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1. What have you done so far (individually and/or with others) to address the commitments in ‘your’ workstream?
· Certain donors and agencies have made individual commitments to reduce earmarking (donors) and to take measures to facilitate more flexible earmarking (agencies), but these have not been compiled and there has been no additional work carried out collectively since May 2016 
2. What are you planning to do next to address the commitments in ‘your’ workstream and would this include e.g. studies, workshops, pilots? What do you hope to achieve in the next 6-12 months? 
· The co-convenors will reach out to the chairs of GHD, IASC TTHF, Pool Fund Working Group to define how best to integrate the commitments on reducing earmarking in their workplans
· We will look to work with them (and specifically with GHD and IASC TTHF) to achieve the following: 
i. A break down of the 30% by 2020 target into manageable concrete mini-targets
ii. A shared understanding among donors: How are donors able to provide significant flexible funding? What are the barriers for those donors who are not providing flexible funding? 
iii. A list of requirements (level of information on allocation, reporting, visibility etc.) needed from agencies in order for donors to reduce earmarking
iv. Agencies showcase the benefits of reduced earmarking and the way in which reduced earmarking leads to greater efficiencies, including concrete examples  
v. Data has been gathered on current levels of earmarking received by organizations 
· The aim is for a workshop/meeting bringing together donors and agencies under the auspice of the GHD to finalize the above before the end of 2016
3. Would you reach out beyond the Grand Bargain signatories (e.g. external expertise) in the process of implementing the commitments? 
· In terms of expertise, it was felt that expertise largely lay within Grand Bargain signatories though there was a suggestion to reach out to the OCDE DAC Peer Review Group
· Clearly commitment progress would need to involve donors who have not signed up to the Grand Bargain. One way to achieve this would be through the GHD
4. What existing forums have significant work happening that is addressing the commitments in ‘your’ area?
· GHD
· IASC Task Team on Humanitarian Financing
· Pool Fund Working Group
5. Have any institutions/organisations within or outside ‘your’ workstream expressed interest in monitoring of the implementation of the commitments within ‘your’ workstream? 
· No deliberate expressions of interest have been made
· It would however be useful to get in touch with Development Initiatives (GHA Report) and representatives for the Financial Tracking Service (FTS), and possibly IATI
6. What are the most explicit links of ‘your’ workstream with other Grand Bargain workstreams? (Please note that most of the areas are connected, so we are looking for the most explicit ones). 
· Greater transparency; reducing duplication and management costs; multi-year planning and funding; harmonized and simplified reporting; joint and impartial needs assessments
· Among the above, the more direct links are: 
i. Greater transparency: if the no progress is made on greater transparency, it will be extremely difficult to make progress on reduced earmarking
ii. Harmonized and simplified reporting: it was felt necessary to work together with this workstream after the donor requirements for reduced earmarking have been clarified
iii. Joint and impartial needs assessments: some donors have expressed that greater trust in needs assessment, analysis and prioritization would be an important step to reducing earmarking of contributions
7. If all the commitments in ‘your’ workstream would be implemented, how would “success look like” FOR YOU? How might you measure progress? 
· Reach a global target of 30% of non or softly earmarked contributions by 2020
· There is a quantitative measurable move “from red towards green” (see annexed table) in terms of levels of earmarking starting already in 2017
· Other “mini-targets” have been reached between now and 2020. These could include: 
i. Consensus on a list of donor requirements
ii. Indicators on how agencies are moving towards meeting these requirements
iii. X number of donors have made individual commitments towards reducing earmarking; notably those who are providing no flexible funding to date
iv. X agencies have clear criteria on earmarking of funds channeled to partners 

Participants to the group discussion on 6th September 2016:
Per Ornéus, Sweden, co-convenor
Helen Alderson, ICRC, co-convenor
Annett Günther, Germany
Björn Hofmann, Germany
Georges Bley, Luxembourg
Peter Rademaker, ILO



Grand Bargain Commitment to reduce the earmarking of donor contributions (Commitment 8)
Flexible funding facilitates swifter response to urgent needs and investment in fragile, potentially volatile situations, emergencies and disaster preparedness, as well enables response to needs in situations of protracted and neglected conflicts. It strengthens decision-making bodies which include key stakeholders such as affected and refugee-hosting states as well as donors. It supports management systems and the use of cost-efficient tools as well as reduces the amount of resources spent on grant-specific administration, notably procurement and reporting. 
Flexible funding requires accountability throughout the length of the transaction chain from donor to the field. Reducing earmarking should be considered as a means to achieving humanitarian collective outcomes. Increasing donors’ confidence in the quality of aid organisations’ own prioritisation processes will encourage donors to increase the flexibility of their contributions.

The Secretary General’s recommendation to double the Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) to USD$1 billion and to increase the portion of appeal funding to the UN Country-Based Pooled Funds (CBPF) to 15 per cent, including through new and additional sources, is recognised as important for increasing the amount of unearmarked and softly earmarked funding. The possibility of opening the CERF for direct funding to civil society organisations should be explored. 

Aid organisations and donors commit to: 
(1) Jointly determine, on an annual basis, the most effective and efficient way of reporting on unearmarked and softly earmarked funding and to initiate this reporting by the end of 2017.
(2) Reduce the degree of earmarking of funds contributed by governments and regional groups who currently provide low levels of flexible finance. Aid organisations in turn commit to do the same with their funding when channelling it through partners. 
Aid organisations commit to:
(3) Be transparent and regularly share information with donors outlining the criteria for how core and unearmarked funding is allocated (for example, urgent needs, emergency preparedness, forgotten contexts, improved management) 
(4) Increase the visibility of unearmarked and softly earmarked funding, thereby recognising the contribution made by donors.
Donors commit to: 
(5) Progressively reduce the earmarking of their humanitarian contributions. The aim is to aspire to achieve a global target of 30 per cent of humanitarian contributions that is non-earmarked or softly earmarked[footnoteRef:1] by 2020. [1:  See annex on earmark definition] 

 



Annex I. Earmarking modalities 
	
	
	Terminology
	Definition
	Remarks

	Unearmarked
	A
	Fully flexible core contribution
	Financial contribution to the aid organisation budget, fully flexible (within the boundaries set in mandates, governing body regulations etc.)
	

	
	B
	Fully flexible core contribution to the CERF
	Financial contribution to CERF budget, fully flexible within the CERF regulations.
	

	
	C
	Core contribution
	Financial contribution to a significant part of the aid organisation’s mandate, e.g. restricted to the humanitarian operations of a double-mandated organisation.
	The aid organisation can be instructed to distribute – at its discretion – on several strategic objectives/regions/crises so as to avoid the entire contribution being used in one context.

	Softly earmarked
	D
	Core contribution with limitations
	Financial contribution, but with exclusions pertaining to a small number of specific countries.
	The aid organisation can be instructed to only use funding outside of certain areas or countries.

	
	E
	Directed to a geographical region or a strategic objective
	Financial contribution, fully flexible within the boundaries of the strategic objective (e.g. health or education) or region (e.g. Africa).
	Should reflect priorities in the Strategic Plan approved by the relevant governing body.

	
	F
	Directed to a Country-Based Pooled Fund
	Financial contribution directed to a specific Country-Based Pooled Fund, otherwise fully flexible.
	

	Earmarked
	G
	Directed to an aid organisation’s country operations
	Financial contribution, directed to a specific country, otherwise fully flexible.
	Should reflect priorities set by the relevant governing body with regard to country operations.

	
	H
	Directed to sub-objective/target
	Financial contribution, directed to subcategories of strategic objectives, e.g. health/malaria or education /teacher training, but without geographical limitations. 
	Should reflect priorities in the Strategic Plan approved by the relevant governing body.

	Tightly earmarked
	I
	Directed to a specific project
	Financial contribution directed to a specific project in a specific country.
	

	
	J
	Directed geographically and thematically, tied financial
	Financial contribution, tied to certain conditions in terms of purchase restrictions, directed to a specific country/region and to a specific objective. E.g. financial contribution for purchase of ABC for school feeding in X-land.
	

	
	K
	Directed geographically and thematically, in kind.
	In-kind contribution directed to a specific country/region and to a specific objective. E.g. rice for school feeding in X-land.
	

	
	L
	Donor-initiated projects/directed contributions
	Financial contribution coupled with the demand for a specific project in a specific country fulfilling donor priorities.
	Not reflecting Strategic Plan of the aid organisation, i.e.  it becomes a service provider. This will also put a strain on non-project support costs (overhead costs).



