percentage of
GF income
proportion

Donor Group

Year

Contributions to
GF in [$]

AB - Arab Donors

2009

10.698.903

2

2010

16.408.785

3

2011

21.189.275

2012

2010

553.585.398

4

2011

572.843.485

26.416.284

5

2012

582.166.460

2013

39.720.169

7

2013

601.736.433

2014

33.295.734

5

2014

607.712.586

3

6

147.729.150

Total

2009

1.424.291

0

2010

1.591.215

0

2011

1.490.946

0

2012

9.640.586

2

2013

4.467.324

1

2014

4.621.543

1

23.235.905

ML - Multilateral Donors

2009

23.102.133

4

2010

25.694.947

5

2011

27.458.094

5

2012

25.469.558

4

2013

29.585.967

5

2014

29.665.935

5

ML - Multilateral Donors Subtotal

NT - Non-Traditional Donors Subtotal

total annual GF
contrib. [$]
553.659.764

EM - Emerging Market Donors Subtotal

NT - Non-Traditional Donors

Year
2009

AB - Arab Donors Subtotal

EM - Emerging Market Donors

Average
percentage for 3
years

0

1

5

5

160.976.634

2009

8.144.486

2010

9.109.479

2011

9.922.280

1
2
2

2012

10.475.709

2

2013

11.177.859

2

2014

10.351.627

2

59.181.440

2

2

3.471.704.126
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Annual percentage of Average
GF income
percentage for 3
proportion
years

Donor Group

Year

Contributions to
GF in [$]

PV - Private Donors

2009

1.106.443

0

2010

4.666.258

1

2011

4.520.588

1

2012

3.505.342

1

2013

3.707.562

1

2014

5.455.194

1

PV - Private Donors Subtotal

TD - Traditional Donors
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1

1

22.961.386

2009

509.183.508

92

2010

496.114.715

90

2011

508.262.302

89

2012

506.658.980

87

2013

513.077.552

85

2014

524.322.554

86

TD - Traditional Donors Subtotal

3.057.619.611

Total

3.471.704.126

90

86

Table 3: Contributions to GF funding portal from 2009 to 2014

Table 3 above shows the UNRWA income by donor group and year; it shows also contributions to the GF
by donor group and year. In order to calculate the annual proportions by donor group, as percentage, the
total annual GF contributions are listed on the top right. To show the effects in the RMS period the table
presents also the three years prior to the RMS. Overall, Arab donors increased their share from three per
cent to six per cent, while Traditional Donors decreased their share, on average from 90 per cent to 86 per
cent.
Response to Emergency Appeals
Emergency Appeals (EA) are illustrated using the example of Gaza (2014) and Syria (on-going)
The objective of this chapter is to look at the UNRWA RMS performance during emergencies. This is
important and because of the recurring nature of the emergency in the region. In the past years, UNRWA
was confronted with tremendous emergency situations in both Syria and Gaza. Therefore the objective here
is to study acquired funds of UNRWA within these two contexts.
The context in Syria is the regrettable state of most of the 525'525 Palestinian refugees who had been
already displaced to Syria before the hostilities started there in early 2011. Therefore, and within its
mandate, UNRWA was forced to shift from serving its beneficiaries in education, health and relief to
lifesaving emergency measures.
In Gaza, the hostilities have started on the 7th of July 2014, about nine months before this evaluation. As a
consequence, over a thousand people were killed, and countless injured. The hostilities worsened the already
existing housing supply, displacing about half a million people; among those around one hundred thousand
people continue to be displaced today. In Resource mobilization, UNRWA responded with Emergency
Appeals (EA) amounting to USD60Mio. In coordination with other relevant technical agencies such as
UNICEF, and being part of UNOCHA emergency plans, UNRWA launched its appeals and became part of
the Strategic Response Plan (SRP) for the oPt. For the Syria crisis, UNRWA has launched an emergency
appeal amounting to over USD417 million of which USD 310 million are for Syria itself. Flanking
UNRWA, other UN agencies are part of the emergency plan which is called „Syrian Arab Republic
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Humanitarian Assistance Response Plan‟ (SHARP).
In December 2013, the SRP for oPt appealed for USD 390.338.824, but by April 2015 the funding
requirements had been revised to USD 931 million, doubling the initial appeal. This phenomenon occurred
also in Syria. Therefore, from the methodology point of view, is required a solid system that is capable to
reflect amounts both appealed and received by UNRWA.
UNRWA shall be gauged for:


Proportion of funds UNRWA has obtained with respect to others UN agencies and



What fraction the Agency acquired in comparison to its appeal.

Since the on-going year 2015 is in its Q2 only, the SRP and SHARP for 2014 were chosen as the youngest
reference for a complete year. OCHA Financial Tracking System (FTS) offers a solid base to analyse down
the level of the individual contribution agreement. FTS is a public web based database. The reference date
for the continuously revised response plans is the day when the data was downloaded.
It is important to note that the Emergency Appeals were both revised, but particularly the SRP for Gaza.
In this way, the latest available figure needs to be taken as a reference. This comparison does not take NGOs
into consideration since these do not utilize fund raising instruments to the extent to which the UN does.
UNRWA and UNICEF have partly national committees, but for the sake of compactness this was neglected.
UNRWA will here be compared with a set of UN agencies operating in the same area. All of these
organizations have actually applied and obtained funds within the emergency appeals. Concretely, these UN
agencies are the following:
#

UN
Agency

Comparability

1

OCHA

OCHA has a coordination mandate, but UNRWA is effectively taken as reference from many UN agencies

2

WHO

WHO and UNRWA both have a mandate in health

3

UNICEF

UNICEF and UNRWA both have a mandate for education

4

UNFPA

Within its health mandate UNRWA implements mother/child health and so does UNFPA generally

5

WFP

WFP is the lead food supplier for emergencies, but UNRWA equally delivers food aid

6

UNHCR

Only in Syria does UNHCR have a mandate for refugees besides UNRWA. In Gaza, only UNRWA is in charge with its
Palestinian refugees

Table 4: UN agencies that are compared with UNRWA concerning income

The Resource Mobilization of UNRWA is compared with these six UN agencies above, which have
registered contributions that they obtained during 2014 for Syria and Gaza.
Consolidated appeals for occupied Palestinian territory 2014 (Gaza and West Bank)
The Financial Tracking Service (FTS) of UNOCHA does not differentiate between Gaza and West Bank
since both constitute the oPt. However, the overall numbers of OCHA shows an overwhelming proportion
of specified projects targeting Gaza (88 per cent).
After the Gaza hostilities, most projects with unspecified target areas within oPt shifted to Gaza. As other
UN agencies like UNRWA also operate across oPt it seems safe to assume that the shifts are comparable
between agencies and the data remain valid.
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The Strategic Response Plan Gaza 2014 amounted to USD 390.338.824 when it was launched on the 16th of
December 2013, but was tripled to USD 931.086.454 by the 20th of April 2015, when the FTS data were
retrieved. Ninety-three organizations -among them UNRWA- obtained USD 464.817.908 to respond the
crisis. In relation to the appealed USD 931.086.454 this represents some 49.92 per cent, roughly half.
Table five shows the amounts that UN agencies and NGOs have received over the appealed and the
percentage of acquisition of each agency over the total contribution obtained.
Strategic Response Plan(s):
occupied Palestinian territory 2014 Contributions against appeal
16 December 2013 until 18 April 2015 without carry over

Amount appealed:

Contributions obtained

$ 464.817.908

49,92

UNRWA acquisitions

$ 315.580.336

68

WFP

$

62.360.258

13

UNICEF

$

11.151.868

2

WHO

$

7.340.511

2

UNOCHA

$

6.332.054

1

UNFPA

$

1.403.429

0

others

$

60.399.442

13

$ 931.086.454

Percentage acquisition
of total contributed to SRP

Organizations

Table 5: Amounts appealed and acquired in percentage of all donations to SRP according to OCHA's FTS

The table above clearly shows that among UN agencies UNRWA is by far the largest recipient with 68 per
cent over two thirds. The next smaller UN agency in terms of funding envelope is WFP. The World Food
Program obtained USD 62.360.258. The proportions can be seen in the following Chart 2:

Financial Tracking Service:
Occupied Palestinian territory 2014
UNRWA's acquisitions in comparison to others UN
institutions
1%

0%

UNRWA's acquisitions

13%

2%

WFP

2%

UNICEF
WHO
14%

UNOCHA
68%

UNFPA
others

Chart 2: Share of all donations to SRP by agency according to OCHA FTS

The fact that UNRWA has been the largest recipient in Gaza, receiving more than two thirds of all
participants in the FTS, matches with the interviews of UNOCHA recognising the good performance of
UNRWA.
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Secondly, a comparison shall be made between the amounts appealed for and obtained. In order to perform
this, the data retrieved from FTS will be displayed in a table. The following table shows what the UN
agencies obtained within the SRP in comparison with UNRWA. Since appeals keep being revised, only the
last value was taken as reference.
Appealing UN
Agency Requirements ($) for SRP '14

Amount appealed for on
16 Dec 2013 and revised

Amount received until 20 Apr.
2015

Received contributions
compared to appeal in per
centage

UNOCHA

$ 7.698.749

$ 6.332.054

82

WHO

$ 9.291.477

$ 7.340.511

79

UNRWA

$ 482.168.277

$ 315.580.336

65

UNFPA

$ 2.870.980

$ 1.403.429

49

WFP

$ 143.206.006

$ 62.360.258

44

UNICEF

$ 45.132.315

$ 11.151.868

25

Overall coverage

$ 931.086.454

$ 464.817.908

49,92

Table 6: Comparison of amounts appealed for and amounts obtained by agency; according to OCHA's FTS

Within ninety-three organizations participating, UNRWA appealed for USD 482.168.277 and obtained
USD 315.580.336. These obtained funds make up 65 per cent of what has been demanded. This is already
about 15 per cent better than the average that ranges at 49.92 per cent. The next smaller UN agency in terms
of funding envelope is WFP. The World Food Program appealed for USD 143.206.006 but obtained
USD 62.360.258. This means, WFP's operation - measured in funding - is only one fifth as large as
UNRWA‟s operation. WFP only acquired 44 per cent of its funding needs. On the other hand, OCHA has
performed better with obtaining 82 per cent of what was appealed.

Contributions received in comparison with appeal
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Chart 3 : contributions received in comparison with appeal in per centage

The chart above shows UNRWA being in the upper middle field in terms of best acquiring funds after the
Gaza emergency.
WHO is the lead in the health cluster, but only UNRWA has broad operational access in responding in the
health sector and that surely was honoured by donors. WFP is the lead UN agency in the food aid sector, but
UNRWA has the operational capacity to distribute. WFP, who usually is the giant in terms of funds, is only
working with an envelope as large as a fifth of the UNRWA result. UNICEF, who similar to UNRWA has a
mandate in Water/Sanitation and education only obtained a fifth of what they applied for.
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UNRWA not only acquires most funds for Gaza but also is able to secure two thirds of what it demands. To
the evaluation, this constitutes an effective fundraising capacity in a context of emergency.
Consolidated appeals for the SHARP 2013-2015
Unlike the events in Gaza, Syria Crisis is not all of a sudden onset but it has grown in terms of needs and
funding requirements during the last four years. The FTS allows a specific analysis for the contributions
targeting Syria only.
Appeal for the Syrian Arab Republic Humanitarian
Assistance Response Plan (SHARP) from 16 Dec.
2013 to 20 April 2015 according to FTS

$ 2.256.199.013

Contributions obtained

$ 1.076.834.983

Percentage acquisition of total contributed against
SHARP
Percentage acquisition of total contributed to SRP

Organizations
WFP

$ 517.994.682

48

UNRWA acquisitions

$ 175.740.898

16

UNICEF

$ 143.117.263

13

UNHCR

$ 128.457.659

12

WHO

$ 50.969.683

5

others

$ 45.069.604

4

UNFPA

$ 15.485.194

1

total

$ 1.076.834.983

100

Table 7: Share of donations against SHARP by Agency according to OCHA's FTS

Against the USD 2.2 billion that according to the FTS were under appeal, USD1.076.834.983 were actual
donations. WFP obtained nearly half with 48 per cent. UNRWA is actually the second largest recipient.
UNRWA has a mandate for about half a million Palestinian Refugees. In Syria over 12 million people are
considered in need. Considering this, UNRWA being the second largest recipient of funding is remarkable.

Appeal for the Syrian Arab Republic Humanitarian Assistance
Response Plan (SHARP) from 16 Dec. 2013 to 20 April 2015
according to FTS
5%

4%

2%

WFP
UNRWA's acquisitions
UNICEF

12%
48%
13%

UNHCR
WHO

16%

others
UNFPA

Chart 4: Share of all donations against SHARP by Agency in percentage

UNICEF, whose mandate includes education and WASH, obtains only 13 per cent of the total contributions.
UNHCR, who is in charge of refugees, but not of Palestine refugees, acquires a 12 per cent share.
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Agency Requirements ($) for
SHARP '14

Amount appealed for on 16 Dec
2013

Amount received until 20
Apr. 2015

51

Received contributions compared
to appealed in per centage

UNESCO

$ 3.450.000

$ 2.737.000

79

UNICEF

$ 222.192.134

$ 143.117.263

64

UNRWA

$ 310.000.000

$ 197.660.898

64

WFP

$ 947.118.682

$ 541.665.416

57

UNHCR

$ 273.414.937

$ 128.457.659

47

UNFPA

$ 33.293.734

$ 15.485.194

47

WHO

$ 185.966.152

$ 50.969.683

27

Table 8: amounts appealed for and amounts received for SHARP according to OCHA

For a number of selected UN agencies working alongside UNRWA in Syria, this table shows the proportion
of what has been obtained from each of these in 2014. UNRWA is on the third place and fares among the
best served UN Agencies in the field.
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Chart 5: Percentages of amounts received against SHARP divided by amounts appealed in per centage

UNESCO, in charge of Education like UNRWA, performs better than UNRWA by obtaining 79 per cent of
its requested appeal funds. UNRWA - already in the third position – obtained little less than two thirds of its
requested funding. Annex chapter 3.1.1., Donor Base, reviews the donor base of UNRWA and sees
UNRWA increasing the number of donors contributing to the Syria appeal.
The performance of UNRWA is relevant; it acquired the second largest portion of the funding pie and it
efficiently obtains 64 per cent of what it demands.
Summary of analysis of the Gaza and Syria Emergencies:
In the two regional crises of Syria and Gaza, UNRWA has managed to efficiently raise funds. This has made
UNRWA one of the largest implementing agencies. Not only does UNRWA fundraising respond to the
sudden onset of the Gaza crisis, but it also keeps sustaining its increase of funding for the Syria emergency
that already goes into its 5th year.
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Progress against Results Based monitoring system indicators for the RMS 20122014
Background of RMS indicator analysis
In order to ensure the possibility of proper measurement of RMS 2012-2015 progress through indicators, the
following indicators were defined and agreed in 2011:

Table 9: indicators of RMS 2012-2015

A partial modification of the above indicators for reporting purposes took place during the implementation
of the strategy.
The original title „Signed GF multi-year framework agreements‟ has used benchmarking and assumed that
the number of such agreements could be increased from 5 to 10 during the RMS implementation period.
The first records transmitted to the evaluation team were from 2007. Between 2007 and 2011, no single
multi-year agreement was established and UNRWA evaluation counterparts were unable to indicate such
kind of agreements in the past. Thus, the evaluation assumed that no such agreements were in place. That
assumption pre-empts options of calculating relative increases since the baseline is zero. Therefore only
absolute increases can be calculated.
Below, please find the revised results-based monitoring (RBM) performance document for 20.04.2015
which provides an overview over the current breakdown of indicators.
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Results Based Monitoring System
4.20.2015 9:37:59 AM

RMS 2012-2014
HQA
Baseline

RMS 20122015 Actual

2012

2013

2014

RMS 20122015 Target

2012 Actual 2013 Actual 2014 Actual
Goal 1: Stable, predictable revenue sufficient to implement UNRWA
SO 1: Effective and efficient resource mobilisation provides requisite
1.1.a
Traditional donors' cover 60 percent
1.1.b
TD subscribing to the Results
Traditional
1.1.r
Share of TD in GF income declines
donor
1.1
1.1.s
Share of EA income pledged by 2nd
partnerships
1.1.t
Share of GF income pledged by Q2
strengthened
1.1.u
UNRWA EA contribution level
1.1.x
Percentage of interlocutors
Institutional 1.1.1.a Number of signed GF multi-year
1.1.1
relationships 1.1.1.b Income from multi-year framework
Systematic
communicati
ons with
1.1.2.a Publication of biweekly e-newsletter
1.1.2
traditional
donors
established
Diversified 1.2.a
Diversified sources cover of GF
1.2
donor-base 1.2.b
Overall GF contribution from
Developed
EM share of GF income increases
1.2.1
relationships 1.2.1.a
from 0.3 percent to 1 percent
with EM
Improved
NTD share of GF income increases
1.2.2
relationships 1.2.2.a
from 3 percent to 4 percent
with NTD
Consolidated
relationship
1.2.3.a Arab share of GF income increases
1.2.3
with Arab
partners
Established
functional
Overall income from private sources
1.2.4.a
1.2.4
privateincreases from 0.2 percent to
sector
fundraising
Enabling
environment
Degree of projects monitored in the
established
new Aggregate Project Reporting
1.3
supporting 1.3.a
Template submitted in a timely
donormanner
relationship
management
Corporate
1.3.1.a Agreed corporate RM work-plans
1.3.1
alignment in 1.3.1.b ACRA sets framework for RM
Institutionali
Common framework in place to
1.3.2.a
1.3.2
zation of
monitor and report
PPCM
Communicati 1.3.3.a Annual communication work-plan
1.3.3
on structures 1.3.3.b Media articles covering UNRWA
and systems 1.3.3.c Application of Agency branding

%

8
0

61.3
NC
86.3
74
80.66
43.12
NC
9
115.5

#

0

NC

13

26

26

26

%
%

0
11

86.63
13.7

47.93
13.13

54,58
14,73

38,7
13,7

40
16

%

.3

.76

1.65

0,73

0,76

1

%

0

1.69

1.8

1,87

1,69

4

%

3

5.48

4.53

6,6

5,48

4

%

.94

2.53

.97

0,79

2,53

2

%

New

NC

13

77

94

80

Yes/No
Yes/No

No
No

No
No

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes/No

No

No

NC

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes/No

No
3.22
No

No
NC
No

Yes
34.56
Yes

Yes
11,44
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes

%
#
%
%
%
%

0
4
89
43.86
61
58.5

%
#

#
Yes/No

52.07
8
86.87
81.86
83.25
44.9
NC
7
1.17

45,42
10
-

60
10
84
50
83
40

8
13,45

61,3
9
-

16
25

Yes

Table 10: indicators of RMS 2012-2015 in the format received by the evaluation

The evaluation team has used tables and charts to visualize trends and changes over time. All baseline and
target values were scrutinized as far as possible and found to have been made available in a consistent
manner.
The following tables, diagrams charts and other visual representations of UNRWA contribution data show
headings which use {brackets} so as to refer to the baseline and benchmarks of the RMS over time.
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Reporting against RMS indicators is organized to be submitted by functional units of UNRWA as follows:
Contributions Unit

Annually:

Due: end of February
after reporting year

1.1.a – percentage of increased GF income from TDs
1.1.r - percentage of GF income from TDs

Due: Q1 – end of April,
Q2 – end of July, Q3 –
end of October, Q4 – end
of February

1.1.s - percentage of EA income pledged by second quarter
1.1.t - percentage of GF income pledged by second quarter
1.1.u - percentage of required EA income received
1.1.1.a - # of multi-year framework agreements
1.1.1.b - Increased income from multi-year frameworks
1.2.a - percentage of GF income increase from diversified sources
1.2.b - percentage of GF income from diversified sources
Quarterly: one month after quarter end
1.2.1.a - percentage of GF income from emerging markets
1.2.2.a - percentage of GF income from NTDs
1.2.3.a - percentage of GF income from Arab Partners*
1.2.4.a - percentage of overall income from private sources*
*cross check with Arab Partners Unit and Partnerships Unit
Donor Relations

Annually:

Due: January

1.1.b – # of TDs UNRWA reports to using Results report

Due: April, July,
October. January

Quarterly:
1.1.2.a – Publication of bi-weekly donor newsletter
Department of Planning

Annually:

Due: January

1.1.b - # of TDs UNRWA reports to using Results report
1.3.2.a – Common Monitoring and Reporting Framework

Due: April, July,
October, January

Quarterly:
1.3.a - percentage of projects monitored under the new Aggregate Project
Reporting Framework
Director‟s Office

Annually:

Due: January

1.3.1.a – Agreed corporate work-plans
1.3.1.b – ACRA sets framework for RM priorities
Public Information Officer

Annually:

Due: January

1.3.3.a – Annual communication work-plan
Visibility Coordinator

Quarterly:

Due: April, July,
October. January

1.3.3.b – Media articles covering UNRWA donor visibility
Publications and Branding
Coordinator

Quarterly:

Due: April, July,
October. January

1.3.3.c – Application of Agency branding guidelines

Table 11: indicators of RMS 2012-2015 with annual monitoring plan

The selected indicators are studied, considering OECD's DAC criteria, (Appropriateness/Relevance,
Effectiveness, Efficiency, Impact and Sustainability) as well as the SMART approach for the indicator
formulation. Indicators are „SMART‟ when they are: Specific, Measurable, Appropriate, Relevant, Timebound as well as realistic.
Baseline

2012

2013

0
52.07
45.42
Table 12: Indicators 1.1.a Traditional donors' cover 60 per cent of GF increase

2014

Target for 2015

61.30

60.00

Background
From 2007 to 2014, UNRWA income from the GF has been growing by USD 20 Mio per year. If donors
covered the 60 per cent of that increase, it would have corresponded to USD 12 Mio.
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1.1.a Traditional donors' cover 60 percent of GF
increase
70
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Chart 6: Trend of RMS indicator 1.1.a:

Comparison:

Year
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
Totals

AB - Arab
EM - Emerging ML - MultiDonors
Market Donors
lateral Donors
$
6.945.471 $
453.502 $ 20.696.429
$
10.175.304 $
422.561 $ 20.285.242
$
10.698.903 $
1.424.291 $ 23.102.133
$
16.408.785 $
1.591.215 $ 25.694.947
$
21.189.275 $
1.490.946 $ 27.458.094
$
26.416.284 $
9.640.586 $ 25.469.558
$
39.720.169 $
4.467.324 $ 29.585.967
$
33.295.734 $
4.621.543 $ 29.665.935
$
3.850.000 $
2.140.000 $
6.533.701
$ 168.699.925 $
26.251.967 $ 208.492.006

NT NonTraditional
PV - Private TD - Traditional
Donors
Donors
Donors
$ 6.026.085 $ 2.488.351 $ 381.521.560
$ 7.690.302 $
536.284 $ 477.895.034
$ 8.144.486 $ 1.106.443 $ 509.183.508
$ 9.109.479 $ 4.666.258 $ 496.114.715
$ 9.922.280 $ 4.520.588 $ 508.262.302
$ 10.475.709 $ 3.505.342 $ 506.658.980
$ 11.177.859 $ 3.707.562 $ 513.077.552
$ 10.351.627 $ 5.455.194 $ 524.322.554
$ 5.932.661 $
18.124 $ 210.472.066
$ 78.830.487 $ 26.004.146 $ 4.127.508.270

annual
growth $
3.764.323 $
595.434 $
1.281.358 $
Table 13: annual growth rates for all donors groups 2007 to 2015

617.935

$

423.835

$

20.400.142

Subtotal
$ 418.131.397
$ 517.004.726
$ 553.659.764
$ 553.585.398
$ 572.843.485
$ 582.166.460
$ 601.736.433
$ 607.712.586
$ 228.946.551
$ 4.635.786.801

$

27.083.027

The table above shows the annual growth rates for all donor groups. Of the USD 27.083 Mio average
growth rate per year from 2007 to 2014, Traditional Donors accounted for two thirds, or USD 20.400 Mio.
The RMS requested that UNRWA would diversify its traditional donor (TD) base. This donor grouping
includes the US, European Member States and the EU Commission. The RMS requested both a lesser
dependency on TDs as well as an improvement of the UNRWA relationship with them.
Conclusion
The evaluation observes that indeed the traditional donor base of UNRWA has increased as desired.
Progress is not from the beginning but the overall result of 61.3 per cent is above target.
Baseline [Number]

2012

2013

2014

NC
8
10
9
Table 14: 1.1.b Traditional donors subscribing to the Results Reporting matrix {increase from 4 to 10}

Target for 2015
10
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Background
In order to avoiding to report to each donor in a different format, UNRWA launched a Results Reporting
Matrix and acquired its donors to accept common reporting standards.

1.1.b TD subscribing to the Results Reporting
matrix {increase from 4 to 10}
12
10
8
6
4
2
0
2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

Chart 7: Trend of RMS indicator 1.1b

In 2013, 10 donors subscribed to the Results Reporting Matrix of UNRWA, which corresponds to reaching
the target. Indeed, UNRWA concludes that the fact that an increasing number of donors are using
standardized reporting requirements shows engagement of donors in the planning and monitoring process of
UNRWA.
However, in 2014 one donor less accepted the harmonized report. Still it is impossible to assess If the refuse
was came from technical or conscious concern. In any case, compared with the onset of the RMS, the
indicator can be considered successfully achieved.
Baseline [%]

2012

2013

89
86,87
Chart 8: 1.1.r Share of TD in GF income declines {from 89} to 84 per cent

2014

Target for 2015
9

84

Background
At the onset of the RMS strategy, in October 2011, Traditional Donors funded 89 per cent of the GF. The
aim of UNRWA was to reduce the share to 84 per cent, while widening the donor base. This would have led
to a more sustainable income of UNRWA.
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1.1.r Share of TD in GF income declines to 84%
87
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Chart 9: Trend of RMS indicator 1.1.r

Observation
The only data record available is that in 2012, when less than 87 per cent of UNRWA income was financed
by Traditional Donors. No further data from within the RMS monitoring system are available, but the
contribution database can be taken as reference.
year

percentage of TD's contributions to GF

2011

89

2012

87

2013

85

2014

86

Table 15: percentage of TD's contributions to GF in the reference period 2011-2014

Data extracted from the contribution database of UNRWA indicate that the benchmark will only be achieved
to a certain degree and the actual trend is actually moving away from the objective. Concretely, while
UNRWA aimed at reducing its GF dependency on traditional donors (TD) to 84 per cent, after some
improvements it only reduced its TD dependency from 87 per cent to 86 per cent.
Conclusion
In terms of the objective setting for the next RMS, it is necessary to evaluate whether the indicator cannot be
further optimized according to the SMART indicator approach. Concretely, the question would be : how
realistic was it to expect TD to contribute to the GF less than the 86 per cent actually achieved?
Baseline

2012

2013

43,86
81,86
Table 16: Indicator: 1.1.s. Share of EA income pledged by 2nd quarter from

2014

Target for 2015
50

Background
Emergency appeals need to arrive as early as possible in the year, so that UNRWA has sufficient
opportunity to implement EAs that sometimes are annual and expires.
The record available for 2012 amounted to nearly 82 per cent of EA being confirmed as incoming
contribution by the second quarter. No data was made available for 2013 and 2014. This data set seems
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questionable since it is a) twice as high as the objective and b) secondly does not correspond with
observations from the contribution data base.

1.1.s Share of EA income pledged by 2nd quarter
from 43 to 50%
80.00
70.00
60.00
50.00
40.00
30.00
20.00
10.00
2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

Chart 10: Trend of RMS indicator 1.1.s

Observation
After initial successes of donors pledging over 50 per cent early in the year, a result below benchmark was
achieved in 2014.

Jahre
Qrtl1
2012
$ 11.265.839
2013
$ 74.584.167
2014
$ 2.187.577
Total contributions
$ 88.037.584
per year

Qrtl2
$ 69.613.859
$ 55.720.521
$ 51.489.985
$ 176.824.366

Qrtl3
$ 20.487.615
$ 5.411.399
$ 95.897.514
$ 121.796.528

Qrtl4
$ 15.778.587
$ 51.336.509
$ 91.441.104
$ 158.556.200

Total
contributions per
year
$
117.145.900
$
187.052.597
$
241.016.181
$
545.214.678

Share gained
by UNRWA
and pledged
from donors
by Qrtl2
(including
Qrtl1)
$ 80.879.698
$ 130.304.689
$ 53.677.562
$ 264.861.949

% of total contributions
to EA in a year

Total of
contributions
to EA by
quarter;
derived from
"confirmed
date"
Quartale

69%
70%
22%

Table 17: total contributions to EA by quarter, based on the contribution's database confirmed-date-field

The table above shows calculations using contribution database's dates showing when agreements were
signed during the year. When adding contributions in the first and second Quarter (Qrtl), the amount gained
according to the RMS indicator of UNRWA can be calculated.
When displaying the achievements for the three years that the RMS was operational, a result below
benchmark was achieved in 2014, after initial success of donors pledging early in the year. What can be
seen in the right table columns above is that during the quarters 3 and 4 of 2014, the contributions
compensated and even exceeded previous years. While UNRWA benefited from growing contributions,
these arrived late in the year. Why this is the case cannot be explained with the contribution database as the
only source. The assumption seems plausible that the hostilities in the Gaza strip after 7 July 2014 may have
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compensated low earlier contributions during 2014.
Conclusion
This raises the question whether the indicator "1.1.s. Share of EA income pledged by 2nd quarter from" is
appropriate to measure success of the RMS. Are Emergency appeals foreseeable and do pledges respect
annuity? Events such as the bombing of GAZA in July 2014 cannot be captured with this definition looking
at calendar quarters. In annex chapter 1.3.2.4, the evaluation describes a possible way to describe the
timeliness of payments.
Baseline

2012

61,00

83,25

2013

2014

Target for 2015
83,00

Table 18: 1.1t Share of GF in come pledged by Q2

Background
Emergency appeals need to arrive as early as possible in the year, so that UNRWA has sufficient
opportunity to implement EAs. In the absence of data from the M&E system for the years 2013 and 2014,
the contribution database was taken.
Filtered
Funding
Portal

GF - General Fund

Jahre
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
Total
contribution
s to GF per
year

Qrtl1
$
$
$
$
$
$

$

204.470.997
322.083.402
299.927.979
137.745.721
109.582.041
178.622.553

Qrtl2
$
$
$
$
$
$

1.252.432.692 $

86.153.562
116.051.778
42.345.256
358.846.461
210.176.020
160.756.774

Qrtl3
$
$
$
$
$
$

974.329.852 $

74.227.078
32.748.737
306.376.214
60.575.445
20.483.468
49.779.545

Qrtl4
$
$
$
$
$
$

544.190.488 $

Table 19: total contributions to GF grouped by year and quarter

59.218.093
82.673.805
121.105.162
170.453.050
112.370.978
70.368.828

Total
contributions to
GF per year
$ 424.069.731
$ 553.557.722
$ 769.754.610
$ 727.620.676
$ 452.612.507
$ 459.527.700

Share on GF
gained by
UNRWA and
pledged from
donors
by Qrtl2 (including
Qrtl1)
$
290.624.560
$
438.135.180
$
342.273.234
$
496.592.181
$
319.758.061
$
339.379.327

616.189.916 $ 3.387.142.947 $ 2.226.762.543

% of total
contributions
to GF in a year

Total
contribution
s to GF
derived
from "sign
date"
Quartale

69%
79%
44%
68% RMS
71%
74%

66%
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1.1t Share of GF in come pledged by Q2 {from 61
to 81%}
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Chart 11: Trend of RMS indicator 1.1.t

Conclusion
It can be concluded that the trend was indeed positive and the "share of GF income pledged by Quarter 2"
rose from 65 per cent to 74 per cent. However, during 2010 – and thus before the RMS - 79 per cent of the
GF funds were confirmed by the second quarter or within June. This proportion seems to vary between 44
per cent and 79 per cent in the years 2009 to 2014 and it might be more realistic to fix a benchmark around
the average. The average across the analyzed years amounts to 66 per cent which would be two thirds and
this seems more feasible.
Baseline

2012

2013

2014

Target for 2015

8
7
8
16
Table 20: 1.1.1.a Number of signed GF multi-year framework agreements increases by 25 per cent {100 per cent}

Background
The more multi-year agreements are signed by UNRWA, the more sustainable and predictable is the Agency
income.

1.1.1.a Number of signed GF multi-year
framework agreements inceases by 25% {from 8 to
16}
10

8
6
4
2
0
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2012

Chart 12: Trend of RMS indicator 1.1.1.a

2013

2014

2015
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Observation
Based on the data from the UNRWA Monitoring system, non-achievement would need to be concluded.
However, the data found in the ERCD contribution database looks more positive.
Year 2015 only Q1

Number of "Multi-year Agreement"per year

Total amount acquired by "Multi-year
Agreement" in $

2011

0

0

2012

9

$ 164.255.367

2013

10

$ 166.724.126

2015

5

$ 55.635.994

Table 21: number of multi-year-agreements and amounts acquired through those 2011 to 2015

Normally, the period 2012 to 2014 would have been central. However, for the year 2014, no multi-yearagreement was recorded in the database of UNRWA. Additionally, the year 2015 has already recorded five
such agreements by the 8 of April, when the evaluation obtained the database extraction. Therefore the year
2015 was also taken into consideration.

Chart 13: Number of multi-year agreements acquired

The data show that the aim to raise the number of multi-year-agreements to 16 was not achieved. It is
unknown to what extent UNRWA will be able to count on additional such agreements for the year 2015.
Was this benchmark realistic from the onset?
Would donors determine their contributions years in advance given the uncertain situation in the Middle
East?
Baseline

2012

0
17
Table 22: 1.1.1.b. Income from multi-year framework

2013
13

2014

Target for 2015
25

Background
The more Multi-year agreements are in place, the more UNRWA may count on sustainable funding and the
more easily the five Field Offices are able to plan their operations. UNRWA‟s main intent is to raise its
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income from Multi-Year Framework Agreements by 25.

1.1.1.b. Income from multi-year framework
increases by 25 per cent
25%
20%

15%
10%
5%

0%
2011

2012

2013

2014

Chart 14: Trend of RMS indicator 1.1.1.b

Observation
Before 2012, there was no Multi-year Agreement registered in the Contribution Database. Therefore, the
indicator cannot be measured in relation to an initial baseline value. However, the absolute totals can be
registered as Table 23 and Chart 15 below shows.
Year only Q1 for 2015 added

Total amount acquired by "Multi-year Agreement"

2011

0

2012

$164.255.367

2013

$166.724.126

2014

0

2015

$55.635.994

Table 23: amounts acquired through multi-year-agreements

The table above shows that during the first and second year of the RMS, over USD 160 Mio have been
acquired by UNRWA each year. In 2014, the contribution database has no entries.
Despite the fact that year 2015 is not complete, it was added in order to show that during the first quarter
others contributions surged and over USD 55Mio have been already contributed through Multi-AnnualAgreements. The bar chart of Chart 15 shows this trend.
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Total amount acquired by "Multi-year
Agreement"
$180,000,000
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Chart 15: total amounts acquired by Multi-year-Agreement

The conclusion seems justifies the fact that benchmarks were too ambitious for the following reasons:


In the year 2011, no Multi-Annual Agreements were concluded by UNRWA; only during the RMS
period, this target was set appropriately.



Multi-Annual-Agreements are difficult for donors who cannot but commit to annual contributions.



Donors are confronted with competing priorities in the region from Syria to oPt, from Iraq to Lebanon.
Therefore, the evaluation recommends a more realistic objective setting in future.
Baseline

2012

2013

0
47,93
Table 24: 1.2.a. Diversified sources cover of GF increase

2014
54,58

Target for 2015
38,70

40,00

Background
The more diverse the donor base for the GF, the more reliably financial operations can be planned. The
guidebook explains "An increase in the share of contributions to the GF from diverse sources indicates a
widening of the donor base. RMS indicator "1.1.a Percentage of increase in GF income from Traditional
Donors" describes this effect already under the first output, which is analyzed in chapter 1.2.2 of this annex.
It is remarkable, that the Guidebook mentions in the second footnote that the RMS selects the 2011 baseline
at 11 per cent but changed to a 0 per cent because the report "did not use actual findings but projected
findings".
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1.2.a. Diversified sources cover of GF increase
60
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0
2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

Chart 16: Trend of RMS indicator 1.2.a

Observation
The values seem to overachieve despite a minor reduction below the 40 per cent target. To change baselines
is helpful only in very few cases and should be avoided in future. In the next RMS, SMART characteristics
of the indicators would help benchmarking more appropriately in order not to miss opportunities.
Baseline

2012

2013

11,00
13,13
14,73
Table 25: 1.2.b. Overall GF contribution from diversified sources

2014

Target for 2015

13,70

16,00

Background
The more diverse the donor base for the GF, the more reliable the income will be for UNRWA. The
definition of this indicator "GF income from diversified sources in reporting year/total GF income in
reporting year" does not specify what diversified sources are. However, results from the contribution
database match with the data from RMS indicators, when all donor groups (AB, EM, ML, NT and PV) except Traditional Donors - are added up and compared with the overall GF income.

1.2.b. Overall GF contribution from diversified
sources goes from 11 percent 2011 to 16 percent
2015
16
15.5
15
14.5
14
13.5
13
12.5
12
11.5
11
2011

2012

Chart 17: Trend of RMS indicator 1.2.b

2013

2014

2015
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Observation
Looking exclusively from the indicator point of view, the target was not attained. If the target was not
reached, neither the proportion of "diversified sources" maintained its value. However, this needs to be seen
in comparison to the 3 years before the RMS.
Income from diversified sources
(all except TD)

year

Subtotal income to GF

Income from diversified sources
(all except TD) in per centage of
total GF income per year

2009

$ 44.476.256

$ 553.659.764

7,64

2010

$ 57.470.683

$ 553.585.398

9,87

2011

$ 64.581.183

$ 572.843.485

11,09

2012

$ 75.507.480

$ 582.166.460

12,97

2013

$ 88.658.881

$ 601.736.433

15,23

2014

$ 83.390.032

$ 607.712.586

14,32

Table 17: Income from diversified sources and expressed in per centage of total GF income per year

Table 17 is calculated from the contribution database not only for the 3 RMS years but also the same
duration of 3 years beforehand. The proportion of income from diversified sources in per centage of total GF
income has grown year by year, as the following chart shows.

income from diversified sources (all except TD) in
% of total GF income per year
16.00%
14.00%
12.00%
10.00%
8.00%
6.00%
4.00%
2.00%
0.00%
2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

Chart 18: Trend of income from diversified sources (except TD) as per cent of total GF income according to contribution database

Observation
The share of contributions from "diversified sources" has steadily grown until 2014. It remains to be seen
whether 2015 brings back the growth of diversified sources, but in any case the positive trend generally
continued during the RMS years 2012 to 2014.
Baseline

2012

2013

2014

Target for 2015

Transfer type

3,00

4,53

6,60

5,48

4,00

in-kind and in-cash

2,58
3,58
4,97
Table 26: Arab share of GF income increases

4,49

4,00

in-cash only
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Background
Corresponding to the regional political importance of Arab donors for UNRWA, the objective was set to
increase their financial contributions from 3 per cent to 4 per cent of all contributions to the GF. UNRWA
indicators were reproduced with means from the contributions database, when the assumption was utilized to
add both in-kind and in-cash contributions. However, since in-kind contributions from Arab donors are
significant and since GF requires mostly flexible and usable in-cash donations, the in-kind donations were
filtered out and the lower line was calculated.

1.2.3.a. Arab share of GF income increases {from 3
to 4%}
7
6

5
1.2.3.a. Arab share of GF income
increases {from 3 to 4%}

4
3

proportion of Arab donations in
percentage of GF

2
1
0
2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

Chart 19: Trend of RMS indicator 1.2.3.a.

Observation
Donations from Arab donors have grown up to 5.48 per cent in 2014, which exceeds significantly the
benchmark of 4 per cent. Even when discounting in-kind donations and focusing on the in-cash donations,
the result is well above target with 4.49 per cent. In 2011, both transfer types (in-cash and in-kind) from
Arab donors made up 3.7 per cent of the GF. In order to maximize achievements in the next RMS, a more
ambitious objective setting might lead to higher accomplishments.
Baseline

2012

2013

2014

Target for 2015

0,94

0,97

0,79

2,53

2,00

Table 27: 1.2.4.a. Overall income from private sources

Background
The indicator describes the proportion of private donations to the overall income of UNRWA through all
funding portals. The objective was set to raise it to two per cent from the initial 0.94 per cent.
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1.2.4.a. Overall income from private sources
increases from 0.2 percent to {2%}
3
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Chart 20: Trend of RMS indicator 1.2.4.a.

Observation
The 442 contributions from the donor group "PV - Private Donors" between 2012 and 2014 shall be looked
closer in order to confirm the proportion from the overall income and trend. Again the contribution database
is taken as source. Already in the year 2009, the total income from private sources amounting to USD
18.255.541 corresponded to 1.81 per cent of the USD 993.183.916 of that year. After some initial drop,
about 1 per cent was reached by 2010 which was taken as reference for the RMS indicator.

Proportion of private to all donations to UNRWA
in [%]
3.00%
2.00%
1.00%
0.00%
2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

Chart 21: Proportion of income from private sources to UNRWA in percentage of all annual income

While surely the objective was reached to gain some 2 per cent of UNRWAs income from private donors,
the benchmark was set based on the low of about 1 per cent. A question for the next RMS will be to what
degree this can be further raised. Given that UNHCR was able to raise some 4 per cent in the year 2011,
should be motivation for UNRWA objective setting.
Baseline

2012

2013

2014

Target for 2015

Not known

13

77

94

80

Table 28: 1.3.a. Degree of projects monitored in the new Aggregate Project Reporting Template submitted in a timely manner
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Background
Indicator 1.3.a shows the number of projects assessed per number of projects that qualify for monthly
assessment. The percentages are charted against the objective of reaching 80 per cent. UNRWA expects a
clearer picture of both the implementation and expenditure status of projects in progress and improves donor
relationship management.

1.3.a. Degree of projects monitored in the new
Aggregate Project Reporting Template submitted
in a timely manner
100
80
60
40
20
0
2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

Chart 21: Trend of RMS indicator 1.3.a.

Observation
By reaching 94 per cent of the projects monitored submitted timely, UNRWA has attained an even better
result than the planned 80 per cent. This achievement should lead to higher level of donor satisfaction over
UNRWAs work and therefore contribute to more funding.

Additional evaluation questions and indicators
a) How many new donors (NDs) has UNRWA mobilized during the RMS?


At the onset of this evaluation, the evaluation team decided to specifically look into newly acquired
organizations, foundations, companies and governments entered in the UNRWA donor base. While
studying which new donors appeared during the RMS from 2012 to 2014, it became apparent that some
donors drop out over the previous periods but, for some reasons, it then appeared again during the RMS.
This is the reason for the following definition



New donors are those, who have not financed UNRWA before the RMS was put in place,



Reappeared donors are those who had financed UNRWA before the RMS started, but who appeared
again during the RMS.

Initially a threshold of USD 200'000 was set because it amounted to the highest staff costs observed; In this
way, only projects were identified, that amounted to the cost higher than one year of operation of one fund
raising officer who acquired the contribution. However, this has led to ignore important donors that started
contributing with very small amounts but becoming very significant thereafter. Some of these reappeared
donors had contributed significantly more during the RMS.
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#

Donor

Classification: new /
reappear

1

ASMEMB - UNRWA Area Staff Members

New

2

AZERBAIJAN - Government of Azerbaijan

New

3

BIZKAIA - Bizkaia Regional Council, Spain

New

4

CCC - Consolidated Contractors Company (CCC)

New

5

CHILE - Government of Chile

New

6

EAAF - Education Above All Foundation- Educate A Child Program

New

7

FAKHOORA - Education Above All Foundation - Al Fakhoora Programme

New

8

FUNRWAS - UNRWA Spanish Committee

New

9

GREECE - Government of Greece EUMS

New

10

ICRC - International Committee of Red Cross

New

11

IIRO - International Islamic Relief Organization

New

12

INAOPSI - Academy For Innovative Education

New

13

INTERPAL - Interpal

New

14

IRCANADA - Islamic Relief Canada

New

15

IRUSA - Islamic Relief, USA

New

16

IRW - Islamic Relief Worldwide

New

17

KHAZAN - Khazanah Nasional

New

18

LACAIXA - Fundacion La Caixa (FLC)

New

19

MAID - Muslim Aid

New

20

MALAYSIA - Government of Malaysia

New

21

NAMIBIA - Government of the Republic of Namibia

New

22

OCHA - UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA)

New

23

QCHARITY - Qatar Charity

New

24

RUSSIANFEDERATION - Government of Russia

New

25

SCOTTISH - The Scottish Government

New

26

SUNDRY-ARAB - Sundry Individual Donations via Arab Partners Unit

New

27

SUNDRY-ONLINE - Sundry Individual Donations via Worldpay

New

28

SUNDRY-PARTNERSHIP - Sundry Individual Donations via Private Partnership Division (Not
Online)

New

29

UAEFS - United Arab Emirates Friends Society

New

30

WEC - Waldensian Evangelical Church

New

31

CASTILLA - Castilla La Mancha Regional Government, Spain

reappeared

32

CATALONIA - Local Government of Catalonia, Spain

reappeared

33

DUBAICARES - Dubai Cares

reappeared

34

KFAED - Kuwaiti Fund For Arab Economic Development

reappeared

35

MEXICO - Government of Mexico

reappeared

36

PAKISTAN - Government of Pakistan

reappeared

37

QRCS - Qatari Red Crescent Society

reappeared

38

RCOB - Royal Charity Organization of Bahrain

reappeared

39

SUNDRY - Other Sundry Donors

reappeared

Table 18: lists the 30 donors that were mobilized during the RMS and 9 donors that reappeared from 2012-2014
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The table lists the 30 donors that were mobilized during the RMS and the nine donors that reappeared during
the RMS. UNRWA has defined the categorization “Donor type”, distinguishing, for example, governmental,
private or UN agencies among the eight types. The identified 39 donors are grouped in these donor types in
the following pie chart.

Number of new donors that contributed for the
first time or again during the RMS period 20122014
1

GOV - National Government
3 1

9

ICO - International Corporation
IDV - Standard Individual Donor

3
16

IGO - Intergovernmental
Organisation

5

IVN - International NGO (Private)

1
Chart 22: grouping of 30 new donors by donor type

Among the new donors, the largest group of a donor type is "IVN - International NGO (Private)" with 16
new donors, followed by 9 donors of the "GOV - National Government" type. Three new "ICO International Corporation".
b) Level of NDs total contributions
Between 2012 and 2014, the 30 new and 9 reappearing donors have made 210 contributions with a total of
USD 77.489.736. The following table lists these donors alphabetically and displays their individual
contributions.

Donor

Total contributions
from new donors
between 2012 and
2015

Total contributions
from reappearing
donors between 2012
and 2015

Totals per Donor

1

ASMEMB - UNRWA Area Staff Members

$ 296.969

$ 296.969

2

AZERBAIJAN - Government of Azerbaijan

$ 732.078

$ 732.078

3

BIZKAIA - Bizkaia Regional Council, Spain

$ 767.518

$ 767.518

4

CASTILLA - Castilla La Mancha Regional Government,
Spain

$ 541.998

$ 541.998

5

CATALONIA - Local Government of Catalonia, Spain

$ 265.252

$ 265.252

6

CCC - Consolidated Contractors Company (CCC)

$ 359.935

$ 359.935

7

CHILE - Government of Chile

$ 395.000

$ 395.000

8

DUBAICARES - Dubai Cares

9

EAAF - Education Above All Foundation- Educate A
Child Program

$ 4.971.750

$ 4.971.750

10

FAKHOORA - Education Above All Foundation - Al
Fakhoora Programme

$ 4.612.022

$ 4.612.022

11

FUNRWAS - UNRWA Spanish Committee

$ 157.675

$ 157.675

$ 3.000.262

$ 3.000.262
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12

GREECE - Government of Greece EUMS

$ 658.762

$ 658.762

13

ICRC - International Committee of Red Cross

$ 1.228.700

$ 1.228.700

14

IIRO - International Islamic Relief Organization

$ 1.000.000

$ 1.000.000

15

INAOPSI - Academy For Innovative Education

$ 83.341

$ 83.341

16

INTERPAL - Interpal

$ 452.653

$ 452.653

17

IRCANADA - Islamic Relief Canada

$ 3.123.807

$ 3.123.807

18

IRUSA - Islamic Relief, USA

$ 11.850.000

$11.850.000

19

IRW - Islamic Relief Worldwide

$ 753.665

$ 753.665

20

KFAED - Kuwaiti Fund For Arab Economic Development

21

KHAZAN - Khazanah Nasional

$ 300.000

$ 300.000

22

LACAIXA - Fundacion La Caixa (FLC)

$ 269.444

$ 269.444

23

MAID - Muslim Aid

$ 493.931

$ 493.931

24

MALAYSIA - Government of Malaysia

$ 50.000

$ 50.000

25

MEXICO - Government of Mexico

26

NAMIBIA - Government of the Republic of Namibia

$ 1.000.000

$ 1.000.000

27

OCHA - UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian
Affairs (OCHA)

$ 7.728.615

$ 7.728.615

28

PAKISTAN - Government of Pakistan

29

QCHARITY - Qatar Charity

30

QRCS - Qatari Red Crescent Society

31

RCOB - Royal Charity Organization of Bahrain

32

RUSSIANFEDERATION - Government of Russia

33

SCOTTISH - The Scottish Government

34

SUNDRY - Other Sundry Donors

35

SUNDRY-ARAB - Sundry Individual Donations via Arab
Partners Unit

36

SUNDRY-ONLINE - Sundry Individual Donations via
Worldpay

37

$ 12.000.000

$ 1.365.000

$ 1.019.969
$ 1.000.000

$12.000.000

$ 1.365.000

$ 1.019.969
$ 1.000.000

$ 600.000

$ 600.000

$ 5.846.107

$ 5.846.107

$ 4.000.000

$ 4.000.000

$ 844.595

$ 844.595
$ 1.481.806

$ 1.481.806

$ 10.000

$ 10.000

$ 2.459.454

$ 2.459.454

SUNDRY-PARTNERSHIP - Sundry Individual
Donations via Private Partnership Division (Not Online)

$ 437.664

$ 437.664

38

UAEFS - United Arab Emirates Friends Society

$ 800.000

$ 800.000

39

WEC - Waldensian Evangelical Church

$ 531.765

$ 531.765

Total
Table 19: Income from new and reappearing donors from 2012 to 2014

$ 51.369.342

$ 26.120.394

$77.489.736

The table above lists contributions between 2012 and 2014 by new or reappearing donors to all funding
portals. The total of USD 77.489.736 represents contributions from 30 new donors amounting to USD
51,369,342 as well as contributions from 9 reappearing donors with an envelope of USD 26,120,394.
It is remarkable that by far the largest contribution of USD 12 million was given to the Gaza Reconstruction
portal by one Arab donor.
When further analysing the trends of new donors over time, a very mixed picture emerges. On the one hand
there have been donors like the KFAED (Kuwaiti Fund for Arab Economic Development) that contributed
significantly but only with a single grant. While this donation was the biggest, it was not repeated and it does
not allow any prognosis whether this donor will contribute in future.
There is another donor behaviour that can be observed; the "RCOB - Royal Charity Organization of
Bahrain" that contributed with USD 102 in 2012, but increased its contributions with two contracts of little
less than 5 Mio in 2014.
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A third donor behaviour is observable with Sundry; with its two branches it provided 62 contributions over 3
years, amounting to a total of USD 3,644,109.34.
Contributions have been received by UNRWA through all funding portals. Two new donors are noteworthy
because of their strategic value. ICRC has donated USD 1,228,700.00 for Syria in 2014 once and might be
repeated if the ICRC wishes to support the work of UNRWA with Palestinian refugees. OCHA has
contributed 15 times between 2012 and 2015 with a considerable amount of over USD6,7 million.
Remarkable is also that the size of contributions increased.
Given such a mixed picture, the only conclusion is to determine criteria that allow focusing on donors that
are:


Significant, also with small and un-earmarked contributions



Worth investing also in potential terms



Reliable and foreseeable.

c) Average size of new contributions by Funding Portal
Average size of contribution acquired by new and reappearing donors in [$]
Funding Portal

Years
2012

2013

2014

194.764

97.853

579.139

GF - General Fund

24.127

186.693

254.115

PJ - Projects

31.795

47.696

161.091

SY - Syria Appeal

110.175

499.594

390.315

Average

360.862

831.837

1.384.660

EA - Emergency Assistance

Table 20: average size of contributions from new and reappearing donors in $

The table above shows the average size of contributions from new and reappearing donors. The results are
broken down by funding portal, excepting the Gaza reconstruction portal which is of a different category.
The average sizes of contributions grew from 2012 to 2014. This leads to less administrative work per
acquired income and hence to a higher efficiency.
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Average size of contribution made by new and
reappearing donors in 2012-2014
$700,000
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$EA - Emergency
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SY - Syria Appeal

Chart 23: average size of contributions from new and reappearing donors per funding portal

The chart above shows the Average size of contribution acquired by new and reappearing donors in the
funding portals EA, GF, PJ and SY during the three years of the RMS. Other than the Emergency Assistance
portal, all portals show increasingly larger contributions over time.
Whether this growing efficiency is a result of the RMS cannot be concluded from this data. Since larger
contributions involve less workload of proposal writing, reporting and accounting, this is a positive
tendency.
e) How quickly do donors approve funding proposals and pay their pledges?
Donors send their donations to UNRWA according to their individual financial regulations. Institutional
Donors and particularly national governments like the US, Germany or the UK have binding fiscal years.
It was planned to analyse this question in order to reflect the last months of the year however, such data was
not obtainable within the given timeframe. Therefore, two other methods of analysis were applied here that
shall be used as proxy-indicators.


Monthly spectra of contributions agreed,



Outstanding payments that UNRWA has written off.

Generally, emergency appeal periods need to be carefully distinguished from years in which UNRWA fund
raising deals with continuing funding requirements. The contribution database allows for statistically
analysing the dates when contributions are agreed between UNRWA and its donors. The software analysis
of the contribution database also allows monthly, quarterly or annual grouping. In order to study the three
years of the RMS from 2012 to 2014 and solidly compare them, the three previous complete years (2009 to
2011) are taken in consideration.
In the last year of the UNRWA RMS, 2014, the total contribution of USD1.322.262.052 was received in the
monthly breakdown shown in the following table.
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Total amount in USD received in months 1-12 (January December of a calendar year)

Annual
Percentage

Year

Month: 1=January to 12= December

2014

1

107.820.529

8

2014

2

78.865.933

6

2014

3

37.931.165

3

2014

4

121.647.218

9

2014

5

26.784.044

2

2014

6

257.181.009

19

2014

7

165.274.755

12

2014

8

155.712.359

12

2014

9

49.114.999

4

2014

10

30.860.259

2

2014

11

90.881.905

7

2014

12

200.187.876

15

Total
1.322.262.052
Table 21: UNRWA income during 2014 breakdown per month in $ and percentage of annual total

100

The table shows the contributions by month 1 through 12 of the calendar year. On the right side, the
percentages of the total annual income are shown. This total income across all funding portals needs to be
differentiated since it is assumed that only the GF gives an insight into a yearly recurring funding need that
is responded to by donors.
When displaying this on a bar chart, a "spectrum" of monthly contributions to the General Fund GF appears.

Chart 24: Monthly proportions of contributions to UNRWA for 2014

This monthly spectrum for 2014 has its barycentre in the middle of the year from June to August, when most
donations are confirmed. Portions delivered of yearly income are considerable after the month of April and
towards the end of the year. The hostilities in July 2014 triggered UNRWA launching emergency appeals to
which donors did effectively respond, This should only indirectly influence this pattern since only
contributions to the GF are displayed.
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Chart 25: Monthly contributions to UNRWA GF for 2013

The chart above shows in which month of the year 2013 what proportion of the total annual amount USD
1.131.060.374 was confirmed for the GF. It is also evident that in absolute and relative terms, dates
confirming contributions were earlier than in 2014.

Chart 26: Monthly contributions to UNRWA GF for 2012

During 2012, USD 1,016,236.263 were given to UNRWA and the largest part, USD 349.381.625 was
contributed during the month of June. To compare this with the period before the RMS, the same duration
should be looked at, which comprises the three years 2011, 2010 and 2009:
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Chart 27: Monthly contributions to UNRWA GF for 2011

The above chart shows the level of contributions per month in the year 2011.. Here during each of the
months of January and August over USD 250 Mio were provided to UNRWA.

Chart 28: Monthly contributions to UNRWA GF for 2010

From the total yearly income USD 841.162.158 during 2010, the month of January brought USD
303.344.838, which is about a third of the total. June brought another large amount of USD 145.394.352.
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Chart 29: Monthly contributions to UNRWA GF for 2009

The year 2009 started with the largest proportion of the yearly total USD 872.117.434 amounting to USD
198.427.847 that have been provided in January. In this way, over a fifth of the yearly income was
contributed in the first month of the year 2009.
Over the years 2009 to 2011, contributions to UNRWA by month show a greater proportion of income
confirmed during the months January through March compared with the RMS period. During 2012 to 2014,
confirmations came increasingly later. While in 2014 the largest contributions were confirmed from June to
August, all the years 2009 to 2011 started with some USD 300 Mio confirmed in January.
2014 was characterized by the events in Gaza, but also the two previous years did show the same trend of
later confirmations. 2012, for example, showed most contributions in June, and 2013 had most contributions
only confirmed in the months of April, May and December. Early confirmations of contributions provide
UNRWA with a solid basis for financial planning. In the absence of this, the core programmes in health,
education and social services / relief may experience delay.
It is not possible to conclude that this phenomenon occurred because of the RMS. However, the patterns of
confirmations for funds to UNRWA during the RMS have been significantly delayed than during the
previous three years and this trend - even starting before the RMS - is significant.
As a second step to evaluate the timeliness of contribution agreements, the totals of outstanding payments
that UNRWA has written off are described. The contribution database captures the field "written off" which
means that UNRWA considers the financial contribution agreement as closed. Expressed differently when
this binary field is "true", UNRWA does not expect any further payments from the respective donor. The
following example of the "KHALIFA - Khalifa Bin Zayed Al Nahyan Foundation" is selected which agreed
to contribute USD 1.5 Mio on 29 March 2010. By 8 April 2015, the contribution database shows that
UNRWA had received USD 599.981. That means for this agreement, the amount of USD 900,018 would
still be outstanding.
This is interesting since it demonstrates which proportion of the agreements made were actually received
from a given donor. Below, the various donor types are grouped to distinguish governmental from private
donors. Furthermore, in kind donations are excluded since they rather do not provide cash. Most on-going
projects or contributions still have the "written off" field for the period up to 2012. In order to obtain a
longer period, the years back to 2007 were examined.
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$ 78

UNO - UN
Org./Agency

RGV - Regional
Government

LCO - Local
Corporation

IVN - International
NGO (Private)

IGO Intergovernmental
Organization

IDV - Standard
Individual Donor

ICO - International
Corporation

Years

GOV - National
Government

FND - Foundation

Donor Type

total

2007

$ 28

$159.394

$ 4.953

$ 234.081

$ 62.483

$ 680.778

$ 1.141.795

2008

$ 82

$1.315.805

$ 218

$ 36.241

$ 258.274

$ 170.027

$ 1.780.647

2009

$ 3.254

$ 143.961

$19.654

$ 438.898

$10.729.518

$ 931.001

$
12.266.286

2010

$900.608

$ 404.363

$ 10.390

$ 873.197

$ 8.100.643

$ 250.000

$ 741.828

$
11.281.030

2011

$ 1.349

$1.370.272

$ 255

$ 204.537

$ 4.301.593

$ 297.518

$ 1.301.176

$ 7.493.700

2012

$ 8.666

$ 284.083

$ 207.592

$ 10.848.982

$ 30.000

$
11.379.322

2013

$ 20

$ 178.881

$ 3.563

$ 8.666

$17.000

$ 191.130
$ 2.000

2014
total

$914.007

$3.856.759

$ 10.645

$24.825

$1.998.108

$ 34.310.159

$17.000

$ 549.596

$ 2.000
$ 3.854.811

$
45.535.910

Table 22: 45 million in outstanding and "written-off" payments broken down by year and donor type

The figure of over USD 45 million in outstanding payments over the years 2007 to 2012 needs to be
reflected assuming that projects older than 3 years are completed.

Totals of outstanding payments that UNRWA has
written off
15,000,000.00

10,000,000.00
5,000,000.00
0.00
2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Chart 30: totals of outstanding payments that UNRWA has "written off"

The bar chart visualizes these outstanding payments and remarkably, from 2009 to 2012, between USD
7,493,700 and USD 12,266,286 remained outstanding.
This might be due to a number of reasons which might include:


UNRWA might have not requested the funds because of the context changing such as safety in Gaza
during hostilities,



UNRWA might have been disallowed parts of its income since the donor disallowed certain costs, or



The donor has changed their mind and abandoned the contribution agreement.

Where the second reason applies, UNRWA can restore income and donor satisfaction to some extent. While
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this tendency appeared before the RMS, the total of USD 45 Mio seems a significant amount to be written
off.

Data tables
This chapter contains tables that exhibit UNRWAs income over time and by a number of characteristics; for
example Donor Group, Funding Portal or currency. Furthermore, chapter 1.4.2 will describe UNRWAs
donor base and changes. As a first step, contributions to the GF are filtered out.

Year
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
Totals

AB - Arab
Donors
$
6.945.471
$
10.175.304
$
10.698.903
$
16.408.785
$
21.189.275
$
26.416.284
$
39.720.169
$
33.295.734
$
3.850.000
$ 168.699.925

EM - Emerging
Market Donors
$
453.502
$
422.561
$
1.424.291
$
1.591.215
$
1.490.946
$
9.640.586
$
4.467.324
$
4.621.543
$
2.140.000
$
26.251.967

ML - Multilateral Donors
$ 20.696.429
$ 20.285.242
$ 23.102.133
$ 25.694.947
$ 27.458.094
$ 25.469.558
$ 29.585.967
$ 29.665.935
$
6.533.701
$ 208.492.006

NT NonTraditional
Donors
$ 6.026.085
$ 7.690.302
$ 8.144.486
$ 9.109.479
$ 9.922.280
$ 10.475.709
$ 11.177.859
$ 10.351.627
$ 5.932.661
$ 78.830.487

annual
growth $
3.764.323 $
595.434 $
1.281.358 $
Table 23: contributions of GF by donor group per year

PV - Private
Donors
$ 2.488.351
$
536.284
$ 1.106.443
$ 4.666.258
$ 4.520.588
$ 3.505.342
$ 3.707.562
$ 5.455.194
$
18.124
$ 26.004.146

617.935 $

TD - Traditional
Donors
$ 381.521.560
$ 477.895.034
$ 509.183.508
$ 496.114.715
$ 508.262.302
$ 506.658.980
$ 513.077.552
$ 524.322.554
$ 210.472.066
$ 4.127.508.270

423.835 $

Annual income per funding portal (all donor groups)
Contributions by Funding Portal, Year
Contrib. in [$]

Funding Portal (subtotal)

Year

EA - Emergency Assistance

2009

330.294.391

2010

172.469.082

2011

153.858.802

2012

142.991.315

2013

141.976.856

2014

313.411.260

EA - Emergency Assistance
GF - General Fund

656.622.275

598.379.431

1.255.001.705
2009

553.659.764

2010

553.585.398

2011

572.843.485

2012

582.166.460

2013

601.736.433

2014

607.712.586

GF - General Fund
GZ - Gaza Reconstruction

Subtotals

1.680.088.647

1.791.615.480

3.471.704.126
2010

18.499.966

2011

100.119.735

2012

37.178.219

2013

123.028.721

2014

88.606.102

118.619.701

248.813.042

Subtotal
$ 418.131.397
$ 517.004.726
$ 553.659.764
$ 553.585.398
$ 572.843.485
$ 582.166.460
$ 601.736.433
$ 607.712.586
$ 228.946.551
$ 4.635.786.801

20.400.142 $

27.083.027

Evaluation of the Resource Mobilization Strategy 2012 - 2015 | UNRWA
GZ - Gaza Reconstruction
NB - NBC Reconstruction

367.432.743
2009

51.165.341

2010

30.285.690

2011

18.918.299

2012

10.844.702

2013

25.099.339

2014

247.689

NB - NBC Reconstruction
NR - NBC Relief

2009

20.714.374

2010

13.681.134

2011

17.859.395

2012

7.657.419

2013

7.074.874

2014

2.000.000

36.191.730

52.254.904

16.732.292

68.987.196
2009

53.734.592

2010

55.264.702

2011

126.459.571

2012

90.002.541

2013

85.910.671

2014

119.654.888

PJ - Projects Subtotal
SY - Syria Appeal

100.369.330

136.561.060

NR - NBC Relief Subtotal
PJ - Projects

80

235.458.865

295.568.100

531.026.965
2011

3.124.629

2012

34.204.866

2013

241.371.776

2014

190.629.526

SY - Syria Appeal Subtotal
Total

3.124.629

466.206.169

469.330.797
6.300.044.594

6.300.044.594

Table 24: UNRWA income per funding portal and year

The USD 6.3 Billion that UNRWA received in contributions can be attributed to different portals. Besides
the traditional General Fund GF, Emergency Appeal EA and Projects PJ, specific portals such as Nar El
Bared or Gaza Reconstruction have been established. Since the RMS was in place from 2012 to 2014,
subtotals have been calculated. Where possible also the data for 2009-2011 before the RMS were inserted.
Income per year and field
In the contribution database the field "field of operations" allows a partial insight into the geographical usage
of contributions, such as the five field offices and HQ. Out of the 4330 contributions recorded, 2718 do
have a geographical specification for the contribution. The table hereunder shows the breakdown of
contributions by field of implementation for the years 2009 to 2014. The five field offices and two HQ have
numbers 0 through 7 and their full titles needed to be shortened or abbreviated in order to make this table fit
on a page.

Evaluation of the Resource Mobilization Strategy 2012 - 2015 | UNRWA

81

Year

Contributions Attributed to field of Operation.
Field of Implementation
0 - HQ Amn

2009

2010
1.512.833

2011
439.659

2012
3.252.023

0 - HQ Amn, 5 - JFO, 2 - Gaza, 6 - WB
0 - HQ Amn, 5 - JFO, 3 - LFO, 6 - WB

2013
2.776.934

2014
2.994.702

Total
4.905.157

265.252
1.739.261

0 - HQ Amn, 5 - JFO, 4 - Syria

265.252

4.803

1.744.064

50.000

50.000

0 - HQ Amn, 5 - JFO, 4 - Syria, 3 - LFO

3.287.126

0 - HQ Amn, 5-JFO, 4-Syria, 3-LFO, 2-Gaza,
6-WB
0 - HQ Amn, 5 - JFO, 4 - Syria, 3 - LFO, 2 Gaza, 6 - WB, 7 - HQ Gaza
0 - HQ Amn, 7 - HQ Gaza

919.590

8.291.162

375.135

64.049
270.006

15.881.309

3.287.126
135.874
39.320.118

26.566

154

9.721.914
28.166.340

67.550.506

1.929.438

2.226.010

2 - Gaza

187.605.758

82.475.735

135.569.459

134.081.172

205.242.817

421.822.847

1.166.797.787

2 - Gaza, 6 - WB

139.716.728

99.164.898

115.677.817

105.981.165

99.211.866

91.743.043

651.495.517

3 - LFO

82.220.507

55.907.445

59.084.492

61.793.291

123.804.958

19.285.912

402.096.607

4 - Syria

11.995.902

15.287.490

21.233.979

32.836.085

45.741.652

57.007.993

184.103.101

27.852.352

8.293.839

36.146.191

2.340.962

1.354.999

4.507.479

5.133.841

4.141.618

2.962.812

20.441.710

58.998

58.998

11.437.416

76.216.746

87.654.161

1.856.946

1.856.946

5.210.273

110.154.870

45.641.296

161.006.439

4 - Syria, 3 - LFO
5 - JFO
5 - JFO, 2 - Gaza
5 - JFO, 3 - LFO, 2 - Gaza, 6 - WB

559.329

559.329

5 - JFO, 4 - Syria
5 - JFO, 4 - Syria, 2 - Gaza
5 - JFO, 4 - Syria, 3 - LFO
5 - JFO, 4 - Syria, 3-LFO, 2 - Gaza, 6- WB
6 - WB

135.000

1.371.661

2.541.290

24.626.486

9.054.673

6.579.669

44.308.779

22.587.605

26.007.599

10.368.280

8.606.472

26.419.405

18.088.260

112.077.621

155.757

139.065

152.733

1.961.454

1.043.670

3.749.079

2.065.867

557.752.451

559.337.464

628.115.043

517.853.690

1.009.568.462

843.785.973

993.183.916

905.045.521

284.448.509

365.068.873

387.191.831

709.856.243

6 - WB, 7 - HQ Gaza
7 - HQ Gaza
unspecified
Total

Total of specified Fields of implement.
451.816.010
Table 25: UNRWA Income attributed to UNRWA fields and HQ

447.555
2.414.485

1.593.422

12.827.977

516.342.427

538.038.618

3.317.439.695

1.226.198.670

1.322.262.052

6.300.044.594

784.223.434

2.982.604.899
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Consequences of currency fluctuations (2014)
UNRWA receives contributions in many currencies and transfers them into US Dollars for their UN
accounting system and procedures. During the year before the evaluation in 2014, the following 15
currencies were processed.
Contributions to UNRWA by currency for the year 2014
Currency

Donor Currency

Amount in USD

USD

770.632.549,14

770.632.549

EUR

231.129.144,71

301.046.511

GBP

59.498.840,00

97.819.802

SEK

362.000.000,00

54.687.686

NOK

233.530.000,00

35.548.941

DKK

123.500.000,00

22.188.555

CHF

19.185.999,96

21.254.917

AUD

10.000.000,00

8.720.981

JPY

637.122.000,00

5.428.548

CAD

3.500.000,00

3.123.807

NZD

1.250.000,00

1.076.205

ILS

1.390.888,45

382.022

SYP

31.034.400,00

170.624

AED

450.000,00

122.460

JOD

41.377,23

58.442
1.322.262.052

Table 26: UNRWA income in 2014 breakdown by donor-currency

The table above shows the 15 currencies of donors and their corresponding USD amounts. The most
prevalent donor currency is the USD. The Euro is the second most frequent currency. The EU Member
States together with the European Commission are the largest donor group. When breaking down UNRWA
income of USD 8.205.905.676 from 1 Jan 2007 to 8 April 2015, over USD 3.5 billion were donated by this
group of donors.
Nevertheless, when donor groupings are not applied the US is the single largest donor.
This is relevant since the EURO has fallen against the USD in the past year. Should this trend continue, this
might bring further losses of some ten millions per year to UNRWA.
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UNRWA Income to all Funding
Portals from EC and EU Member
States (USD)

3 year Period

UNRWA Income to all Funding
Portals Government of United
States (USD)

83

UNRWA Income to all Funding
Portals from all other donors than
EU and US (USD)

3 year before RMS 2009-11

1.328.746.818

756.273.569

761.517.963

3 years of RMS 2012-14

1.381.813.279

936.103.347

1.135.589.617

Totals

2.710.560.097

1.692.376.917

1.897.107.580

Grand total

6.300.044.594

Table 27: UNRWA income in the 3 years during the RMS and 3 years before grouped by US, EU (including EU-MS and Commission)
and all other donors

The 3 years before and during the RMS
A Comparison of the United States, Euro zone donors and all other donors is visualized below.

3 years before RMS
2009-11

3 years of RMS
2012-14

UNRWA's
Income to all
Funding Portals
from EC and EU
Member States
27%
47%

UNRWA's
Income to all
Funding Portals
Government of
United States

26%
UNRWA's
Income to all
Funding Portals
from all other
donors than EU
and US

UNRWA's
Income to all
Funding Portals
from EC and EU
Member States

33%

40%

27%

UNRWA's
Income to all
Funding Portals
Government of
United States
UNRWA's
Income to all
Funding Portals
from all other
donors than EU
and US

Chart 31: Left: Proportion of UNRWA income from 2009-2014 (Right 2012-2014) from US, EU (Comm and MS) and all others

Donor Base
There are precisely 200 donors of any kind that contributed to UNRWA income in 2014. Each of these
donors has different regulations and funding portals.. The challenge of UNRWA is to match the needs of
their 5.2 million beneficiaries with the preferences and orientation of its donors and to apply for funding,
implement the project, and to report and account for it. This overwhelming diversity of donors is displayed
in the pie chart below.
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Total contributions
[USD]
USA - Government of United States
of America
EC - European Commission

SAUDIARABIA - Government of
Saudi Arabia
UK - Government of United
Kingdom
GERMANY - Government of
Germany
SWEDEN - Government of Sweden

Chart 32: Share of UNRWA donors for 2014

In order analyse the donor base properly, an assessment of the different funding portals is needed.

Number of Donors contributing to the 3 selected funding portals over the years of the RMS and the same period before

Year

Number of donors
contributing to "EA"

Number of donors
contributing to "GF"

Number of donors
contributing to "Syria"

2009

100

67

2010

44

76

2011

42

79

5

2012

42

78

22

2013

31

91

43

2014

125

88

49

GF Donor base
growth
31

Table 28: Number of donors for Funding portals EA, GF and Syria 2009-11 and 2012-14

13
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Number of donors per funding portal
2009-2014
140
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"EA"
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Chart 33: Number of Donors for Funding portals EA, GF and Syria



Number of Donors contributing to the 3 main funding portals (GF, EA and Projects) over the years of the
RMS shows the two emergencies to which UNRWA responded in 2009 and 2014,



It shows a steady growth of donor-numbers contributing to the GF by 13 per cent during the RMS. This is
in line with indicator “1.1.r” defined in the RMS,



For the Syria funding portal, ERCD managed to mobilize an increasing number of donors.



During the implementation of the RMS, the donor base for all portals fluctuated depending on the
stability of the Near East region.



Where armed conflict threatened Palestinian refugees and their security, EA and Syria contributions
increased sharply.



Since GF is not seen to directly respond to such situations, this portal shows less fluctuation.

Contributions from Emerging Markets to UNRWA

Under the RMS 2012 - 2015, UNRWA intended to raise the share of income from emerging markets.
Besides BRIC-countries, UNRWA lists as emerging markets donors from countries like Korea and Thailand.
During the period preceding the RMS, contributions from emerging markets amounted to an average of 0.3
per cent. Between 2012 and 2014, the average annual contribution to UNRWA does not exceed 1 per cent,
as shown in the table below.

Year

Share of annual income to all FP in [%] from Emerging Markets
(EM)

2009

0,30

2010

0,25

2011

0,32

2012

1,18

2013

0,38

Average
per 3 years

2014
1,32
Table 29: Share of annual income to all FP in [%] from Emerging Markets (EM)

0,29

0,96
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In the chart below the trend is seen as relatively volatile.

Share of annual income to all FP in [%] from
Emerging Markets (EM)
1.40%
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Chart 34: Share of annual income to all FP in [%] from Emerging Markets (EM)

Funds from donors grouped by UNRWA as emerging markets seem to fluctuate; since in 2013 it had a low
with 0.38 per cent and rose again to 1.32 per cent in 2014. The average of 0.96 per cent -during the RMS- is
higher than before, but still disappointing in the view of the evaluation. It is questionable how much
UNRWA can depend on this funding source.
Selected donors – Development of individual contributions 2007-2014
On the following pages a number of selected donor contributions over the past seven years are displayed.
These show trends for all funding portals in US dollars. The donors are sorted alphabetically and the list
contains Traditional Donors (TD) and Emerging Market donors interviewed during the evaluation. All
donations are governmental donations.

Total contributions: Brazil [$]
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Chart 35: Donations during 2008-2014 from Government of Brazil

Brazil is in the process of emanating a law that will make its contributions to UNRWA easier to process and
more regular. It is undergoing a period of austerity measures but is a strong supporter of the UNRWA
vision and programme approach as well as of the Palestinian cause.

Evaluation of the Resource Mobilization Strategy 2012 - 2015 | UNRWA

87

Total contributions: Canada [$]
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Chart 36: Donations during 2008-2014 from Government of Canada

Canada, as result of new elections, has decided to reorient its Middle East policy. The decline in funding to
UNRWA is thus not primarily related to the performance of the Agency but to changed prioritization at
donor level.
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Chart 37: Donations during 2008-2014 from Government of Switzerland

Switzerland is in the process of reorienting its funding towards more developmental funding sources. It
hopes to increase its contributions to UNRWA significantly in the coming years. The country will be
Deputy Chair of AdCom as of July 2015 and Chair of AdCom as of July 2016.

Total contributions: Denmark [$]
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Chart 38: Donations during 2008-2014 from Government of Denmark

Denmark is a strong supporter of UNRWA since 1949 and has signed a Multilateral Agreement in 2013. Its
priority is the GF, and no EA contributions were made in 2014. Denmark‟s funding has increased in spite of
the economic difficulty of this country. Denmark has funded the UNRWA Archive project in the amount of
USD 770,000.
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Total contributions: EC Europeaid [$]
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Chart 39: Donations during 2008-2014 from European Commission (EUROPEAID)

The European Union is a strong financial supporter of UNRWA. The key points of the EU contribution
strategy to UNRWA are that a return to core mandatory functions is imminent and should result in savings.
The EU is the second largest donor of UNRWA and has sustained budget increases in the past. This trend is
not likely to continue and UNRWA is reminded to have to live within its means.

Total contributions: Finland [$]
10,000,000
8,000,000
6,000,000
4,000,000
2,000,000
0
2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

Chart 40: Donations during 2008-2014 from Government of Finland

Finland is a strong supporter of UNRWA and provides some USD 4.5 Mio per year untied. It is concerned
about the financial situation of UNRWA and the pressure on the Agency and has kept its contribution levels
steady, even under austerity. Finland well recognize the UNRWA reporting instruments and sees itself as a
flexible donor with good relationship with ERCD.
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Chart 41: Donations during 2008-2014 from Government of Germany

Germany is using humanitarian funding under the budget of the Federal Foreign Office and developmental
funding under BMZ to support UNRWA. Its contributions have steadily increased over the recent years. At
the AdCom, Germany is represented by the Federal Foreign Ministry.
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Total contributions: Japan [$]
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Chart 42: Donations during 2008-2014 from Government of Japan

Japan is AdCom member since 1973 and occupies the 8th place in donor ranking. It has seen a steady
increase of contributions (2015: 32 Mio, excluding JICA) and sees itself as a reliable partner of UNRWA.
Education & health are seen as priority services and funding priorities. Japan wishes to obtain more
visibility for its contributions and would like to see an increased “burden-sharing”, especially with Arab
donors.
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Chart 43: Donations during 2008-2014 from Government of Norway

Norway is a reliable partner of UNRWA and shares information of future contribution levels early. It
honours its promises early in the year. Its priority area of funding is Gaza. It is part of the „Group of Five‟,
the inner donor grouping, which is currently developing common ground on support to the core UNRWA
mandate.
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Chart 44: Donations during 2008-2014 from Government of Sweden

Sweden is strongly committed to the Palestinian cause. It supports UNRWA priorities like education, health
& social services and sees itself as a predictable, un-earmarked funding oriented donor. It is an advocate of
stronger accountability & effectiveness.
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Chart 45: Donations during 2008-2014 from Government of UK

The United Kingdom is the third largest donor of UNRWA and has steadily increased its contributions. It
may not be able to do that in the near future. It emphasizes value for money and is part of the „Group of
Five‟, representing the largest UNRWA donors.
Chart 47: Donations during 2008-2014 from
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Chart 46: Donations
during 2008-2014 from Government of USA
Government
of USA

The United States of America is the largest single donor to UNRWA and it liaises with UNRWA through its
affiliate of the Bureau of Population, Refugees, and Migration of State Department in Jerusalem. In 2014,
the US paid some USD 400 million to UNRWA, of these only 5 million for projects. The US feels that the
GF should not be called recurrent costs. It provides Project Support Costs to specific programmes and not
for the GF, and US funding is primarily un-earmarked.
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Annex 7: Note on non-traditional RM options for UNRWA in the face of the
GF funding shortfall and current deficit.
The GF funding portal is constantly underfunded and suffers from chronic deficits, currently in excess of
USD 100 million. In the past, shortfalls were covered by donors but there is no guarantee that such action
will be repeated in 2015. On two occasions in the past, the General Assembly (GA) came to the rescue of
UNRWA but without resolving its insecurity. This year‟s shortfall has reached dramatic dimensions despite
a slight increase in contributions over the RMS period. For extended periods in Q1 and Q2 of 2015, the
Agency has had cash reserves covering less than one week. UNRWA quasi unique position in the UN
system lies on the assumption that a political solution to the Palestine problem would materialize; this
assumption seems increasingly difficult to sustain. Traditional or normal Resource Mobilization activities,
even if greatly improved, will not be able to resolve this crucial problem. Several options are open and other
alternatives may be combined to strengthen Resource Mobilization effects. Not acting on any of these
options might delay the restoration of a solid funding base.
It is suggested that the Commissioner-General should consider acting on one or more of the following
options with due urgency:







The shrinking of the GF; UNRWA could shrink the GF to a fund exclusively oriented to
local employee salary and pension fund costs and present these costs to the General
Assembly for annual core funding. The General Assembly appears to be a realistic core
option to address the immediate situation. The General Assembly option could be explored,
be it alone or in parallel with partnerships and trust fund ideas.
A calculation of PSC forgone due to direct implementation and to the specific situation of
the Agency and presentation of the package to the General Assembly for approval of deficit
relief.
A further reduction of programme and services to a bare minimum, while downsizing of
and/or terminating staff;
The establishment of a Trust Fund in one of the three core mandate areas, preferably
education or health so as to effectively promote quality and secure future options for
Palestinian refugees in terms of labour market integration and livelihood;
A more strategic use of partnerships to relieve the burden of GF by attracting long-term and
reliable partners.
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Non-traditional resource mobilization options open to UNRWA in view of the size of the GF deficit in mid-2015
Addressee

Addressee

Addressee

Addressee

Partnerships

General-Assembly

General Assembly

Refugees and staff as well
as host countries

Donors and host countries

UNRWA, donors and host
governments

UNRWA, private partners,
donors and host government

UNRWA, private sector

Full shrinking of GF to local
salary costs only and presentation
of this package to the GA for
approval as annual core funding
of UNRWA

Determination of the per
centage of UNRWA‟s
current undercharging of
programme support costs
(PSC) and presentation
of full or partial gap to
General Assembly

Further shrinking of
programme and services
ability to respond to needs
including downscaling of
and / or termination of
local GF staff while
offering bare minimum
services of symbolic
character

Trust Fund: Establishment of
a Trust Fund in one of the
three core mandate areas,
(i.e. education) so as to
effectively promote quality,
and with a view of creating
enabling environments for
future labour market
integration while not
foregoing refugee status.

Regaining and retaining of
programmatic planning
authority through
formalized long-term
partnerships resulting in
the co-financing of fields
of operation and / or core
services by governmental
partners or foundations
(i.e. adoption of schools /
French language teaching)

Regaining and retaining of
programmatic planning
authority through focalized
collaboration in partnerships
so as to mobilize expertise +
long-term funding
complementing existing
UNRWA funding but not
delivered through UNRWA
budget process

Engaging UNRWA in
partnerships privatizing
core or additional
UNRWA services
(hospitalization), or
through adoption by
national committees or
private partners engaging
in long-term service
provision.

Risks: None of these options is without risk.
Table 29: Non-traditional resource mobilization options open to UNRWA in view of the size of the GF deficit in mid-2015.

(waste disposal, TVET)
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Annex 8: Partnership opportunities
Partnership is an essential element of the RMS and it constitutes a core point for the overall UNRWA reform
process. Over the years, UNRWA has developed enduring partnership arrangements at global, regional, and
national level. This helped UNRWA in improving quality of services and mobilizing much-needed human
and financial resources.
The education sector and the close partnership with UNESCO is one good example of another UN agency
helping UNRWA to implement an ambitious education reform, mainly through the deployment of
managerial and technical staff. Another example is the UNRWA Technical and Vocational Education and
Training programme (TVET) that has benefited from partnering with a variety of external organizations and
institutions, which have provided expertise in capacity building, accreditation, monitoring and evaluation
and in-work training for students. The cooperation with the Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale
Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) in this sector is exemplary, as is the cooperation with GIZ on solid waste
management and psychosocial services. Similarly, the collaboration with the “Kreditanstalt für
Wiederaufbau” (KfW) in support of camp infrastructure development in the region can be considered a
success story.
UNRWA has also strengthened its partnership with UNICEF, building on the strong field-specific
relationships, for example in Lebanon. In 2011, UNRWA signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU)
with the Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC) to increase the focus on education in emergencies and
community-based activities.
Nationally, host government partnerships are of significance first and foremost in their role as host to the
Palestine refugees. Operationally, host systems are potential alternative providers of services if given the
necessary support to strengthen their capacities to include refugees in their national development
programmes. Of strategic importance is therefore alignment of the donor support to host countries with that
provided to UNRWA.
Cooperation with the private sector is one of the UNRWA priorities and the cooperation with National
Committees such as in the US, Spain and Italy has been very successful and can be expanded to other
countries. UNRWA was able to increase contributions from individual private donors, and the role of the
Agency‟s Goodwill Ambassador in this context has been commendable.
The RMS has emphasized the importance of partnerships, in line with the MTS, and it is therefore
recommended to UNRWA to further invest and allocate resources to partnership development. There are
several partnership models and options as explained in the box below.
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PARTNERSHIP MODELS

1. Strategic partnerships
Strategic partnerships aim at increasing advocacy and awareness raising, building and strengthening the Agency‟s institutional capacity
to adequately respond to the Palestine refugee crisis, improving information exchange and knowledge management and supporting
resource mobilization efforts. Strategic partnerships can be developed with a large number of state and non-state actors, bilateral and
multilateral agencies, UN, private sector, media and academic organizations.
Examples are the strategic partnerships with certain donors (SDC in capacity building), UN sister agencies (UNESCO in education,
WHO in health) and National Committees (in fundraising).
This strategy should be continued and expanded and used as good practices to engage other actors in strategic partnerships.

2. Operational partnerships
The Agency has embarked on a number of successful operational partnerships with humanitarian and development partners, including
UN agencies and international and local NGOs. These partners complement UNRWA education activities with funding from their
respective governments or the UN and therefore add value to the Agency‟s operations and relieve the budget. Good examples are
UNICEF and NRC on education, KfW on infrastructure development, GIZ on TVET, waste management, camp improvement and
trauma work and others. Such partnerships may be built on and expanded in the future.

3. Implementing partnerships
Different to other UN agencies, UNRWA implements programmes and projects directly through its own workforce of approximately
30,000 staff, making it one of the largest employers in the region. However, under certain circumstances and local conditions, it may be
necessary and/or useful to work with and through local institutions (NGOs, media, academia, researchers, etc.) to implement activities
that require local know-how. This is not a new approach for the Agency but may be strengthened to add quality to certain services
without undermining the core mandate of UNRWA.

4. Co-funding arrangements
Another form of partnerships might be to explore co-funding opportunities whereby UNRWA and a donor agree to share the costs of an
activity of mutual interest and not fully covered by the Agency‟s budget and therefore relieving it. Preferably, such co-funding
arrangements should be part of multi-year commitments and provide development inputs.

5. Lead agency approach
Another partnership option may be to “(re-)package” certain services and offer them as a whole “development package” to interested
donors. This “lead agency” approach would guarantee a donor more visibility in a certain sector/location and at the same time reduce
Agency‟s costs. As one example, the TVET sector, presently implemented as part of education, could be offered under a multi-year
funding arrangement negotiated between the German Government (BMZ) and UNRWA. Thus, GIZ could become the UNRWA lead
agency for TVET. This approach could be replicated in other sectors and implemented in line with Agency strategies.
Table 30 Partnership model description

The above partnership models will only work through a high-level engagement of donors and host countries
where political interests, operational realities and situation-specific needs and humanitarian and
development resources will be matched in a realistic and sustainable way.
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Annex 9: Distribution of Working Days per Consultant and Timelines+
Eleanor
Richter
Lyonette

Distribution of
working days

Thomas
Pfeiffer

Jürgen
Wintermeier

Kevin
Lyonette

Total days

Timelines

TASK I.1

Documentation analysis

3

2

2

2

9

TASK I.2

Initial Interviews

3

0

0

0

3

TASK I.3

Inception report preparation

2

1

0

0

3

TASK I. 4

Inception report presentation

1

0

0

0

1

PHASE II

Field mission

TASK II.1

1st mission Amman

6

6

0

0

12

29 March 2015 - 4 April 2015

TASK II.2

2nd mission preparation

1

1

1

1

4

09. Apr 15

TASK II.3

2nd mission Amman

12

9

12

0

33

TASK II. 4

validation session

TASK II.5

2nd mission Jerusalem

3

4

3

0

10

TASK II.6

2nd mission Lebanon

3

0

3

0

6

TASK II. 7

validation session

TASK II.8

Analysis of the findings

1

1

1

3

6

TASK II.9

Presentation of the preliminary findings

1

0

1

0

2

PHASE III

Synthesis & Reporting

TASK III.1

Draft report consolidation

TASK III.2

Consolidation of UNRWA comments

TASK III.3

Inclusion of Final Comments
TOTAL DAYS per EXPERT

6 March 2015 - 14 March 2015

17. March 15

73

13 April 2015 - 1 May 2015

29. Apr 15

18
5

3

4

4

16

1 - 9 May 2015
9 - 17 May 2015

2
43

Table 30: Distribution of Working Days per Consultant and Timelines

2
27

27

10

107

18 - 19 May 2015
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